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Introduction

This i s a  boo k abou t text s an d thei r transmission , abou t th e word s o f th e
emerging New Testamen t an d ho w the y came to b e changed b y scribes o f the
early Christian centuries . M y thesis ca n be stated simply : scribes occasionall y
altered the words o f their sacre d text s to mak e them mor e patently orthodox
and t o preven t thei r misus e by Christians who espouse d aberran t views .

Textual critic s ar e commonl y charged—no t alway s unfairl y an d ofte n fro m
among thei r ow n ranks—wit h disregardin g researc h don e i n othe r fields .
Narrowly focusin g o n th e manuscript s o f th e Ne w Testament , the y ofte n
neglect th e realia  o f ecclesiastica l an d socia l histor y tha t ca n elucidat e fea -
tures o f th e text . An d restrictin g thei r theoretica l fiel d o f visio n t o method s
espoused b y philolog y an d Biblica l highe r criticism , the y bypas s importan t
foundational questions , suc h a s what i t migh t mea n t o refe r t o th e "corrup -
tion" of a text tha t is offhandedly calle d the "original."

If thes e charge s ar e levele d agains t th e presen t study , i t wil l hav e faile d
in on e o f it s principa l designs . T o som e extent , th e stud y i s meant t o dispe l
the notio n tha t Ne w Testamen t textual criticis m i s at bes t a n arcane , i f rudi-
mentarily necessary , discipline , of littl e interest t o th e enterprise s o f exegesis ,
the history of theology, an d th e socia l histor y o f early Christianity—let alone
to broade r interest s o f scholar s i n the humanities , suc h a s the histor y o f lat e
antiquity, th e us e o f literatur e i n religiou s polemics , an d th e construa l o f
texts.

To b e sure , th e explici t goa l o f th e stud y i s itsel f traditional . I  am inter -
ested i n seein g ho w scribe s modifie d th e word s o f Scriptur e the y inherited .
The method s I  use to attai n thi s goal ar e also traditional : they are the critical
procedures customaril y used t o establis h an y text , classica l or biblical . But I
am les s concerned wit h interpretin g the word s o f the New Testamen t a s they
came from th e pens of its authors tha n wit h seein g how thes e words cam e t o
be altere d i n th e cours e o f thei r transcription . Moreover , m y understandin g
of thi s process o f transmission , tha t is , the wa y I  conceptualize scriba l alter-
ations o f a  text , derive s les s fro m traditiona l categorie s o f philolog y tha n
from recen t development s i n the field of literary theory .

In Chapte r 1  I  sketch th e socio-historica l contex t fo r th e phenomeno n I
will call , an d justif y calling , the "orthodo x corruptio n o f Scripture. " Her e I
deal wit h th e theological debate s o f the second an d thir d Christia n centuries ,
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a perio d o f intens e rivalr y amon g variou s group s o f Christian s wh o advo -
cated divergen t way s o f understandin g thei r religion . By the fourt h century ,
one o f these groups had route d th e opposition , co-opting for itsel f th e desig-
nation "orthodoxy " an d effectivel y marginalizin g the riva l partie s a s "here -
sies." Proponent s o f fourth-centur y orthodoxy insiste d o n th e antiquit y of
their view s an d embrace d certai n author s o f th e precedin g generation s a s
their ow n theologica l forebears . M y stud y focuse s o n thes e earlie r Chris -
tians—the representatives of an "incipien t orthodoxy"—becaus e most scriba l
alterations o f th e Ne w Testamen t tex t originate d durin g th e tim e o f thei r
disputes, tha t is , in the ante-Nicen e age .

In particular , thi s chapte r explore s th e way s proto-orthodox Christian s
used literatur e i n thei r earl y struggles fo r dominance , a s the y produce d po -
lemical treatises , forge d supportin g document s unde r th e name s o f earlie r
authorities, collecte d apostoli c work s int o a n authoritativ e canon , an d in -
sisted o n certai n hermeneutica l principle s for th e interpretatio n o f thes e works .
The document s o f thi s new cano n coul d b e circulated , of course, onl y to th e
extent that they were copied. An d they were copied b y warm-blooded scribe s
who wer e intimatel y familiar wit h th e debate s ove r doctrin e tha t mad e thei r
scribal labor s a  desideratum . I t wa s withi n thi s milie u o f controvers y tha t
scribes sometime s changed thei r scriptura l texts to mak e them say what they
were already known t o mean.  In the technica l parlance of textual criticism —
which I  retain fo r it s significant ironies—thes e scribes "corrupted" their text s
for theologica l reasons . Chapte r 1  conclude s wit h a  propose d theoretica l
framework fo r understandin g this kind of scriba l activity.

The bul k o f th e stud y examine s the textua l traditio n o f th e Ne w Testa -
ment for varian t readings that appea r t o have been generated withi n the con-
text o f orthodo x polemics , specificall y i n th e are a o f Christology . Usin g ru -
brics provide d b y th e orthodo x heresiologist s themselves , I  devot e eac h o f
three chapter s t o a  differen t christologica l "heresy" o f the period: adoption -
ism, th e vie w tha t Chris t wa s a  man , bu t no t God ; docetism , th e vie w that
he wa s God , bu t no t a  man ; an d separationism , th e vie w tha t th e divin e
Christ an d th e huma n Jesus wer e distinc t beings . Eac h chapter describe s th e
heresy i n question (a t leas t as understood b y its orthodox opponents) , befor e
discussing textual variants that appea r to have been created out o f opposition
to it . I n some instance s thi s require s extensive text-critical argumentatio n t o
distinguish th e earlies t for m o f th e tex t fro m modification s effected durin g
the course o f its transmission. I have provided a  proportionately greater treat-
ment t o variant s of specia l interes t to Ne w Testamen t exegesis , th e develop-
ment o f Christia n doctrine , an d th e histor y o f interpretation . A  much briefe r
fifth chapter consider s textua l variant s that appea r t o hav e arisen in opposi -
tion t o th e patripassianis t Christologie s o f th e lat e secon d an d earl y thir d
centuries. Chapte r 6  summarize s m y methodologica l an d materia l conclu -
sions, an d proffer s som e suggestion s concernin g th e significanc e o f the study
for understandin g the debate s betwee n heres y an d orthodox y i n earl y Chris -
tianity.

Because this book i s intended no t onl y for textua l scholars bu t als o fo r a
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variety o f person s wh o migh t fin d th e issue s i t raise s o f som e relevanc e t o
their own academi c interests, I  suggest two differen t strategie s o f reading. For
those wh o ar e no t specialist s i n the tex t o r interpretatio n o f the Ne w Testa -
ment, wh o ar e primaril y intereste d i n suc h thing s a s th e histor y o f earl y
Christianity, the developmen t o f religiou s polemics, or th e effect s o f texts o n
readers, I  sugges t readin g Chapte r 1 , th e introductor y an d concludin g sec -
tions o f eac h o f th e mai n chapters , an d th e conclusio n (Chapte r 6) . Thes e
portions o f th e boo k ar e relativel y free fro m technica l jargon ; togethe r the y
set the theoretica l framewor k an d historica l contex t o f th e study , explain in
greater detai l m y overarchin g thesis , describ e th e kind s o f dat a I  have used
to establis h thi s thesis , summariz e the conclusion s tha t I  think we can dra w
from thes e data , an d reflec t o n th e broade r significanc e o f thes e conclusion s
for textua l critics , exegetes , theologians , an d historian s o f lat e antiquity . On
the other hand, textua l scholars and exegetes who are interested i n examining
the evidenc e and evaluatin g the argument s I  have adduced wil l want t o rea d
the detaile d expositio n o f eac h chapter . I t i s here that I  address a  numbe r of
textual an d exegetica l issues that have intrigued scholars throughout th e modern
era, an d demonstrat e o n a  case b y case basi s how proto-orthodo x scribe s of
the second an d thir d centurie s modifie d thei r texts o f Scripture to mak e them
conform mor e closel y with thei r own christologica l beliefs , effectin g thereb y
the "orthodox corruptio n o f Scripture. "
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1
The Text  of  Scripture  in  an  Age  of
Dissent: Early  Christian  Struggles

for Orthodoxy

Christianity i n th e secon d an d thir d centurie s wa s i n a  remarkabl e state o f
flux. T o b e sure , a t n o poin t i n it s histor y ha s th e religio n constitute d a
monolith. Bu t th e divers e manifestation s of it s firs t thre e hundre d years —
whether i n terms of socia l structures , religiou s practices, o r ideologies—hav e
never bee n replicated .

Nowhere i s thi s see n mor e clearl y than i n th e real m o f theology . I n th e
second an d thir d centurie s ther e were , o f course , Christian s who believe d in
only one God; others , however, claime d that there were two Gods; yet others
subscribed t o 30 , o r 365 , o r more . Som e Christian s accepte d th e Hebre w
Scriptures a s a  revelatio n o f th e on e tru e God , th e sacre d possessio n o f al l
believers; others claime d tha t th e Scripture s had bee n inspire d b y an evi l de-
ity. Som e Christian s believe d tha t Go d ha d create d th e worl d an d wa s soon
going t o redee m it ; other s sai d tha t Go d neithe r had create d th e worl d no r
had eve r ha d an y dealing s with it . Som e Christian s believed that Chris t wa s
somehow bot h a  man and God ; other s sai d tha t h e was a man, but no t God ;
others claime d tha t h e wa s God , bu t no t a  man ; other s insiste d tha t h e was
a man wh o ha d bee n temporarily inhabite d by God. Som e Christians believed
that Christ' s death ha d brough t about the salvation of the world; others claimed
that hi s deat h ha d n o bearin g o n salvation ; ye t other s allege d tha t h e ha d
never even died .

Few o f thes e varian t theologie s wen t uncontested , an d th e controversie s
that ensue d impacted th e surviving literature on virtuall y every level. The one
level I  wil l b e concerne d wit h i n th e presen t stud y involve s the manuscript s
of th e evolvin g Christian Scriptures—wha t woul d eventuall y b e calle d th e
New Testament. Th e New Testament manuscript s were not produced imper -
sonally b y machine s capabl e o f flawles s reproduction . The y wer e copie d b y
hand, b y living , breathing human beings who wer e deeply rooted i n the con -
ditions an d controversie s o f thei r day . Di d th e scribes ' polemica l context s
influence th e wa y the y transcribed thei r sacred Scriptures ? The burde n of the
present stud y i s that the y did , tha t theologica l disputes , specificall y dispute s

3



4 The  Orthodox  Corruption of  Scripture

over Christology , prompte d Christia n scribe s to alte r the word s of Scripture
in orde r t o mak e them mor e serviceabl e for the polemica l task. Scribe s mod -
ified thei r manuscript s to mak e them mor e patently "orthodox" and les s sus-
ceptible to "abuse " by the opponents of orthodoxy .

I cannot begin to detai l th e evidenc e of thi s kind of scribal activit y with-
out firs t establishing its socio-historical context . The present chapte r inaugu -
rates th e stud y by isolating the kinds of issues that wer e at stak e in the theo-
logical controversie s o f th e secon d an d thir d centurie s and b y showin g ho w
these controversies were generall y carried ou t i n the literary realm. Onc e thi s
polemical milie u i s established, I  can tur n i n th e chapter s tha t follo w t o th e
important, i f widel y neglected , aspec t o f thes e struggle s tha t serve s a s th e
object o f m y primary concern, th e "orthodox corruptio n of Scripture. "

Orthodoxy and Heresy: The Classical View
For man y student s o f lat e antiquity , th e disparat e form s o f earl y Christia n
belief sugges t a  paradig m fo r understandin g the developmen t of th e religion .
During it s first two an d a  half centuries , Christianit y comprised a  number of
competing theologies , o r better , a  number of competing Christian groups ad -
vocating a  variet y o f theologies . Ther e wa s a s ye t n o establishe d "ortho -
doxy," tha t is , no basi c theological syste m acknowledge d b y the majorit y o f
church leader s an d laity . Different loca l churche s supported differen t under -
standings o f th e religion , whil e different understanding s of th e religio n were
present eve n withi n th e sam e loca l church . Evidenc e for thi s vie w has bee n
steadily mountin g throughou t th e presen t century : w e kno w o f th e wide -
spread diversit y of earl y Christianit y fro m bot h primar y an d secondar y ac -
counts, and ca n sometimes pinpoint thi s diversity with considerable accuracy.

This i s no t t o say , however , tha t historian s o f earl y Christianit y have
always share d thi s perspective . T o th e contrary , i t represent s a  distinctiv e
shift i n thinking , effecte d onl y i n relativel y recen t times . Prio r t o th e begin -
ning o f thi s century , virtuall y al l investigator s wer e held , mor e o r les s con -
sciously, under the sway of the histories of early Christianity produced during
the perio d itself . Particularl y influential wa s th e Ecclesiastical  History o f Eu -
sebius, the fourth-centur y bishop o f Caesarea an d so-calle d "father o f church
history," whos e wor k se t th e ton e fo r Christia n historiograph y fo r age s t o
come.1

Eusebius ha d a  providenta l vie w of histor y tha t allowe d hi m t o pain t a
rather sanguin e pictur e o f Christianity' s firs t three hundre d years , a  pictur e
somewhat remarkabl e in view of the externa l hardship s and interna l tensions
that the religio n actually endured. But Eusebius could detect the hand o f God
behind th e scene s a t ever y stage , directin g the church' s missio n an d destiny .
Believers controlle d an d sustaine d b y God' s spiri t face d persecutio n wit h
boldness, s o that th e church grew despit e opposition, an d "heresy " was quickly
and effectivel y overcom e b y the origina l and apostoli c teachin g of th e church' s
vast majority , a  teachin g tha t wa s b y definitio n "orthodox " (i n that i t wa s
"right").2
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Eusebius, of course , di d no t loa d thi s term wit h the technica l baggage of
a late r age . Writin g befor e th e Counci l o f Nice a i n 32 5 C.E . in whic h th e
Arian controvers y foun d a n initia l resolution , an d wel l i n advanc e o f th e
Council o f Chalcedo n (45 1 C.E.) , bes t know n fo r it s highl y nuanced, i f para-
doxical, statemen t o f Christology,3 Eusebiu s meant something relatively basic
by "orthodox"  Christianity: i t i s that kin d of belie f preache d b y the apostle s
and thei r follower s fro m th e beginning , as opposed t o majo r deviation s tha t
came subsequen t t o it , deviations that deny such indispensible Christian doc -
trines a s th e goodnes s o f the creation , o r th e deit y of Christ , o r th e unit y of
the Godhead. Heresies, then, are secondary incursion s into th e community of
true believers , inspired—as i s all evi l fo r Eusebius 4—by the devi l and hi s wicked
demons, wh o mov e willfu l person s t o corrup t th e fait h proclaime d b y th e
apostles o f Jesus (e.g. , Hist.  Eccl.  II, 14, 1-3 ; III , 26-27; IV, 7, 1-3) .

Eusebius's treatmen t o f Simon Magus , portrayed a s the firs t hereti c an d
father o f the m all , exemplifies his views. Quotin g th e apologis t an d heresiol -
ogist Justin, Eusebius claims that th e demonically inspired Simon appeared in
the cours e o f th e apostoli c mission , performin g black magi c an d misleadin g
others t o believ e tha t h e wa s himsel f divine . No t onl y di d Simo n advocat e
blasphemous an d fals e doctrines , h e als o live d a  profligat e life , openl y con -
sorting wit h a  public prostitute name d Hele n an d engagin g in secret an d vil e
rituals. Thos e whom h e misle d accepted hi s heretical teaching s an d similarly
indulged i n scandalous practices: "Fo r whateve r could b e imagined more dis-
gusting tha n th e foules t crim e know n ha s bee n outstrippe d b y th e utterl y
revolting heresy of these men, who mak e sport o f wretched women , burdened
indeed with vice s of every kind" (Hist.  Eccl.  II , 13 , 8). 5

According t o Eusebius , Go d raise d u p th e Apostl e Pete r t o refut e thi s
ignominious heretic i n Judea ,

extinguishing th e flame s o f th e Evi l On e befor e the y coul d spread . .  .  .
Consequently neither Simon nor an y of his contemporaries manage d to for m
an organize d bod y i n thos e apostoli c days , fo r ever y attempt wa s defeate d
and overpowere d b y the ligh t of th e trut h an d b y the divin e Word Himself
who ha d s o recentl y shone fro m Go d o n humans , activ e i n th e worl d an d
immanent i n His ow n apostle s (Hist.  Eccl.  II , 14 , 2—3) .

Having bee n defeate d i n Judea, Simo n fle d t o Rome , wher e h e achieve d n o
little success—awa y fro m a n apostoli c presence—unti l Pete r agai n appeare d
and onc e an d fo r al l dispense d wit h thi s henchma n o f Sata n throug h a  ra -
diant an d powerfu l proclamation o f truth (Hist.  Eccl.  II, 14 , 5-6) .

There i s mor e vitrio l tha n substanc e i n Eusebius' s treatmen t o f Simon .
The accoun t nonetheles s attest s a  schemati c understandin g o f th e natur e of
Christian heresy , an d i t i s this basi c conceptualizatio n tha t prove d s o influ -
ential for th e traditional assessmen t of the development of Christian doctrine .
The "classical " vie w o f orthodox y an d heres y formalize s this basi c under -
standing.6 Fo r thi s view , "orthodoxy " (literall y meanin g "righ t opinion" )
represents th e teachings advocated b y Jesus and hi s apostles, sprea d through-
out th e worl d b y Christian s o f th e firs t generation , an d atteste d b y the vas t
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majority o f believer s i n al l periods. 7 Thos e wh o clai m t o b e Christia n bu t
who den y any point o f this teaching, o r who modif y i t in any significan t way ,
represent "heresy " (literall y meanin g "choice") , becaus e the y hav e willfull y
chosen t o misrepresen t o r den y the truth . Heresy , then , i s always secondar y
to th e trut h an d derive d fro m i t b y a  kin d o f corruptio n o r perversion . Fo r
Christian polemicists , suc h perversion s ar e the minorit y opinion o f deprave d
individuals; fo r scholar s o f th e perio d les s interested i n these evaluativ e cate-
gories, bu t nonetheles s unde r the influenc e o f thei r schemati c underpinnings ,
the resultan t heresie s ar e a t leas t derivativ e in nature . I n eithe r case , heres y
represents a  contaminatio n o f th e origina l teaching s o f Christianit y b y idea s
drawn fro m th e outside , eithe r fro m Jewis h circle s o r fro m th e teaching s o f
pagan philosophers .

Although Eusebiu s wa s certainl y responsibl e fo r popularizin g these views ,
he b y n o mean s invente d them . T o th e contrary , h e self-consciousl y place d
himself withi n a  stream o f tradition tha t runs back throug h a  series of earlier
writers tha t h e and hi s orthodox associates embrace d as their own theologica l
forebears, writer s suc h a s Origen , Hippolytus , Tertullian , Irenaeus , an d Jus-
tin.8 Interestingly , th e basi c understandin g o f orthodox y an d heres y foun d
among thes e progenitor s o f orthodoxy ca n b e traced al l the way bac k t o th e
first century, t o th e oldes t survivin g account o f Christianity' s early years , th e
New Testamen t boo k o f Acts. 9

To b e sure , Act s i s concerne d les s wit h th e relationshi p o f theologica l
divergences withi n earl y Christianity tha n wit h th e disseminatio n o f th e reli -
gion itself . Th e ter m "orthodoxy " doe s no t occu r here , an d "heresy " lack s
any pejorativ e sense , meanin g simpl y "sect." 10 Bu t undergirdin g Acts ' nar-
rative ar e notion s tha t prove d particularl y amenabl e to th e classica l under -
standing o f orthodoxy an d heresy . Here th e tru e fait h i s based o n th e eyewit -
ness account s o f th e apostles , wh o execut e thei r missio n t o sprea d thi s fait h
under th e guidanc e o f the Hol y Spirit . The apostoli c churche s stan d i n com-
plete harmon y wit h on e another—eve n latecomer s suc h a s Pau l agre e wit h
Jesus' origina l followers on ever y importan t poin t o f doctrine an d practice . I t
is true tha t eve n her e difficultie s aris e withi n th e Christia n communities . Bu t
these deriv e fro m th e gree d an d avaric e o f thei r individua l member s (5:1 —
11), o r fro m th e thirs t fo r powe r o f those wh o com e t o infiltrat e thei r mids t
(8:4—25). The vas t majority of converts remai n true to the apostoli c message ,
and theologica l issue s ar e readil y resolve d b y a n appea l t o apostoli c author -
ity, which i n every case—even afte r seriou s debat e an d reflection—reveal s th e
most remarkabl e o f al l unities (15:1-29) . Disunities can b e attributed t o "fals e
teachings," tha t is , t o deviation s fro m th e theologica l view s o f Jesus ' ow n
apostles. Suc h deviation s ar e th e pervers e doing s o f degenerat e individuals ,
wolves who infiltrat e th e floc k o f sheep t o do grea t damage , bu t who cannot ,
ultimately, overcome a  churc h unifie d behin d th e origina l apostoli c teachin g

-(10:28-31).
This i s the apostoli c Christianit y t o whic h late r age s coul d appeal . Smal l

wonder, give n this canonica l precedent , tha t th e views embraced by Eusebius
and hi s peer s shoul d receiv e suc h a  wid e hearing , shoul d indee d becom e th e
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normative wa y o f understandin g th e developmen t o f Christia n theolog y dow n
to the modern age. 11

The Challenge: Walter Baue r
The classica l understanding of th e relationshi p o f orthodoxy an d heres y me t
a devastating challenge in 1934 with the publication of Walter Bauer' s Recht-
gldubigkeit un d Ketzerei  i m altesten  Christentum, 12 possibl y the mos t signif -
icant boo k o n earl y Christianit y writte n i n modern times . Baue r argued tha t
the earl y Christia n churc h i n fac t di d no t compris e a  single  orthodoxy fro m
which emerge d a  variet y o f competin g heretica l minorities . Instead , earl y
Christianity embodie d a  numbe r of divergen t forms , n o on e o f whic h repre -
sented th e clea r and powerfu l majority of believers against all others. In some
regions, wha t wa s late r t o b e terme d "heresy " wa s i n fac t th e origina l an d
only for m o f Christianity . I n othe r regions , view s later deeme d heretica l co-
existed wit h view s that woul d com e t o b e embraced b y the churc h a s a whole,
with mos t believer s not drawin g hard an d fas t line s o f demarcatio n between
the competin g views . To thi s extent , "orthodoxy, " in th e sens e o f a  unifie d
group advocatin g a n apostoli c doctrin e accepte d b y th e majorit y o f Chris -
tians everywhere , di d no t exis t i n th e secon d an d thir d centuries . No r wa s
"heresy" secondaril y derive d fro m a n origina l teachin g throug h a n infusio n
of Jewis h idea s o r paga n philosophy . Belief s tha t were , a t late r times , em -
braced a s orthodoxy an d condemne d a s heresy were i n fac t competin g inter-
pretations o f Christianity, one o f which eventually (but not initially ) acquired
domination becaus e o f singula r historica l an d socia l forces . Onl y whe n on e
social grou p ha d exerte d itsel f sufficientl y ove r the res t o f Christendom di d a
"majority" opinio n emerge ; onl y the n di d th e "righ t belief " represen t th e
view o f th e Christia n churc h a t large .

As ca n b e see n b y thi s thumbnai l sketch , on e o f th e goal s implici t in
Bauer's reconstructio n o f orthodox y an d heres y wa s th e deconstructio n o f
the term s o f th e debate. 13 Hi s discussio n clearl y assumes, and fo r mos t sub -
sequent scholars , clearl y demonstrates , tha t orthodox y an d heres y ca n n o
longer b e taken t o mea n eithe r wha t thei r etymologie s sugges t o r wha t the y
traditionally hav e implied . Baue r doe s no t assum e tha t orthodox y refer s t o
"right beliefs " and heres y to "willfu l misbeliefs. " He use s the term s descrip-
tively t o refe r t o socia l groups , namely , the part y tha t eventuall y established
dominance ove r the res t o f Christendom (orthodoxy ) an d th e individual s and
groups tha t expressed alternativ e theological view s (heresies) . In doing so, he
implies no valu e judgment (one group wa s right, the others were wrong), and
does no t embrac e the traditiona l notio n tha t on e o f th e group s (orthodoxy )
could clai m historical priorit y an d numerica l superiority over the others.14

To establis h his claims, Bauer chose certain geographica l region s of early
Christendom fo r whic h w e hav e some evidence—particularl y Edessa , Egypt ,
Antioch, Asi a Minor , Macedonia , an d Rome—subjecte d th e ancien t source s
for th e Christianit y of these regions t o the closes t scrutiny , and demonstrate d
that contrar y t o th e report s o f Eusebius , the earlies t and/o r predominant form s
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of Christianit y i n mos t o f these areas wer e heretica l (i.e. , forms subsequently
condemned b y the victorious party) . To b e sure, Christian s advocating views
later embrace d b y fourth-centur y orthodox y coul d b e foun d scattere d
throughout thes e regions , bu t i n mos t case s the y represente d a  minorit y po -
sition. Baue r recognized,  o f course , tha t mos t o f th e writing s survivin g the
conflict attes t thi s late r understanding . Bu t thi s i s not a t al l du e t o th e fac t
(no longe r see n a s a  fact ) tha t the y ar e broadl y representativ e o f nascen t
Christian opinion . I t i s rather du e t o th e "accident " of thei r preservation . I t
is the winner s who writ e the history : late r proponent s o f orthodoxy (i.e. , th e
victors) preserved th e writings of their theologica l forebear s and insiste d tha t
they represente d th e opinio n o f th e majorit y o f Christian s fro m apostoli c
times.

How, though , di d thi s on e for m o f Christianity—th e for m tha t cam e t o
influence al l majo r branche s o f Christendo m dow n t o th e presen t day , th e
form responsibl e fo r th e Apostles ' an d Nicen e creeds , fo r Roma n Catholi -
cism, Easter n Orthodoxy , an d Protestantism—attai n a  leve l o f dominance ?
For Baue r this was th e kin d o f Christianit y found predominantl y in th e church
of Rome , a  churc h tha t ha d alway s used it s superior administrativ e prowess
and it s vas t materia l resource s t o influenc e othe r Christia n communities. 15

Among othe r things , th e Roma n churc h urge d a  hierarchica l structur e o n
other churches—th e monarchia l episcopate—which , give n th e righ t bishop ,
could persuade the majority of church members to adopt certain perspectives .
And t o som e degre e th e Roma n influenc e wa s purel y economic : th e manu -
mission o f slave s an d th e purchas e o f prisoner s brough t larg e number s int o
their fold , while the judiciou s use o f gift s an d alm s effected a  generall y sym-
pathetic hearin g of thei r views .

Specific detail s of Bauer' s demonstration wer e immediately seen a s prob -
lematic b y a  numbe r o f hi s reviewers , and recen t time s have seen detractor s
come increasingl y t o th e fore. 16 Man y o f th e argument s hav e focuse d o n
methodology: Baue r has bee n charged , fo r goo d reason , wit h attackin g or -
thodox sources wit h inquisitoria l zeal and with exploiting the argument fro m
silence.17 I n term s o f th e substantiv e issues , virtuall y al l o f th e region s tha t
Bauer examine d have been subjected to furthe r scrutiny , rarely to th e advan-
tage of hi s specific conclusions . The regnan t view now i s that Bauer probably
overestimated th e influenc e o f th e Roma n church 18 an d underestimate d th e
extent o f orthodoxy throughou t th e Mediterranean. 19 I t would b e a  mistake,
however, t o thin k tha t th e repudiatio n o f Bauer' s specifi c finding s ha s free d
scholars t o retur n t o th e classica l formulatio n of the proble m inherite d fro m
the early orthodox writers themselves. Quite t o the contrary, the opinio com-
munis tha t ha s emerge d i s tha t despit e th e clea r shortcoming s o f hi s study ,
Bauer's intuition s were right in nuce: if anything, early Christianity was even
less tidy and mor e diversifie d tha n h e realized,20 and contrar y t o hi s opinion ,
we d o no t nee d t o wai t fo r th e secon d centur y t o begi n paintin g thi s pic -
ture.21 What late r came to b e known as orthodoxy wa s simpl y on e among a
number o f competin g interpretation s o f Christianit y in th e earl y period . I t
was neithe r a  self-eviden t interpretation no r a n origina l apostoli c view. 22 In-
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deed, a s fa r bac k a s New Testamen t times , Christianit y was remarkably var-
ied i n it s theologica l expressions , wit h th e diversit y of th e Ne w Testamen t
becoming manifes t yet mor e clearl y in th e diversit y of th e secon d an d thir d
centuries,23 whe n competin g group s embrace d a  wid e rang e o f conflictin g
theologies, an d fixe d line s of demarcation wer e i n scarce supply.

The Regnant Opinio  Communis: Orthodoxy and Heresy in
Early Christianity

I have not ye t provided any evidence for the opinio  communis  that ha s emerged
in Bauer' s wake . Give n th e purpos e o f th e presen t study—t o buil d o n thi s
consensus rathe r tha n t o establis h it—i t wil l b e enoug h simpl y t o cit e evi-
dence tha t has proved generall y convincing and tha t relate s i n some measure
to m y own concerns , namely , the way s these early controversies affected th e
scribes who transmitte d th e tex t o f the New Testament .

The existenc e o f wildl y diverse expressions o f Christianit y is abundantly
attested i n our earl y sources, man y of which bemoan th e fac t a s a  sorry stat e
of affairs. 24 Thus , th e Apostl e Paul , our earlies t Christian author, defend s his
understanding o f th e fait h agains t variou s "aberrations, " fo r example , Ju -
daizing opponent s i n Galati a an d th e enthusiast s of Corinth . Warning s agains t
"heterodox" view s permeat e th e page s o f th e book s late r canonize d a s th e
New Testament , bot h fro m circle s that wer e associate d wit h Paul, 25 an d thos e
that wer e not. 26 S o too, th e writing s o f th e so-calle d "churc h fathers " (i.e. ,
the earl y writers late r embrace d b y orthodox author s o f th e fourt h centur y
and later ) are dominated b y anti-heretical concerns, fro m th e occasiona l epis -
tles o f Ignatiu s in th e secon d century , who o n hi s way t o martyrdo m warn s
the churche s o f Asi a Mino r agains t Judaizin g an d doceti c kind s o f Chris -
tians,27 through a  range of such heresiologist s a s Justin, Irenaeus , Tertullian ,
and Hippolytus , wh o devot e prodigiou s amount s o f energ y to refutin g indi -
viduals an d group s tha t propoun d unpalatabl e ideas . Th e poin t i s no t tha t
these familia r author s evidence  the predominanc e of the orthodox view. It is
rather tha t the y demonstrat e th e existenc e o f riva l group s a t ever y turn, i n
virtually ever y region o f Christendo m o f whic h they , and we , hav e knowledge.

The spectacula r discoverie s o f heretica l writing s during the presen t cen -
tury hav e confirmed the existenc e o f suc h groups an d clarifie d som e o f thei r
theological characteristics . On e woul d naturall y not expec t th e victor s of the
struggle t o reproduc e th e literatur e o f thei r opponents . An d indee d the y by
and larg e did not , excep t i n excerpts tha t the y quoted simpl y for purposes of
refutation. Thi s mean s tha t prio r t o suc h fortuitou s findings as the librar y of
Gnostic writing s uncovere d nea r Na g Hammadi , Egypt , in 1945 , ou r under -
standing o f heterodox Christianit y was necessaril y one-sided. 28 Bu t with this
discovery w e no w hav e firsthan d informatio n about th e belief s and , t o a  lesser
extent, the practice s o f one o r mor e varian t forms of Christianity. 29 Not th e
least interesting thing about th e Nag Hammad i tractates is that som e of them
engage in polemics agains t heretica l tendencies of other groups , includin g the
group tha t eventuall y acquired dominance—tha t is , th e "orthodox " Chris -
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tians themselves. 30 Thus, th e commo n notio n tha t heres y was alway s o n th e
run, always assuming a defensive posture, has now had to be revised. Group s
later labele d heretica l sa w themselve s a s orthodo x (holdin g the "righ t be -
liefs") an d sometime s attacke d group s tha t hel d view s the y themselve s con-
sidered aberrant. 31

It ma y appea r somewha t incongruou s tha t a  worl d o f suc h intens e po -
lemic produced fe w lines of demarcatio n t o differentiat e th e position s o f th e
various groups . Thi s i s nonetheles s anothe r clearl y atteste d featur e o f th e
period. Thi s i s not t o sa y that battl e line s were never  drawn . Polemica l con -
frontations b y thei r ver y natur e requir e som e evaluatio n o f th e difference s
between onesel f an d one' s opponents . I n particular , specifi c difference s o f
opinion emerge d i n the are a o f Christology , the are a o f our mos t immediat e
concern. A t the sam e time , th e source s clearl y show tha t prio r t o th e estab -
lishment o f a  rigi d orthodoxy , with it s highly nuanced understandin g o f th e
faith, ther e wa s a  broa d trac t o f unnavigated territory, o r t o switc h th e met-
aphor, a  murk y penumbr a betwee n theologica l position s tha t t o u s migh t
appear quit e disparate. 32 I n som e measure , th e absenc e o f clea r boundar y
lines explain s Irenaeus' s famou s lamen t tha t Gnosti c Christian s prove d s o
difficult t o uproo t fro m th e churc h because they were far fro m eas y to locat e
and differentiat e fro m simpl e believers. 33 T o a  larg e degree , o f course , th e
problem o f detection resulte d fro m a  peculiarity o f Gnostic Christians: a s we
shall see , the y ha d n o qualm s abou t professin g belief s espouse d b y othe r
Christians, whil e assignin g t o the m a  deepe r meanin g that , t o th e literall y
minded Irenaeu s an d hi s constituency, prove d tantamoun t t o denyin g them.
But on anothe r leve l the Gnostics coul d no t readil y be detected becaus e many
of th e thing s they believed had no t ye t been pronounced a s aberran t b y an y
generally recognized authority. Irenaeus was, in a sense, breaking new ground.34

The genera l absenc e o f theologica l precisio n i n th e perio d ca n hel p ex -
plain wh y writer s who wer e late r embrace d a s forerunner s of orthodoxy es-
poused view s tha t loo k remarkabl y heretical : bot h Clemen t o f Alexandri a
and Origen , fo r example , acknowledge d tha t Jesus ' bod y coul d readil y change
appearance a t will— a decidedl y docetic notion—wit h Clemen t claiming that
Jesus ingested foo d no t fo r nourishmen t but simpl y to convinc e his followers
that he actuall y had a  body.35 Such views were difficul t t o constru e a s either
orthodox o r heretica l i n th e lat e secon d century , a s th e requisit e boundar y
lines ha d no t i n ever y cas e bee n clearl y drawn . When , a t a  late r time , the y
were drawn , eve n suc h "champion s o f orthodoxy " a s Tertullia n and , espe -
cially, Origen , fel l unde r th e stricture s o f th e part y the y ha d helpe d estab -
lish.36 The mor e nebulou s contex t o f their ow n da y also explain s why Chris -
tians o f radicall y different theologica l persuasion s coul d b e activel y involved
in th e lif e an d worshi p o f th e sam e church . I  have alread y mentione d Iren -
aeus's genera l complaint s abou t th e Gnostic Christians . We can also speak of
specific instances : Valentinus , Ptolemy , an d Justi n wer e apparentl y al l ac -
cepted a s faithfu l member s o f th e congregatio n i n Rome , a t approximatel y
the sam e time.37

Nowhere ar e th e blurre d line s separatin g "acceptable " an d "aberrant "
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beliefs mor e eviden t than i n the "popular" Christian literatur e of the secon d
and thir d centuries , literature , tha t is , that was writte n fo r an d rea d b y gen-
eral audience s no t overl y concerne d wit h theologica l niceties . Thi s i s espe -
cially true o f the apocrypha l Acts , fictiona l account s of the activitie s of apos -
tles such as Peter, John, and Thomas. Thes e work s have always proved puzzlin g
for historian s o f doctrine , becaus e the y represen t theologica l view s tha t a t
times appea r orthodo x an d a t time s heretical. 38 Thi s i s du e bot h t o thei r
nature ("Romances " for popular consumption ) and t o the time of their writ -
ing, whe n suc h distinction s canno t hav e bee n clearl y made . Bu t th e blurred
lines can als o b e seen in ostensibly polemical literature, tha t is , in document s
that purportedly work t o resolve  theological issues . This i s why christological
affirmations mad e by second- an d third-centur y Christians interested i n theo-
logical "correctness" can appea r s o primitive by fourth- o r fifth-century stan-
dards o n th e on e hand , ye t see m t o b e heade d toward s orthodoxy , wit h it s
paradoxical affirmations , o n the other. Ignatiu s evidently considered hi s creed
sufficiently nuance d to disallo w the conceivable aberrations:

There i s one physician
both fleshl y an d spiritual
begotten an d unbegotten ,
come i n flesh , God ,
in death , tru e life ,
both o f Mary an d o f God ,
first passible and the n impassible,
Jesus Christ , ou r Lor d (Ign . Eph. 7 , 2).39

Orthodox theologian s o f a later age would have viewed such a  creed as hope-
lessly vague.

Theological Polemic s and the Proble m o f Nomenclature
I hav e alread y intimate d that , contrar y t o wha t on e migh t expect,  th e indis-
tinct line s separating theologica l position s o f earl y Christian s d o no t a t al l
suggest a  generall y toleran t attitud e amon g the disparate groups. T o b e sure,
some group s ma y hav e bee n tolerant , an d man y Christian s n o doub t wer e
indifferent. Bu t th e survivin g source s ar e permeate d wit h jus t th e opposit e
disposition—a kin d o f spirite d intoleranc e o f contrar y views , matched onl y
by that shown t o nonbelievin g Jews and pagans . Befor e th e conversion of the
Roman empero r t o Christianit y an d th e lega l proscriptio n o f heresy , eve n
before th e earlies t council s tha t wer e calle d t o adjudicat e amon g theologica l
claims and t o depos e heretic s from position s o f authority , as fa r bac k i n fac t
as our earlies t sources go , we find Christians castigating others wh o similarl y
claim th e nam e bu t differentl y interpre t th e religion . Furthermore, al l of th e
intolerant partie s appea r certai n o f thei r ow n interpretations , whic h mean s
among othe r thing s tha t ever y grou p understoo d itsel f t o b e orthodo x (i.e. ,
to subscribe to the "right beliefs") and every other grou p to be heretical. Such
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a. state o f affair s is , of course , natural : whe n d o person s o f stron g convictio n
ever believ e themselves to b e wrong?

Intellectual historian s ma y b e abl e t o adjudicat e som e o f th e historica l
claims of the various Christian groups—thei r claims, that is , to stand i n basic
continuity wit h earlie r form s o f Christia n belief. 40 Bu t b y thei r ver y natur e
the historica l discipline s d o no t allo w fo r judgment s in an y ultimat e sens e
concerning wh o wa s "right" an d wh o wa s "wrong." A s a result , historian s
who choose descriptive categories mus t remain content t o assess the surviving
data withou t subjectin g them t o thei r ow n prescriptiv e norms. Amon g other
things, thi s mean s tha t i t i s not th e historian' s tas k t o privileg e the claim s of
one group ove r another .

We are driven, then, to the problematic character o f our labels , the prob-
lem tha t confronte d Bauer. 41 Ar e th e label s orthodox y an d heres y appro -
priate fo r describin g earl y Christian movements ? Most scholar s recogniz e tha t
they canno t b e use d i n thei r traditiona l sense , namely , to designat e th e tru e
or origina l fait h o n th e on e han d an d secondar y aberration s fro m i t o n th e
other. A t th e sam e time—i n essentia l agreemen t wit h Baue r against som e of
his detractors—th e label s can retai n thei r usefulnes s a s descriptions o f socia l
and politica l realities , quit e apar t fro m thei r theologica l connotations . Tha t
is to say , they can serve as adequate description s o f the group tha t eventually
attained a  leve l o f dominanc e withi n the Christia n tradition , an d th e multi -
plicity o f groups tha t i t overcame . Fo r i t i s a historica l fac t that , owin g t o a
variety o f reasons , one grou p withi n early Christianity achieved socia l domi -
nance an d enforce d it s views on othe r group s tha t ha d supporte d divergen t
opinions. Looke d a t i n sociohistorica l terms , orthodox y an d heres y are con -
cerned a s much with struggle s over power a s with debates over ideas.

Is i t appropriate , though , t o appl y thes e label s to th e competin g group s
before on e o f them ha d attaine d a  leve l o f dominance? Is it sensible to spea k
of Christia n orthodox y an d heres y befor e the fourt h century ? In on e sense ,
of course , i t is not. I f the ter m orthodoxy mean s the dominant for m o f Chris-
tianity, the n prio r t o it s domination , th e view s o f thi s grou p ar e scarcel y
orthodox. But even before the decisive events of the fourth centur y there wer e
individual Christian s who espouse d view s very simila r to thos e tha t cam e t o
dominate, an d thes e writer s o f the second an d thir d centuries were embraced
by th e late r champion s o f orthodox y a s thei r own theologica l forebears . Thes e
forebears cam e to b e quoted a s authoritative sources fo r deciding theologica l
issues, an d wer e presente d a s true heir s of th e apostoli c tradition , a s reliable
tradents wh o passed alon g the doctrines o f the faith fro m apostoli c to Nicen e
times.42 Chie f amon g thes e wer e suc h figure s a s Ignatiu s o f Antioch , Poly -
carp, Justin , Irenaeus , Tertullian , Hippolytus , an d eve n Clement o f Alexan-
dria an d Origen—th e writer s whos e work s wer e preserved by the victoriou s
party an d who continu e today t o influenc e student s concernin g "the" natur e
of Christianit y afte r th e New Testamen t period .

Given thi s state of affairs , ho w shoul d these progenitors o f the dominan t
party b e labeled? We ma y b e somewha t loat h t o cal l the m "orthodox, " be-
cause, o n th e on e hand , thei r position s ha d no t ye t attained a  leve l o f domi -
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nance, and , o n the other , the y themselve s had no t ye t defined thes e position s
with th e degre e o f clarit y that was late r obtained . Fo r thi s reason, we might
best describ e the m a s "proto-orthodox," or sa y that they represen t a  kind of
"incipient orthodoxy." 43 While these label s do indeed appea r mor e accurate ,
they ar e afte r al l merel y labels—artificiall y constructe d signifiers—an d hav e
the disadvantag e of bein g somewhat cumbersome . I  have chosen therefor e t o
use the ter m orthodo x interchangabl y with thes e mor e accurat e description s
to denot e th e view s that late r cam e to a  position o f dominance i n Christian -
ity, an d t o appl y th e ter m heres y t o position s adopte d b y competing parties .
I do s o full y cognizan t o f th e caveat s require d by our discussion : thes e labels
are no t mean t t o denot e eithe r a  theologica l approbatio n o f the variou s po-
sitions o r a  historical assessmen t o f the relativ e numerical superiority o f thei r
adherents.

Moreover, b y grouping together thes e early representatives of orthodoxy ,
these proto-orthodo x Christians , I  do no t mea n t o sa y that the y attes t eithe r
a monolithi c theolog y amon g themselve s o r a  perfec t theologica l continuit y
with th e representative s o f fourth-centur y orthodoxy.44 I  have already note d
both th e ambiguit y of Ignatius' s theolog y an d th e final condemnation o f Or -
igen's. A t th e sam e time , ther e ar e certai n point s o f continuit y amon g thes e
thinkers and clea r lines of development tha t mov e toward th e fourth century.

It i s striking that th e line s of continuit y ar e sometime s seen mor e clearly
in wha t thes e writer s reject  tha n i n wha t the y affirm.  Nowher e i s this mor e
conspicuous tha n i n thei r discussion s of Christology . Al l of th e proto-orthodo x
authors appea r t o hav e embrace d a  paradoxica l vie w of Christ , a s seen , fo r
example, i n the somewhat ambiguou s statement o f Ignatius already quoted.45

For the m a s a  group , Chris t wa s i n som e sens e bot h huma n an d divine . But
neither the relationship of Christ's tw o "natures" nor hi s relationship to God
were ye t define d wit h th e kin d o f nuanc e one finds in the late r christologica l
formulations. Th e paradoxica l affirmation s wer e nonetheles s strongl y char -
acteristic o f thes e forerunner s o f orthodoxy , an d i t wa s precisel y such affir -
mations tha t late r came to b e crystallized in the orthodox creeds .

In no smal l measure, the christological paradoxes wer e forced upon thes e
second- an d third-centur y thinker s b y thei r polemica l contexts , i n whic h
Christians wh o espouse d opposin g view s denied one or anothe r aspec t o f the
Christian traditio n tha t the y themselve s foun d importan t t o affirm , th e per -
plexing result s notwithstanding . Thi s i s to say , thes e proto-orthodo x Chris -
tians opposed anyon e wh o claime d tha t Chris t wa s a man bu t no t God , an d
anyone who claime d that he was God but no t a  man, and anyon e who claimed
that h e wa s tw o distinc t beings , on e divin e an d on e human . I t appear s t o
have been th e oppositio n t o varian t claim s that compelle d th e orthodox of a
later generatio n t o espous e suc h highl y paradoxica l Christologie s a s emerge
in thei r creeds .

There i s considerabl e evidenc e fo r th e existenc e durin g th e secon d an d
third centurie s o f a  variet y of Christia n group s tha t mad e on e o r anothe r o f
these "aberrant" claims, and I  will be discussing their views a t greate r length
in th e chapter s tha t follow , assessin g ho w oppositio n t o the m le d orthodo x



14 Th e Orthodox  Corruption  o f Scripture

scribes t o modif y thei r text s o f Scripture . Thos e group s I  wil l describ e a s
adoptionists believe d tha t Chris t wa s a  ful l fles h an d bloo d huma n being ,
who wa s neither pre-existent no r (fo r most adoptionists ) born o f a virgin. He
was born an d h e lived as all other humans . But at some point of his existence ,
usually hi s baptism , Chris t wa s adopte d b y Go d t o stan d i n a  specia l rela -
tionship wit h himsel f an d to mediat e his will on earth. Onl y in this sense wa s
he th e "So n o f God" : Chris t wa s no t divin e by nature , bu t wa s huma n i n
every sense of the term . Orthodo x Christian s opposed suc h Christologies be-
cause, fo r them , Chris t ha d t o b e mor e tha n a  "mer e man " fo r hi s work o f
salvation t o b e effectual . H e mus t himsel f hav e been divine.46

Other Christian s agree d wit h th e adoptionist s tha t Jesus wa s a  ful l flesh
and bloo d huma n and tha t somethin g significan t ha d happene d t o hi m at his
baptism. Fo r them , however , i t wa s no t tha t h e wa s adopte d t o b e God' s
Son; instead , a t hi s baptis m Jesu s cam e t o b e indwel t b y God . I t wa s the n
that a n emissar y from th e divin e realm, on e o f th e deitie s o f th e Godhead ,
named "Christ, " entered int o Jesus t o empowe r hi m fo r his ministry. Again,
at som e tim e prio r t o hi s crucifixion , the divin e Christ departe d fro m Jesu s
to retur n t o th e Pleroma , th e divin e realm , leavin g hi m t o suffe r hi s fat e
alone. Thi s i s a Christolog y tha t I  wil l labe l separationist, becaus e i t posits a
division betwee n th e ma n Jesu s an d th e divin e Christ . A s we wil l see , i t i s a
view tha t wa s prevalent among second-centur y Gnostics , on e that th e ortho -
dox foun d objectionable on a  number of grounds.47

Other Christians , bot h amon g th e Gnostic s an d outsid e o f thei r rank s
(e.g., Marcion) , wen t i n another direction , claimin g that Jesus Christ was one
unified bein g wh o wa s i n fac t completel y divine . Chris t wa s Go d himself ,
come t o eart h fo r the redemptio n o f his people. Bu t because he was God , h e
could scarcel y hav e experience d th e restriction s an d finitud e o f humanity .
And s o Jesus was no t reall y human ; he only "seemed" or "appeared" to be .
Such Christians hav e been traditionally called docetists (fro m th e Greek wor d
SOKSIV, meanin g to see m o r appear). 48 The y wer e oppose d b y the orthodox ,
who insiste d that Christ' s appearanc e was no deception: h e had actually been
a rea l huma n being , the Word o f God mad e rea l flesh.

There wer e othe r christologica l view s tha t cam e t o b e rejecte d b y th e
representatives o f incipien t orthodoxy , view s that , fo r a  numbe r o f reason s
to b e spelled ou t i n the cours e o f our discussion , ar e neithe r as prominent i n
the source s no r a s germane t o thi s project. 49 Indeed , the pictur e overal l was
far mor e comple x tha n orthodo x source s mak e i t ou t t o be . But , a s I  wil l
repeatedly poin t out , m y concerns fo r th e presen t stud y ar e les s wit h heres y
as i t actuall y was tha n wit h heres y a s i t was perceived—perceived , tha t is , by
the forerunner s o f th e part y tha t eventuall y attaine d a  leve l o f dominance .
For i t wa s th e perceptio n o f thei r oppositio n tha t le d scribe s o f th e proto -
orthodox party t o change the sacred text s tha t they transmitted. These Chris -
tians understoo d thei r opponent s a s denyin g one o r anothe r o f th e centra l
theses o f the faith . Fo r the representative s of incipient orthodoxy, Chris t wa s
divine. He was als o human . Yet , he was not two beings , but one . Th e ortho-
dox Christolog y o f the fourth and fifth centuries, tha t is , the Christology tha t
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came t o b e th e dominan t positio n withi n Christianity , represent s a  carefu l
working ou t o f the consequence s o f these paradoxica l affirmations .

The Use of Literature in Orthodox Polemics
If i t i s true tha t th e proto-orthodo x writers of the secon d an d thir d centuries
can b e understoo d bette r b y what the y rejected than b y what the y affirmed ,
we woul d d o wel l before proceeding muc h furthe r t o conside r th e characte r
of thei r oppositio n to view s they considered erroneous .

For th e purpose s o f this sketch I  will no t concer n mysel f wit h nonliterary
forms o f opposition, suc h as social ostracism, economi c pressures , an d polit -
ical machinations . O f course , thes e measure s were sometime s used an d ofte n
proved effective , an d a n accountin g o f the m make s fo r a n interestin g story .
To n o smal l extent, Bauer' s own work wa s concerned wit h such matters . But
the concern s her e ar e mor e directl y relate d t o th e literatur e produce d an d
transmitted b y the orthodox party, fo r i t is within the context o f their literary
endeavors tha t I  can situat e th e phenomeno n o f m y particular interest , namely,
the way s scribe s modifie d thei r text s o f Scriptur e i n ligh t o f th e polemica l
contexts within which they worked, alterin g the manuscripts they reproduced
to mak e the m mor e orthodo x o n th e one han d an d les s susceptible to heret -
ical misus e on th e other .

Polemical Tractates  and Popular  Literature

The polemica l literatur e o f th e secon d an d thir d centurie s comprise s bot h
tractates aime d directl y a t exposin g an d refutin g heretica l opinion (e.g. , th e
lost work s o f Justin an d Hegessipus , an d th e mor e familia r writing s o f Iren -
aeus, Hippolytus , an d Tertullian 50) an d literar y works ostensibl y devote d t o
other end s tha t happe n t o tak e u p th e polemica l tas k midstrea m (e.g. , th e
writings o f Clemen t o f Alexandri a an d Origen) . A s a  rule , thes e writing s
anticipate Eusebiu s i n thei r predilectio n fo r vitriol , an d i t i s no t certai n i n
every cas e whethe r th e heresiologist s correctl y understoo d th e position s the y
attacked, o r even , when they did, whether they presented the m accurately . In
any case , thei r report s wer e anythin g but disinterested . T o som e extent , th e
question o f accurac y i s raised b y th e account s themselves , as the y occasion -
ally stan d a t odd s wit h on e another. 51 Bu t the questio n ha s becom e particu -
larly perplexin g sinc e th e discover y o f th e Na g Hammad i library , wher e
Gnostics appea r i n some respect s quit e different fro m ho w the y were depicted
by thei r orthodox opponents.52

The attacks levele d by the orthodox agains t opposin g viewpoint s became
stereotyped fairl y quickly: 53 Heretic s ar e nearl y everywhere accused o f being
self-contradictory, patentl y absurd , an d mutuall y divergent. I n contrast , or -
thodox Christian s are describe d a s consistent , sensible , and unified . Heretic s
invent doctrine s tha t evidenc e n o clea r connectio n t o th e apostoli c traditio n
they claim to represent . Th e orthodox, on the other hand , faithfull y transmi t
the teaching s o f Jesus an d hi s apostles , a s thes e hav e bee n know n fro m th e
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very beginning . Heretic s disavo w th e clea r teaching s o f Scripture , perverting
scriptural doctrine s wit h idea s draw n fro m Judais m o r paga n philosophy. 54

The orthodox preserve th e teachings of Scripture unsullied, setting forth thei r
original meanin g apar t fro m externa l influences.

Most o f thes e pronouncement s are , o f course , emotionall y charged , an d
prove les s usefu l fo r understandin g th e actua l teaching s o f th e heretica l group s
than fo r seeing the values of the orthodox: for them truth i s unified, coherent ,
clear, ancient , an d apostolic . Th e hea t o f th e debat e i s eviden t i n othe r re -
spects a s well , fo r instance , i n th e stereotype d charge s of mora l impropriet y
leveled wit h surprisin g frequenc y agains t heretica l opponents . Eusebius' s clai m
that Simo n an d hi s follower s engag e i n activitie s "mor e disgustin g tha n th e
foulest crim e known" is fairly typical. 55 Particularly unsavory are the detaile d
allegations o f vil e religiou s practices : Fo r instance , Irenaeus , whos e Against
the Heresies  i s the earlies t heresiologica l wor k t o hav e survived, claim s tha t
the Valentinians instruct thos e who posses s the divine seed to give their spiri t
to spiritua l things and their flesh to fleshly things, makin g indiscriminate cop-
ulation no t onl y permissabl e bu t a  desideratum  fo r th e pneumatikoi  (Adv.
Haer. I , 6 , 3—4) ; tha t th e Carpocratian s practice indiscriminate sex , indee d
that thei r theolog y compel s the m t o violat e every conceivable moral la w and
ethical nor m s o a s t o avoi d bein g reincarnate d a d infinitum  (Adv.  Haer.  I ,
25, 4) ; an d tha t th e hereti c Marcu s excite s attractiv e wome n b y inspiring
them t o spea k i n tongues , afte r whic h the y becom e putt y i n hi s lasciviou s
hands (Adv.  Haer.  I , 13 , 3).56 Whethe r thes e charge s ar e Irenaeus' s ow n o r
those o f hi s source s i s in man y instances nearl y impossible t o decide . I n an y
case, thi s kind o f Christia n polemi c scarcel y originate d wit h controversie s a t
the en d o f th e secon d century . Quit e t o th e contrary , Irenaeu s wa s simpl y
applying prove n technique s atteste d a s earl y a s th e Ne w Testamen t perio d
itself. Thus, Frederik Wisse has demonstrated tha t the portrayal of one's ene-
mies as promiscuous reprobate s wa s firmly entrenched i n Christian circle s by
the tim e o f th e writin g o f th e letter  o f Jude. 57 Th e devian t Christian s tha t
Jude opposes are licentious (v . 4); indulge in unnatural lust (v. 7) and corrup t
the fles h (v . 8) ; the y carous e togethe r (v . 12 ) an d follo w thei r ungodl y pas -
sions (v . 18) . As Wisse points out, i t is hard t o imagin e such wild fol k catch -
ing an y congregatio n unaware s (v . 4), makin g it appea r tha t Jude himsel f i s
falling bac k o n traditiona l rhetori c t o polemiciz e agains t hi s opponents. 58

Moreover, i t i s surel y significan t fo r recognizin g th e stereotypica l characte r
of thes e slur s tha t th e Gnosti c writing s themselves paint an altogethe r differ -
ent picture , consistentl y urgin g an asceti c life-styl e fo r thei r followers. 59

The heinou s behavio r allege d o f th e heretic s stand s i n shar p relie f wit h
the flawless purity of the orthodox. Starting quite early in our period w e find
stories circulatin g concerning the refusa l o f orthodox leader s t o commi t an y
immoral act , regardles s o f the punishment. 60 The most popular for m o f such
stories i s th e Christia n martyrology , a  tal e tha t demonstrate s th e absolut e
moral rectitud e o f th e faithful , eve n in th e throe s o f tortur e an d death . Th e
earliest survivin g example is the famou s Martyrdom  o f Polycarp,  the stor y of
an orthodo x sain t wh o refuse s t o compromis e hi s convictions , eve n whe n
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confronted wit h publi c scor n an d execution . Th e fictitiou s element s o f th e
account ar e significan t precisel y becaus e th e bul k o f th e repor t appear s t o
have bee n derive d fro m a n eyewitness. 61 Th e stor y i n it s publishe d for m
heightens th e miraculou s characte r o f thi s grea t orthodo x saint , t o who m
God bor e witnes s i n the hou r of his greatest torment . Ther e is some question ,
in fact , a s t o whethe r Polycar p actuall y suffers an y pain whe n burne d a t th e
stake, fo r th e autho r suggest s tha t Go d performe d a  miracl e in no t allowin g
the fire to touc h th e martyr' s body , whil e the swee t smel l of incense, instea d
of th e ree k o f sizzlin g flesh , fille d th e air . Eve n more remarkable—an d full y
indicative of this champion o f orthodoxy's righ t standing before God—when
a soldie r pierce s Polycarp' s side , suc h a  quantit y of bloo d issue s forth a s t o
douse th e entir e conflagration . A  later piou s redacto r ha s gon e eve n furthe r
to portra y a  dov e flying forth fro m th e gas h i n Polycarp' s side , perhap s sig -
nifying hi s yielding up o f the (holy ) spirit .

Here, then , i s a  sain t whos e Go d thwart s hi s opponents ' plot s agains t
him, even in death . Th e embellishment s of the accoun t serv e a clear purpos e
in magnifyin g a  well-know n leade r o f the orthodo x movement . I t i s no acci -
dent, i n thi s connection , tha t i t wa s th e orthodo x part y i n particula r tha t
stressed th e glorie s of martyrdo m and th e nee d to remai n faithfu l eve n in th e
face o f death . Account s o f suc h glorious martyrdom s help buttress thi s char-
acteristically orthodox view , both fo r the fortificatio n o f the martyr s and fo r
the confutatio n o f othe r Christia n groups , notabl y certai n Gnostics , wh o al -
legedly spurned the necessity o f such stalwart adherence to the faith. 62 I n any
event, afte r th e circulatio n o f Polycarp's martyrdom , other martyrologie s be -
gan to mak e their appearance. I n these as well, the martyrs retain thei r purity
before God , refusin g t o engage in activity of any kind that migh t compromise
their faith . I n return, Go d sustain s the orthodox faithfu l i n their time of trial,
enabling them to remai n courageous an d faithfu l i n torture an d death—har d
proof o f the divin e approval o f thei r understandin g of the faith. 63

The Canon  of  Scripture

As I  hav e shown , implici t i n th e allegation s agains t th e heretic s o f heinou s
behavior o n th e on e han d an d i n th e account s o f th e suprem e piet y o f th e
orthodox o n th e othe r ar e unexpresse d assumption s abou t th e natur e o f
"truth"—for example , tha t i t is related to mora l rectitude an d sincerity , whereas
its opposite , "falsehood," i s associated wit h vil e practices an d duplicity . For
most o f th e participant s i n thes e earl y Christia n debates , "truth " wa s als o
closely relate d t o "authority. " Just a s th e earl y theologica l debate s wer e i n
part ove r powe r an d wh o wa s abl e to wiel d it , s o too the y were concerne d
with authorit y an d wh o wa s abl e to clai m it. I t is this issu e of authority tha t
relates mos t closely to anothe r us e of literature in this polemical context . No t
only did differen t partie s produce literatur e designed to confut e the position s
of other s whil e establishin g th e validit y o f thei r own , severa l group s als o
argued tha t certai n writing s fro m earlie r days were endowed wit h sacred au -
thority, an d coul d b e employe d t o authoriz e a  correc t understandin g o f th e
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religion. This i s the movemen t toward a  canon o f Scripture, a movement tha t
eventuated i n th e formatio n o f a  "New " Testament , a  collectio n o f authori -
tative book s tha t th e orthodox use d t o arbitrat e theologica l claims . Because
the overarchin g concern o f thi s study i s with th e alteratio n o f these books i n
the cours e o f thei r transcription , w e d o wel l t o conside r th e theologica l im -
portance o f thi s canon fo r Christian s o f th e earl y centuries .

The histor y o f th e developmen t o f th e cano n i s complex , an d w e ar e
fortunate t o hav e ful l an d competen t treatment s readily available.64 Although
numerous detail s concernin g th e proces s remai n in dispute , certai n point s o f
significance fo r th e presen t discussio n appea r relativel y secure . Th e earlies t
Christians alread y possesse d a  group o f book s tha t the y considere d authori -
tative, namely , the Jewish Scriptures—o r a t leas t a  large portion o f them, fo r
this canon ha d itsel f no t bee n finalized by the first century.65 Early within the
Christian movement , a s earl y a s th e Ne w Testamen t period , som e o f Jesus '
followers bega n t o regar d hi s own teaching s a s having a n authorit y equa l t o
that o f Scripture . Th e word s o f Jesu s wer e use d t o resolv e theologica l an d
practical issue s withi n earl y Christia n communitie s an d wer e occasionall y
qualified a s Scripture before the en d of the first century.66 So too th e writings
of th e Apostle  Pau l wer e accorde d a n authoritativ e statu s i n som e circles ,
where the y wer e similarl y ranked amon g th e Scripture s ( 2 Pet. 3:16) . Thus ,
even within the perio d o f the Ne w Testament , som e Christian s had begu n to
adopt a  ne w se t o f authorities—Jesu s an d hi s apostles—t o b e place d o n a n
equal footin g wit h th e Ol d Testament . I t i s no acciden t tha t th e New Testa -
ment eventuall y incorporate d Gospel s (Jesus ) an d apostoli c writing s (Pau l
and others) .

We may never know precisely what role the controversies between ortho -
doxy an d heres y playe d i n th e developmen t o f th e Ne w Testamen t canon .
But thi s much is certain: on e o f the salien t criteria applie d to determin e whether
a writin g coul d b e considere d canonica l wa s whethe r i t wa s "apostolic, "
meaning, a t th e ver y least , tha t i t coul d reasonabl y b e attribute d t o Jesus '
apostles o r thei r clos e allies. 67 Thi s doe s no t mea n tha t a  mer e clai m o f ap -
ostolic authorshi p guarantee d a  book' s inclusio n among th e Scriptures . Th e
orthodox bisho p Serapion , wh o ha d initiall y permitte d th e readin g o f th e
Gospel o f Peter  i n hi s congregations , rescinde d hi s decisio n a s soo n a s h e
read th e book fo r himself an d sa w in it a heretical Christology.68 His decision
was followe d b y the churc h a t large , whic h als o construe d th e book' s con -
tents a s nonapostolic . Fo r him , an d fo r them , thi s mean t tha t decision s con -
cerning "apostolicity" were ultimately based no t o n claims of authorship pe r
se, bu t o n a  book' s essentia l conformit y t o th e regula  fidei , tha t is , t o th e
"apostolic" doctrin e tha t orthodo x Christian s claime d a s thei r ow n uniqu e
possession.

Implicit i n suc h judgment s is the entir e notio n o f th e "apostoli c succes -
sion," to whic h th e orthodox mad e endles s appea l in their effort s t o groun d
their teaching s i n the time-honore d truth s conveye d by Jesus to hi s followers
and throug h the m t o th e orthodox churches. 69 These churche s were though t
to hav e bee n establishe d b y th e apostles , wh o ha d appointe d thei r leaders ,
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endowed the m wit h authority , an d bequeathe d t o the m thei r ow n writings .
So, for a  heresiologis t lik e Tertullian, th e argument s fo r apostoli c successio n
and Scriptura l authorit y g o han d i n hand . I n hi s Prescription  o f Heretics  h e
can maintai n tha t orthodo x Christian s nee d no t eve n engage heretics i n de-
bate ove r th e meanin g of Scriptures , th e fountai n of al l truth. The Scripture s
belong to the heirs of the apostles, and to them alone. Heretics hav e no claim
to thes e sacre d texts , an d s o thei r interpretation s o f the m ar e automatically
ruled ou t o f court .

This i s by no mean s t o sa y that a  book' s orthodox y wa s th e onl y crite -
rion tha t mattere d t o church leaders concerned wit h determining the scope of
Scripture. Clearly , th e actua l antiquit y o f a  writin g prove d important : th e
Muratorian cano n exclude s th e Shepherd  o f Hermas , fo r instance , i n par t
because i t was penned "recently." 70 So, too, th e judgmen t of the (orthodox)
church a t larg e alway s prove d significant : reluctan t Christian s o f th e Wes t
ultimately accepte d th e Epistl e t o th e Hebrew s a s canonical , i n par t becaus e
it was s o widely used b y the orthodox of the East . This fat e wa s mirrore d by
the Boo k o f Revelation, whose widesprea d usag e in the West led to it s reluc-
tant acceptanc e i n the East.71 At the least, we can say that books which could
not mak e credible claims of antiquity or o f catholicity were not , fo r the mos t
part, considered a s canonical , however orthodox the y might be. At the same
time, regardles s of it s claims to authorshi p or antiquity , no boo k tha t lacke d
an orthodo x appea l woul d b e admitte d int o th e canon . Conformit y to th e
orthodox regula  fidei was a  sine qua non .

In discussion s o f the canon , th e questio n o f criteria i s normally kept dis-
tinct fro m th e issu e of "motivation." The distinctio n is artificial, however , as
some o f th e issue s tha t motivate d th e formatio n o f th e cano n supplie d th e
criteria b y whic h canonica l decisions were made . Thi s i s see n mos t clearl y
with respec t to the theological agend a o f the party tha t finalized the grouping
of today' s twenty-seve n book collection . The orthodo x rul e of fait h wa s th e
salient criterio n fo r determinin g a book's canonicity , but i t was precisel y the
struggle t o authoriz e a n orthodo x syste m o f theolog y tha t motivate d th e
movement towar d cano n i n th e firs t place . I t i s n o mer e coincidenc e tha t
whereas ther e i s n o har d evidenc e o f a  solidifie d (o r solidifying ) cano n o f
Scripture befor e Marcion (e.g. , i n the Apostoli c Fathers) , soon thereafte r the
lines begi n quickly to harden . I n th e middl e of th e secon d century , Justin a t
least know s o f the Gospel s (whic h he more frequentl y call s the "Memoir s of
the Apostles" ) an d refer s t o thei r usag e i n th e churches. 72 H e i s remarkably
noncommittal, however , concernin g whic h o f thes e "Memoirs " h e finds au-
thoritative: h e neve r call s an y o f the m b y nam e an d neve r insist s tha t thes e
and onl y thes e compris e Scripture . Bu t th e hereti c Marcion , hi s contempo -
rary, bega n t o advocat e a  well-define d cano n o f Scriptur e tha t conforme d
closely t o hi s ow n theologica l agenda . A s we shal l see , Marcion' s theolog y
was roote d i n a  kin d o f radica l Paulinis m that wa s diveste d o f an y trac e of
Judaism. Hi s canon comprise d th e ten Paulin e epistles he knew, purge d of all
Jewish trait s (e.g. , Ol d Testamen t quotations) , an d on e Gospel , evidentl y a
form o f Luke , similarl y purged. H e accepte d non e o f th e book s o f th e Ol d
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Testament. Suc h a  cano n no t onl y atteste d hi s understanding of Christianity
(or s o he claimed) , it also serve d to justif y it. 73

It comes a s no surprise to se e orthodox Christians afte r Marcio n strongl y
urging their own version s of the Christia n Bible . Irenaeus, for instance , a  self -
conscious ally of Justin, bu t writin g some thirt y years later, embrace s the Ol d
Testament an d insist s with som e vehemenc e that fou r Gospel s belon g to th e
sacred Scriptures—Matthew , Mark , Luke , an d John—an d tha t thi s numbe r
is fixe d b y nature , becaus e ther e are , afte r all , fou r winds , an d fou r corner s
of th e eart h ove r which Christianit y had spread , an d therefor e necessarily [!]
four pillars , th e Gospels , upo n whic h i t i s buil t (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 11 , 7-8) .
Moreover, Irenaeu s explicitly attack s a  variet y of heretics , bot h fo r creatin g
Gospels o f thei r ow n (i.e. , nonapostoli c book s tha t ar e therefor e t o b e re -
jected) and/o r fo r acceptin g onl y on e o f th e canonica l four . Th e Ebionite s
wrongly appea l onl y t o Matthew , thos e wh o separat e Jesu s fro m th e Chris t
(apparently some kin d of Gnostic ) only to Mark , Marcio n onl y to Luke , and
the Valentinian s onl y t o Joh n (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 11 , 7) . Fo r Irenaeu s i t i s th e
fourfold apostoli c Gospe l tha t i n it s totality preserve s the trut h o f God: any -
thing more o r anythin g less leads to heresy . I t scarcely appears t o b e acciden-
tal tha t betwee n th e noncommitta l Justi n an d th e emphati c Irenaeu s loom s
the spreadin g churc h o f th e Marcionites , wit h thei r establishe d cano n o f
Scripture.

Much mor e could be observed about the role heresy played in the debate s
over th e canon , bu t enoug h ha s bee n sai d t o illustrat e my point.74 Th e new
canon migh t hav e begu n t o develo p alread y b y th e en d o f th e firs t century ,
but th e conflic t among variou s Christian groups wa s what le d one of them—
the on e tha t wa s late r embrace d b y the champion s o f th e conflict—t o argu e
for th e authorit y and , therefore , th e canonicity , o f certai n writing s though t
to b e apostolic , tha t is , though t t o contai n th e teaching s o f Jesus ' earlies t
followers. The ris e of the Christia n cano n thus represent s on e of the weapon s
of th e orthodox arsenal , use d t o establis h the orthodox version o f Christian -
ity t o th e exclusio n o f al l competing views .

The Hermeneutical  Debate
The canonizatio n o f textual authoritie s was no t i n itself , however , a  sufficien t
weapon fo r th e orthodo x party . Having  a  tex t i s not th e sam e thin g a s un -
derstanding a  text , and , a s orthodo x Christian s kne w to o well , interpreter s
can understan d text s an y wa y the y choose , give n adequat e ingenuit y an d a
sufficiently flexibl e hermeneutic . I  cannot g o int o al l th e complexitie s o f th e
early hermeneutica l debate s here , bu t I  can poin t ou t tha t on e o f th e foc i o f
the intra-Christian conflict s in the period wa s precisely the matter o f how on e
determines th e meanin g of a  text . The issue s raised hav e not ye t subsided, as
even i n ou r ow n da y literar y critic s continu e t o debat e whethe r text s hav e
meanings tha t ar e inheren t an d self-evident . Fo r orthodo x churc h fathers ,
they do . An d i t i s these self-eviden t meanings, the clea r teachings of Scripture
that ca n b e unpacked throug h accepte d method s o f grammatical, lexical , and
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historical exegesis—tha t is , by what the y called "literal " exegesis—that for m
the cente r o f the apostoli c teachings , an d consequently , o f the orthodox the-
ology.

It i s no t tha t th e orthodo x oppose d th e us e o f figurativ e o r allegorica l
interpretation pe r se. 75 Eve n those father s wh o insiste d mos t strenuousl y o n
construing text s "literally " practice d allegorica l exegesi s whe n i t suited thei r
purposes, makin g texts refe r t o persons , events , o r doctrine s tha t i n fac t ap -
peared unrelate d t o thei r litera l meanings.76 But the orthodox did oppose the
use o f allegor y whe n i t impose d meaning s o n th e tex t tha t th e Scriptures ,
when literally construed, explicitl y rejected. This "misuse" of the method wa s
attacked eve n among th e orthodox for whom allegor y was the hermeneutica l
method o f choice : Orige n o f Alexandria , th e mos t avi d advocat e o f allegor y
among th e orthodox , actuall y argue d fo r th e primac y o f th e litera l sense of
Scripture, refusin g t o acknowledg e th e forc e o f a  litera l interpretatio n onl y
when i t prove d t o b e impossible , absurd , o r blasphemous. 77 I n establishing
the primac y o f th e litera l sense , wheneve r such a  sens e was possible , Orige n
explicitly se t himself agains t hi s Gnostic opponen t Heracleon , whos e allegor-
ical commentar y o n th e Fourt h Gospe l wa s th e immediat e occasio n fo r hi s
own.

It wa s i n fac t th e Gnostic s tha t th e orthodo x foun d particularl y discon-
certing whe n i t cam e t o th e interpretatio n o f Scripture . A s i s repeatedly af -
firmed in the heresiological reports , Gnosti c Christian s evidenced an uncanny
ability to find the details of their own doctrina l systems in texts tha t appeare d
at firs t glanc e (followin g th e canon s o f litera l exegesis) to discus s nothin g of
the sort. 78 An d so , a s shown b y examples draw n fro m Irenaeus , Gnosti c in-
terpreters rea d thei r belie f i n a  divin e realm consisting o f thirty aeons i n Luke' s
statement tha t Jesus was thirty year s of age when he began his ministry; they
found thei r notio n tha t th e fina l se t o f divinitie s within thi s thirty-fold Pler-
oma comprise d a  duodeca d i n Luke' s referenc e t o Jesus a s a  twelve-year-old
in th e temple ; an d the y sa w evidenc e of thei r doctrin e tha t th e twelft h aeo n
of th e duodecad , Sophia , ha d falle n fro m th e divin e realm (th e cosmic catas -
trophe tha t le d to th e creatio n o f the materia l world ) i n the Ne w Testamen t
story o f Judas, on e o f th e twelv e who betraye d Jesus. 79 None o f thes e inter -
pretations coul d b e accepted b y Irenaeus, who no t onl y found the m absurdly
unrelated t o th e litera l meaning s o f th e text s themselves , bu t als o directl y
contradicted b y the "clear and plain" (i.e. , clear and plain to Irenaeus , not t o
the Gnostics ) teaching s o f Scripture—tha t ther e i s only one God , wh o i s the
good creato r o f a  good creation , marre d no t b y the fal l o f a  divine being but
by th e si n o f a  human . I n a  hars h bu t effectiv e image , Irenaeu s likened th e
capricious use of Scripture amon g th e Gnostic s t o a  person who , observin g a
beautiful mosai c o f a  king, decides t o dismantl e the precious stone s an d reas -
semble the m i n th e likenes s of a  mongre l dog , claimin g that thi s wa s wha t
the artis t intende d al l along (Adv.  Haer.  I , 8).80

I do no t inten d to tak e side s i n this debate. Indeed , for modern interpret -
ers, som e o f the exegetical leap s that Irenaeus , Tertullian, an d thei r orthodox
colleagues mad e i n orde r t o find thei r ow n doctrine s i n Scripture appea r n o
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less farfetched tha n thos e mad e by the Gnostics.81 The point i s that regardles s
of th e validit y o f th e argumen t an d regardles s o f it s effectivenes s (th e Gnos -
tics, a t least , di d no t bu y it) , orthodox churc h writer s insisted no t onl y tha t
there wa s a n authoritativ e cano n o f Scriptur e filled with apostoli c teaching ,
but tha t the y themselves knew wha t tha t teachin g was and tha t i t was readily
unpacked b y mean s o f a  literal , tha t is , historico-grammatica l mod e o f exe -
gesis.

It woul d b e a  mistak e t o think , however , tha t th e Gnostic s sa w them -
selves a s advocatin g arbitrar y an d groundles s speculation s fo r text s tha t i n
fact ha d nothin g t o d o wit h them . I n poin t o f fact , th e Gnostic s claime d
authorization fo r thei r view s by appealing to th e apostles , an d throug h the m
to Jesus , a s th e guarantor s o f thei r doctrines . Afte r hi s resurrection , Chris t
had allegedl y revealed th e secret s o f true religio n t o his apostles, wh o i n turn
transmitted the m orall y to thos e the y deeme d worthy . Thi s secre t knowledg e
comprised bot h the mystica l doctrine s o f the (Christian- ) Gnostic religio n an d
the hermeneutica l key s neede d t o fin d thes e teaching s i n th e sacre d texts ,
texts tha t the majorit y o f church peopl e errantl y insisted o n construin g liter -
ally. Interestingly enough, th e Gnostic Christian s could mak e plausible claims
for th e apostolicit y o f thei r views. Clement o f Alexandria reports in his Stro-
mateis tha t Valentinu s wa s a  discipl e o f Theudas , allegedl y a  followe r o f
Paul, an d tha t Basilide s studied unde r Glaukia , a  suppose d discipl e of Pete r
(Strom. 7 , 17 , 106). 82 O n th e surfac e o f it , thes e genealogica l link s ar e n o
more o r les s credibl e tha n thos e foun d i n th e bisho p list s o f th e orthodo x
historian Eusebius , wh o tie s th e regnan t leadershi p o f th e majo r Christia n
sees to th e apostles , largel y through otherwis e unknow n intermediaries. 83

Nor di d Gnosti c Christian s nee d t o rel y exclusivel y o n secre t ora l tradi -
tions t o establis h thei r claim s t o represen t th e apostoli c religion . Fo r they ,
along wit h othe r Christia n group s vyin g fo r converts , possesse d literar y work s
published i n th e name s o f th e apostle s tha t coul d b e used—eve n i f rea d lit -
erally—to suppor t thei r interpretations . Orthodo x writer s claimed tha t thes e
books had bee n forged , a  clai m that , a s fa r a s i t goes , i s absolutely credible .
Indeed, ou r evidenc e suggest s tha t th e practic e o f forger y wa s remarkabl y
widespread, an d tha t al l side s (th e earl y representative s o f orthodox y in -
cluded) wer e occasionall y liabl e to th e charge .

The Use  of  Forgery
The creatio n an d disseminatio n o f ancien t forgerie s make s fo r a  fascinatin g
area o f study , on e tha t ha s bee n rigorousl y pursue d in modern scholarship. 84

That Christians were engaged i n such activitie s comes as no shock t o scholar s
of th e period : accusation s o f forger y rifle d bac k an d forth , an d ther e i s a t
least one instanc e o f a  forger—h e happen s t o hav e belonged t o a n orthodox
church—confessing t o th e deed.85 Unlik e the modern Christia n world , whic h
by and larg e knows onl y twenty-seven books fro m th e early Christian period ,
this was a  world tha t sa w "apostolic" gospels, acts , epistles , an d apocalypse s
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by th e dozens , mos t o f the m pseudonymous , nearl y al l o f the m late—fro m
the second centur y and beyond. 86

The frequen t occurrence o f forgery i n this period doe s no t sugges t a  basic
tolerance of the practice . I n actuality, it was widel y and strongl y condemned,
sometimes even within documents tha t ar e themselves patently forged.87 Thi s
latter plo y serves , of course , t o thro w th e scen t of f one's own deceit . On e of
its striking occurrences i s in the orthodo x Apostolic  Constitutions,  a book o f
ecclesiastical instructions , ostensibl y written i n th e nam e o f Jesus ' apostles ,
which warn s it s reader s t o avoi d book s falsel y writte n i n the nam e of Jesus '
apostles (VI , 16) . On e canno t hel p thinkin g of 2  Thessalonians , whic h cau -
tions agains t letter s falsel y penne d i n Paul' s nam e (2:1—2) ; man y New Tes -
tament scholar s believe that 2  Thessalonians i s itself non-Pauline .

We have seen that Irenaeu s accuses various heretical groups o f producing
and distributin g forge d documents . W e ar e fortunat e to hav e som e o f thes e
documents no w i n our possession , i n part du e to th e remarkabl e discoveries
of th e presen t century . As already seen , however , heretics  wer e no t alon e in
producing suc h works . Th e Apostolic  Constitutions  i s i n fac t a n orthodo x
production, a s is 3 Corinthians , forge d b y the presbyter of Asia Minor who m
Tertullian condemns . S o fa r a s ca n b e determined , i n neithe r cas e wa s th e
deceit meant fo r ill : the deposed presbyte r claime d that h e did i t "out o f love
for Paul, " meaning , we might suppose, tha t hi s use of Paul's pen to condemn
a doceti c Christolog y wa s mean t to hono r th e apostle' s memor y as one who
strove fo r orthodox y eve n from beyon d th e grave . Simila r motivations—tha t
is, th e groundin g o f one' s view s i n th e writing s o f th e apostles—occurre d
quite early in the Christia n tradition , a s the questionable authorship o f many
of th e canonica l writing s themselves attest. Along with 2  Thessalonians , fo r
which th e jur y i s stil l out , w e ca n mentio n th e tw o othe r deutero-Paulin e
Epistles o f Colossians an d Ephesians , whose authorshi p remain seriously dis-
puted afte r decade s o f intensiv e research . An d notwithstandin g attempt s t o
reopen th e debate , th e Pastora l Epistle s ar e almos t universall y regarded a s
pseudonymous, a s i s 2 Peter . Th e authorshi p o f 1  Peter, o n th e othe r hand ,
remains an ope n question. 88

It woul d b e anachronisti c t o clai m thes e Ne w Testamen t specimen s a s
orthodox forgeries . I f we cannot reall y speak o f orthodoxy pe r s e in the sec -
ond an d thir d centuries , w e ca n scarcel y spea k o f i t durin g th e Ne w Testa -
ment perio d itself . What i s clear, however , i s that thes e pseudepigraphs prove d
useful t o th e incipien t orthodox y o f ou r perio d i n it s struggles wit h variou s
forms of heresy. It is also clear that incentives for forgery di d no t expir e when
the urgenc y o f assemblin g a  Christia n cano n ha d passe d away . Quit e t o th e
contrary, th e evidenc e suggest s tha t wit h th e passin g o f tim e ther e cam e a n
increased rate o f production o f forgeries from al l sides. I t is especially intrigu-
ing to note that in the fourth century and later , a s the proto-orthodox writers
themselves cam e t o b e value d a s theologica l authoritie s b y thei r orthodo x
descendants, document s cam e t o b e forge d i n their  name s t o provid e earl y
instances o f theological precisio n otherwise unatteste d i n writings of the ante -
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Nicene age . Mos t o f thes e forgeries—fo r example , thos e i n th e name s o f Ig-
natius and Dionysius—wer e not expose d unti l modern times. 89

Even withi n ou r perio d on e find s forge d document s tha t similarl y serv e
theological end s i n justifyin g th e idea s o f proto-orthodox y b y puttin g the m
on th e lip s o f th e apostles . Rathe r tha n becomin g sidetracke d int o a  lengthy
account, I  will simply mention tw o prominen t examples . The Epistula  Apos-
tolorum i s a letter  allegedl y written by Jesus' eleve n remaining disciples afte r
his resurrection fro m th e dead . A  number o f doctrinal theme s recur through -
out th e work, which i n part mimic s the revelatio n discourses s o cherished by
the Gnostics . Chie f among thes e themes, interestingly , are two tha t represen t
an orthodox respons e t o Gnosti c teaching s particularly associated wit h thes e
revelation discourses : th e doctrine s o f th e resurrectio n o f th e fles h an d it s
christological corollary , th e rea l fleshlines s o f Jesus . Her e th e eleve n closes t
followers o f Jesus, an d throug h the m Jesus himself , assur e thei r reader s tha t
the Gnostic s er r i n rejectin g thes e doctrines , fo r Jesu s actuall y di d tak e o n
real flesh in his incarnation , an d thos e wh o believ e in him wil l themselves be
raised i n the flesh. 90

A documen t tha t prove d fa r mor e significan t fo r the actua l development
of Christia n theolog y wa s th e second - o r third-centur y Protevangelium  Ja-
cobi.91 Here i s recorded, i n greater detail than i n any New Testament Gospel ,
the event s leadin g u p t o Jesus ' birth . Beginnin g with th e miraculou s birth of
Mary, th e autho r (allegedl y James, th e brothe r o f th e Lord ) goe s t o grea t
lengths to show that Jesus really was born o f a woman, wh o was nonetheless
a pur e vesse l fo r th e So n o f Go d i n tha t sh e hersel f had bee n bor n miracu -
lously an d remaine d a  virgin . Bot h o f thes e point s allowe d thi s forge d ac -
count t o serv e a n importan t instructiona l purpos e fo r orthodo x believers ,
especially a s the y confronte d group s o f Ebionit e Christian s who denie d th e
notion o f Jesus' miraculou s birt h altogether . Mor e tha n anythin g else, how -
ever, the work cam e to advanc e the church's developin g Mariology, a  matte r
that relate s onl y tangentally to th e discussion at hand .

Summary: The  Literary  Struggle  for Orthodoxy
I have discussed the polemica l relationships of various groups of second- an d
third-century Christian s i n orde r t o se t the contex t fo r my study of the "or -
thodox corruptio n o f Scripture. " Thi s wa s a n ag e o f competin g interpreta -
tions o f Christianity . The competitio n canno t b e conceived as a  purel y idea-
tional struggle , however , sinc e i t consisted o f more or les s well-defined social
groups, each o f whic h pressed fo r it s understandin g of the religion , but onl y
one o f which proved successful . Th e member s of the victoriou s party ha d al l
along claime d thei r interpretation s t o b e ancien t an d apostolic , an d argue d
that thei r competitor s espouse d corrupte d version s o f th e primitiv e faith. They
pressed hom e thes e claims to suc h an exten t tha t thei r views became norma -
tive fo r Christianit y i n thei r ow n da y an d determinativ e o f th e cours e o f
Christianity fo r time to come .
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The Christian s wh o represente d thes e view s in the second an d thir d cen-
turies were not , strictl y speaking , orthodo x i n either the traditiona l o r mod -
ern understanding s o f th e term . They di d no t understan d th e fait h wit h th e
nuance an d sophisticatio n late r require d o f orthodo x thinkers , no r di d the y
yet (apparently ) comprise a n absolute majority . But as ideational ancestors of
the part y tha t wa s destine d t o prevail—speakin g metaphoricall y rather tha n
theologically—these Christian s di d represen t a  kin d o f incipien t orthodoxy ,
and ca n wel l b e labeled proto-orthodox.

Although thes e Christian s coul d no t kno w tha t thei r view s would even -
tually predominate , the y fough t diligentl y toward tha t end . On e significan t
arena o f thei r engagement wa s literary . The literar y assault included detailed
descriptions an d castigation s o f heretical positions, fabricated accounts o f the
heinous behavio r of thei r opponent s an d o f th e mora l rectitude o f thei r ow n
leaders, an d concocte d writings allegedly written b y the origina l follower s of
Jesus, i n whic h thei r ow n position s wer e advance d an d thos e o f thei r oppo -
nents were attacked . Ther e wa s as yet no "New Testament " per se , although
there wa s certainl y a  movemen t afoo t t o creat e one , t o collec t a  grou p o f
"apostolic" authorities tha t atteste d th e orthodox understanding of the faith .
At th e sam e time , the proto-orthodox grou p bega n t o insis t that the textua l
authorities o f thi s cano n b e interprete d i n certai n (literal ) ways . Thi s wa s a
rearguard mov e to preven t th e "misuse" of the text s i n the hand s o f heretics
who prove d adep t a t finding their own aberran t doctrine s whereve r the y chos e
to loo k fo r them .

Despite the growing sens e amon g proto-orthodox Christian s that th e ap-
ostolic writing s were authoritative bearers o f tradition, thes e documents were
not themselve s inviolable in an y real , materia l sense. 92 A s we mov e beyon d
the contex t o f ou r stud y int o th e stud y itself , thi s i s the on e poin t w e mus t
constantly bea r i n mind . Th e text s o f th e book s tha t wer e late r t o compris e
the Ne w Testamen t wer e neithe r fixed in stone no r flawlessly reproduced b y
machines capabl e o f guaranteein g th e exactitud e o f thei r replication . The y
were copie d b y hand—on e manuscrip t servin g as th e exempla r o f th e next ,
copied b y erran t huma n being s o f differin g degree s o f ability , temperament ,
and vigilance . The earlies t scribe s were b y and larg e private individuals, no t
paid professionals , an d i n many instances their copie s wer e not double-checke d
for accuracy. 93 A s w e no w kno w s o well , mistakes—score s o f them—wer e
made.

Were an y o f thes e "mistakes" intentional alterations ? The copyist s wer e
warm-blooded Christians , livin g i n a  worl d o f wide-rangin g theologica l de -
bates; mos t scribe s wer e surel y cognizant o f thes e debates , an d man y wer e
surely participants . Di d thei r polemica l context s affec t th e wa y thes e Chris -
tians copie d th e text s they construed a s Scripture? I will argue that the y did ,
that scribe s o f th e secon d an d thir d centurie s i n fac t altere d thei r text s o f
Scripture a t significan t point s i n order t o mak e them mor e orthodox o n th e
one hand an d les s susceptible to heretica l construa l o n the other.
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Orthodox Modifications of the Text of Scriptur e
It i s somewha t surprisin g that scriba l changes of th e tex t o f Scriptur e have
rarely been examined i n connection wit h the polemica l debates of the secon d
and thir d centuries , either by historians o f the conflic t o r b y specialists in th e
text.94 O f cours e th e basi c idea tha t Christia n scribes would alte r thei r text s
of Scriptur e in order t o mak e them "say" wha t they were already thought t o
"mean" is itself nothin g new. From the earlies t of times we know tha t Chris -
tians wer e concerne d abou t th e falsificatio n o f texts—including , sometimes ,
their own . Th e fea r i s expressed b y the first-century prophet John, who use s
a standardize d curse formula t o protec t th e tex t o f his Apocalypse from ma -
levolent tamperin g (22:18—19). 95 Somewha t late r th e proto-orthodo x au -
thors Irenaeu s and Dionysiu s of Corinth evidenc e similar concerns,96 whereas
Origen explicitl y attacks a n opponent , th e Valentinia n Candidus, fo r falsify -
ing th e transcrip t o f thei r publi c debate.97 The falsificatio n o f Origen' s ow n
writings subsequentl y becam e fashionable , as the y alternatel y inspire d an d
horrified th e orthodox o f a  late r age. 98 Bu t who woul d dare to falsif y Scrip -
ture? Accordin g to Dionysius , the heretics would: "I t i s therefore no wonde r
that som e hav e attempte d eve n t o falsif y th e Scripture s of th e Lord , whe n
they have done th e same in writings that are not a t al l their equal" (Eusebius,
Hist. Eccl.  IV, 23).99

Dionysius was not alon e in making such accusations. In fact the y became
a standar d featur e o f th e polemic s of the period. 100 While a variety of Chris -
tian group s ma y wel l have made the charge , w e kno w i t bes t fro m th e pen s
of th e orthodox, a fac t not altogethe r surprising , as theirs are the works tha t
have survived . Above all, the heresiologist s found Marcion culpabl e on thes e
grounds, since , a s w e hav e seen , the y uniforml y believe d he ha d surgically
removed unpalatabl e portions o f bot h th e Paulin e epistles an d Luke—pas -
sages tha t undermine d his claims that Chris t was alien to the God o f the Ol d
Testament, hi s creation, an d hi s Scriptures, that Chris t was i n fac t th e Stranger-
God himsel f o n earth , com e onl y in th e "appearance " bu t no t th e realit y of
human flesh. 101 Interestingly , heretical group s wit h jus t th e opposite  theo -
logical proclivities were charged wit h precisely the same scribal activities. The
orthodox historia n Eusebiu s foun d th e Roma n adoptionist s guilt y o n thi s
score. These second - an d third-centur y heretics were follower s of Theodotus
the Cobbler , wh o asserte d tha t Chris t wa s a  "mer e man " an d no t a t al l di-
vine. Eusebiu s cited wit h approva l a n anonymou s sourc e tha t claime d th e
Theodotians ha d interpolate d thi s notio n int o thei r text s o f Scripture , offer -
ing a s proof th e fac t tha t copie s produce d b y the grou p wer e stil l available ,
and coul d b e compared wit h on e anothe r t o revea l their tendentious charac -
ter.102 Nor wer e the Gnostic s exemp t fro m suc h charges , even though, a s we
have observed , orthodo x heresiologist s considere d the m somewha t excep -
tional i n their abilities to find their doctrines in just about any text, regardless
of it s wording.103 Nonetheless , the y too wer e accused of altering Scripture in
accordance wit h thei r own notions , a s when Tertullian accused them of mod-
ifying th e prologu e t o th e Fourt h Gospe l s o as to eliminat e the idea of Jesus '
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miraculous birt h ("wh o wa s bor n no t o f bloo d no r o f th e wil l o f th e flesh
nor o f th e wil l o f man , bu t o f God" ; 1:13) , an d t o introduc e th e notio n of
their own ("who were  bor n .  .  ."). 104

What i s revealing about thi s fina l instanc e i s that Tertullia n wa s clearl y
wrong. I t wa s no t th e Valentinia n Gnostic s wh o modifie d th e passage , but ,
as we shal l see , Tertullian (o r more likely , an orthodox scribe before him).105

There i s no Gree k manuscrip t tha t attest s Tertullian' s for m o f th e text , an d
only a solitary witness o f the Old Latin . This leads to the striking observatio n
that despit e th e frequenc y o f the charg e tha t heretic s corrupted thei r text s of
Scripture, ver y few traces o f thei r having done s o have survived antiquity.106

In par t thi s ma y simpl y sho w tha t th e winner s no t onl y writ e th e history ,
they als o reproduc e th e texts . Orthodo x Christian s woul d no t b e likel y t o
preserve, le t alon e replicate , text s o f Scriptur e tha t evidenc e clear heretica l
biases. Di d they, however, produc e copie s of Scripture that suppor t thei r own
biases? I  will try t o amas s evidenc e that they did, bu t first we must dea l with
preliminary question s tha t mak e thi s evidenc e credible , tha t is , with certai n
kinds o f textua l realia  presupposed b y my study.

First, a  wor d abou t th e exten t o f textua l variatio n amon g th e surviving
manuscripts. Althoug h th e proto-orthodox Christians of the second an d thir d
centuries bega n t o ascrib e canonica l standin g t o th e writing s tha t late r be -
came the New Testament an d simultaneously to urge the literal interpretation
of thei r words , the y regrettabl y di d no t preserv e an y o f th e autographs . T o
be sure , the y ma y no t hav e bee n abl e t o d o so . Th e autograph s ma y wel l
have perishe d befor e th e secon d century . I n an y event , non e o f the m no w
survive. Wha t d o surviv e are copie s mad e ove r th e cours e o f centuries , o r
more accurately , copie s o f th e copie s o f th e copies , som e 5,36 6 o f the m i n
the Gree k languag e alone , tha t dat e fro m th e secon d centur y dow n t o th e
sixteenth.107 Strikingly , with th e exceptio n o f the smalles t fragments, no tw o
of thes e copie s ar e exactl y alik e in al l thei r particulars . N o on e know s ho w
many differences , o r varian t readings , occu r amon g th e survivin g witnesses ,
but the y mus t numbe r in the hundreds o f thousands.108

Not al l textua l variants , however, ar e create d equal . B y far th e vas t ma -
jority ar e purel y "accidental, " readil y explained a s resulting from scriba l in-
eptitude, carelessness , o r fatigue . Haphazar d scriba l blunder s includ e suc h
things a s misspelle d words , th e inadverten t omissio n o f a  wor d o r line , an d
its obverse , th e meaningles s repetitio n o f a  wor d o r line . The realit y i s tha t
scribes, especiall y in the earl y centuries befor e th e production o f manuscript s
became th e domai n o f the professional , were no t a s scrupulous in their tran -
scriptions a s one migh t have hope d o r expected. 109 An d eve n th e mos t con -
scientious wer e no t fre e fro m error .

My interes t i n the present study , however , i s not wit h accidenta l change s
but wit h thos e tha t appea r t o hav e been mad e intentionally . I t i s not eas y t o
draw a  clea n lin e betwee n th e two . Eve n a  misspelle d word ma y hav e bee n
generated deliberately , fo r example , b y a  scrib e who wrongl y assume d tha t
his predecesso r ha d mad e a n error . Nonetheless , ther e ar e som e kind s o f
textual change s fo r whic h i t i s difficul t t o accoun t apar t fro m th e deliberat e
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activity o f a  transcriber . When a  scrib e appended a n additiona l twelve verses
to th e en d o f th e Gospe l o f Mark , thi s ca n scarcel y b e attribute d t o mer e
oversight.

This i s not t o sa y tha t scholar s can spea k glibl y of scriba l "intentions,"
if w e mea n b y tha t a n assessmen t o f a n individua l scribe's persona l motiva -
tions: 110 we do no t hav e access to scribes ' intentions , only to thei r transcrip -
tions. Fo r thi s reaso n i t i s easier—and theoreticall y less problematic—to spea k
metaphorically o f th e intention s o f scribal changes rather than th e intention s
of scribes,  conceiving of th e categor y i n strictl y functional terms . Som e changes
of th e tex t functio n to harmoniz e i t wit h paralle l passages. Other s functio n
to eliminat e possible grammatical inconcinnitie s or exegetica l ambiguitie s or
embarassments. Stil l other s functio n t o heighte n clarit y o r rhetorica l force .
And a  significan t numbe r o f others , I  wil l argue , functio n t o establis h th e
orthodox characte r o f the text , eithe r by promoting mor e full y a n orthodo x
understanding o f Chris t o r b y circumventin g the heretica l us e o f a  tex t i n
support o f an aberran t teaching.111

How man y suc h "intentionall y orthodox " modification s actually derive
from th e perio d o f m y concern? It proves t o b e a key question fo r thi s study,
for althoug h I  am intereste d i n changes of the tex t generate d durin g the chris-
tological debate s o f th e secon d an d thir d centuries , mos t o f th e Ne w Testa-
ment manuscript s actuall y date fro m th e fourt h centur y an d beyond . Wit h
such spars e evidenc e from th e early period, i t is not alway s possible to locat e
a particula r variant reading in a  manuscript of the time. The problem is more
apparent tha n real , however , a s mos t scholar s ar e convince d that thi s scan t
attestation i s purely a resul t o f th e haphazar d an d fragmentar y characte r o f
the surviving witnesses. The majorit y of textual variant s that ar e preserved in
the survivin g documents, eve n the document s produce d i n a  late r age , origi -
nated durin g the first three Christia n centuries. 112

This convictio n i s not base d o n idl e speculation. I n contras t t o th e rela -
tive stabilit y o f th e Ne w Testamen t tex t i n late r times , our oldes t witnesse s
display a  remarkabl e degree o f variation . Th e evidenc e suggests that durin g
the earlies t period o f it s transmission the Ne w Testamen t tex t wa s in a  state
of flux , tha t i t came t o b e mor e o r les s standardize d i n som e region s by th e
fourth century , and subjec t t o fairl y rigi d control (b y comparison) only in th e
Byzantine period. 113 A s a  result , the perio d o f relativ e creativity was early ,
that o f stric t reproductio n late . Variants found in later witnesses ar e thus les s
likely t o hav e been generate d the n than to hav e been reproduced fro m earlie r
exemplars. Additiona l evidenc e fo r thi s vie w derive s fro m th e fac t tha t al -
though ou r earlies t witnesse s ar e widel y divergen t bot h amon g themselve s
and i n relatio n t o th e late r type s o f text , the y scarcel y ever attes t individua l
textual variant s tha t d o no t als o appea r i n on e o r anothe r late r source. 114

Thanks t o th e discover y of early papyri during the presen t century , reading s
that ma y hav e appeared unusua l when w e had onl y late r witnesse s ar e no w
known t o hav e occurre d early . What, then , doe s thi s indicate about unusual
readings of later sources tha t d o not happe n to be attested i n the fragmentary
remains o f th e ante-Nicen e age ? Although the merit s of the clai m need t o b e
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assessed on a  case-by-case basis—as will happen i n the cours e o f this study—
most scholar s agre e tha t eve n suc h "late " reading s ar e b y an d larg e bes t
understood a s derivin g fro m document s o f th e firs t thre e centuries , docu -
ments tha t simply have not chance d t o surviv e the ravage s of time.115

It ma y b e usefu l t o summariz e the textua l realia  discusse d s o far . Th e
vast majorit y of al l textua l variant s originated durin g the perio d o f ou r con -
cern, the secon d an d thir d centuries. 116 This was also a  period i n which var-
ious Christia n group s wer e activel y engaged i n internecine conflicts , particu-
larly ove r Christology . A  numbe r o f varian t reading s reflec t thes e conflicts ,
and appea r t o hav e been generate d "intentionally. " Scribe s sometimes change d
their manuscript s t o rende r the m mor e patentl y orthodox , eithe r by import -
ing thei r Christolog y int o a  tex t tha t otherwis e lacke d i t o r b y modifyin g a
text tha t coul d b e taken t o suppor t contrar y views.

Textual Changes  as  Textual  Corruptions

Before commencin g th e stud y o f suc h varian t readings, however , I  must jus-
tify m y designatio n o f the m a s orthodox corruption s o f Scripture . Th e ter m
"corruption" derive s fro m traditiona l text-critica l discourse , i n whic h th e
"original" text (i.e. , a s i t was actuall y penned b y an author ) is the dominan t
concern, wit h change s o f tha t text—whethe r accidenta l or intentional—rep -
resenting contamination s o f tha t original. 117 Not everyone , however , assign s
a pejorativ e sense t o th e term . For some scholars , corruptio n refer s neutrally
to an y scriba l change  of a  text . This neutra l usage i s found particularl y among
critics wh o recogniz e the proble m o f privilegin g the origina l text ove r form s
of th e tex t create d durin g the cours e o f transmission . To b e sure , the ide a of
establishing a  text as i t came fro m th e pe n o f it s author may prove usefu l fo r
exegesis (i.e. , fo r explorin g wha t a n autho r migh t hav e meant , fo r which ,
presumably, w e nee d t o hav e acces s t o hi s o r he r words) , bu t i n itsel f i t
overlooks th e possibilitie s o f usin g subsequen t form s o f th e tex t fo r under -
standing th e histor y o f exegesi s and , consequently , fo r contributin g to ou r
knowledge o f th e histor y o f Christianity.

This takes m e no w t o a  differen t theoretica l understandin g of the signif -
icance o f textua l variatio n i n th e Ne w Testamen t manuscripts , a n under -
standing tha t derive s less fro m traditiona l categorie s o f originals and corrup -
tions tha n fro m moder n literar y theorie s tha t cal l thes e categorie s int o
question.118 Because scribes occasionally changed thei r texts i n "meaningful "
ways, it i s possible to conceptualiz e their activities as a  kind of hermeneutical
process. Reproducin g a  tex t i s in som e way s analogous t o interpretin g it.119

In construing thi s analogue, i t is useful t o reflec t o n th e conventional wisdom
of biblica l scholarship, tha t exegesi s (interpretation) without presupposition s
is impossible , tha t one' s presuppositions—indeed , al l o f one' s dispositions ,
ideologies, an d convictions , no t onl y about th e tex t bu t abou t lif e an d mean-
ing itself—canno t possibl y b e discarded , remove d lik e s o muc h excessiv e
clothing, when coming to a  text. In fact, there i s a kind of symbiotic relation-
ship betwee n text s an d interpretations : i t i s no t simpl y a  one-wa y stree t i n
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which text s yield thei r meaning , bu t a  two-wa y stree t i n whic h th e meanin g
that on e bring s t o a  tex t i n part determine s ho w th e tex t i s read an d under -
stood. Som e literar y theorist s hav e gone eve n farther , arguing tha t the basi c
assumptions, values , and desires (bot h conscious an d unconscious) tha t read -
ers brin g to a  text actuall y determine it s meaning.120 In this view , the mean -
ings of texts ar e never self-generating, but ar e necessarily forged by living and
breathing huma n interpreter s wh o ar e boun d t o a n intricat e networ k o f so-
cial, cultural , historical , an d intellectua l contexts , context s tha t affec t bot h
who a  person i s and ho w h e o r sh e will "see " th e world a t large , includin g
the text s withi n it . Accordin g t o thes e theorists , thi s nexu s o f factor s doe s
more tha n influence  th e wa y text s are interpreted ; i t actually produces inter -
pretations.121

To b e sure , fe w readers realiz e that the y are generating meaning s from a
text, that is , that they are employing culturally conditioned interpretiv e strat -
egies t o mak e sense o f the words o n a  page. Interpretiv e strategies, accordin g
to th e commo n assumption , ar e necessar y onl y fo r ideologicall y slanted (i.e. ,
biased) interpretations , no t fo r understandin g a  text's "common-sensical " o r
"obvious" meaning . Bu t i n poin t o f fact , eve n commo n sens e require s (b y
definition) a  communit y o f like-minde d readers , a  grou p o f interpreter s wh o
share basi c assumption s bot h abou t th e worl d an d abou t th e process o f un-
derstanding. Thi s i s why , give n a  differen t worl d an d a  differen t se t o f as -
sumptions, an y text—say , th e parabl e o f th e Goo d Samaritan—ca n mea n
radically different , eve n exclusive , things , fo r example , t o a n allegorizin g
Alexandrian o f th e fourt h century , a n Anglica n parso n o f the nineteenth , o r
a Marxis t academi c o f the twentieth . Non e of thes e interpreter s nee d believe
he o r sh e i s seein g somethin g i n th e tex t tha t i s no t reall y there ; non e i s
necessarily duplicitou s i n hi s o r he r construals . Thei r different , sometime s
unrelated, understanding s are roote d a s much in who the y are an d ho w the y
perceive thei r world a s in the words printe d o n the page.122

What, though , ha s thi s t o d o wit h ou r stud y o f scribe s an d thei r tran -
scriptions? O n th e practica l level , very little . As I have already indicated , thi s
study pursue s a  traditiona l lin e of historica l inquir y (determining the earlies t
available for m o f a  tex t an d th e change s mad e subsequen t to it ) and doe s s o
according t o recognize d canon s o f criticism , long applie d b y classicist s an d
biblical scholar s fo r establishin g thei r texts . Anyon e wit h a  differen t se t o f
hermeneutical assumptions—fo r example , mos t historica l critic s wh o ma y be
interested i n th e study—wil l fin d nothin g offensiv e i n eithe r th e question s i t
asks o r th e method s i t applies . Bu t the theoretica l questio n o f interpretatio n
does hav e a  bearin g o n th e significance  o f th e study . It s significance, at leas t
as I  see it, lie s in showing wha t scribe s were actuall y doing whe n the y copie d
and modifie d thei r texts . As I have suggested, thes e scriba l activities are anal-
ogous t o ever y act o f readin g an d interpretation . Al l of us interpret ou r text s
and ascrib e meanin g to them , an d i n tha t sens e w e "rewrite" the m (i.e. , we
explain the m t o ourselves "in ou r own words"). The scribes, somewhat mor e
literally, actually did rewrite them . And no t infrequentl y i t was precisely their
understanding o f these text s tha t le d them t o rewrit e them—not only in their
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own minds , whic h al l of u s do, bu t actuall y on the page. Whe n w e rewrite a
text i n our mind s 'so a s to constru e it s meaning, we interpret th e text ; whe n
a scrib e rewrite s a  tex t o n th e pag e (i.e. , modifie s it s word s t o hel p fi x it s
meaning) h e physicall y alter s th e text . O n th e on e hand , then , thi s scriba l
activity i s very muc h like what al l of us do ever y time we read a  text ; o n th e
other hand , b y takin g thi s busines s o f rewritin g a  tex t t o it s logica l end ,
scribes hav e done somethin g ver y differen t fro m wha t w e do . Fo r fro m th e
standpoint o f posterity , the y hav e actuall y transformed th e text , s o tha t th e
text henceforth read i s quite literally a different text . Only from thi s historica l
perspective ca n one apply the standard text-critica l nomenclature to thi s scri-
bal activit y and cal l i t the corruptio n o f a  text .

I a m therefor e consciousl y employin g irony i n m y denotatio n o f th e or -
thodox corruptions o f Scripture. On th e on e hand, I  am usin g the term in its
technical text-critica l sens e of "alteration s o f a  text"; a t th e sam e time, I  am
using i t t o refe r t o th e effec t o f rereadin g or rewritin g of text s i n the histor y
of thei r transmission , claimin g not tha t scribe s misunderstood thei r texts an d
perverted the m (a s if corruption wer e necessarily pejorative), but tha t i n their
transmissions of th e tex t they engaged i n much the sam e process o f interpre -
tation an d interaction that we all engage in , rereading and therefore rewriting
our text s a t ever y turn .

About the Study
Each o f the followin g chapters begin s with a  sketch o f a  majo r christologica l
heresy, it s leadin g spokespersons, an d salien t beliefs. Th e bul k of each chap -
ter analyze s textual variation s that ca n plausibl y b e attributed t o th e ortho -
dox oppositio n t o thes e beliefs . I n term s o f method , th e analysi s proceed s
along customar y lines . A t ever y poin t o f variatio n I  wor k t o establis h th e
earliest for m o f th e text , employing standard kind s of text-critica l argumen -
tation (evaluating , that is , the strengt h o f eac h reading' s externa l attestatio n
and suc h thing s a s intrinsi c an d transcriptiona l probabilities) . Once I  hav e
established—or a t leas t contended  for—on e for m o f the tex t a s antecedent t o
the others , I  evaluat e th e varian t reading s i n relatio n t o th e christologica l
debates o f the second an d thir d centuries. Given my concern t o see how thes e
debates affecte d th e manuscrip t traditio n itself , I  wil l conside r onl y thos e
textual variant s tha t appea r i n th e manuscripts . Amon g othe r things , thi s
means tha t I  wil l no t evaluat e readings tha t ar e foun d onl y in patristic sources ;
this kind of data ma y indicate how the text was quoted b y the church fathers ,
but not , necessarily , ho w i t wa s transcribed . No r wil l I  tak e int o accoun t
variant mode s o f punctuation tha t prov e christologicall y significant , as these
cannot b e traced bac k t o th e period o f our concern , whe n mos t manuscript s
were no t punctuated. 123

Other methodologica l issue s wil l be discusse d i n th e cours e o f the stud y
itself. I t i s necessary, however , t o mak e a  final disclaimer. I do no t inten d t o
note ever y instanc e o f christologicall y motivate d variatio n tha t ha s survived
antiquity. To do so would requir e access to comprehensive collations of every
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surviving witness , collation s tha t d o no t ye t exis t an d possibl y never will . I
can clai m t o hav e foun d a  larg e numbe r o f suc h variants , perhaps mos t o f
the one s tha t ultimatel y prove significan t fo r th e histor y o f th e tex t an d fo r
exegesis. Bu t I  almos t certainl y have not uncovere d the m all . Th e followin g
enumeration an d discussion , then , i s extensive and, I  trust, representative ; i t
is not exhaustive . The trut h o f th e matte r i s that w e may never recognize the
full exten t of the orthodo x corruptio n o f Scripture. 124

Notes

1. Fo r recen t treatments , se e Rober t M . Grant , Eusebius  a s Church  Historian,
and Glen n F . Chesnut , Th e First  Christian  Histories.  Fo r a  brie f discussion , Kirsop p
Lake's introductio n i n th e Loe b Classica l Library is stil l quit e usefu l (Eusebius:  Th e
Ecclesiastical History).

2. Se e Glenn F . Chesnut, "Radicalism an d Orthodoxy : Th e Unresolve d Problem
of th e Firs t Christian Histories," an d hi s convenient discussion in First Christian  His-
tories, 127-30 .

3."[O]ur Lor d Jesu s Chris t [is ] a t onc e complet e i n Godhea d an d complet e i n
manhood, trul y God an d trul y man , consisting also o f a  reasonable soul and body ; of
one substanc e [homoousias]  wit h th e Fathe r a s regard s hi s manhood ; lik e u s i n al l
respects, apar t fro m sin ; .  . .  on e and th e sam e Christ , Son , Lord , Only-begotten ,
recognized i n two natures , without confusion, without change, without division, with-
out separation ; th e distinctio n of natures being in no wa y annulled by the union , bu t
rather th e characteristic s of each nature bein g preserved and comin g together t o for m
one person an d subsistence [hypostasis],  no t a s parted o r separate d int o two persons ,
but on e an d th e sam e So n an d Only-begotte n Go d th e Word , Lor d Jesu s Christ "
(translated i n Henry Bettenson, Documents o f th e Christian  Church).

4. Hist.  Eccl.  V, pref. , 3-4 ; VI , 39, 5; X , 8 , 2. See further Chesnut , First  Chris-
tian Histories,  79—80 . I n thi s Eusebiu s is simply followin g th e lea d of hi s theologica l
forebears, suc h a s th e apologis t Justi n Marty r (e.g. , I  Apol. 14 , 26 , 54—58 ; I I Apol.
5).

5. Her e an d throughout , unles s otherwise indicated , I  will us e the translatio n of
Eusebius foun d in  G.  A.  Williamson, Eusebius:  The History  of  the  Church  from Christ
to Constantine.

6. See  especially H. E.  W. Turner , The  Pattern  of  Christian  Truth,  3—35 .
7. Thi s teachin g comprised th e so-called regula  fidei (o r regula veritatis),  the rule

of fait h understoo d a s a kind of sine qua no n fo r believers . See, for example, Irenaeus,
Epideixis 6 ; Adv.  Haer.  I , 22 , 1 ; III , 11 , 1 ; IV , 35 , 4 ; Tertullian , Prescription  13 ,
Origen, d e Princ.  I , preface. Included in the regula  fidei were such things as the belie f
that th e on e tru e Go d i s the creato r o f heave n an d earth , an d tha t H e sen t hi s only
Son Jesus Chris t t o b e bor n o f th e Virgi n Mary an d t o becom e full y human ; Chris t
lived a  completel y huma n life , an d die d o n th e cros s fo r th e sin s o f th e world , i n
fulfillment o f the divinel y inspired Scriptures (the Old Testament) . He wa s then raise d
bodily fro m th e dea d an d exalte d t o heaven , whence he will come i n judgment at th e
end o f th e age . Fo r usefu l discussions  o f th e regula,  se e L . Willia m Countryman,
"Tertullian an d th e Regul a Fidei" ; A . Benoit , Saint  Irenee,  Introduction  a  I'etude d e
sa theologie;  and Eri c Osborn, "Reason an d th e Rul e of Fait h in the Secon d Centur y
A.D."
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8. Thu s Origan' s oft-quoted remar k "Al l heretic s are at first believers; then late r
they swerv e fro m th e rul e of faith " (Commentary  o n th e Song  o f Songs,  3 ; compar e
Clement o f Alexandria , Strom.  7.17.) - Se e also Tertullian' s argumen t i n Prescription,
29: "[Wer e there] heresies before true doctrine ? Not so ; for in all cases truth precede s
its copy, th e likenes s succeeds th e reality . Absurd enough , however , i s it , tha t heresy
should b e deeme d t o hav e precede d it s ow n prio r doctrine , eve n o n thi s account ,
because i t i s that (doctrine ) itself whic h foretol d tha t ther e should b e heresies against
which [people ] woul d hav e to guard!"

9. Muc h o f Boo k I I of Eusebius' s ecclesiastica l history consist s o f a  summary of
the narrative of Acts, with detail s and anecdote s supplie d fro m othe r source s (se e Hist.
Eccl. II, pref., 2) .

10. Act s 5:27 ; 15:5 ; 24:5 , 14 ; 26:5 . Se e Marcel Simon , "From Gree k Haeresi s
to Christia n Heresy."

11. Th e precedent i s not limite d to Acts : th e Pastora l epistle s and 2  Peter—pseu -
donymous writing s within the cano n (se e p. 23)—sho w "Paul " and "Peter " warding
off aberration s o f th e trut h tha t th e apostle s ha d themselve s conferred upo n thei r
followers (e.g. , 1  Tim 6:20 ; Ti t 1:9 ; an d 2  Pe t 3:2) . Se e the discussio n o f Wolfgang
A. Bienert , "Das Apostelbil d i n der altchristlichen Uberlieferung, " i n Wilhelm Schnee-
melcher and Edga r Hennecke , Neutestamentliche  Apokryphen.  S o too, Frederi k Wisse
has convincingl y demonstrated tha t th e lette r o f Jude employ s a  traditiona l under -
standing o f th e relationshi p o f heres y and orthodoxy . Se e his study , "Th e Epistl e of
Jude i n th e Histor y o f Heresiology." None of thi s i s to sa y that Eusebius' s views held
sway simply  becaus e they found canonica l precedent. Th e orthodox party foun d them
to b e usefu l o n thei r ow n merit s a s well.

12. Beitrage  zur historischen Theologie.  Al l page reference s wil l be to the English
translation o f the secon d edition .

13. Baue r ha s sometime s bee n attacke d fo r retainin g th e term s orthodox y t o
refer t o th e for m o f Christianit y that eventually  becam e dominant an d heres y to refe r
to everythin g else. Bu t the attac k ca n scarcel y be justified : Baue r was quit e right tha t
changing the terms would onl y create confusio n (the y are , afte r all , only ciphers). The
only rational e fo r doin g s o woul d b e t o designat e whic h grou p actuall y was i n th e
majority position ; bu t thes e positions ar e relative, shifting i n different place s over time
(pp. xxii—xxiii) .

14. Nor , becaus e he is concerned abou t th e socia l an d political characteristic s of
early Christian controversies , doe s h e construe th e debate in strictly theological terms .
He has occasionall y been take n t o tas k fo r thi s by scholars who continu e to insis t on
essentialist understanding s of Christianit y and who , a s a  consequence , se e as on e o f
their primary tasks determinin g the "appropriateness" of the various developments in
the earl y history of th e religio n (appropriateness , tha t is , as gauged b y extrinsic theo-
logical norms) . Thi s i s th e cas e eve n fo r severa l scholar s wh o affir m Bauer' s basi c
position wit h regar d t o earl y Christian diversity . See, fo r example, Han s Diete r Betz ,
"Orthodoxy an d Heres y i n Primitiv e Christianity," an d Helmu t Koester , "Gnoma i
Diaphoroi." Other s hav e wante d t o addres s th e theologica l questio n becaus e the y
have seen ye t more clearl y than Bauer—though to b e sure as a direct resul t of his own
researches—the close relationshi p between struggle s fo r power an d issue s of ideology .
See for example , Elain e Pagels, Th e Gnostic  Gospels.

15. Baue r ca n trac e thi s Roma n influenc e bac k t o th e first-centur y lette r o f 1
Clement, whic h h e subject s t o a  carefu l an d illuminatin g analysis (Orthodoxy  an d
Heresy, 95-129) .

16. A  usefu l discussio n o f it s initia l receptio n i s provide d i n Geor g Strecker' s
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essay o n "Di e Aufnahm e de s Buches," pp. 288—30 6 o f the secon d Germa n addition .
This essa y was expanded an d revise d in the English translation by Robert Kraft , "Th e
Reception o f th e Book, " Appendi x 2 , pp . 286—316 . The discussio n wa s update d b y
Daniel Harrington , "Th e Receptio n o f Walter Bauer' s Orthodoxy an d Heres y i n Ear-
liest Christianit y During the Las t Decade." Recen t studies that directl y challenge one
or mor e aspect s o f Bauer' s program includ e th e following : Hans-Dietric h Altendorf ,
"Zum Stichwort : Rechtglaubigkei t un d Ketzere i im alteste n Christentum" ; Gar y T .
Burke, "Walter Baue r and Celsus" ; Han Drijvers , "Rechtglaubigkei t und Ketzere i im
altesten syrische n Christentum" ; A . I. C. Heron, "The Interpretatio n o f 1  Clement in
Walter Bauer' s Rechtglaubigkeit  und Ketzerei  i m altesten  Christentum";  James McCue ,
"Orthodoxy an d Heresy : Walte r Baue r an d th e Valentinians" ; id. , "Bauer' s Recht-
glaubigkeit un d Ketzerei  i m altesten  Christentum";  Frederic k W . Norris , "Ignatius ,
Polycarp, an d 1  Clement" ; id. , "Asi a Mino r Befor e Ignatius" ; an d C . H . Roberts ,
Manuscript, Society  an d Belief  i n Early Christian  Egypt.  Th e tw o full-lengt h critique s
of Bauer' s thesis , Turner' s The  Pattern  o f Christian  Truth  (se e note 6 ) an d Thoma s
Robinson, The  Bauer  Thesis  Examined,  bot h argue , at th e end o f the day , for a  view
much close r to th e classica l understanding.

I shoul d stres s tha t althoug h it ha s becom e somewha t fashionabl e t o cas t asper -
sions on Bauer' s reconstruction , i t was no t simpl y buil t on idl e speculation , bu t wa s
grounded i n a n exhaustiv e acquaintanc e with , an d syntheti c gras p of , th e primar y
sources o f second-century Christendom . Overall , the treatmen t stil l retain s the powe r
to persuade . Bauer' s influence , eviden t in virtually al l recent studies of the period , can
be particularl y seen in genera l and schemati c sketches o f orthodoxy an d heresy , such
as Helmut Koester , "Haretike r im Urchristentum"; Martin Elze , "Haresie und Einheit
der Kirch e im 2Jahrhundert"; Josef Blank , "Zum Proble m 'Haresie und Orthodoxie '
im Urchristentum" ; and Norber t Brox , "Haresie."

17. Fo r example , Thessalonic a mus t hav e ha d a  majorit y o f "heretics " i n th e
early secon d century , becaus e neithe r Ignatiu s no r Polycarp—s o fa r a s w e know —
wrote them a  letter ! Bauer, Orthodoxy an d Heresy,  74—75 .

18. See , fo r example , th e brie f bu t insightfu l comment s o f Rober t M . Grant ,
Jesus After  th e Gospels,  84—95 . O n th e on e hand , i t appear s tha t th e earl y Roma n
church wa s i n fac t no t particularl y intereste d i n theologica l matters : neithe r Paul' s
letter t o the Romans nor 1  Clement mention s heresy, whereas the Shepherd o f Hermas
states onl y in passing tha t belie f i n one God , th e Creator , i s a sine qua no n (introduc -
tory commen t o f the Mandates).  Furthermore , a s has lon g been known , Cerdo, Mar -
cion, Valentinus, and Ptolem y were al l active in Rome in the mid-second century , and
there i s no reliabl e evidence to indicat e that th e churc h a t larg e differentiated closel y
between thei r teaching ministries (see note 37) . Moreover , non e of the Roman bishop s
prior t o th e en d o f the secon d centur y was know n t o b e a theologian—except, inter -
estingly, th e anti-pop e Hippolytus—an d ther e i s no recor d o f an y o f the m takin g an
active role in theological disputes .

At th e sam e time , i t shoul d b e note d tha t Marcio n wa s excommunicate d fro m
the Roman church , apparently in the mid-140s, that the heresiologist Justin was active
there, an d tha t Irenaeus locates the center o f theological orthodox y ther e (Adv.  Haer.
Ill, 3, 2) . Furthermore, bishop s did excommunicate th e adoptionists b y the end of the
century, an d i n the thir d century Origen defende d his orthodoxy t o Fabia n of Rome ,
who wa s als o involve d wit h suc h matter s i n Carthage , Alexandria , an d Antioch .
Moreover, the Roma n empero r Aurelia n decided th e issue of Paul of Samosata o n th e
basis o f whic h part y i n Antioc h stoo d i n agreemen t wit h th e bishop s o f Ital y an d
Rome (Eusebius , Hist. Eccl. VII, 30) .
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It appear s then , tha t th e authorit y o f Roma n theolog y develope d durin g th e las t
half o f the secon d centur y and th e beginnin g of the third , perhaps ou t o f the necessity
afforded b y th e presenc e o f s o man y diversifie d form s o f Christia n fait h ther e an d
under th e impetus o f the suc h popular figure s as Justin an d Irenaeus .

19. Se e especiall y th e work s o f Drijvers , Harrington , Heron , McCue , Norris ,
Roberts, an d Robinso n cite d i n note 16 .

20. A  point emphasized , for example , b y Han Drijver s for early Syriac Christian-
ity. Se e his variou s essay s collecte d i n East  o f Antioch,  especially "Eas t o f Antioch :
Forces an d Structure s i n th e Development o f Early Syriac Theology," 1-27; "Recht -
glaubigkeit und Ketzere i im altesten syrischen Christentum," 291-308; and "Quc an d
the Quqites : An Unknown Sect in Edessa i n the Second Centur y A.D." 104-29.

21. Bauer , of course, canno t b e faulted for overlooking earlie r evidence of Chris -
tianity i n region s (suc h a s Edessa ) tha t fin d n o attestatio n i n th e Ne w Testament .
Moreover, i t shoul d b e noted tha t man y o f th e subsequen t studie s o f th e diversit y of
New Testamen t Christianity , whic h hav e by now becom e commonplace , ar e directl y
dependent upo n hi s own researc h int o the late r period. See, for example, Koeste r an d
Robinson, Trajectories,  an d th e mor e schemati c treatmen t o f James Dunn , Unity  an d
Diversity in  the New Testament.

22. N o apostle , fo r example, describe d Jesu s in Nicean term s a s "begotten of the
Father befor e all worlds , Go d o f God, light of light , ver y God o f very God, begotten
not made , bein g of one substanc e with th e Fathe r .  . .  who fo r us and fo r our sal-
vation came dow n fro m heave n and wa s incarnate fro m th e virgin Mary."

23. See , fo r example , Koeste r an d Robinson , Trajectories;  Dunn , Unity  an d Di-
versity.

24. A  number of recen t scholar s hav e argued tha t i t is inappropriate to constru e
the earl y internecin e conflict s as theologica l controversie s pe r se , becaus e Christia n
leaders were concerne d primaril y with issue s of self-definition , tha t is , with determin -
ing acceptable parameter s and wit h establishing rules of exclusion and inclusio n (ways
of deciding "who was in" an d "who was outside" the church), not with specific point s
of doctrine . I n this view, the anachronisti c understandin g o f early debates i n terms of
heresy and orthodox y ha s been inherited from th e heresiologists o f the fourth century ,
who sa w al l conflicts in these doctrina l terms . Fro m a  variety of perspectives, se e Elze,
"Haresie und Einheit" ; Alain le Boulluec , Le notion  d'heresie  dans l a litterature grec-
que He—Hie  siecles;  R . A . Marcus , "Th e Problem o f Self-Definition : Fro m Sec t t o
Church"; an d Frederi k Wisse , "The Use of Early Christian Literatur e as Evidence for
Inner Diversity and Conflict. "

In on e sens e thi s assessmen t result s fro m th e recognitio n o f th e uneas y terms o f
differentiation betwee n heres y and orthodox y i n the earl y period—-about which I  will
be speakin g presently . Bu t a t th e sam e time , i t i s important t o insis t tha t eve n i f th e
issue i s "who is withi n an d wh o i s without" rathe r tha n "wh o is righ t an d wh o i s
wrong," i t i s nonetheles s resolve d i n larg e part , alread y i n th e earl y period , o n th e
theological principl e o f "whic h view s ar e tru e an d whic h ar e i n error. " Fro m th e
earliest sources—a t leas t thos e associate d wit h proto-orthodox y (th e grou p wit h which
I am primaril y concerned here)—person s are "excluded" from the true church no t o n
explicitly political, ethnic , geographical , o r gender-related grounds , bu t on theologica l
ones, an d th e polemic s agains t offendin g parties wer e almos t alway s carrie d ou t i n
some measur e o n thi s level , whether b y Paul , Ignatius , or Justin . Thi s i s simpl y an -
other wa y o f emphasizing that debate s ove r theolog y ar e not necessaril y restricted t o
the ideational plane , bu t relat e to—or better , ar e infuse d by—socio-politica l concern s
as well .
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25. Fo r example , 2  Thessalonian s 2:2; Colossians 2:8 , 16—19; Ephesian s 4:14;
5:6, 1  Timothy 1:3-7 , 19-20 ; 4:1-5; 6:3-5 ; 2 Timothy 2:16-18; 3:6-9; 4:3-4;
Titus 1:9 , 13-16; 3:9-11.

26. Fo r example , Matthe w 24:11 , 2 3 (pars.) ; 1  John 2:18-22 ; 4:1—6 ; 2  John
7-11; Jud e 4, 10-19; Revelation s 2:2, 14-15, 20.

27. O n th e relation o f these kinds of heresies in Ignatius, see Chapter 4 , note 12 .
28. A s I will observ e later , these tractates demonstrat e tha t the "sects" to whic h

the heresiologists assigned various Gnostics represent the schematizations of outsiders .
In man y respects , th e Gnostic s w e no w kno w abou t fro m primar y sources ar e quit e
different fro m thos e describe d i n theologica l term s b y th e orthodo x fathers . See fur-
ther pp . 15—1 6 an d Chapte r 3 , n . 8 . Her e I  shoul d emphasiz e that throughou t thi s
discussion, I  a m concerne d onl y wit h Christian  Gnosticism . A s a result , as I  wil l ex -
plain mor e full y i n Chapter 3 , I  am no t directl y concerned with the issu e of the origin
of Gnosticis m or wit h it s non-Christian manifestations.

29. Th e Na g Hammad i librar y i s itself n o monolith , bu t contain s a  wide variety
of literatur e of mixe d provenance . Translations an d brie f introduction s ca n b e foun d
in James M . Robinson , ed. The Nag Hammadi  Library  i n English, an d (togethe r with
other primar y source s o f Gnosticism ) Bentle y Layton, The  Gnostic  Scriptures.  Th e
latter als o provide s usefu l bibliographica l information . An exhaustiv e bibliography
can b e foun d i n Davi d M . Scholer , Na g Hammadi  Bibliography  1948—1969;  thi s is
updated annuall y b y D. Schole r in "Bibliographi a Gnostica : Supplementum, " i n NovT.
Two o f th e masterfu l treatment s o f Gnosticis m fo r genera l readers ar e Han s Jonas ,
The Gnostic  Religion,  an d Kur t Rudolph, Gnosis:  The  Nature  an d History  o f Gnos-
ticism. Fo r a n instructiv e overview of the stat e o f research a s of 1983 , se e R. van de n
Broek, "The Presen t State of Gnosti c Studies."

30. Se e especially Klaus Koschorke, Di e Polemik  de r Gnostiker  gegen  des kirch-
liche Christendum,  an d Birge r Pearson , "Anti-Heretica l Warning s in Code x I X fro m
Nag Hammadi, " i n M. Krause , ed., Essays on the Nag Hammadi  Texts  i n Honour o f
Pahor Labib,  revise d an d republishe d in Birge r Pearson , Gnosticism,  Judaism,  an d
Egyptian Christianity.  Reference s to thi s latter work wil l b e made to th e revise d edi-
tion.

31. Als o included among th e culprit s attacked i n the writings at Nag Hammadi ,
interestingly, are docetists—a grou p castigate d b y orthodox writers in other contexts .
See the discussio n o f th e tractat e Melchizedek  i n Pearson , "Anti-Heretica l Writings, "
184-88.

32. Th e latte r image comes fro m Turner , Pattern  o f Christian  Truth,  81 .
33. Fo r example , Adv.  Haer. Ill , 16 , 8 ; 17 , 4 ; IV , 33 , 3 . Se e especially Kos-

chorke, Di e Polemik  de r Gnostiker.
34. Thi s i s not t o sa y tha t h e lacke d predecessors , a s m y discussion o f Ignatius

and Justin , fo r example , clearly shows. Bu t Irenaeus himself lament s the failur e o f his
predecessors t o uproo t th e Gnostic s fro m th e church , claiming tha t the y were unable
to d o s o precisel y becaus e the y di d no t understan d adequatel y the system s the y op -
posed (Adv.  Haer.  IV , pref., 2) .

35. Clement , Strom.  VI , 9 ; Origen , SerMt  100 . The notio n i s expresse d most
clearly i n th e doceti c account s o f th e Acts  o f John,  89—93 . See the discussio n o f John
A. McGuckin , "The Changing Forms of Jesus." See further th e discussion of Chapte r
4, note 21 .

36. Tertullian' s decisio n to alig n himsel f wit h the Montanist s wa s late r seen as a
fall fro m th e tru e faith ; Origen , a  staunc h advocat e o f orthodox y i n hi s da y an d
probably th e singl e most influentia l theologia n betwee n Pau l an d Augustine , came t o
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be violentl y oppose d b y th e fourth-centur y heresiologist Epiphaniu s (Panarion  64),
who sa w i n him th e archhereti c responsible fo r spawning the dangerous aberratio n of
Arius. See especially Jon Dechow , Dogma  an d Mysticism  i n Early  Christianity.

37. Se e the persuasiv e discussion o f Gerd Liidemann , "Zur Geschicht e des a'ltes -
ten Christentum s in Rom. I . Valentin und Marcion ; II . Ptolemaus und Justin."

38. Se e the comment s o f Wilhel m Schneemelcher , "Apostelgeschichte n de s 2 . un d
3. Jahrhunderts," Hennecke-Schneemelcher , Neutestamentliche Apokryphen.  Th e En-
glish translatio n b y R. McL . Wilson , The  Ne w Testament  Apocrypha,  i s of an earlier
edition, which , fo r many articles , including the one cited here, ha s been lef t essentially
unchanged.

39. Th e translatio n i s from Willia m R. Schoedel, Ignatius  o f Antioch, 59. Se e his
discussion o f th e passage , pp . 59—62 . Compar e Ignatius' s othe r christologica l state -
ments a s wel l (e.g. , Ign . Pol.  3, 2 ; Smyrn.  3 , 2-3; Trail.  9 , 1-2 ; Eph.  18, 2) , and
SchoedePs comment s ad loc.

40. Mos t historians , o f course , ca n trac e thei r ow n lineag e back throug h a  tra -
dition tha t claim s the triump h o f Christia n orthodox y a s on e o f it s historica l roots .
And so i t is scarcely surprising to se e that man y historians find this form of Christian-
ity essentiall y compatible wit h th e teachin g of Jesus an d hi s followers. We should no t
allow thi s consensus t o blin d ou r eye s to th e impossibilit y of disinterested evaluatio n
in th e hand s of contextuall y situate d investigators ; th e postmoder n worl d ha s seen in
this modernis t ques t fo r objectivit y a myt h of it s own. (Thi s applies, o f course , t o al l
investigators: eve n thos e wh o repudiat e the consensus. ) Moreover , I  would b e amiss
not t o observ e that , speakin g historically , the Apostl e Pau l leads jus t a s certainl y to
Marcion an d Valentinu s as he does t o Irenaeu s and Origen .

41. Althoug h it i s not altogethe r clea r tha t eve n he saw th e proble m o f labeling
the victoriou s grou p orthodox , a s thoug h it s representative s atteste d a  monolithi c
theology. O n this , see Turner, Pattern  o f Christian  Truth,  chaps . 1-2 .

42. Se e especially Robert M. Grant , "The Use of the Early Fathers, fro m Irenaeu s
to John o f Damascus."

43. A s should b e clear fro m th e discussion , I  do no t mea n to impl y an y sens e of
historical determinis m b y thes e labels . I t i s no t tha t th e proto-orthodo x Christian s
represented view s that wer e inevitabl y going to attai n a  level of dominance . They can
be labeled orthodo x i n any sense , therefore , onl y i n retrospect.

44. Se e note 24 . Elz e ("Haresi e un d Einheit, " 407-08) i n particula r castigate s
modern scholar s fo r fallin g pre y to Irenaeus' s notion o f the internal unity of orthodox
Christianity (a s well a s of th e basi c coherence o f various forms of heterodoxy) .

45. Se e Ign. Eph. 7:2 , cited o n p . 1 1 above .
46. Se e the fulle r discussio n o f pp. 47—5 4 below .
47. Se e further pp . 119-24 below .
48. Se e further pp . 181-87 below .
49. Mos t notabl y th e vie w know n a s Patripassianis m (als o calle d Sabellianism

and modalisti c monarchianism)—th e view that Chris t was actually God th e Father in
the flesh. See Chapter 5 .

50. An d somewha t later , fo r example , thos e o f Ephraem an d Epiphanius . For a
basic discussio n of the polemica l tact s take n b y some o f the prominent heresiologists ,
see Gerar d Vallee , A  Study  i n Anti-Gnostic  Polemics.  A  fulle r an d mor e carefull y
nuanced investigatio n i s no w availabl e in th e two-volum e wor k o f L e Boulluec, No -
tion d'heresie.  Lef t ou t o f L e Boulluec's study (intentionally ) is an analysi s of Hippol-
ytus o f Rome , o f who m Klau s Koschorke ha s provide d a  particularl y incisive study:
Hippolyt's Ketzerbekampfung  un d Polemik  gegen  di e Gnostiker.  O f th e burgeonin g
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periodical literature , se e especially, Barbar a Aland , "Gnosi s un d Kirchenvater, " an d
the literatur e she cites there . O n th e controversie s i n general, a  good dea l o f valuable
information i s stil l readil y available in Adol f vo n Harnack , History  o f Dogma,  espe -
cially volume s 2  an d 3 . Fo r a  popula r treatmen t b y a  weight y authority , se e Rober t
M. Grant, Jesus After  th e Gospels,  especiall y Chapters 4- 7 (o n the Apostolic Fathers,
Justin, Theophilus , an d Irenaeus) . Many o f th e earlie r studies consiste d o f detailed ,
and ofte n erudite , investigation s of th e literar y relation s of the variou s heresiologists ,
both t o on e anothe r an d t o th e work s o f other s (e.g. , Hegessipu s an d Justin) , which
have no t survived . See especially Adol f Hilgenfeld , Die Ketzergeschichte  des  Urchris-
tentums.

51. Fo r example , th e contradictor y description s o f th e Gnosti c Christia n Basil -
ides in Irenaeus (Adv.  Haer.  I , 24, 3—7 ) an d Hippolytu s (Refutation  7 , 10—15) .

52. Se e especially Frederic k Wisse , "Th e Na g Hammad i Librar y an d th e Here -
siologists"; Rowa n Greer , "Th e Do g and th e Mushrooms" ; an d Koschorke , Hippol-
yt's Ketzerhekampfung.

53. I n additio n t o th e work s cite d i n not e 50 , se e Frederik Wisse , "Th e Epistl e
of Jude. " Th e charge s I  sketc h her e ca n b e found , fo r example , i n Irenaeus , Adv.
Haer., Hippolytus , Refutation,  an d Tertullian , Prescription, passim.

54. Thi s charg e i n particula r form s th e basi s o f Hippolytus' s Refutation.  Se e
especially Koschorke , Hippolyt's  Ketzerhekampfung.

55. Se e above, p . 5 . Th e "polemic s o f profligacy " is a widely studied phenome -
non. Se e Robert M . Grant , "Charge s of Immorality Against Various Religious Groups
in Antiquity"; Burto n L . Visotzky, "Overturning th e Lamp"; Alber t Henrichs, "Paga n
Ritual an d th e Allege d Crime s o f th e Earl y Christians" ; Wolfgan g Speyer , "Zu de n
Vorwiirfen de r Heide n gege n di e Christen" ; Stephe n Gero , "Wit h Walte r Baue r on
the Tigris" ; Jurgen Dummer , "Di e Angabe n iibe r di e Gnostisch e Literatu r be i Epi -
phanius, Pan . Haer . 26" ; an d Klau s Koschorke, Di e Polemik de r Gnostiker,  123—24 .
On a  mor e popula r level , see Rober t L . Wilken, Th e Christians  a s the Romans  Sa w
Them, an d Stephe n Benko , "Th e Libertin e Gnostic Sec t of the Phibionites."

56. I t should b e noted tha t Irenaeu s claimed to hav e firsthand knowledge o f th e
shameless behavio r o f Marcu s fro m som e o f th e wome n h e ha d reportedl y seduce d
(Adv. Haer.  I , 8 , 3-6) . I t ma y b e tha t h e assume d tha t othe r heretic s behave d simi-
larly. Fo r thes e othe r groups , ther e i s nothin g t o sugges t tha t Irenaeu s had himsel f
actually witnesse d th e allege d immoralitie s o r ha d befor e hi m reliabl e sources tha t
had. I n an y event , i t i s certainly on e thin g to clai m that a  membe r of a  sec t engage d
in immora l activities , and quit e anothe r t o clai m tha t suc h activitie s were sanctione d
by th e group . Fo r othe r orthodo x slur s against Gnosti c morality , see Clement o f Al-
exandria's charge s against the Carpocratians (Strom.,  Ill , 2, 10—16 ) and Justin, I  Apology
26,7.

57. "Th e Epistl e of Jude i n the Histor y o f Heresiology."
58. Eve n ou r earlies t Christia n author , th e Apostl e Paul , maligns his opponent s

as gluttonou s reprobates : "whos e Go d i s thei r belly , whose glor y i s i n thei r shame ,
and wh o se t thei r mind s o n earthl y things " (Phi l 3:19) . Those outsid e th e Christia n
community fare no better . Perhap s followin g standard Jewish polemic, Paul castigate s
without differentiatio n th e profligat e behavior o f al l pagans: "Thei r heart s ar e given
up t o impurity , t o th e dishonorin g o f thei r bodie s amongs t themselves . .  . .  Thei r
women exchange d natura l relations fo r unnatural , an d the me n likewise gave up nat -
ural relation s wit h wome n an d wer e consume d wit h passio n fo r on e another ; me n
committing shameles s deed s wit h men , receiving in their own person s th e due penalty
for thei r error" (Rom 1:24-27) . This polemica l thrus t was perpetuated i n the Pauline
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tradition a s fa r a s i t ca n b e traced . Thus , th e autho r o f Ephesian s warns hi s reader s
against deceiver s i n thei r midst , wh o sanctio n filthiness , illici t fornication , an d al l
manner o f impurity (Eph 5:1-7), while the autho r o f 2 Timothy warn s of those wh o
are lover s o f self,  o f money , an d o f pleasure , wh o ensnar e wea k wome n throug h
seductive teachings tha t counterfei t the truth ( 2 Tim 3:1-9).

59. Se e especially Frederi k Wisse , "Di e Sextus-Spriiche un d da s Problem e de r
gnostischen Ethik. " Gero ("Wit h Walte r Baue r on the Tigris") argue s that the (Egyp -
tian) Na g Hammad i tractate s canno t b e use d t o establis h asceti c tendencie s amon g
Gnostics elsewhere , especiall y a Syro-Mesopotamian group like the Phibionites—a cu-
rious claim , given the fac t tha t Epiphaniu s locates th e group precisely in Egypt.

60. Compar e th e claim s made b y orthodox apologist s suc h a s Justin regardin g
the refusa l o f Christian s (meaning , that is , Christian s of hi s persuasion) to engag e i n
immoral activities (I Apol. 16-18; II Apol. 2), despite thei r constant abus e by the civi l
authorities, i n contras t t o heretic s such a s th e Marcionites , wh o ar e bot h flagrantl y
immoral and honore d b y the state ( I Apol. 26).

61. A  convenient edition wit h brie f introductio n can b e foun d i n Cyri l Richard-
son, Early  Christian  Fathers.  For an analysi s of tradition and redaction , se e Hans von
Campenhausen, "Bearbeitunge n un d Interpolatione n de s Polykarpmartyriums," espe -
cially 39-41, an d th e reaction of Timothy D. Barnes, "Pre-Decia n Acta  Martyrum,"
reprinted in Early  Christianity  an d th e Roman Empire.

62. Irenaeus , Adv. Haer. IV , 33, 9-10; and Tertullian , "Scorpiace. " For discus-
sion, se e especially Elaine Pagels, "Gnosti c an d Orthodo x Views of Christ' s Passion. "

63. A s other scattere d examples , see Tertullian, Prescription 36 (Joh n i s plunged
into boilin g oil an d emerge s unharmed) ; the "Act s o f Pau l and Thecla " (Hennecke -
Schneemelcher, New Testament  Apocrypha  I . 359, 362: Thecl a i s miraculously deliv-
ered fro m certai n death) ; Eusebius , Hist.  Eccl.  V, 1  (God enpowers an d sustain s the
martyrs o f Lyon s an d Vienne) . See the variou s account s translate d i n H . Musurillo ,
ed., Th e Acts  o f th e Christian  Martyrs.

64. A  thoroug h treatmen t o f th e historica l development o f th e Ne w Testamen t
canon ca n b e found in Bruce M. Metzger , Th e Canon  o f th e New Testament.  Fo r an
authoritative account o f the ris e of the Christia n Bible during the first three centuries,
see Han s vo n Campenhausen , Th e Formation  o f th e Christian  Bible.  Mor e concis e
accounts ar e provided b y Harry Gamble, The New Testament  Canon:  Its Making an d
Meaning; F.  F.  Bruce , The  Canon  of  Scripture;  and  Wilhel m Schneemelcher , "Zu r
Geschichte de s neutestamentliche n Kanons, " i n Hennecke-Schneemelcher , Neutesta-
mentliche Apokryphen, I . 7—40 .

65. Fo r recent discussion, see the essays collected in Jean-Daniel Kaestli and Otto
Wermelinger, eds. , Le canon  d e I'Ancien  Testament.  S a formation  e t so n histoire.
Here I  d o wel l t o not e tha t th e earl y Christian s themselves occasionally quote d au -
thorities tha t neve r made it into the final Hebrew cano n (cf . Jude 9), and b y and large
accepted th e book s o f the so-called Ol d Testamen t Apocryph a as authoritative.

66. Alread y in ou r earlies t author , th e Apostl e Paul , Jesus ' word s ar e use d t o
settle matter s o f doctrin e an d practic e ( 1 Thess 4:1 5 [?]; 1 Cor 7:10, 9:14, 11:23-
26). Staying within the Pauline tradition, near the end of the first century Jesus' word s
are cited in 1  Timothy 5:18, along with Deuteronomy 25:4, an d designated as "Scrip -
ture" (TI  ypafy-f}).  Cf . als o th e agrapho n o f Act s 20:35. I n differen t circle s somewhat
later, dependin g o n whe n on e decide s t o dat e th e Copti c Gospel  o f Thomas,  Jesus '
words wer e understoo d eve n mor e extraordinaril y a s th e ver y mean s o f salvation :
"Whoever find s th e explanation o f these words wil l no t tast e death " (Gos . Thorn.  1 ;
cf. John 5:24) .
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67. See , for example , th e discussion s o f apostoli c authorship o f th e Ne w Testa -
ment writing s in Origen , a s preserve d i n Eusebius , Hist. Eccl.  VI , 25 , 3—14 , an d i n
Eusebius himself i n Hist. Eccl. Ill, 25, 1—7 . The latter also  disputes the claims of som e
heretics fo r th e apostoli c authorshi p of th e Gospel s o f Peter , Thomas , an d Matthe w
[Pseudo-Matthew!] and o f the Act s of Andrew and John .

68. Eusebius , Hist. Eccl.  VI , 12 , 1-6. I n the lette r tha t Eusebiu s extracts, Sera -
pion emphasize s that "W e . . .  receive Peter and all the apostles as we receive Christ,
but th e writing s falsel y attribute d t o the m we ar e experienced enoug h t o reject. " H e
then narrate s the event s leading up t o hi s rejection of the Gospel  o f Peter.

69. See , for example , Irenaeus , Adv. Haer. Ill , 2-4; IV , 26, an d th e discussio n
of Bienert , "Das Apostelbild," i n Hennecke-Schneemelcher , Neutestamentliche Apo-
cryphen, II . 25—26 .

70. Bu t also becaus e the autho r wa s know n t o b e th e brothe r o f Bisho p Pius of
Rome. Thi s i s usuall y take n t o mea n tha t th e boo k i s not amon g th e Scripture s be-
cause i t cannot clai m apostolic authorship .

71. See , for example , E p Jer cxxi x (t o Claudienu s Postumus Dardanus), quoted
in Metzger , Canon,  236 , and th e ful l discussio n o f "Definin g the Limit s o f th e Ne w
Testament Canon, " chap. 6  o f Hans vo n Campenhausen , Formation o f th e Christian
Bible, 210-68.

72. Se e especially the discussion in Metzger, Canon,  143-48 . Justin refers t o th e
"Memoirs o f th e Apostles " on eigh t occasions (e.g. , I  Apol. 66 , 3  [wher e the book s
are furthe r identifie d a s "Gospels"] ; 67 , 3 ; an d Dial.  103 , 6), and t o th e "Memoirs"
on fou r other . Hi s reference s to thes e text s demonstrat e a  fai r knowledg e o f the Syn-
optics, bu t hi s acquaintanc e wit h an d vie w o f th e Fourt h Gospe l i s disputed . Th e
apparent quotatio n o f Joh n 3:3— 4 i n I  Apol.  6 1 i s sometime s dismissed, i n vie w of
the lac k o f othe r evidence , as derivin g from commo n traditio n rather tha n a  literar y
source. Fo r discussio n of Justin's Gospel references , see Arthur J. Bellinzoni , The Say-
ings o f Jesus  i n th e Writings  o f Justin  Martyr,  an d Willia m Petersen, "Textua l Evi -
dence of Tatian's Dependenc e upon Justin's 'AITOMNHMONEYMATA."

73. A  great dea l ha s bee n written o n Marcion' s lif e an d thought , fo r whic h his
views o f th e cano n prove d t o b e o f centra l importance . See the work s cite d i n not e
22, Chapte r 4 . Fo r hi s rol e i n th e formatio n o f th e orthodo x canon , se e especially
Metzger, Canon,  90-99 , an d th e literatur e he cite s there . Vo n Campenhause n (For-
mation o f th e Christian  Bible,  148—64 ) i n particula r sees Marcion' s paramoun t sig-
nificance: "Th e idea an d th e realit y o f a  Christia n Bible wer e the wor k o f Marcion ,
and th e Churc h which rejected his work , s o fa r fro m bein g ahead of hi m i n this field,
from a  forma l poin t o f view simply followed his example," (p . 148) .

74. Se e especially von Campenhausen , Formation o f th e Christian  Bible,  210 -
68; an d Metzger , Canon,  75—106 .

75. Fo r a  ful l discussion s o f th e us e o f suc h methods , se e Jean Pepin , Myth  e t
allegorie; id. , La tradition  d e I'allegorie;  an d no w especially , David Dawson, Allegor-
ical Readers  and Cultural  Revision  in  Ancient Alexandria.

One o f th e most  influentia l article s i n thi s fiel d ha s bee n J . Tate , "Plat o an d
Allegorical Interpretation. " O n th e us e of allegorica l methods i n th e earl y church, a
standard wor k i s stil l R . P . C . Hanson , Allegory  an d Event.  Fo r concis e overviews,
see Rober t M . Gran t an d Davi d Tracy, A  Short  History  o f th e Interpretation  o f th e
Bible, an d th e collectio n o f text s i n Karlfrie d Froehlich , Biblical Interpretation i n th e
Early Church.  Specificall y o n th e conflic t betwee n heres y and orthodox y o n thi s issue,
see Le Boulluec, Notion d'heresie,  189-244, and mor e briefly , id. , "L a Bibl e che z le s
marginaux de 1'orthodoxie."
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76. Compar e Irenaeus' s interpretatio n o f th e "clea n an d unclean " food s o f Le-
viticus 11:2 , Deuteronomy 14:3 , etc. (Adv. Haer. V , 8 , 4): animal s tha t hav e cloven
hoofs ar e clean , representin g people wh o steadil y advanc e toward s Go d an d hi s Son
through faith ; animal s who che w th e cu d bu t d o no t hav e cloven hoof s are unclean ,
representing th e Jew s wh o hav e th e word s o f Scriptur e i n thei r mouth s bu t d o no t
move steadil y towar d th e knowledg e o f God . Tertullian (Adv.  Marc. Ill , 7 ) argue s
that th e tw o goat s presente d o n th e Da y o f Atonemen t (Le v 16 ) refe r t o th e tw o
advents o f Christ , comparable i n appearance bu t differen t i n effect ! Se e the discussio n
of J. H . Waszink , "Tertullian's Principles and Method s o f Exegesis. "

77. D e Principiis  IV , 2-3. A  good dea l has been written on Origen' s method s of
exegesis. Fo r genera l studies , se e the recen t overviews of Henr i Crouze l (Origen),  an d
Joseph W . Trig g (Origen:  Th e Bible  an d Philosophy  i n th e Third-Century  Church).
The latte r i s self-consciously dependent upo n th e detailed investigation of Pierre Nau-
tin, Origene:  sa  vi e e t so n oeuvre.  O f th e studie s devote d specificall y t o Origen' s
allegorical method , th e followin g have been foun d to b e particularly useful: R . P . C .
Hanson, Allegory  an d Event;  M . F . Wiles, "Orige n a s Biblica l Scholar," in The Cam-
bridge History  o f th e Bible;  Bernar d Neuschafer , Origenes  als  Philologe;  an d Kare n
Torjesen, Hermeneutical  Procedure  and Theological  Method  i n Origen's  Exegesis.

78. Gnosti c exegese s o f specifi c Ne w Testamen t text s ar e convenientl y collected
and discusse d b y Elain e Pagels , Th e Johannine  Gospel  i n Valentinian  Exegesis,  an d
id., The Gnostic  Paul.  On th e orthodox reaction t o gnostic exegesis , see, for example,
Norbert Brox , Offenbarung,  Gnosis,  un d gnostischen  Mythos  be i Irendus  vo n Lyon,
and Waszink , "Tertullian' s Principle s and Method s o f Exegesis. " Se e further, Chapte r
3, note 25 .

79. See  his discussion in  Adv. Haer. II,  20-26, one  of  his  finest uses of irony.
80. Compar e als o hi s strikin g illustration o f th e Homeri c cento,  o n whic h see

Robert Wilken , "The Homeric Cent o i n Adversus Haereses I , 9, 4. "
81. Se e note 76 .
82. Compar e als o Ptolemy' s Lette r t o Flora , quote d i n Epiphanius , Pan. 33, 6 ,

6, where Pau l i s claimed as the sourc e o f the Valentinia n doctrine .
83. Se e Bauer's famou s dismissa l of Eusebius' s list of Alexandrian bishops: "The

first ten name s (afte r Mark , th e companio n o f th e apostles ) ar e an d remai n fo r u s a
mere ech o an d a  puf f o f smoke ; an d the y scarcel y could eve r have been anythin g but
that," Orthodoxy an d Heresy,  45 .

84. Se e especially the exhaustiv e study o f Wolfgang Speyer, Die literarische  Fal-
schung im  heidnischen  un d christlichen  Altertum.  H e give s a  briefe r accoun t i n hi s
"Religiose Pseudepigraphi e und literarisch e Falschung im Altertum." Othe r significan t
studies include Norbert Brox , Di e falsche Verfasserangaben,  an d Davi d Meade, Pseu-
depigrapha an d Canon.  A  concise statemen t concernin g th e apparen t motivation s of
ancient literar y forger s ca n b e foun d i n Bruc e M. Metzger , "Literar y Forgerie s an d
Canonical Pseudepigrapha. "

85. Th e autho r o f th e Acts  o f Paul,  who, according t o Tertullia n (d e baptismo,
17), wa s a  presbyte r o f a  church in Asia Minor. Se e the discussio n and translatio n o f
the tex t b y Willia m Schneemelche r i n Hennecke-Schneemelcher , Ne w Testament
Apocrypha, II . 663-83.

86. Man y o f th e text s ar e convenientl y discussed an d translate d (i n whole o r i n
part) i n Hennecke-Schneemelcher , Ne w Testament  Apocrypha;  th e 5t h (6th ) German
edition (1989/90 ) incorporate s ye t mor e material , includin g many o f th e text s fro m
Nag Hammadi . Fo r stil l mor e complet e collection s o f solel y Gnosti c materials , se e
Robinson, Th e Na g Hammadi  Library,  an d Layton , The  Gnostic  Scriptures.  Fo r a n
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extensive bibliography , se e James Charlesworth , Th e New Testament  Apocrypha  an d
Pseudepigrapha.

87. Extensivel y documented i n Speyer, Die literarische  Fdlschung,  an d Brox , Die
falsche Verfasserangabe,  71-80 .

88. Th e letter s o f Jude an d James an d th e boo k o f Revelatio n are probabl y ho -
monymous rathe r tha n pseudonymous : nothin g in them suggest s a n intentiona l decei t
so muc h a s th e simpl e us e o f a  commo n name , mistakenl y taken late r t o b e tha t o f
an earthl y companio n o f Jesus. The Gospel s an d Act s are, of course , simpl y anony -
mous.

89. Se e especially R. M. Grant , "Us e o f the Earl y Fathers."
90. Se e the update d discussio n an d translatio n o f C . Detle f an d G . Miille r i n

Hennecke-Schneemelcher, Neutestamentliche  Apocryphen,  I . 205-33.
91. Se e th e discussio n an d translatio n o f Osca r Cullman n i n Hennecke -

Schneemelcher, Neutestamentliche  Apocryphen,  I . 334—49.
92. Th e fluidit y o f the textual traditio n i n the early period o f transmission, abou t

which I  wil l hav e more t o sa y presently , ha s lon g bee n recognize d withi n th e field. In
addition t o th e work s cite d i n note 94 , se e F. C. Grant , "Wher e For m Criticis m an d
Textual Criticis m Overlap" ; Manfre d Karnetzki , "Textgeschichte al s Uberlieferungs -
geschichte"; Helmut Koester , Synoptische  Uberlieferung  be t den apostolischen Vatern;
and especiall y th e intriguin g analysis of Francoi s Bovon , "The Synoptic Gospels an d
the Non-Canonica l Act s of the Apostles, " especially 32—36.

93. Se e the reflection s in Chapte r 6 .
94. Thi s i s no t t o sa y tha t isolate d instance s o f suc h variant s hav e neve r bee n

detected. See , for example , th e insightfu l studie s o f K . W . Clark , F . C . Conybeare ,
Adolf vo n Harnac k ("Zwe i alt e dogmatisch e Korrekturen" ; "Zu r Textkriti k un d
Christologie"), J . Rende l Harris , Wilber t F . Howard , Kirsop p Lake , Danie l Plooij ,
Donald Riddle , Heinrich Vogels , C.S.C . Williams, Leon E . Wright, an d especiall y Eric
Fascher, cite d i n the bibliography. More recent investigations, including my own anal-
yses of specifi c unit s of variation, wil l be cited throughou t th e study . The mos t exten -
sive treatmen t o f th e subjec t occur s i n on e o f thos e trul y grea t work s o f a  previou s
generation tha t i s scarcely read today , Walte r Bauer' s Das Leben  Jesu im Zeitalter der
neutestamentlichen Apocryphen.  Bauer' s discussion focuse s on the portrayal s o f Jesus
in th e second - an d third-centur y apocrypha , an d show s ho w extensivel y thes e por-
trayals cam e t o b e reflecte d i n th e manuscrip t traditio n o f th e Ne w Testament . A
particularly fruitfu l stud y o f a  differen t sor t i s Eldo n J . Epp , The Theological  Ten-
dency o f Codex  Bezae  Cantabrigiensis  i n Acts.  Rathe r tha n isolatin g doctrinally mo -
tivated variant s acros s a  broa d spectru m o f witnesse s (whic h wil l b e m y tack) , Ep p
concentrates o n on e significan t manuscrip t an d work s t o ascertai n th e theologica l
proclivities that ma y account fo r it s variant readings. Unfortunately , Epp's lead , while
widely acclaimed , ha s bee n littl e followed (see , though, th e unpublishe d dissertation s
of Georg e Ric e and Michae l Holmes , cite d i n Chapter 5 , not e 4) .

All o f these works represen t a direct challenge to th e views of other textua l schol -
ars wh o den y th e significanc e o f theologicall y motivate d variation s amon g th e Ne w
Testament manuscript s altogether. Compar e th e classica l statement o f the nineteenth-
century criti c F.J.A. Hort , i n hi s otherwise brillian t Introduction  t o Th e Ne w Testa-
ment i n the Original  Greek:  "I t wil l no t b e out o f place to add her e a distinc t expres -
sion o f our belie f tha t eve n among the numerou s unquestionabl y spurious readings of
the Ne w Testamen t ther e ar e n o sign s o f deliberat e falsificatio n o f th e tex t fo r dog-
matic purposes" (New York : Harpe r an d Brothers , 1882; 2.282). Hort goes on to say
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that instance s o f variation tha t appea r t o b e doctrinally motivate d ar e du e to scriba l
carelessness o r laxity , not t o maliciou s intent. Comparabl e view s have been expresse d
in th e twentieth centur y a s well; see, for example, Leo n Vaganay, An Introduction  t o
the Textual  Criticism  o f th e New Testament,  12 .

95. Compar e th e curse pronounced o n anyone who would modif y th e text o f the
LXX, as found in the Letter  of Aristeas,  310-11.

96. Eusebius , Hist. Eccl.  IV, 23, 12 ; V, 20, 2 .
97. I n a  lette r quote d b y Rufinus , i n hi s "O n th e Falsifyin g o f th e Book s o f

Origen," 7.
98. Leading , for example, to the debates between Rufinu s an d Jerome concernin g

Origen's orthodoxy . Se e Elizabeth Clark, Th e Origenist  Controversy.
99. M y ow n translation . Se e the discussio n i n Bauer , Orthodoxy  an d Heresy,

160-69. Amon g th e othe r writing s so "falsified " ar e som e o f th e Apostoli c Fathers ,
most clearly , the letter s o f Ignatius . Here again , however , i t appear s tha t a t leas t i n
the witnesse s tha t have survived, it was precisely the orthodox Christian s who change d
the text . See Schoedel, Ignatius,  5 .

100. Se e A . Bludau , Di e Schriftfdlschungen  der  Haretiker.  Bluda u catalog s i n
extenso th e accusation s o f tampering, discusses eac h individually , an d conclude s tha t
they b y an d larg e constitut e charge s of tamperin g with th e sense  of Scripture , rathe r
than th e actua l words;  accusation s o f actua l tamperin g with th e wording o f the text ,
according t o Bludau , can fo r th e most  par t b e discounte d a s groundles s polemic . In
my judgment , Bludau was overl y skeptica l o f th e charge s an d overl y confiden t tha t
the debate s ove r the tex t o f Scripture themselves worked t o guarantee its integrity . In
point o f fact , ther e wa s n o mechanis m b y whic h orthodo x an d hereti c alik e could
serve as the "watchdogs" over the text that Bluda u envisages.

101. Se e Irenaeus, Adv. Haer.  I , 27, 2 ; Tertullian , Prescription  38 ; Adv.  Marc.
Books IV and V, passim; Epiphanius , Pan 42, 11-16 .

102. Hist.  Eccl.  V, 28. Se e my article, "The Theodotians a s Corruptors o f Scrip-
ture."

103. Se e further Pagels , Th e Gnostic  Paul,  163-64 , an d Frederi k Wisse , "The
Nature an d Purpos e o f Redactiona l Changes in Early Christia n Texts."

104. d e came Christi,  19 .
105. Se e p. 59 .
106. Se e especially Bludau , Die Schriftfdlschungen.  O n severa l possibl e traces ,

see J. Rende l Harris , "Ne w Points o f Vie w in Textua l Criticism, " and , for example ,
my discussio n of Matthew 1:1 6 (pp. 54-55).

107. I  have taken th e numbe r fro m th e mos t up-to-dat e statemen t o f Kur t an d
Barbara Alan d (who maintain the numbering system of newly discovered manuscript s
at th e Institut e fo r Ne w Testamen t Textua l Researc h i n Miinster) , Th e Text  o f th e
New Testament.  I n addition, o f course , ar e th e thousand s o f manuscripts of the early
versions (ove r eight thousan d o f th e Lati n Vulgate alone ) an d th e thousand s o f cita -
tions of th e Ne w Testamen t i n th e Gree k an d Lati n ecclesiastical writers o f the early
centuries, tw o othe r source s fo r establishin g the Ne w Testamen t text . These source s
further complicat e a n alread y comple x situtation .

108. Th e firs t seriou s critica l apparatu s o f th e Gree k Ne w Testamen t wa s pub-
lished b y John Mil l in 1707. Although he had acces s onl y to 10 0 or s o Greek manu-
scripts, t o th e Lati n translation s o f severa l earl y versions in Walton's Polyglo t Bible,
and t o uncritica l editions o f patristic sources , he nonetheless uncovere d som e 30,000
variant readings. A s manuscripts came to b e discovered and carefull y studie d over the
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years, thi s number increased exponentially—b y a  facto r of five over th e nex t hundre d
years. Se e furthe r Bar t D . Ehrman , "Methodologica l Development s i n th e Analysis
and Classificatio n of New Testamen t Documentar y Evidence. "

109. O n th e absenc e o f professional scriptori a fo r the production o f manuscripts
prior t o abou t 20 0 C.E. , see Aland an d Aland , Text  o f th e Ne w Testament,  55 , 70 .
Before tha t time , professiona l scribes ma y hav e worked o n thei r own; i t i s likely tha t
a hig h numbe r o f th e earlies t transcription s wer e mad e simpl y by literat e individuals
who wante d a  cop y fo r themselve s or fo r thei r congregations . Se e Chapter 6 , not e 1 .

110. Indeed , i t ha s becom e problemati c t o spea k o f th e "intentions " eve n o f
authors o f who m w e hav e extensiv e persona l knowledg e an d fro m who m w e hav e
quantities o f literar y productions. I t i s no t tha t author s (o r scribes ) did no t actually
have intentions , s o muc h a s tha t intention s ar e no t alway s conscious, tha t the y ar e
rarely unambiguou s o r pure , an d that , fo r th e mos t part , the y canno t b e know n by
outsiders. Author s produce texts , not intentions . Nonetheless , I  have retained th e cat -
egory o f "intentional " modifications of texts,  no t t o buil d a literary interpretation o r
a historica l reconstructio n o n speculate d intentions— a dubiou s undertaking—bu t t o
differentiate betwee n "senseless " change s an d "sensible " ones . Th e categor y o f "in -
tentional" changes, a s opposed t o "accidental, " can thus serve a  usefu l heuristi c pur-
pose b y highlightin g certain functiona l characteristics o f scriba l modifications , eve n
when w e refus e t o speculat e abou t th e psychologica l state s an d hidde n volition s of
individual scribes .

111. Fo r a  discussion of m y use of the ter m "significant, " se e Chapter 6 .
112. Thi s vie w i s shared b y a  wide-rang e o f eminen t textual specialist s who ar e

otherwise no t know n fo r embracing compatible views . See the argument s adduced b y
E. C . Colwell , "Th e Origi n o f th e Tex t Types o f th e Ne w Testament, " 138 ; Georg e
Kilpatrick, "Atticism an d th e Text of the Greek New Testament"; Eldon J. Epp, "Th e
Significance o f th e Papyr i fo r Determinin g the Natur e o f the Ne w Testamen t Tex t in
the Secon d Century, " especially 101—103; and Barbar a Aland, "Die Miinsterane r Ar-
beit a m Text des Neuen Testaments un d ih r Beitrag fur die friihe Uberlieferun g de s 2 .
Jahrhunderts."

113. Again , a view embraced b y a wide range of scholars. See Epp, "Significance
of th e Papyri, " an d Alan d and Aland , Text o f th e New Testament,  48—71 . This i s not
to sa y tha t scribe s woul d hav e been absolutel y prevented fro m modifyin g thei r text s
at a  late r date . I n fact , w e kno w no t onl y tha t scriba l error s occurre d eve n int o th e
high Middl e Ages , bu t tha t th e text s wer e "intentionally " change d eve n then , an d
sometimes fo r doctrina l reasons . (See , e.g., Ernes t W. Saunders, "Studies i n Doctrinal
Influences o n th e Byzantin e Text o f th e Gospels." ) Bu t these instance s ar e b y al l count s
exceptional; th e bul k of th e evidenc e suggest s tha t scribe s o f late r time s by an d larg e
exercised considerabl e restrain t i n reproducin g thei r texts . O n th e vicissitude s o f th e
text in the earlies t period , tha t is , before 150 C.E. , see especially Barbara Aland, "Di e
Rezeption de s neutestamentlichen Textes in den ersten Jahrhunderten."

114. Se e the article s b y Ep p an d B . Aland cited i n not e 11 2 (bot h fro m Gospel
Traditions in  the Second  Century).

115. I n addition t o th e work s cite d i n note 11 2 (especiall y Kilpatrick) se e Giinther
Zuntz, The  Text  o f th e Epistles,  wh o demonstrate s tha t th e Byzantin e editors chose
rather tha n created  their distinctiv e readings. Th e reason s fo r scribe s applying "looser"
standards (looser , tha t is , fro m ou r poin t o f view ) in earlie r times than late r ar e no t
hard t o locate , given what ha s alread y bee n seen concernin g earl y developments within
the Christia n religion . It was no t unti l near th e en d of the second centur y that Chris -
tians bega n attributin g canonica l statu s t o th e Gospel s an d apostoli c writing s an d
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insisting on thei r litera l interpretation—sometimes called a  "word fo r word" (Greek:
TTpos prj/tta ) interpretation . Th e characterizatio n o f certai n writing s a s sacre d Scrip -
ture an d th e insistenc e o n th e importanc e o f thei r actua l word s woul d themselve s
suggest the nee d fo r greate r car e in their transcription. Not surprisingly , it i s precisely
during the secon d hal f o f th e secon d centur y that accusation s begi n t o aris e that her -
etics have tampered wit h th e words o f the text . Fo r these reasons , on e might suppos e
that late r scribe s o f th e fourth , fifth , an d eve n late r centurie s wer e les s incline d t o
create varian t reading s tha n t o reproduc e them . Thi s vie w happens t o coincid e wit h
what w e kno w fro m othe r evidence , namely , that eve n into th e middl e o f the secon d
century the texts of the Gospels wer e heavily influenced b y the oral tradition—anothe r
indication tha t the y ha d no t ye t bee n widel y regarde d a s "fixed, " le t alon e "scrip -
tural," a t thi s stage . Se e especially Koester, Synoptische  Uberlieferung  be i den apos-
tolischen Vatern.

116. I  emphasize that no t al l of them did , no t eve n all of the theologicall y inter-
esting ones . A s a strikin g example, I  have fel t constraine d t o leav e out o f m y study a
discussion o f the so-calle d Comma  jobanneum  ( 1 John 5:7—8) , even though thi s rep -
resents the mos t obviou s instanc e of a  theologically motivated corruption i n the entire
manuscript traditio n o f th e Ne w Testament . Nonetheless , i n m y judgment , the com -
ma's appearanc e i n the traditio n ca n scarcely be dated prio r t o the trinitaria n contro -
versies tha t aros e afte r th e perio d unde r examination . I n thi s I  a m i n ful l agreemen t
with th e instructiv e discussion o f Raymond E. Brown, Th e Epistles  o f John, 775-87.

117. Throughou t thi s discussio n I  understan d th e ter m "text " i n a n empirica l
sense to mea n any concatenation o f words o r symbol s that can be sensibly construed .

118. Th e observation s tha t follo w ar e mos t closel y relate d t o variou s literar y
theories tha t ar e loosely  labeled "reader response." Unlike some of its predecessors i n
the field, such as new criticism and structuralism , the kind of reader-response criticism
I have in view is not narrowl y concerned wit h the text per se , that is , with a documen t
as som e kin d of "objective " entit y fro m whic h meaning s can b e culle d lik e so many
grapes fro m a  vine . I t i s instea d intereste d i n th e proces s o f interpretation . Reader -
response critics , o f course, proffe r a  number of approaches t o the task—som e empha -
sizing the actua l effects o f actual texts on actua l readers; others considering the linear -
spatial characte r o f writte n text s an d thei r significance fo r understandin g (i.e., a s word s
are rea d sequentiall y o n th e page) ; other s pursuin g th e questio n o f ho w text s ca n
structure meanin g through "givens " an d "indeterminacies" ; ye t others explorin g the
philosophical underpinning s o f thes e othe r (an d all ) theories o f ho w text s "work, "
that is , o f ho w meanin g can b e o r i s construed durin g the proces s o f reading . Tw o
anthologies ma y serv e a s a  usefu l entre e int o th e field : Susa n R . Suleima n an d Ing e
Crosman, eds. , Th e Reader  i n th e Text,  an d Jan e Thompkins , ed. , Reader-Response
Criticism.

119. Thi s i s t o say , althoug h transcribin g a  tex t i s a  conservativ e process , i t i s
not a n innocen t one . T o b e sure , a  transcriptio n preserve s the text fo r posterity , bu t
in doin g s o i t als o implie s a  valu e judgment (th e tex t i s wort h preservin g a t som e
cost). Furthermore, when changes are made in the process o f transmission, other kinds
of judgmen t are a t wor k (e.g. , tha t th e tex t shoul d sa y what i t is supposed t o mean) .
For a  brie f sketc h o f thes e issues , i n which som e o f th e dat a o f th e presen t stud y ar e
incorporated, se e Bar t D . Ehrman , "Th e Tex t o f Mar k i n th e Hand s o f th e Ortho -
dox."

120. Th e mos t controversia l spokesperso n fo r thi s vie w i s Stanle y Fish. Se e his
two collections  o f essays , Is  There  a  Text  i n This  Class?  an d Doing  What  Comes
Naturally. 1  should emphasiz e that on e doe s no t hav e to embrac e Fish's views in ful l
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to se e in the m a  forcefu l challeng e to th e modernis t assumptions of th e possibilit y of
an "objective " stanc e towards a  text.

121. Thi s reader-respons e vie w represent s a  direc t an d conscientiou s challenge
to on e o f the foundin g principle s of the so-calle d New Criticism , as laid out b y W. K.
Wimsatt and M . Beardsley some fort y year s ago in their seminal essay, "The Affective
Fallacy." Wimsat t an d Beardsle y insisted tha t a  text' s meanin g is independent of it s
effect, psychologica l o r otherwise , o n th e reader . Fo r them , meanin g resides within
the text , and i t is the task o f the criti c to discove r tha t meanin g by applying objective
interpretive criteri a i n the proces s o f analysis . Reader-response critic s like Fish objec t
to thi s "myt h o f objectivity, " an d argu e to th e contrar y tha t meanin g does no t an d
cannot exis t independentl y of reader s wh o constru e texts . This i s shown b y th e fac t
that th e sam e words ca n mea n radicall y different thing s in differen t contexts , an d b y
the related fact that readers with different assumption s typically assign different meanings
to the sam e text. Even the same reader will frequentl y understan d a  text differentl y a t
different times . Thus , ever y time a  tex t i s read it s meaning is construed; ever y tim e it
is rerea d i t i s reconstrued , an d reconstrue d mor e o r les s differently . I n thi s sense ,
reading—the process o f construing a  text—does no t diffe r substantiall y from writing,
so tha t ever y time we read a  text , whether w e know i t or not , we recreate or rewrite
the text .

122. Thi s applies even to thos e who take pride in their ability to transcend them-
selves t o attai n a n "objective " interpretatio n o f a  text , sinc e this very endeavor itsel f
derives fro m a  moder n (i.e. , time-bound ) consciousnes s tha t i s roote d i n a  hos t o f
ideological assumption s unthinkabl e before th e Enlightenment . For challengin g and
entertaining discussions , se e especially Stanley Fish, "Normal Circumstance s and Othe r
Special Cases, " "Is Ther e a  Text i n This Class? " "Ho w To Recogniz e a Poem Whe n
You See One," "What Makes a n Interpretation Acceptable? " and "Demonstratio n vs .
Persuasion: Two Models  o f Critica l Activity," al l i n I s There  a Text  i n This  Class?

123. Significan t passage s tha t I  am therefor e obliged to overloo k ar e John 1:3—
4 an d Roman s 9:5 , passages tha t prove d importan t fo r debate s ove r Jesus ' divinity.
On bot h problems , se e Bruce M. Metzger , A Textual  Commentary  o n the Greek  Ne w
Testament, 195-96, 520-23.

124. Needles s t o say , I d o no t thin k tha t suc h change s for m th e majorit y of
"intentional" modifications of the New Testament text . Harmonizations , fo r example,
are mad e wit h fa r greate r frequency . This i s not surprising : numerous passages o f th e
New Testamen t hav e parallels elsewhere (e.g. , nearly the entir e Gospel o f Mark!) ; by
comparison, relativel y few passages figure d prominentl y for the christological debates .
Changes motivate d b y suc h debate s ca n scarcel y b e expecte d t o hav e occurre d i n
passages tha t ar e unrelated to Christolog y (whic h includes most of the passages o f the
New Testament) . I  a m therefor e speakin g o f dozen s o f changes , perhap s hundreds ,
but no t thousands . A t th e sam e time , thes e dozen s o f change s occu r i n significan t
portions of the New Testament books , i n passages, tha t is , that historicall y proved t o
be important i n christologica l developments. Se e further, th e reflection s in Chapte r 6 .
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Anti-Adoptionistic Corruptions
of Scripture

Introduction: Adoptionism in Early Christianity
While Christians of the first three centuries agree d tha t Chris t was th e Son of
God, the y disagreed ove r what thi s sonshi p migh t entail . Fo r mos t believers ,
it entailed a  differen t leve l of existence fro m the rest of humankind. For them,
Christ wa s himsel f divine .

Other Christians , however , rejected thi s claim and argued that Christ was
a fles h an d bloo d huma n bein g withou t remainder , a  ma n wh o ha d bee n
adopted b y God t o b e his Son and t o brin g about th e salvation o f the world.
To b e sure , thes e representative s o f adoptionis m constitute d n o monolith ;
they differe d amon g themselves , fo r example , concernin g the momen t a t which
Jesus' adoptio n ha d take n place . Bu t b y th e secon d century , mos t believe d
that i t had occurre d a t hi s baptism , whe n th e Spiri t o f God descende d upo n
him an d a  voic e calle d ou t fro m heaven , "Yo u ar e m y Son , toda y I  hav e
begotten you. "

For th e vas t majorit y o f believers , whethe r heretica l o r orthodox , thi s
form o f Christolog y represente d a n erro r o f th e mos t egregiou s kind. 1 Fo r if
Christ wer e a  "mere man" (i//tX6 ? avOpwTros),  the n th e salvifi c efficac y o f hi s
work coul d b e radically called into question . Irenaeu s appear s t o hav e been
genuinely perplexed , hi s rhetori c notwithstanding : "Ho w ca n the y b e saved
unless it was God who wrough t out thei r salvation upon earth? Or ho w shal l
a huma n pas s int o God , unles s God ha s firs t passed int o a  human? " (Adv.
Haer. IV , 33, 4). 2

As we hav e seen, such controversies ove r Christology wer e linke d by th e
combatants themselve s to question s concernin g th e tex t o f th e Ne w Testa -
ment. I  have alread y considered th e proto-orthodox pamphle t cited b y Euse-
bius, a  pamphle t tha t accuse s th e Roma n adoptionist s Theodotus , Ascle -
piades, an d Hermophilu s o f tamperin g wit h th e manuscript s o f th e Ne w
Testament i n order t o secur e their ow n theolog y within them (Hist.  Eccl.  V,
28).3 Whethe r th e charg e wa s justifie d ca n n o longe r b e determined : th e
anonymous autho r cite s a s evidenc e th e varian t exemplars produce d b y th e
group, an d thes e ar e n o longe r extant . Furthermore , fe w other trace s o f this
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kind o f activit y among th e heretic s hav e survived antiquity.4 What hav e sur-
vived ar e th e scriptura l text s produce d b y scribe s who hel d t o th e author' s
own theologica l persuasion . Interestingl y enough, some o f these "orthodox"
texts do evidenc e tampering—precisely i n passages tha t migh t have otherwise
proved usefu l a s proof text s fo r th e adoptionists . Th e alterations , tha t is , do
not lea n toward the heretica l point o f view, but towar d th e orthodox.

Before w e ca n conside r specifi c instance s o f suc h corruptions , however ,
it i s necessary t o understan d more full y wh o th e earl y adoptionists wer e an d
why thei r christologica l opinion s prove d s o offensiv e t o th e ancestor s o f or -
thodoxy.

The Earliest  Adoptionists

Christians o f th e secon d an d thir d centurie s generally—regardles s o f theo -
logical persuasion—claimed to espous e th e views of Jesus' earlies t followers. 5

With regar d a t leas t to the adoptionists , moder n scholarshi p has by and large
conceded th e claim . These Christians di d no t originat e thei r view s of Christ ;
adoptionistic Christologies can be traced to source s that predate th e books of
the New Testament .

The busines s o f reconstructin g the preliterar y sources o f th e Ne w Testa -
ment i s a highl y complex affair , an d a  discussio n of the attendan t difficultie s
lies beyon d th e purvie w of th e presen t investigation . It i s enough t o observ e
that form-critica l analyse s of th e Ne w Testamen t creedal , hymnic , an d ser -
monic material s have consistentl y demonstrate d earlie r strat a o f traditio n tha t
were theologically modified whe n incorporated int o their present literary con-
texts.6 Many o f these preliterary traditions evidence adoptionistic views.

One o f th e earlies t example s derive s fro m th e openin g verse s o f Paul' s
letter t o th e Romans , i n which h e appear s t o b e quoting a  bipartit e christo -
logical creed : "[Chris t Jesus .  .  . ] who cam e from th e seed of David accord -
ing t o th e flesh , wh o wa s appointe d So n o f Go d i n powe r accordin g t o th e
Spirit o f holines s b y hi s resurrectio n fro m th e dead " (Ro m 1:3—4) . That th e
text embodie s a  pre-Pauline creed i s evident on bot h linguisti c and ideationa l
grounds:7 term s suc h a s 6picr6evTos  ("appointed" ) an d Trvev^a.  aytwawr) ?
("Spirit o f holiness" ) occu r nowher e els e i n Paul , no r doe s th e notio n o f
Jesus' Davidi c descent. 8 I n particular , th e ide a tha t Jesu s receive d a  divin e
appointment t o b e God' s So n a t hi s resurrectio n i s not a t al l Pauline . Wha t
has struc k a number of scholars in this connection i s that th e highly balanced
structure tha t on e normall y finds in suc h creeda l fragments 9 i s her e broke n
by a  phras e tha t i s distinctively Pauline, "sv 8wdjU,ei." 10 Onc e thi s Pauline
feature i s removed , a  balance d structur e i s restored , an d on e i s lef t wit h a
christological confessio n tha t appear s t o pre-dat e th e writings of our earlies t
Christian author , o r a t leas t hi s lette r t o th e Roman s (date d usuall y i n th e
late 50 s C.E.) , a  confessio n tha t acknowledge s tha t Chris t attaine d hi s statu s
of divin e sonship onl y a t hi s resurrection.11

Interestingly, th e sam e christologica l notio n occur s i n othe r preliterar y
sources embedde d i n th e Ne w Testament . Thus , a  form-critica l analysi s of
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Paul's speec h i n Act s 1 3 reveal s traditional materia l that ha s bee n incorpo -
rated i n a  surprisingl y unedited form. 12 Her e Pau l makes the followin g pro-
nouncement: "Wha t Go d promise d t o th e [Jewish ] fathers h e has fulfille d t o
us thei r children , by raisin g Jesus fro m th e dead—a s i t i s written i n th e sec -
ond Psalm , 'You ar e m y Son, toda y I  have begotten you' " (vv . 32—33). Th e
force o f th e fina l claus e shoul d no t b e minimized : it i s o n th e da y o f hi s
resurrection tha t Jesu s receive s hi s sonship. 13 Thi s correspond s closel y with
other preliterar y traditions o f th e boo k o f Acts . I n hi s sermon o n th e da y of
Pentecost, Pete r proclaim s tha t Jesus ' unjus t treatmen t a t th e hand s o f hi s
executioners wa s reverse d b y hi s gloriou s vindicatio n when Go d raise d hi m
from th e dea d an d exalte d hi m to hi s right hand: "Le t al l the house of Israel
know tha t Go d mad e him both Lor d an d Christ , thi s Jesus whom you cruci-
fied" (2:36) ; later , whe n addressin g Cornelius' s household , Pete r speak s of
Jesus a s "the on e wh o ha s bee n appointed (BCTTLV  6  wpio-^svo?, cf. Rom 1:4 )
by Go d t o b e the judg e of the livin g and th e dead" (10:42) . Pau l also, i n his
speech o n th e Areopagus , speak s of Go d havin g appointed (&pt,arev]  Jesus  in
connection wit h hi s resurrectio n (17:31) . Th e adoptionisti c thrus t o f thes e
passages i s no t mitigate d b y a  mino r chang e o f wording , a s happene d i n
Romans 1:3—4 , bu t b y thei r incorporatio n int o th e wide r contex t o f Luke-
Acts, where Jesus is the So n of God alread y at hi s birth (Luk e 1:35). 14

As I  have alread y stated, mos t o f th e late r adoptionist s tha t w e ca n ac -
tually identify—th e Ebionites , Theodotus, Artemon—locate d th e tim e of Je-
sus' adoptio n no t a t his resurrection, bu t at his baptism. One would naturally
expect tha t unless they invented this notion themselves , traces of it should be
found i n earlie r traditions. Suc h traces d o i n fac t exist , an d mos t o f them, a s
we shal l see , wer e change d i n on e wa y o r anothe r b y various scribes during
the history of their transmission. Adoptionists could read the Gospel o f Mark
itself a s one indicatio n tha t Jesus was mad e th e So n of Go d a t hi s baptism.
There i s n o birt h narrativ e here , n o mentio n o f Jesu s a t al l unti l h e i s a n
adult; hi s firs t publi c appearance come s a t hi s baptism , when th e Spiri t of
God come s upo n hi m an d th e divin e voic e proclaim s hi m t o b e hi s Son .
Whether Mar k "intended " a n adoptionisti c Christolog y i s difficul t t o say .
What i s clear i s that this , ou r earlies t Gospel , make s absolutely no referenc e
to Jesus' virginal conception, no r t o hi s pre-existence o r deity. 15

With respec t t o othe r Ne w Testamen t tradition s concernin g Jesus' bap -
tism, th e earlies t textua l witnesses of th e Gospe l accordin g t o Luk e preserve
a conspicuousl y adoptionisti c formul a i n th e voic e fro m heaven , "Yo u ar e
my Son , toda y I  have begotten you " (Luk e 3:22) . I  will argu e tha t thi s tex t
is, in fact , origina l to Luk e and tha t i t coincides perfectl y with hi s portraya l
of Jesus ' baptis m elsewher e i n hi s two-volum e work . Her e i t i s enoug h t o
observe tha t a n adoptionistic construal o f the scene appears to be as primitive
as our oldes t textua l witnesses to the Gospel .

Other potentiall y adoptionisti c text s withi n th e Ne w Testamen t wil l be
discussed throughou t th e cours e o f thi s chapter , a s w e se e ho w the y wer e
invariably change d by one or anothe r orthodo x scribe . This introductory sketc h
is sufficien t t o sho w tha t th e adoptionist s o f th e secon d an d thir d centurie s
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stood i n a  long lin e o f christologica l traditio n an d coul d therefor e appea l t o
this earlie r tradition i n suppor t o f their views. 16

The Ebionites

Whether see n fro m a  socia l o r theologica l poin t o f view, Jewish Christianit y
in th e earl y centuries wa s a  remarkabl y diversifie d phenomenon. 17 Thi s ha s
become increasingly clear to scholar s conversan t with th e wide range of New
Testament materials : Matthe w an d Pau l ar e bot h i n th e canon , a s ar e He -
brews, James, and Jude; man y of Paul's opponents wer e clearly Jewish Chris -
tians, a s (conceivably ) were th e secessionist s fro m th e Johannine community ,
attacked b y th e autho r o f th e Johannine epistles , who wa s himsel f probabl y
Jewish. Nonetheless , scholar s hav e no t infrequentl y construe d Jewish -
Christianity i n rathe r monolithi c terms , influenced , n o doubt , b y earl y here-
siologists wh o demonstrate d a  remarkabl e abilit y to packag e socia l group s
according t o discret e theologica l categories. 18

The moder n emphasi s o n theologica l diversit y i n th e earl y centuries ,
however, ha s brough t som e sens e o f realit y t o th e descriptio n o f Jewis h
Christianity, forcin g scholar s t o recogniz e tha t ther e wer e i n fac t radicall y
different point s o f vie w represente d b y differen t Jewis h Christians , an d tha t
various Jewish-Christian group s probabl y developed their views over time, so
that wha t wa s believed by the majority o f a group's members in the year 180
C.E. ma y no t hav e been a t al l wha t wa s believe d in the yea r 12 0 C.E . None-
theless, ther e appear s t o b e a  tendenc y eve n now t o thin k alon g th e line s of
several distinct groupings , tw o o r thre e monoliths instead of one, rathe r than
to recogniz e that Jewish Christianit y probably manifeste d itsel f i n vastly dif-
ferent way s fro m on e community to th e next ove r time.19

My concer n here , however , i s les s wit h Jewis h Christianit y a s i t reall y
was tha n with Jewish Christianit y as it was perceived by the proto-orthodox.
For i t was thei r perception o f their opponents tha t led scribes to modif y thei r
texts o f Scripture . Most  o f ou r heresiologica l source s recogniz e tw o majo r
groups o f Jewis h Christians : thos e wh o ar e essentiall y orthodox, wh o er r
only in subscribing to th e abiding validity of the Mosaic Law , and thos e wh o
are patentl y heretical , particularl y in ligh t o f thei r aberran t Christologies. 20

Members o f th e latte r grou p ar e frequentl y labele d "Ebionites" ("thos e wh o
are poor") b y their opponents. 21

Unfortunately, no t eve n th e patristi c testimon y t o th e Ebionite s i s alto -
gether unified , fo r reason s I  hav e alread y intimated . O n th e on e hand , th e
group itsel f wa s no t internall y coherent : Christian s calling themselves Ebion-
ite di d no t al l subscrib e t o th e sam e theologica l view s (an y more tha n al l
"Christians" di d o r do) , an d som e o f th e Ebionit e groups ma y hav e under -
gone significan t transformation s in th e cours e o f thei r history. 22 Moreover ,
the patristi c testimon y tende d t o b e both self-perpetuatin g and progressively
distorted ove r time—late r author s invariabl y adopte d view s earlier presente d
by Ireneaus and hi s contemporaries, modifyin g the m in more or , usually , less
reliable ways.23 Nonetheless, som e idea s and practice s appear wit h som e reg -
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ularity in the patristic accounts , makin g it possible at least to reconstruct ho w
a typical orthodox Christian might have understood the teachings of a typical
Ebionite.

According to orthodox sources, the Ebionites self-consciously traced their
lineage bac k t o apostoli c times , an d lik e the earlies t follower s o f Jesus worke d
to preserv e thei r Jewis h identit y an d customs , includin g the practice s o f cir -
cumcision an d kashrut. 24 Although a  variety of Christologie s ar e attested fo r
such groups, 25 the y ar e mos t commonl y portraye d a s adoptionist s wh o re -
jected bot h th e notio n o f Jesus ' pre-existenc e an d th e doctrin e o f hi s virgin
birth, maintainin g instead tha t Jesu s was a  "normal " human being , bor n of
natural generation : "The y regar d [Christ ] a s plai n an d ordinary , a  ma n es-
teemed a s righteous through growth o f character and nothing more, the child
of a  normal union between a  man and Mary" (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. Ill, 27).26

Jesus was distinc t only because of his exemplary righteousness, on account of
which God chose him to be his Son at his baptism and gave him his messianic
mission. Thi s h e fulfille d b y dyin g on th e cross , afte r whic h Go d raise d hi m
from th e dea d an d exalte d hi m t o heaven . Fro m ther e h e wa s expecte d t o
return t o Jerusalem, the cit y of God, whic h stil l preserved its sacred status .

The heresiologica l source s agre e that th e Ebionite s accepted th e binding
authority o f th e Ol d Testamen t (an d therefore the continuin g validity of th e
Law) bu t rejecte d th e authorit y of the apostate apostle , Paul . The sources d o
not agre e abou t th e characte r an d contour s o f the gospel use d b y the Ebion-
ites.27 Mos t o f th e father s from th e earl y second centur y (Papias ) t o th e lat e
fourth (Jerome ) claimed that it comprised a  truncated form o f Matthew (out-
wardly th e mos t Jewis h o f th e four ) writte n i n Hebrew , on e tha t lacke d it s
opening chapters , tha t is , th e narrativ e o f Jesus ' miraculou s birth. Bu t th e
only quotation s preserve d from th e so-calle d Gospel  o f th e Ebionites  are foun d
in th e writing s o f th e fourth-centur y heresiologist Epiphanius—wh o als o claims
a persona l acquaintanc e wit h a n Ebionit e grou p i n th e Trans-Jordan—an d
these quotation s deriv e from a  harmony of th e Synoptic s written in Greek.28

The questio n concernin g th e characte r o f th e Ebionit e Gospel i s particularly
thorny becaus e two othe r Jewish Christia n gospels are attested i n the church
fathers, th e Gospel  o f th e Hebrews  an d th e Gospel  o f th e Nazarenes,  th e
latter o f which may wel l have been confused with the Gospel  of th e Ebionites
by church fathers wh o ha d see n neither one.29

Theodotus and  His  Followers

In external appearance, th e Roman adoptionists o f the second an d early third
century d o no t see m a t al l like the Ebionites . They claime d no Jewish roots ;
they di d no t follo w th e Torah , no r practic e circumcision , nor rever e Jerusa-
lem. Bu t i n othe r respect s the y appea r strikingl y similar: Theodotus an d hi s
followers believe d tha t Jesu s wa s completel y an d onl y human , bor n o f th e
sexual unio n o f hi s parents, 30 a  ma n who , o n accoun t o f hi s superio r righ-
teousness, cam e t o b e adopte d a s th e So n of Go d a t hi s baptism . They als o
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maintained tha t thei r views were apostolic , advocate d b y the disciple s o f Je-
sus and transmitte d through true believers down t o thei r own day. 31

The patristi c sources provide a relatively sparse testimony to th e views of
Theodotus th e Cobbler , which is somewhat surprising given his distinction as
the "first " t o clai m that Chris t wa s a  "mer e man " (i//i\6 ? avQpomos;  Euse -
bius, Hist. Eccl.  V, 28). O f his two principa l disciples, Theodotus th e Banker
and Artemon , littl e more i s known tha n tha t the y perpetuated thei r leader' s
heresy wit h intellectua l rigor and, a s a  result , were evidentl y separate d fro m
the Roma n church . A s might be expected, late r heresiological sources supply
additional anecdota l material , restin g mor e o n piou s imaginatio n tha n o n
solid evidence. 32

The earlies t accounts ar e provided b y Hippolytus and th e so-called Little
Labyrinth—three anonymous fragment s preserve d by Eusebius that ar e ofte n
ascribed, perhap s wrongly , t o Hippolytus. 33 Bot h source s ar e contempora -
neous wit h thei r opponents , an d despit e thei r differences , provid e a  basi c
sketch tha t cohere s wit h late r portrayals. 34 Theodotu s th e Cobble r cam e t o
Rome fro m Byzantiu m i n th e day s o f Pop e Victo r (189—19 8 C.E.) . H e claimed
that Chris t wa s no t himsel f divine, but wa s a  "mer e man." 35 Becaus e Jesus
was mor e piou s than al l others, a t hi s baptism he became empowered b y the
Holy Spiri t t o perfor m a  divin e mission. Accordin g to th e repor t o f Hippo -
lytus, Theodotus denied tha t thi s empowerment actuall y elevated Jesus to the
level o f divinity , although som e o f hi s follower s claimed tha t Jesu s di d be -
come divin e in som e sense , eithe r a t hi s baptis m o r a t hi s resurrection . Th e
Little Labyrint h reports tha t Theodotus' s follower s insisted tha t th e vie w of
Jesus a s full y huma n bu t no t divin e was th e majorit y opinio n i n the Roma n
church unti l the tim e o f Victor' s successo r Zephyrinus , who "mutilate d th e
truth." The author of the fragment argues quite to the contrary tha t the belief
in Jesus ' ful l divinit y i s atteste d bot h i n Scriptur e an d i n a  wid e rang e o f
ancient Christia n authors, namin g in support Justin, Miltiades, Tatian , Clem -
ent, Irenaeus , an d Melito . Moreover , th e autho r insist s tha t Victo r himsel f
had excommunicate d Theodotu s fo r hi s heretical views, a claim that became
standard heresiologica l far e i n late r times.

The Littl e Labyrint h also attack s Theodotus' s follower s fo r thei r adop -
tionistic views, although, as one might expect, it provides some evidence that
their theolog y develope d ove r time . I n particula r i t denounces thes e trouble -
makers fo r preferrin g secular learning (syllogisms and geometry ) to th e rul e
of faith , an d secula r scholar s (Aristotle , Theophrastus, and Galen ) to Christ .
Furthermore, a s w e hav e seen , i t accuse s the m o f corruptin g thei r text s o f
Scripture in order t o mak e them confor m to thei r own views.36

Paul of  Samosata

I conclud e thi s overvie w with th e notoriou s Pau l o f Samosata , no t becaus e
he actuall y was a n adoptionist , bu t becaus e th e Counci l o f Antioc h i n 26 8
C.E. condemned hi m o n thes e terms, an d consequentl y removed him fro m hi s
influential pos t a s bishop . I n fact , there ar e reason s fo r doubtin g th e charg e
against him .
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The sources fo r Paul' s lif e an d th e two o r thre e councils held to conside r
charges agains t hi m ar e relativel y sparse an d o f varying degrees o f historica l
reliability.37 Although there ar e fragmentar y records o f th e concilia r investi -
gation—the so-calle d Acta,  preserve d i n manuscript s o f th e fift h an d sixt h
centuries—most recen t investigator s have discounted thei r authenticity. 38 Ther e
is also a  letter  addresse d t o Pau l by six bishops a t th e council , th e Epistula,
which i s now widel y considered authenti c but whic h proves problemati c for
knowing wha t Pau l himself believed because i t expresses onl y the theologica l
affirmations o f his orthodox opponents, no t th e heretical views it was drafted
to oppose. 39 Finally , Eusebius had apparentl y read account s o f the trial , an d
preserves the synoda l letter  tha t cam e out o f it . This letter  i s normally taken
to b e authentic, an d give s some clues as to Paul' s Christology .

What i s striking is that whil e the synoda l letter explicitly states tha t Paul
was depose d fo r hi s aberrant christologica l views , it scarcely deals with suc h
issues pe r se , bu t instea d focuse s on Paul' s haught y attitude an d ethica l im-
proprieties.40 The bishop s objec t to hi s strutting throug h th e marketplac e with
bodyguards an d adorin g crowds , t o hi s suspiciou s accumulatio n o f wealth ,
to hi s decision t o buil d a throne, tribunal , and secretum,  to hi s preference of
the titl e ducenarius  t o bishop , an d t o hi s indiscreet consorting wit h women .
The fac t tha t th e counci l depose d hi m i n favo r o f Domnus , th e so n o f th e
previous bishop , Demetrian , make s one suspec t tha t th e proceeding s ha d a s
much t o d o wit h rivalr y and persona l loyalty as with Christology (Eusebius ,
Hist. Eccl.  VII, 30). Her e on e cannot fai l t o observe that Paul' s christologica l
error wa s no t a t al l self-evident . At th e firs t counci l convene d to decid e hi s
case, hi s opponent s coul d fin d n o ground s o n whic h to pres s charge s (Hist.
Eccl. VII, 28); at th e second i t was only after th e skillfu l verba l maneuverings
of Malchion , a  professional rhetorician whose service s were acquire d just for
the occasion, tha t the opposition wa s able to expose the error o f his opinions.
It appear s tha t Pau l did no t s o muc h advocate a  particula r heresy as take a
position wit h potentially heretical implications. On suc h terms, one wonders
who woul d have been safe.

In an y event , the christologica l charg e against Pau l i s clear: th e synoda l
letter liken s him t o th e adoptionis t Artemon , hi s spiritua l "father." An d s o
Paul wa s condemne d fo r professin g "low, degrade d opinion s abou t Christ, "
namely tha t Chris t was "jus t a n ordinar y man" (KOLVOS  avOpamos,  Hist.  Eccl.
VII, 27) ; fo r disallowin g the singin g of hymns to Chris t (VII , 30); and , mos t
decisively fo r th e counci l (bu t enigmatically fo r us) , fo r refusin g t o confes s
that "th e So n of Go d cam e down fro m heaven, " insistin g instead tha t Jesus
Christ derive d "fro m below " ('lija-ovv  Xpiaro v Kdruidev  VII , 30). I n effect ,
whatever th e rea l agend a a t th e Counci l o f Antioc h i n 26 8 C.E. , Paul wa s
condemned fo r subscribing to th e views of Artemon and hi s forebears among
the Roma n adoptionists .

Anti- Adoptionist Polemics  and the  Orthodox  Corruption  of  Scripture

To su m up , orthodo x Christian s kne w of severa l prominent individual s an d
groups wh o denie d tha t Jesus was himself divin e and tha t he pre-existed. Fo r
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these "heretics, " Jesu s Chris t wa s a  fles h an d bloo d huma n bein g withou t
remainder. Severa l such person s flatl y denie d tha t hi s birt h ha d bee n mirac -
ulous: h e had huma n parent s an d hi s mother wa s not a  virgin. According t o
their view , Jesus wa s mor e righteou s tha n othe r human s and, o n accoun t of
his righteousness , ha d bee n chose n b y Go d t o b e hi s Son , adopte d a t som e
critical poin t o f hi s existence , eithe r a t hi s resurrection , o r mor e commonly ,
at his baptism.

Against suc h notions th e orthodox insisted on thei r strongly paradoxica l
Christology. To b e sure , Chris t wa s human; bu t h e was also divine , the pre -
existent Son of God throug h who m al l things were made. I t is no surpris e t o
find that the ke y points of this controversy affecte d th e texts o f Scripture over
which i t wa s waged : th e scribe s wh o copie d thes e text s wer e b y n o mean s
immune fro m th e polemica l context s withi n whic h they worked. An d so , a s
we wil l no w see , the y altere d passage s tha t migh t sugges t tha t Jesu s ha d a
human father , o r tha t h e cam e int o existenc e a t hi s birth , o r tha t h e wa s
adopted t o b e th e So n of Go d a t hi s baptism . The y change d othe r passage s
to accentuat e thei r own view s that Jesus was divine , that h e pre-existed, an d
that hi s mothe r wa s a  virgin . I n eac h o f thes e textua l corruption s w e ca n
detect th e anonymous workings of orthodox scribes , who throug h thei r tran -
scriptions hav e lef t u s a  recor d o f th e far-flun g impac t o f th e theologica l
controversies o f their day .

Jesus the Uniqu e So n of God: The Orthodox Affirmation of
the Virgin Birth

Since the orthodox struggle with adoptionist s centere d in part on the doctrin e
of Jesus' virgin birth, we might expect t o find a theological battl e waged ove r
the firs t tw o chapter s o f Matthe w an d Luke , the onl y Ne w Testamen t pas -
sages tha t affir m th e belief. 41 A s we have seen, som e of the heterodo x Chris -
tians wh o denie d th e doctrin e wer e accuse d o f excisin g these passages fro m
their cano n o f Scriptur e altogether.42 Other s wer e charge d wit h tamperin g
with th e text s s o as to remov e any notio n o f a  virgin birt h fro m them. 43

So fa r a s w e ca n tel l fro m th e survivin g evidence, n o scrib e chos e t o
pursue the latter course with any rigor or consistency . One might conceivably
point t o th e Syria c manuscrip t discovere d a t St . Catherine' s Monaster y o n
Mt. Sina i a s a  possibl e exception. Th e fifth-centur y scrib e of this manuscrip t
was eithe r thoughtles s in the extrem e o r somewha t incline d to se e Joseph a s
Jesus' actua l father , fo r h e conclude s Matthew' s genealog y of Jesus wit h th e
words "Jaco b begot Joseph; Joseph , t o whom was betrothed the virgin Mary ,
begot Jesus , wh o i s called th e Christ " (Mat t 1:16) . Similarly , th e followin g
pericope end s no t wit h th e statement tha t Joseph "ha d n o relation s with her
[Mary] unti l sh e bor e a  son, " bu t wit h th e curiou s observatio n tha t Mar y
"bore to him [i.e. , Joseph] a  son" (1:25). 44

Despite th e apparen t bia s o f thes e corruptions , ther e ar e reason s fo r
thinking that the y were produce d fro m carelessnes s rather tha n intent . I f the
scribe ha d wante d t o sho w tha t Josep h wa s actuall y Jesus ' father , i t seem s
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peculiar tha t h e di d nothin g i n the narrativ e that follow s either t o eliminat e
the word "virgin " (TrapOsvos,  v . 23 )45 or to modif y th e clear statement s tha t
Joseph ha d n o sexua l relation s wit h Mar y s o tha t he r chil d wa s fro m th e
Holy Spiri t (vv. 18, 20).46 Since there i s almost n o reaso n t o constru e an y of
the manuscript' s varian t reading s a s origina l i n thes e cases, 47 on e ca n onl y
conclude tha t th e scrib e was simply inattentive to th e doctrina l ramification s
of som e o f hi s changes. 48

In non e o f our othe r surviving manuscripts i s there an y clea r evidence to
suggest tha t adoptionisti c scribe s thoroughly revised their text s s o as to elim-
inate th e notio n o f th e virgi n birth fro m th e openin g chapter s o f Matthe w
and Luke . The mor e sensibl e choice fo r them, o f course, wa s t o d o wha t th e
patristic source s claime d the y did : delet e th e passage s altogether . Bu t even
this mor e radica l ste p woul d hav e had a  negligibl e effect o n th e manuscript s
of Scriptur e that hav e survived antiquity. For even if thoroughly adoptionisti c
texts ha d bee n created , the y woul d hav e had ver y limited currency , limited,
that is , to th e adoptionisti c circle s i n whic h the y were produced . Onc e the y
ceased t o serv e their function , that is , once adoptionis m n o longe r presente d
a liv e option, such manuscript s would naturall y not hav e been preserved , le t
ilone reproduced , amon g orthodo x Christian s who b y now were thoroughly
xmversant with th e storie s o f Jesus' miraculou s birth.

What hav e survived are manuscripts produced b y the winners of the con -
lict, Christian s wh o a t time s wen t ou t o f thei r way t o guarante e th e "cor -
rect" (i.e. , their ) understanding of Jesus' birt h i n the fac e o f th e claim s made
by adoptionists suc h as the Ebionites mentioned by Irenaeus, who maintained
that Chris t "wa s begotte n b y Joseph" (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 21, I). 49 Not surpris -
ingly, i n virtuall y every cas e o f possibl e ambiguit y in th e passage s i n ques -
tion—whenever, for instance, Joseph i s called Jesus' "father " o r when he and
Mary ar e designated a s Jesus' "parents"—on e or another scrib e has remedied
the potentia l proble m by replacing the wor d i n question with an appropriat e
(i.e., mor e patentl y orthodox ) substitution . Examinin g several suc h passage s
will provid e a n entre e int o ou r stud y o f th e orthodo x corruptio n o f Scrip -
ture.50

Joseph i s called Jesus' fathe r twice i n Luke's birt h narrative (2:33, 48). 51

In bot h instance s scribes hav e modified the tex t t o eliminat e what mus t have
appeared incongruou s wit h th e firml y entrenche d notio n tha t althoug h Jo -
seph wa s Mary' s betrothed , h e was no t th e fathe r o f Jesus. Thus , Luk e 2:3 3
states tha t Jesus ' "fathe r an d mothe r bega n t o marvel " (f\v  6  Trarrj p avrov
Kai T J /XT^TTJ P 0ai>/t/.d£oi>Te? ) a t th e thing s bein g said abou t him . The majorit y
of Gree k manuscripts , however , alon g wit h a  numbe r o f Ol d Latin , Syriac ,
and Copti c witnesses, hav e changed th e text t o rea d "Josep h an d his mother
('Ift>cr7J</> Ka i T J /J.rjT'Yjp  avrov)  bega n t o marvel." 52 The chang e makes perfect
sense, give n th e orthodo x vie w tha t Josep h wa s i n fac t no t Jesus ' father .
There ca n b e little doub t tha t i n this cas e th e majorit y text represent s a  cor -
ruption rathe r tha n th e origina l reading : a  wide rang e o f early and superio r
manuscripts consistentl y giv e th e readin g tha t i s als o mor e difficult. 53 Th e
wide attestation o f the varian t reading and th e confluence of ancient versions
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in it s support , however , d o sho w tha t th e tex t ha d bee n change d relatively
early in the history o f its transmission, a t leas t i n the third century an d mor e
likely i n th e second—precisel y durin g th e tim e of th e adoptionis t controver -
sies.

This widesprea d evidenc e of corruption contrast s wit h the other instanc e
in which Joseph i s called Jesus' fathe r i n Luke's birth narrative . In 2:48 Jesus '
mother find s hi m i n th e Templ e an d upbraid s him b y saying , "Look , you r
father an d I  (iSoi i 6  TTarrjp  cro v K<rya> ) have been grieved, searching fo r you. "
Once agai n the tex t ha s bee n changed , bu t thi s time in no consisten t patter n
of variation . On e importan t bu t fragmentar y Greek witnes s o f th e fift h cen -
tury and tw o Ol d Lati n manuscripts read "You r relatives and I  (ot crvyyevel<;
crou Koryo) ) hav e bee n grieve d .  .  . " (C v'd / 3 e) ; whil e a  numbe r o f ancien t
versional witnesse s rea d simpl y "We hav e been grieved . .  . " ( a b ff2 g1 1 r1,
syrc).54 Her e agai n th e characte r o f th e attestation—th e combinatio n o f a n
Alexandrian witness with Ol d Lati n and Syriac texts—shows that the reading
had alread y suffere d corruptio n durin g the perio d o f ou r concern ; ye t inter -
estingly th e chang e wa s no t adopte d b y th e majorit y o f manuscript s tha t
evidence corruption i n verse 33 .

Two genera l observation s concernin g thes e unit s of variatio n suggest wha t
we wil l find throughou t th e cours e o f thi s study . The change s appea r t o b e
made a t a n earl y dat e fo r theologica l reasons, 55 ye t they occu r randoml y in
various textua l witnesses , no t a t al l wit h th e kin d o f consistenc y on e migh t
expect. Simila r result s obtai n whe n w e cas t ou r net s a  littl e furthe r t o con -
sider tw o kind s o f closel y relate d passages : thos e tha t spea k o f Jesus' "par -
ents" (yovet? ) i n th e birt h narratives , an d thos e tha t nam e Joseph a s Jesus '
father i n other contexts .

In each o f the three instances that Luk e refers to Jesus' "parents," various
scribes hav e effecte d change s tha t circumven t a  possibl e misconstrual . Th e
most widel y attested instanc e occurs i n Luke 2:43, wher e "his parents " (yovsls
avrov} i s changed t o "Josep h an d hi s mother " (TwcrTj^ ) /ca t i]  /u/tjrrj p avrov}
in a  wide range of Greek an d versiona l witnesses.56 Virtually the same phras e
(ot jovels  avrov}  i s changed , les s frequently , i n Luk e 2:41 , wher e on e lat e
Greek manuscrip t an d a  numbe r o f Ol d Lati n witnesse s rea d "bot h Josep h
and Mary " (6 re 'loio-rj^ ) xai  i}  Maptd/u,). 57 The first occurrence of the phras e
in 2:27 , however , i s modified only i n severa l witnesses of th e Diatesseron, 58

and i s omitted i n severa l Greek minuscule s of a  later period.59

The sam e kin d o f sporadi c corruptio n occur s i n passage s outside th e birt h
narratives. Th e tex t o f Luk e 3:23 woul d presumabl y have cause d orthodo x
scribes fe w problems, sinc e it explicitly states tha t Joseph wa s no t Jesus' rea l
father, bu t wa s only "supposed" to hav e been. Nonetheless i t is striking tha t
in tw o o f ou r Gree k witnesse s ( W 579) th e genealog y o f Joseph tha t follow s
is deleted altogether.60 It is difficult t o judge what ma y have led scribes, either
those o f ou r manuscript s o r thos e o f thei r exemplars , t o omi t som e fifteen
verses from their text; but perhap s the y recognized th e incongruity of tracing
Joseph's ancestr y bac k t o Ada m in a  stor y abou t Jesus , whe n Joseph wa s in
fact no t Jesus ' fathe r (a s th e tex t o f v . 2 3 itsel f indicates) . Som e moder n
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scholars hav e see n i n th e genealog y a n implici t challenge to th e notio n tha t
Jesus had n o earthly father; 61 some such difficulty ma y have disturbed certai n
early scribes as well.62

The fac t tha t Luke had alread y indicated i n chapter 3  that Jesus was only
"supposed" t o hav e bee n th e so n o f Joseph ma y explai n wh y scribe s wer e
not particularl y concerned t o chang e the tex t o f chapter 4 , whe n th e towns -
folk o f Nazareth ar e amazed a t Jesus' rhetorica l skil l an d as k "Is thi s not th e
son o f Joseph?" (Luk e 4:22) . Mos t orthodo x Christian s woul d hav e recog -
nized tha t th e questio n evidence s a  simpl e failur e t o understand—thes e un -
believers thought  the y kne w wh o Jesu s was , bu t h e wa s onl y "supposedly "
the so n o f Joseph—so tha t i n som e sens e changin g the tex t woul d hav e proved
self-defeating. Al l the same , i t i s worth notin g tha t on e importan t minuscul e
manuscript tha t frequentl y preserve s a  ver y ancien t for m o f tex t (M S 13 )
omits th e questio n altogether , wherea s anothe r late r manuscrip t (M S 1200 )
modifies th e text t o read , "I s thi s not the son of Israel?" The function of both
corruptions i s clear , eve n i f i t i s understandabl e wh y mos t scribe s simpl y
never deeme d simila r changes necessary .

Much th e sam e ca n b e sai d o f th e comparabl e rejectio n scen e o f Joh n
6:41—51. Her e agai n th e Jewis h crowd s ask , "I s thi s no t Jesus , th e so n of
Joseph, whos e fathe r an d mothe r we know?" (6:42) , an d agai n th e text goe s
on t o indicat e tha t Jesus ' rea l fathe r i s i n fac t no t Josep h bu t God : whe n
Jesus replies to thei r query in verses 43—44, he refers t o "th e Fathe r who sen t
me." Rathe r tha n eliminatin g the unbelievers ' misperception tha t Jesu s wa s
the son of Joseph an d Mary , severa l scribes simply modified th e text t o heighten
its irony. The cleares t instanc e occurs i n two change s embodied i n one of ou r
earliest manuscript s of the Fourt h Gospel , p 66 (earl y third century) . Here th e
crowd's misguide d questio n i s change d int o a  fals e assertion , "Thi s i s Jesus
the so n of Joseph,"63 whereas Jesus' repl y is changed t o strengthe n his coun-
terassertion tha t h e comes fro m heaven . He no w refer s explicitl y to "m y fa -
ther (Trcmj p fjiov)  wh o sen t me."64 A  similar effec t obtain s i n a  mor e widely
attested corruptio n o f vers e 42 , wher e som e earl y Greek , Latin , an d Syriac
manuscripts omi t Kai  rr)v  /u/rjTspa , s o tha t th e crowd' s clai m to kno w Jesus'
lineage applie s only to hi s father . The chang e heighten s th e iron y of the pas -
sage: th e crow d mistakenl y claims t o kno w Jesus ' earthl y father , bu t Jesu s
states tha t hi s Fathe r ha s sen t hi m fro m above. 65 I n bot h case s th e scriba l
changes functio n t o reinforc e the "correct " construal o f the passage , s o tha t
in fac t th e orthodo x purpos e i s achieve d eve n mor e effectivel y her e tha n i n
passages i n whic h th e referenc e to Josep h a s Jesus ' fathe r ha s simpl y been
deleted.

There i s only on e othe r referenc e t o Josep h a s Jesus' fathe r i n th e Ne w
Testament (Joh n 1:45) , an d thi s on e alon e appear s t o b e invarian t in th e
tradition.66 Ye t once again , give n the clea r ironie s of the passage ("Ca n any -
thing goo d com e ou t o f Nazareth? " [1:46] ) an d th e orthodox "knowledge "
that Joseph i s not reall y Jesus' father—an y mor e than Jesus really comes fro m
Nazareth—it is not altogethe r surprisin g that the passage has been lef t intact .

We woul d d o wel l a t thi s point , befor e going furthe r i n the analysis , to
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reflect o n th e orthodo x tendenc y t o corrup t th e tex t o f Scripture , base d o n
this initia l sampling. That there was such a  tendency should already be clear :
in virtuall y every instance i n whic h Josep h i s calle d Jesus ' fathe r o r parent ,
various scribe s hav e changed th e tex t i n such a  way a s to obviat e th e possi -
bilities o f misconstrual . The tendenc y wil l become increasingl y clear a s I  be-
gin to surve y the survivin g data. But this matter o f survival itself shoul d give
us pause . Fo r scribe s d o no t appear , a t leas t i n th e material s considere d s o
far, t o hav e bee n thoroughl y consisten t o r rigorou s i n thei r attempt s t o ri d
the text of latent ambiguities and s o to eliminate the possiblity of interpreting
these text s i n adoptionistic terms . The reason s fo r thi s lack of consistency ar e
not to o difficul t t o find . A s I have already argued , th e majorit y of orthodox
Christians, an d presumabl y orthodo x scribes , coul d liv e perfectly wel l wit h
the tex t a s originally written, interpretin g it , tha t is , according t o orthodo x
criteria an d beliefs. 67 Furthermore , th e very process o f transmitting texts wa s
itself a  radically  conservative process . Thes e scribe s understoo d tha t the y wer e
conserving rathe r tha n creatin g tradition , howeve r problemati c th e notio n
might appea r t o scholar s livin g i n a  post-modernis t worl d i n whic h ever y
"conservation" and ever y "reading" o f a  tex t i s itself a n "interpretation " o r
"writing" of a  text.68

I have devoted al l my attention s o far t o textua l variant s involving Jesus'
relationship t o Josep h i n Luk e an d John . Josep h i s neve r calle d Jesus' "fa -
ther" or "parent" in Matthew's Gospel , bu t given the circumstance that Mat -
thew als o record s a  birt h story , on e migh t expec t t o fin d som e kind s o f or -
thodox corruptio n her e a s well . We hav e already seen tha t th e scrib e o f th e
Sinaitic Syriac manuscript, apparentl y through carelessness , presents a  poten -
tially adoptionisti c variatio n of Jesus' genealog y i n Matthew 1:16 . I t i s strik-
ing tha t othe r witnesse s suppl y different variation s o f precisel y the sam e verse,
and tha t thes e variation s serv e rathe r wel l t o stres s orthodo x notion s con -
cerning Jesus' birth . The text o f most manuscript s reads "Jacob begot Joseph ,
the husban d o f Mary , fro m who m (fern. ) wa s bor n Jesus , wh o i s called th e
Christ." Bu t severa l witnesse s o f th e so-calle d Caesarea n tex t rea d "Jaco b
begot Joseph , t o who m bein g betrothed , a  virgi n Mar y bego t Jesus , wh o i s
called th e Christ " ( @ f 13 OL ar m [syr c]). The Caesarea n change s are patentl y
orthodox: now the text explicitl y calls Mary a  "virgin" (TrapOevos)  an d i t no
longer call s Joseph he r "husband " (avr)p)  bu t he r "betrothed " (a>  (JLvrja-rev-
dslcra). Thes e change s serv e not onl y to kee p th e tex t i n line with th e res t of
the stor y (esp . vv . 18—25) , bu t als o t o eliminat e the possibilit y of miscon -
strual. Mar y wa s no t ye t livin g wit h a  ma n a s hi s wife , sh e was merel y hi s
betrothed; an d sh e wa s stil l a  virgin , eve n thoug h pregnant. 69 I t shoul d b e
added tha t ther e i s little reason t o suppos e th e Caesarean readin g to b e orig-
inal. No t onl y does i t lack earl y and widesprea d support , i t also fail s t o pas s
muster o n th e ground s o f transcriptiona l probabilities . Give n th e stor y o f
verses 18—25 , wh o woul d hav e wante d t o chang e th e perfectl y innocuou s
Caesarean tex t o f verse 16 into on e tha t coul d b e understood a s problemati c
(by callin g Joseph Mary' s avf)p  an d b y eliminatin g the wor d "virgin")? 70

This Caesarea n readin g i s thu s bette r explaine d a s a n earl y modificatio n of
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the other, an orthodox corruptio n tha t serve s to circumvent an adoptionisti c
construal o f the text.71

Other textua l variant s that stres s th e orthodo x doctrin e o f th e virgi n birt h
occur outsid e th e birt h narrative s o f Matthe w an d Luke . On e o f th e mos t
striking appear s i n th e manuscrip t traditio n o f th e Fourt h Gospel , a  Gospe l
that does no t recor d a  birt h narrativ e o f it s own. Som e orthodo x Christian s
of th e earl y church though t tha t Joh n nonetheles s di d allud e to Jesus ' mirac -
ulous birt h i n the openin g chapte r o f his Gospel . Th e mos t interestin g patris -
tic discussion occur s in Tertullian, wh o accuse s hi s Valentinian opponents o f
tampering wit h th e tex t o f John 1:1 3 (d e came Christi,  19) . Originally , claimed
Tertullian, th e tex t referre d t o th e birt h o f Jesus : "Wh o wa s born , no t o f
blood, no r o f th e wil l o f th e flesh , no r o f th e wil l o f a  human , bu t o f God. "
The Valentinians , h e maintained , sough t t o replac e thi s referenc e t o Jesus '
miraculous birt h b y makin g the passag e refe r t o thei r own . Thi s the y di d by
making th e ver b plural : "wh o were  born , no t o f blood , no r o f th e wil l of
flesh, nor o f th e wil l o f a  human , bu t o f God. " Tertullia n wen t o n t o argu e
that th e vers e affirm s i n n o uncertai n term s bot h th e supernatura l characte r
of Jesus' conception (i n that i t occurred apar t fro m sexua l intercours e ["bor n
not fro m bloo d .  .  ."]) , and th e realit y of his birth a s a physical event (agains t
the Gnostics) .

Is i t possibl e tha t Tertullian' s for m o f th e text , tha t is , with th e singular
form o f the verb , wa s generate d i n an anti-adoptionisti c milieu? 72 I t is wort h
observing tha t i n anothe r contex t Tertullia n cite s th e vers e (i n the singular )
explicitly t o counte r th e teaching s o f "Ebion " (d e carne  Christi,  24) . Some -
what earlier , Irenaeu s also quote s th e verse in the singular to argu e that Jesus
was no t a  mer e man, bu t tha t h e came fro m Go d an d wa s bor n o f the virgi n
(Adv. Haer.  Ill , 16 , 2; 19 , 2). Earlier still, the orthodox forgery , the Epistula
Apostolorum, use s th e vers e t o sanctio n belie f i n th e miraculou s birt h o f Je-
sus, quotin g i t agai n in the singula r (chap. 3) .

Despite th e currenc y o f thi s anti-adoptionisti c for m o f th e tex t i n th e
second century—w e can assume from Tertullian' s discussio n tha t he , a t least ,
knew o f it s presence i n actua l manuscript s o f th e Fourt h Gospel—toda y th e
plural i s rea d i n ever y know n Gree k manuscrip t an d b y al l th e versiona l
evidence, wit h on e solitar y exception : th e Ol d Lati n manuscrip t b . This scant y
documentary suppor t notwithstanding , th e varian t readin g wa s champione d
by a  numbe r o f textua l scholar s i n the nineteent h century , an d perhap s mos t
convincingly b y Adol f vo n Harnac k a t th e beginnin g o f th e twentieth. 73

Nonetheless, virtuall y al l recen t investigator s hav e bee n impresse d b y th e
overwhelming suppor t o f the plura l reading in the textua l traditio n an d hav e
recognized th e tendentiou s characte r o f th e singula r number. 74 Tertullian' s
protestations notwithstanding , wha t w e have here i s not a  heretica l tamper -
ing wit h th e text , bu t a n orthodo x one . Th e corruptio n serve s t o locat e th e
orthodox notio n o f Jesus' birt h i n a passage tha t otherwis e lacke d it .

A comparabl e textua l corruptio n occur s elsewher e i n the Johannine cor -
pus, thi s tim e nea r th e en d o f th e firs t epistle . Establishin g a  plausibl e inter-
pretation o f 1  John 5: 6 ha s prove d mor e difficul t ove r th e year s tha n estab -
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lishing it s text.75 Nonetheless , th e verse' s textua l problem s prove interestin g
for ou r investigation , becaus e her e th e autho r say s something abou t Jesus '
manifestation t o th e world : "Thi s i s the on e wh o cam e throug h wate r an d
blood, Jesus Christ ; not i n the water only , but in the water and in the blood."
Among the varian t readings preserved i n th e textua l tradition , thos e tha t af -
fect th e introductor y claus e ar e particularl y germane t o th e presen t discus -
sion. Fo r th e word s "th e on e who cam e through wate r an d blood " (81  u8aro 5
/cat ai'/u,aTo? ) hav e bee n modifie d i n a  variet y o f ways . The followin g fou r
variants are al l attested:76

1. "throug h wate r an d spirit " (MS S 43, 241, 463 , 945 , 1241 , 1831 , 1877 %
1891);

2. "throug h wate r an d spiri t an d blood " (MS S P 8 1 8 8 44 2 63 0 91 5
2492 arm eth) ;

3. "throug h wate r an d bloo d an d spirit " (MS S X A 104 424 C 614 1739 C

2412 syr h s a bo Or) ; an d
4. "throug h wate r an d bloo d an d th e Hol y Spirit " (Tr^evjuaro ? ayiov,

MSS 39 61 326 1837) .

It might appear a t first glance that th e first variant is an early assimilation
of th e tex t t o John 3: 5 ("Whoeve r i s not bor n fro m wate r an d spiri t canno t
enter th e kingdo m o f God") , wit h th e other s representin g differen t kind s of
conflations o f this corrupted readin g with th e one normally understood t o b e
original ("throug h wate r an d blood").77 But it should not be overlooked tha t
the third  varian t i s in fac t the earlies t an d mos t widesprea d o f th e four , an d
occurs i n witnesse s generall y acknowledged t o b e superio r t o th e Byzantine
manuscripts attestin g th e others . Wit h it s occurrenc e i n Origen , i t ca n b e
dated t o th e earl y thir d century , an d it s variegated attestatio n show s tha t i t
was widel y known. I t also woul d hav e bee n an eas y reading to creat e ou t of
the origina l text , sinc e i t involve s no erasur e o r substitution , bu t th e simple
addition o f th e tw o word s Koti  TrvsvfjiaTo<;  t o th e en d o f th e clause . Further -
more, th e wor d iri>svfj,aTo<;  woul d n o doub t hav e been abbreviated as one of
the nomina  sacra,  s o tha t th e entir e corruptio n coul d hav e bee n mad e b y
penning six letters (KAIIINS) , perhaps abov e the line . The third varian t may
therefore represen t no t a  conflation but th e earlies t form o f corruption .

In thi s case , however , th e phras e "wate r an d spirit " i s no t th e earlies t
modification fro m whic h th e other s derived , so that th e paralle l to John 3: 5
does not explai n why the text was changed in the first place. Instead, becaus e
the passag e refer s t o "Jesu s Christ" and hi s "coming," one may well suspec t
that th e chang e wa s initiall y mad e i n orde r t o affir m th e orthodo x doctrin e
that Jesu s di d no t com e int o th e worl d throug h natura l means, bu t throug h
the miraculou s workin g o f th e Spiri t o f Go d (h e came "throug h wate r an d
blood an d Spirit") . Thi s understandin g o f th e phras e i s made ye t mor e ex -
plicit i n th e fourt h of the variants , which leave s virtually no roo m fo r doub t
that th e agenc y o f th e Hol y Spiri t i s i n vie w (cf . the locus  classicus  o f th e
orthodox doctrine , Luk e 1:35). The first two variants , then, simpl y attest th e
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assimilation of thi s early and widesprea d corruptio n t o th e familia r word s of
Jesus to  Nicodemu s in  John, chapte r 3.

One othe r varian t readin g tha t ma y b e take n t o suppor t th e orthodo x
understanding of Jesus' birth , or a t least to circumven t an adoptionisti c view,
occurs i n the unlikel y context o f Peter' s sermo n o n th e day of Pentecost (Act s
2). I n speaking o f Jesus' resurrection , Pete r appeal s t o a  scriptura l "proof" :
David pronounce d tha t Go d woul d no t allo w his holy one to se e corruption
(Psalm 15) . Pete r claim s that Davi d spoke no t o f himself bu t o f one to come ,
for h e knew that Go d would rais e up for himself one to si t on David's throne ,
one wh o woul d com e "fro m th e frui t o f hi s loins " (e* c xapTrov  TTJ S ocr^wo ?
aiVroii, Act s 2:30) . A n interestin g varian t i s foun d i n code x Bezae , whic h
states instead that David' s successo r woul d come "from th e frui t o f his heart"
(SK KapTrov  TTJ ? /capSta? avroii).78 One migh t be inclined to se e here a simple
reference t o th e well-known sayin g that Davi d was " a ma n afte r God' s own
heart." I n thi s cas e th e Messia h woul d b e understoo d t o enjo y David' s fa -
vored statu s befor e God . Withou t denyin g this possibility , i t i s worth notin g
another wa y th e chang e migh t function : fo r no w Jesu s i s no longe r sai d t o
be a  physica l descendant o f David , but i s instead on e like  David.79 Why would
an early scribe want t o mak e such a  change?

Some have claimed that the change is accidental, eithe r the mistranslation
of a n Aramai c source of the speech, 80 or a  fault y reversio n o f the word prae-
cordis ("heart " or "belly" ) b y the Greek scribe of codex Bezae from th e Latin
text o n th e opposin g pag e (i.e. , it d).81 Th e firs t possibilit y depend s o n th e
existence o f suc h a n Aramai c source fo r th e speeche s o f Acts , a  vie w every-
where recognize d a s riddled wit h problems; 82 th e secon d depend s o n th e in-
fluence o f Bezae' s Lati n tex t o n it s Greek , a n influenc e tha t almos t certainly
occurred i n jus t th e revers e direction.83 I t ma y b e more fruitfu l the n t o con -
sider the chang e as deliberate rather than accidental . A plausible explanation
is that a  scribe wh o kne w tha t Jesu s was bor n o f a  virgin recognize d tha t h e
was not , technicall y speaking, on e o f David's line, since he stood i n that line
only throug h a  lega l adoption ; s o he modified the tex t t o circumven t a mis -
construal o f Peter' s claim . No w Jesu s i s sai d t o b e fro m David' s "heart "
rather tha n hi s "loins."84

More Than Chosen: The Orthodox Opposition to an
Adopted Jesus

Representatives o f proto-orthodox y objecte d t o Christia n adoptionist s no t
only becaus e the y denie d tha t Jesu s ha d bee n bor n o f a  virgin , bu t als o be -
cause the y claime d tha t a  profoun d change ha d occurre d i n hi s relationshi p
with Go d a t a  critica l poin t o f hi s existence . Th e righteou s ma n Jesu s ha d
been chose n b y God , adopte d t o b e his Son . Fo r mos t adoptionist s thi s ha d
occurred a t his baptism. Diametrically opposed t o this view was the orthodox
notion tha t Jesu s ha d always  bee n th e So n of God , prio r t o hi s baptism and
even t o hi s birth . As the heresiologis t Irenaeu s states :
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That He is Himself .  .  .  God, and Lord, and King Eternal, and the Incarnate
Word, proclaime d by al l the prophets , the apostles , and b y the Spiri t Him-
self, ma y b e see n b y al l wh o hav e attaine d to eve n a  smal l portio n o f th e
truth. Th e Scripture s would no t hav e testifie d thes e things o f Him , if , lik e
others, He had bee n a mere man." (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 19 , 2).

One migh t naturall y expec t t o fin d tha t thi s orthodo x vie w affecte d th e
manuscript traditio n o f th e Ne w Testament . An d i n fac t ther e i s evidenc e
precisely where on e would anticipat e it .

Luke 3:22
A plac e t o begi n i s with textua l corruption s tha t appea r t o suppres s adop -
tionistic understanding s o f Jesus ' baptism. 85 On e o f th e mos t intriguin g oc-
curs i n earl y witnesses o f Luke' s account , i n whic h th e voic e from heave n is
said t o proclai m "Yo u ar e m y Son, toda y I  have begotten you " (Luk e 3:22).
This i s the readin g of codex Beza e and a  number of ecclesiastical writer s fro m
the secon d centur y onward. I  wil l argu e tha t i t i s i n fac t th e origina l tex t o f
Luke, an d tha t orthodo x scribe s wh o coul d no t abid e its adoptionistic over -
tones "corrected" i t into conformit y with th e parallel in Mark, "Yo u ar e my
beloved Son , i n you I  am wel l pleased" (Mar k 1:11) . Because this particula r
variant is so central t o ou r discussion , an d becaus e mos t scholar s have, in my
opinion, wrongl y evaluate d the competin g virtue s of th e tw o readings , I  will
devote a  comparatively lengthy discussion t o th e problem.

External Attestation
The stronges t suppor t fo r th e readin g of codex Beza e derives from transcrip -
tional an d intrinsi c probabilities, abou t whic h I  will be speaking momentar -
ily. Bu t it s externa l attestatio n shoul d no t b e discounted , a s ha s frequentl y
happened i n earlie r treatments. 86 Grantin g tha t th e readin g doe s no t occu r
extensively afte r th e fift h century , i t canno t b e overlooke d tha t i n witnesse s
of th e secon d an d thir d centuries, centurie s that t o be sure have not provide d
us wit h an y superfluit y o f Gree k manuscripts , i t i s virtually th e onl y readin g
that survives . Not onl y was i t the readin g of the ancesto r o f codex Bezae and
the Ol d Lati n tex t o f Luke , i t appear s als o t o hav e been th e tex t know n t o
Justin,87 Clemen t o f Alexandria, 88 an d th e author s o f th e Gospel  according
to th e Hebrews* 9 an d th e Didascalia. 90 I t is certainly the text atteste d b y the
Gospel according  t o the Ebionites, Origen, an d Methodius.91 Somewhat later
it i s found in Lactantius , Juvencus, Hilary, Tyconius , Augustine , and severa l
of th e late r apocrypha l Acts. 92 Here I  should stres s tha t excep t fo r th e third -
century manuscrip t p 4, ther e i s n o certai n attestatio n o f th e othe r reading ,
the readin g o f ou r late r manuscripts , i n thi s earl y period . Th e readin g o f
codex Bezae , then , i s not a n erro r introduce d b y an unusuall y aberrant wit -
ness. Thi s manuscrip t is , in fact , one o f the last  witnesses to preserv e it . No r
is i t a  "Western" variant without adequat e attestation . Amon g sources of th e
second an d thir d centuries , i t i s virtually th e onl y reading to b e found; dow n
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to th e sixt h centur y i t occur s i n witnesses a s far-flun g a s Asi a Minor , Pales-
tine, Alexandria , North Africa , Rome , Gaul , an d Spain. 93

How ca n we account fo r a textual situation o f this sort? The best atteste d
reading of the early period, a  reading known throughou t th e entire Christia n
world, virtuall y disappears fro m sight , displace d b y a  readin g tha t is , as we
shall see , bot h harmonize d t o tha t o f anothe r Gospe l an d les s offensive doc -
trinally. Given what we have seen s o far concerning scriba l proclivities—and,
of course , I  have jus t begu n t o amas s th e data—ther e i s every reason t o sus -
pect tha t here we are dealing with an original reading that ha s been displaced
for theologica l reasons .

Transcriptional Probabilities
This preliminar y judgmen t i s rendere d mor e plausibl e b y severa l piece s o f
internal evidence . Th e transcriptiona l issue s ar e clea r an d straightforward .
One o f th e tw o reading s harmonize s wit h th e tex t o f Mar k an d i s inoffen -
sive; th e othe r canno t b e harmonize d wit h Mar k an d i s doctrinall y sus -
pect. Eve n patristi c witnesse s tha t attest  th e readin g sometime s revea l thei r
embarassment ove r it , explaining it away by interpretations tha t strik e mod -
ern reader s a s peculia r i n th e extreme. 94 I f w e as k whic h readin g i s mor e
likely t o hav e bee n change d b y Christia n scribes , ho w ca n ther e b e an y
doubt?

There ha s bee n doubt , however , onl y becaus e both reading s can b e con -
strued a s scriba l harmonizations : on e t o Mark' s Gospel , th e othe r t o th e
LXX tex t o f Psal m 2:7 . Thi s circumstanc e alon e appear s t o hav e save d th e
more widel y attested tex t fro m th e scalpe l o f commentator s an d editors . Ac-
cording t o th e commo n view , th e mor e difficul t readin g ("Toda y I  have be-
gotten you" ) represent s a  harmonization t o th e second Psalm .

There ar e formidabl e problem s wit h thi s view , however , a s ca n b e seen
by probin g th e transcriptiona l probabilitie s throug h a  series o f difficul t ques -
tions: (1 ) Which i s more likely , that a  scribe wil l harmonize a  Gospel tex t t o
a paralle l i n anothe r Gospe l o r t o a  passag e i n th e Ol d Testament ? Gospe l
harmonization i s virtually ubiquitou s in th e manuscrip t traditio n o f the Syn-
optics, occurrin g i n nearl y ever y pericop e o f th e doubl e o r tripl e tradition .
Furthermore, a  scrib e wh o copie s Luk e wil l likel y hav e Matthe w an d Mar k
on th e brain , so to speak , i n most case s having recently transcribed them . All
things being equal , harmonizatio n to the closes t paralle l is to be preferred, so
that o n thi s scor e th e earlies t atteste d readin g appear s t o b e original . (2 )
Which i s mor e likely—tha t a  scrib e wil l create  a  readin g tha t i s doctrinally
offensive, o r tha t h e will ameliorate a  theological problem? To cal l the word s
of th e Psal m tex t i n Luk e 3:2 2 th e mor e difficul t readin g is , o f course , a n
accurate kin d o f shorthand . Bu t w e mus t no t los e sigh t o f th e compellin g
logic o f the principle , simpl y because there i s a convenient phrase to describ e
it. The varian t reading preserved by the majorit y of earliest witnesses , the one
that ha s n o paralle l in the othe r Gospe l accounts , als o appear s t o suppor t a
christological vie w tha t becam e anathem a i n the earl y Christia n centuries . Is
it likel y tha t a  scrib e woul d hav e create d it ? Althoug h thi s argumen t migh t
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appear circula r i n th e contex t o f th e presen t discussio n (whic h is concerne d
with establishing  th e presence of theologically oriented corruptions) , th e sam e
cannot b e said o f th e thir d questio n concernin g transcriptiona l probabilities ,
a questio n tha t proves , t o m y mind at least , t o b e decisive: I f Luke 3:22 wa s
changed b y scribe s i n orde r t o confor m it s tex t t o th e wordin g o f Psal m 2 ,
how i s it that th e sam e motivatio n wa s neve r a t wor k i n the transmissio n of
the text s of the othe r Gospels ? As common a s this explanation o f the textua l
situation migh t be , no on e ha s eve r bee n abl e to explai n why thi s particular
harmonization occurre d i n th e transcriptio n o f Luke , bu t neve r i n tha t o f
Matthew o r Mark.

Intrinsic Probabilities
These transcriptiona l probabilitie s becom e particularl y compelling whe n w e
recognize ho w wel l th e readin g atteste d i n code x Beza e coincides wit h th e
theological agend a o f Luk e himself , even thoug h hi s agend a ma y no t hav e
been shared b y later proto-orthodo x scribes . Here ther e is a powerful conflu -
ence o f factors , fo r th e readin g tha t prove d suc h a n obviou s embarassmen t
for orthodo x Christian s o f late r time s show s remarkabl e affinities wit h Luke' s
own vie w of Jesus' baptism .

This i s no t t o sa y tha t th e intrinsi c suitabilit y of th e readin g ha s bee n
widely recognized . Just t o th e contrary , i n the vie w of man y scholars, i t make s
little sens e fo r Luke' s divin e voice t o declar e that Jesu s has become  th e Son
of Go d a t hi s baptism whe n h e had alread y been born  th e So n of God (fro m
a virgi n mother ) tw o chapter s earlier . An d so , give n the angeli c pronounce -
ment o f Luke' s annunciatio n scene ("th e Hol y Spiri t wil l come upo n you an d
the powe r o f the Highes t wil l overshadow you , s o tha t th e on e who i s bor n
will be called the Son of God," 1:35 ) it is virtually inconceivable, in this view,
that Jesus woul d late r be told "Toda y I  have begotten you." 95

Unfortunately, a s happen s s o frequentl y with argument s o f thi s kind , i t
is difficul t t o se e which wa y th e knif e i s more likel y to cut . Fo r any perceive d
discrepancy between Luk e chapters 1  and 3  could jus t as easily have led early
scribes t o harmoniz e the tex t o f Luke 3:22 t o it s parallel in Mark 1:11 , thereby
circumventing the problem . O n thi s level , it would appea r tha t argument s of
intrinsic probabilitie s (whic h readin g Luk e was mor e likel y to hav e written )
and transcriptiona l probabilitie s (whic h reading scribe s wer e mor e likel y to
have created ) grin d t o a  standstill .

This i s not , however , a n inevitabl e outcome o f weighin g different kind s
of probability . I t result s her e onl y whe n intrinsi c probabilities are evaluate d
according t o th e dubiou s premise tha t Luk e has bee n (logically ) consisten t i n
his use of christological title s an d conceptions. 96 The argument assumes , tha t
is, that Luk e would no t predicat e th e same christological titl e t o Jesus on th e
basis o f differen t critica l moments , o r junctures , of hi s existence . I n fact , th e
assumption i s demonstrabl y false . Whe n on e look s beyon d th e relationshi p
of Luk e 3:2 2 t o 1:32—3 5 an d take s a  mor e panorami c vie w o f thi s two -
volume work , i t become s eviden t tha t th e word s o f Psalm 2:7 a t Jesus' bap -
tism d o no t s o muc h creat e a n inadmissabl e inconsistenc y a s highligh t
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tensions otherwis e found—indeed , consistentl y found—throughou t Luke' s
portrayal o f Jesus .

An obviou s exampl e come s i n Luke' s depictio n o f Jesus a s th e Messiah .
According to Luke' s infanc y narrative , Jesus wa s bor n the Chris t (2:11) . But
in a t leas t on e o f th e speeche s of Act s he i s understood t o hav e become th e
Christ a t hi s baptis m (10:37—38 ; possibl y 4:27) ; wherea s i n anothe r Luk e
explicitly state s tha t h e becam e th e Chris t a t hi s resurrection (2:38) . I t may
be tha t i n ye t another speec h (3:20 ) Jesus i s thought t o b e the Chris t only in
his parousia. 97 Similarl y "inconsistent " ar e Luke' s predication s o f th e title s
Lord an d Savio r to Jesus . Thus , Jesu s i s born th e Lor d i n Luke 2:11, an d i n
Luke 10:1 he i s designated Lor d whil e living; but i n Act s 2:3 8 h e i s said t o
have bee n become  Lor d a t hi s resurrection . S o too, i n Luk e 2:11 he i s born
Savior, an d i n Act s 13:23—2 4 h e i s designate d Savio r whil e living ; but ac -
cording to Act s 5:31 he is said to hav e been made Savio r at th e resurrection .
Nor doe s the title Son of God, th e title that is directly germane to our presen t
deliberation, escape thi s seemingly erratic kin d of treatment: Jesu s is born th e
Son o f Go d i n Luk e 1:32—35 , descende d So n o f Go d accordin g t o th e ge -
nealogy o f 3:23—38 , an d declare d t o b e So n o f Go d whil e living (e.g., Luk e
8:28; 9:35) ; bu t Act s 13:3 3 state s tha t h e became  th e So n o f Go d a t hi s
resurrection. Thi s kin d o f titula r ambiguit y doe s no t inspir e confidenc e in
claims tha t certai n reading s canno t b e Luka n becaus e the y stan d i n tensio n
with Luke' s use of christologica l title s elsewhere .

This doe s no t mea n tha t th e broad scop e o f Luke's narrative i s irrelevant
to th e textua l problem o f 3:22. I t i s relevant, bu t no t throug h a n appea l t o a
consistent us e o f christologica l notions . Mor e fruitfu l i s an assessmen t of th e
other reference s to Jesus' baptis m throughout Luke' s work, "backwar d glances, "
as i t were , tha t provid e clue s concerning wha t happene d a t tha t poin t o f the
narrative. What i s striking is that thes e othe r reference s to Jesus' baptis m d o
not appea r t o presuppose a  simple "identification formula" b y which Jesus is
acknowledged t o b e the So n of Go d ("Yo u ar e m y beloved Son") . The y in -
stead assum e tha t Go d actuall y did somethin g a t tha t moment , tha t h e ac-
tually conferre d a specia l statu s upo n Jesus ("Toda y I  have begotten you") .

A reasonable place to begin is with the second occurrenc e o f a voice fro m
heaven, tha t o n th e Moun t o f Transfiguration . I t i s commonly know n tha t
for Luke' s source , th e Gospe l o f Mark , th e heavenl y voice a t th e transfigu-
ration echoe s th e heavenl y voice a t th e baptism . Bu t whereas th e first makes
its pronouncemen t i n th e secon d person , apparentl y addressin g onl y Jesu s
("You ar e m y beloved Son, " Mar k 1:11) , th e latte r occur s i n the thir d per -
son, confirmin g this disclosur e t o th e disciple s ("Thi s i s m y belove d Son, "
Mark 9:7) . Luk e of course use d Mark' s accoun t i n creating his own, an d n o
attempt t o reconstruc t th e heavenly words o f Luke's baptism scene can affor d
to overloo k th e voic e a t th e transfiguration. 98 Her e th e textua l situatio n i s
much clearer . Luk e ha s change d Mark' s heavenl y voic e i n th e secon d in -
stance, s o tha t no w rathe r tha n confirmin g to th e disciple s that Jesu s i s the
"beloved" Son, i t confirms that Jesus is the "elect" Son: "This is my Son, my
chosen one " ( 6 vios /u,ov 6 eKAeAey/ASi'os; Luke 9:35).99 If the voice in Luke's
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transfiguration scen e refer s back t o th e scen e o f Jesus' baptis m an d confirm s
to th e disciple s what wa s there reveale d to Jesus , tha t h e "has bee n chosen"
(perfect tense) , on e i s hardpressed t o se e how th e mor e commonl y atteste d
text o f Luk e 3:2 2 coul d b e original . Fo r thi s readin g ("You ar e m y beloved
Son, i n who m I  a m wel l pleased" ) constitute s a  mer e identificatio n formula
in whic h Jesus  i s recognize d a s th e So n o f God . I t i s onl y i n th e varian t
reading, th e on e tha t i s atteste d i n virtuall y al l th e earlies t witnesses , tha t
God i s actually said to confe r a  new statu s upon Jesus ("Today I  have begot -
ten you") . Onl y i n th e theologicall y difficul t readin g i s God sai d t o "elect "
Jesus i n a  manne r presuppose d i n 9:35 , tha t is , through a  quotatio n o f th e
royal adoptio n formul a draw n fro m th e secon d Psalm. 100

In furthe r suppor t o f thi s vie w is Luke's onl y other referenc e to Jesus a s
God's elect . Although Luk e never again applie s the verba l form eKA.eXey/Aei'o s
to Jesus , h e doe s us e th e synonymou s adjective s/cXsKro? . I n th e crucifixion
scene, i n a  verse uniqu e to th e thir d Gospel , th e crucifie d Jesu s is mocked b y
the ruler s of Israel: "H e save d others; let him sav e himself, if he i s the Chris t
of God , hi s Chose n One! " ( 6 xPicrT6s T °v Oeov,  6  s/cXeKro? , 23:35) . Here ,
interestingly, th e titl e £KAe/m> s i s place d i n appositio n t o xP to~Tos; i t i s a s
God's "Christ " tha t Jesus  i s his "chosen" one . T o thi s extent , Luke' s us e of
eKAgyo/ttai /  eKAe/cro s corresponds rathe r closely to th e commo n applicatio n
of thes e word s t o th e kin g o f Israe l a s God' s "chosen, " hi s "anointed "
throughout th e Ol d Testament. 101 I t would no t b e a t al l surprising then, t o
find the cleares t expression o f an Ol d Testamen t "electio n formul a fo r kings"—
namely, Psal m 2:7 102—applied t o Jesu s a t th e poin t a t whic h h e become s
God's elect .

Is this point hi s baptism? The other Luka n references looking back to th e
event sugges t tha t i t is . On e o f Luke' s strikin g changes o f Mark' s narrative
sequence occur s i n hi s transferrence of the sermo n an d rejectio n at Nazaret h
to th e very outset o f Jesus' ministr y (Mark 6:1-6; Luke 4:16-30). As is well
known, Luk e not onl y changed th e narrative context fo r the account , bu t h e
also mad e a  considerable numbe r of interna l changes i n order t o presen t th e
scene a s a  kin d o f paradigmati c foreshadowin g o f wha t wa s t o happe n t o
Jesus in the Gospe l an d t o hi s followers in Acts. In the preceding context, th e
Spirit o f Go d come s upo n Jesus a t hi s baptis m (3:22) , the n lead s him i n th e
wilderness fo r fort y day s (4:1) . When Jesus return s int o Galilee , "i n th e powe r
of th e Spirit " (4:14) , h e preache s hi s firs t sermon . Thi s sermo n begin s wit h
Jesus' self-declaratio n in the word s o f Isaiah 61:1: "The Spiri t of the Lor d i s
upon me , because he anointed (e'xpicrei' ) m e . .  ." . Granting that thes e word s
are quote d fro m th e Scriptures , on e i s stil l lef t t o as k wha t coul d b e th e
significance o f thi s aoris t tens e (exptcrev)  fo r Luke . That i s to say , jus t when
(prior t o Luk e 4 ) di d Go d "anoint " Jesus ? The readin g tha t prove d mor e
difficult fo r late r scribe s provide s a  clea r answer : i t wa s i n th e precedin g
chapter whe n God declared , "Toda y I  have begotten you." 103

Luke's two othe r use s of the verb XPtw confirm th e point. In Acts 4, Peter
refers t o Jesu s a s the on e whom Go d ha d "anointed " (4:27 ; e'xpicras , agai n
aorist tense) , afte r explicitl y quotin g Psal m 2  wit h referenc e t o Jesus , th e
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"XptoTos" agains t who m th e ruler s of th e eart h wer e gathere d togethe r (P s
2:1—2). Then i n Act s 1 0 Pete r state s tha t Go d anointe d Jesus with the Hol y
Spirit an d power , an d thi s tim e clearly links the even t wit h "th e baptis m o f
John" (10:38) .

Together, thes e text s presuppos e tha t a t th e baptis m Go d actuall y did
something t o Jesus . Thi s somethin g i s sometime s describe d a s a n ac t o f
anointing, sometimes as an election . In either case, the action o f God i s taken
to signif y hi s "making " Jesus  th e Christ . Thes e texts , therefore , sho w tha t
Luke did no t conceiv e o f the baptis m as the poin t a t which Jesus was simply
"declared" or "identified " o r "affirmed " t o b e the Son of God. Th e baptism
was th e poin t a t whic h Jesus wa s anointe d a s th e Christ , chose n t o b e th e
Son o f God .

This understandin g of th e significanc e o f Jesus ' baptis m cannot , o f course ,
be unrelate d to th e word s pronounce d b y th e voic e in Luke' s account . Th e
more commonly attested reading , which happens to be harmonized with Mark' s
account, involve s a declaration o r recognition o f Jesus' sonshi p ("You are my
Son"). This hardl y squares with th e significanc e tha t Luk e attaches t o Jesus '
baptism elsewhere . Th e othe r reading , however , consist s o f a n electio n for -
mula, in which a king is actually chosen by God upo n hi s anointing ("Today
I have begotten you") . Give n Luke's indication elsewhere (Acts 4:25—26) that
the tex t o f Psalm 2 particularly applies t o Jesus ' anointing , i t should now b e
clear tha t th e voic e i n hi s accoun t actuall y quoted thes e word s a s a  procla -
mation o f th e momentou s electio n o f Jesu s a s th e begotte n So n o f Go d a t
this, the beginnin g of hi s ministry.104

Orthodox Christian s suc h a s Justin recognize d the us e t o whic h suc h a
view coul d b e made b y late r adoptionist s wh o denie d (no w in opposition t o
Luke) tha t Jesu s ha d bee n bor n o f a  virgi n and claime d tha t h e ha d bee n a
"mere man. " Th e options ope n t o such orthodox believer s were to argu e for
a nonadoptionisti c interpretatio n o f Luke 3:22 or to modif y i t into conform-
ity wit h it s Synoptic parallel.105 Th e latte r optio n seem s to hav e been widely
exercised b y the anonymou s scribes whose handiwork ha s survive d down t o
the present day .

Other Examples

Having deal t a t som e lengt h wit h a  passag e tha t prove d t o b e particularly
difficult fo r orthodo x scribes , w e ar e no w i n a  positio n t o evaluat e several
other passages in less detail. One tha t relate s closel y to th e heavenl y voice of
Luke 3:22 i s the passage alread y mentioned, the account o f the voice at Jesus '
transfiguration i n Luk e 9:35 . Her e th e textua l situatio n i s les s problematic ,
because earl y an d superio r witnesse s (includin g p 45 75 X  B L  H  89 2 1241 )
attest th e reading that agai n could hav e proved susceptibl e to a n adoptionis -
tic construal. I n these manuscripts the voice calls Jesus "my Son , the one who
has bee n chosen " ( 6 vto ? JJLOV  b  e/cAeA.ey/asi'os) . On e ca n scarcel y accoun t
for thi s tex t i f i t i s not original . Th e wor d kK\e\ey^evo<;  i s not use d in thi s
way elsewher e i n th e Ne w Testament , yet , a s ha s bee n seen , i t portray s a
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distinctively Luka n conceptualization o f Jesus. An d o f al l the availabl e read-
ings, i t alone is not harmonize d to on e Synopti c parallel or another : th e widely
attested 6  i>to? fj-ov  o  dyaTnjTOS i s harmonized to Mar k 9: 7 (MS S A C* R  W
33 56 5 f 13 Byz OL syr) , the les s popular 6  wos fjiov 6  dya-Tr/jro? kv  o)  evSoKTjcr a
to Matthew 17: 5 (C 3 D ¥ d copbo[ms] Lect.s), and the Caesarean s/cXs/cro ? to
Luke 23:35 ( © f1 M S 1365) . The vas t majorit y o f textua l scholar s therefor e
accept th e earlies t atteste d readin g as original.

Why, then , wa s i t changed ? Not simpl y to mak e the Gospe l text s har -
monious. I f thi s wer e th e case , on e woul d expec t th e alternativ e process t o
have happened a s well—that is, harmonizations of Mark an d Matthew t o th e
text o f Luke . Th e magnitud e o f th e textua l change s i n Luke , couple d wit h
the virtua l absence o f such changes in Matthew o r Mark,106 suggests that th e
change wa s mad e fo r doctrina l reason s pur e an d simple—t o eliminat e th e
potentially adoptionistic overtone s o f the text.107

One migh t expec t th e thir d relate d Luka n tex t t o hav e bee n similarly
affected b y scribes . Bu t give n th e earlie r discussion s of passage s relatin g t o
the virgi n birth , on e ca n posit  reason s fo r scribe s no t takin g particular um -
brage a t th e crowd' s mockery of Jesus in Luke 23:35: "Le t hi m sav e himself
if h e i s th e Chris t o f God , hi s elect " (e i OVTO ? SCTTIV  6  xpioro? TOV  Oeov,  6
EKAgKTos). Although the tex t suffere d variou s kinds of corruption a t differen t
points o f the tradition, 108 th e final two word s ar e omitte d onl y sporadically
(e 047) . A n interesting pattern seem s to b e emerging here. We have seen tha t
anti-adoptionistic change s occur rathe r frequentl y whe n Luke's narrator call s
Joseph Jesus ' father , bu t no t whe n unbeliever s do. So , too, i n reference s t o
Jesus a s God's "elect." When th e voic e from heave n addresses Jesus i n these
terms, th e tex t i s widely changed; whe n unbeliever s do, i t escape s virtually
unscathed. I t i s difficul t t o kno w wha t t o mak e of these data , excep t t o sa y
that orthodo x scribes appear to have been somewhat sensitive to context an d
to have allowed thei r own interpretiv e principles to guide their decisions con-
cerning which passage s t o modify .

One othe r passag e fro m th e Luka n corpus ha s suffere d a  simila r sort of
early corruption, althoug h in this case the change is considerably more subtle
than thos e considere d t o thi s point . Th e Apostl e Pete r begin s his speec h t o
Cornelius's househol d i n Act s 1 0 by reminding them of wha t ha d happene d
with respec t t o "Jesu s o f Nazareth" afte r th e preachin g of baptism b y John,
"how Go d anointe d him with the Holy Spiri t and power" (w ? E\pwrev aiirov
6 6s6s  irvsvfjiOiTi:  ayiw  Kai  8vvdfj.si)  befor e h e wen t abou t performin g hi s
ministry o f doin g goo d an d healin g those wh o wer e oppresse d b y th e devi l
(10:38). Ther e i s littl e doub t concernin g th e tex t a t thi s point , sinc e i t i s
supported b y virtuall y th e entir e Gree k tradition , eve n though i t strike s th e
reader a s grammatically awkward: th e w ? clause ("how Go d anointe d him" )
appears t o functio n a s a  syntactica l parallel to th e followin g relativ e clause
("who wen t abou t doin g goo d .  .  .") . This i n itsel f ma y explain the change
preserved i n code x Beza e and representative s o f th e Ol d Latin , Syriac , an d
Middle Egyptia n traditions , a  chang e fro m w ? sxpt-crev  avrov  ("ho w Go d
anointed him" ) t o ov  sxpicrsv  ("who m Go d anointed") . Bu t the chang e ful -
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fills another functio n a s well , for a s the origina l text stands , par t o f the Gos -
pel messag e concern s ho w Go d anointe d Jesu s wit h th e Spirit , empowerin g
him fo r hi s ministr y o f doin g goo d an d healing . Al l o f this , accordin g t o
Luke, took plac e on the heels of John's baptisma l activities. As has been seen ,
such a  vie w was advocate d b y adoptionist s lik e the second-centur y Theodo-
tus, wh o supporte d hi s vie w o f Jesus ' electio n b y observin g tha t h e di d n o
miracles prio r t o becomin g God' s anointe d So n at th e baptism. 109 B y trans-
forming th e adverbia l clause into a  relative one , the so-called Wester n tex t i n
effect remove s th e stor y o f God' s anointin g o f Jesu s fro m th e "matte r tha t
transpired" i n th e day s o f John. No w th e tex t simpl y identifies Jesu s a s th e
one Go d anointe d t o d o good , withou t stating , however , tha t th e actio n o f
Jesus becomin g God' s anointe d forme d part o f the Gospe l messag e they ha d
heard.110

This interpretatio n o f th e chang e o f Act s 10:3 8 i s lent some cogenc y by
a comparabl e modification of the precedin g verse in codex Vaticanus . In this
early witness there i s no mentio n of John's baptis m a t all : "after th e baptism
that Joh n preached " i s change d t o "afte r th e preachin g o f John" (^era  TO
Kripvy/Aa 6  eK^pv^ev  TwaicfTjs) . Th e chang e i s subtle , bu t agai n seem s t o
minimize the connection betwee n the Baptist' s activitie s and Jesus' anointing ,
making the passage les s susceptible to a n adoptionisti c use . For the orthodo x
it wa s les s objectionabl e t o conced e i n a  genera l wa y tha t Chris t wa s en -
dowed wit h God' s spiri t an d powe r tha n t o associat e tha t endowmen t wit h
a specifi c even t that transpire d a t hi s baptism .

That th e issue s we hav e bee n examinin g are no t restricte d t o Luk e an d
Acts ca n b e see n b y considerin g on e o f th e intriguin g textual variant s of th e
Fourth Gospel . I n th e majorit y o f textua l witnesses , th e testimon y o f Joh n
the Baptis t t o Jesu s reads : "An d I  have see n an d born e witnes s tha t thi s i s
the So n o f God " (OVTO S ecrTtv  6  uto ? TOV  Beov;  1:34) . Bu t ther e ar e soli d
reasons fo r thinking that th e reading preserved in a  range of early and signif -
icant manuscript s i s to b e preferred: ". .  .  that thi s is the Elect (6 e/cXsKro?)
of God " (p 5vld X* 77 21 8 b  e  ff 2* syr sc).m

In term s o f textua l alignments , code x Sinaiticu s belongs t o th e so-calle d
Western tex t i n thi s portio n o f John. 112 Thi s mean s tha t eve n thoug h th e
reading i s not widel y attested late r i n the tradition , i t i s found i n the earlies t
and bes t representative s o f th e "Western " tradition, 113 a s wel l a s i n on e o f
the earl y Alexandria n papyri . Furthermore , th e readin g ca n boas t a  fairl y
widespread attestation , bein g found i n witnesses o f Egypt , Syria , and th e Latin-
speaking West.114

Yet mor e importantly , i t i s virtually impossible to explai n th e existenc e
of thi s early reading i f the mor e commonly attested "So n o f God" wer e orig-
inal. Th e ter m "elec t o f God " doe s no t occu r elsewher e i n John' s Gospel ,
making it difficul t t o se e what would hav e motivated a  scribe to us e it here—
especially since none of the occurrences o f "Son" i n John's text, and the y are
legion, wer e change d similarly. 115 On e ca n readil y see , o n th e othe r hand ,
why a  scribe might want t o change an unusua l term to one that i s both mor e
familiar an d typica l i n th e Gospel . Thi s i s particularl y so give n th e scriba l
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proclivities w e hav e alread y detected , namel y to modif y text s tha t coul d b e
construed adoptionistically . I t should b e observed tha t her e agai n the idea of
Jesus' electio n i s associated wit h hi s baptism , a n associatio n tha t th e ortho -
dox too k som e pain s t o eschew . I t i s striking that thi s association occur s i n
both Luk e an d John . Othe r similaritie s between thes e tw o Gospel s (i.e. , in
passages tha t ar e no t textuall y disputed) hav e le d a  numbe r o f scholar s t o
posit som e kin d of common ora l tradition behin d their accounts.116 In short,
John (a s well a s Luke ) appear s t o hav e understood Jesu s to b e "th e elec t of
God."117 Scribes who foun d this description potentiall y offensive modifie d i t
into conformity with standar d Johannin e usage elsewhere.118

The textua l corruptio n o f anothe r Johannine passag e i s somewhat mor e
involved. Th e tex t o f 1  John 5:1 8 ha s traditionall y proved t o b e as difficul t
to interpre t a s to establish : "W e kno w tha t everyon e who i s born fro m Go d
(770;? 6  yeysvvrjfj.si'os  BK  TO V 6sov) doe s no t sin , bu t th e on e wh o ha s bee n
born fro m Go d keep s him" ( 6 ysvvr)6eis S K TOV Osov rripei avTov).  Th e issue
of interpretatio n ha s centere d o n th e objec t of r^pei, that is , whether i t was
originally a  persona l pronou n (avrov)  o r a  reflexiv e (avrov).  Thi s decisio n
depends i n part o n whethe r th e preceding participial clause "the on e who has
been bor n fro m God " ( 6 yswr)8sl<; ex  TO V 9sov) refer s t o Chris t o r th e be -
liever. Th e exegetica l choic e i s o f som e significance : th e vers e either mean s
that Chris t a s the one begotten o f God protect s th e Christian from si n or tha t
a perso n i s enabled t o abstai n fro m si n b y virtu e of a  spiritua l birth.119 Th e
choice i s complicated b y th e textua l issue . Fo r amon g a  rang e o f Ol d Latin ,
Coptic, and late r Gree k manuscripts , th e final clause "the on e who ha s been
born o f Go d keep s him " ha s bee n change d t o rea d "th e birt h fro m Go d ( 6
yswrjcris TO V 6eov) keep s him." 120 Wit h thi s wordin g o f th e text , spiritual
rebirth itsel f preserve s th e believe r from sin . Why migh t scribes have sought
to mak e the change?

It must first be said tha t ther e is almost nothin g to commend the readin g
6 yevi'Tjcri ? a s original. 121 Th e entir e Gree k manuscrip t tradition befor e th e
Middle Ages , an d virtuall y al l th e patristi c an d versiona l evidence , stand s
against it , as do intrinsi c probabilities: the bette r atteste d readin g preserves a
contrasting parallelis m o f tw o participia l clauses , 6  yeyevirj/nevo s SK  TOV
dsov ("th e on e wh o i s bor n o f God, " i.e. , th e believer ) an d 6  ysvvrfdsi<;  S K
TOV Osov  ("th e on e wh o ha s been  bor n o f God, " i.e. , probabl y Christ , a s I
will argu e momentarily) . The origina l reading the n was 6  yewTjfleis. Ortho -
dox scribe s ma y wel l hav e foun d th e tex t awkward , fo r on e coul d readil y
ask, "When  wa s Chris t 'born o f God'?" The adoptionists , o f course , ha d a n
answer read y t o hand : i t wa s whe n Go d chos e hi m an d anointe d hi m wit h
his spiri t (normally , at th e baptism) . Transcriptional probabilities , then , als o
speak i n favo r o f th e participia l construction .

Orthodox scribe s could chang e the text i n two differen t way s in order t o
circumvent an adoptionistic reading . The less frequently chose n path involved
changing the expression "th e on e born fro m God " t o "th e birt h fro m God. "
Although, a s ha s bee n seen , th e readin g canno t b e take n a s original , i t i s
nonetheless ancien t (Ol d Latin , Syriac , Coptic) . Th e othe r possibilit y wa s



Anti-Adoptionistic Corruptions  o f Scripture  7 1

simpler an d involve d th e interchang e of th e persona l pronou n (avrov)  wit h
the reflexiv e (eavrov)  followin g th e mai n verb . I n thi s cas e on e i s mor e o r
less force d t o understan d b y 6  yevvr)6si<s  no t Chris t bu t th e believe r (i.e., a s
the on e wh o "keep s himself") . I n contras t t o th e othe r corruption , thi s one
proved popula r i n th e manuscript s o f th e Gree k traditio n ( K A c P  t y 3 3 8 1
1739 By z Lect Or e t al.) .

Despite it s prominence, th e reflexiv e (use d here with the aoris t participle)
can scarcel y b e original. T o b e sure, i n 1  John ysvvda)  frequentl y designate s
believers, nine times in all; but i n each instanc e the verb is given in the perfect
passive, neve r th e aorist. 122 Furthermore , i f the aoris t wer e take n t o refe r t o
the believer , the point of the verse would be considerably muddled: no longe r
would i t present a  clear contrast betwee n th e believer who i s liable to si n and
Christ who keep s fro m sin . Now i t contrasts the believe r who i s born o f God
and ye t liabl e to si n and , presumably, the sam e believe r wh o wa s bor n o f
God an d wh o protect s himsel f fro m sin.

Thus, o n the basi s of Johannine style and the immediate context, on e can
conclude tha t th e persona l pronoun , a s atteste d i n manuscript s A* B  and a
range o f othe r Gree k an d versiona l witnesses , mus t b e original . A s a  result ,
the chang e o f bot h th e participia l claus e and th e objec t of rr]psl  ca n b e seen
as secondary corruptions tha t serv e to frustrat e a  possible adoptionistic read -
ing o f th e text . Wit h thes e changes , Chris t i s no longe r th e on e "wh o has
been bom of God."123

Several o f the orthodo x change s that I  have considered ar e directe d agains t
adoptionistic view s of Jesus' baptism . That thi s shoul d b e the foca l poin t of
concern i s n o surprise : al l th e know n adoptionist s o f th e secon d an d thir d
centuries claimed tha t i t was a t his baptism that Go d adopted Jesus to be his
Son. Nonetheless , som e o f th e earlies t tradition s pu t th e christologica l mo -
ment pa r excellenc e a t th e resurrection . Fo r these traditions , Go d appointe d
Jesus to b e his Son when h e vindicated him and exalte d hi m to heaven . That
this was no t a  liv e christological optio n afte r th e first century in part explains
why text s suc h as Acts 13:33, text s tha t migh t otherwise appea r s o problem-
atic, survive d the pens o f the orthodox scribe s virtually unscathed.124

In a t leas t on e instance , however , suc h a  tex t ha s bee n slightl y altered ,
presumably t o mitigat e it s potentiall y adoptionisti c overtones . A s w e hav e
seen, i n the openin g o f the boo k o f Roman s Pau l quotes a n earl y christolog-
ical creed : "[Jesu s Christ] , wh o cam e fro m th e see d o f Davi d accordin g t o
the flesh , wh o wa s appointe d Son of God i n power (TOV  bpicrQevros  viov 6soi>
ev 8wdju,£i ) a t th e resurrectio n o f th e dead " (Ro m 1:3—4) . On e i s naturally
taken abac k t o se e Paul referrin g t o Jesus ' "appointment " a s Son of God a t
the resurrection , bu t h e clearl y had reason s fo r quotin g th e creed. 125 More -
over, a s I  have noted, h e wa s himsel f probabl y responsible for changin g the
wording o f th e cree d b y interpolatin g th e phras e E V Swdfiei. No w Chris t
does no t becom e the So n of God, but th e "Son-of-God-in-power " a t th e res-
urrection, a n ide a compatible wit h other Paulin e (and pre-Pauline) text s (cf. ,
e.g., Phi l 2:6-11) .

Apparently, however , no t eve n th e Paulin e modification satisfie d Lati n
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scribes o f th e earl y centuries . This , a t least , seem s t o b e th e implicatio n o f
the standar d Lati n renderin g o f th e verse , whic h presuppose s th e wor d
rrpoopicrOsvTos, rathe r tha n th e simpl e bpicrOevros,  fo r th e descriptio n o f
God's election o f Jesus ("praedestinatus " rather tha n "destinatus") . That th e
compounded for m o f th e participl e i s not origina l to th e tex t i s clear: i t ha s
no Gree k o r othe r versiona l support , an d i n fac t make s th e though t rathe r
convoluted.126 The notion seem s to be that God "predestined" Jesus to attai n
his status a s Son of God a t the resurrection. Thi s would mean, of course, tha t
Jesus alread y enjoyed a  specia l status befor e God prio r t o th e even t itself (a s
the on e "predestined" ) s o tha t th e resurrectio n wa s bu t th e realizatio n o f a
status prolepticall y conferre d upo n him. 127 I n short , the variant , which can -
not b e traced beyon d the confines of the Latin West, serve s to undermine any
assumption tha t Jesus ' resurrectio n effecte d a n entirel y ne w standin g befor e
God.

Jesus, So n of God before Hi s Baptis m
Given th e adoptionists ' vie w tha t Jesus ' sonshi p date s fro m th e tim e o f hi s
baptism, i t i s not surprisin g t o find textua l corruption s tha t spea k o f him a s
God's So n even befor e thi s revelator y event. Of th e variou s text s t o b e con -
sidered here , th e on e tha t ha s generate d b y fa r th e mos t scholarl y interes t is
the openin g verse of the Gospe l accordin g t o Mark. 128

Mark 1:1

The vas t majorit y o f manuscript s introduc e th e Gospe l o f Mar k wit h th e
words: "Th e beginnin g of th e Gospe l o f Jesus Christ , th e So n of God. " Bu t
the final phrase , "th e So n of God," i s lacking in several important witnesses ,
including manuscript s X ® 28 C 1555 , syr p ar m geo , an d Origen . I n term s of
numbers, th e suppor t fo r thi s shorte r tex t i s slight. But in terms o f antiquity
and character , thi s i s no t a  confluenc e o f witnesse s t o b e trifle d with . I t fre-
quently ha s bee n trifle d with , however , an d her e i s where on e find s n o littl e
confusion i n earlie r discussions of th e problem . Thus , on e schola r discount s
the evidenc e as deriving entirely from Caesarea , an d a s therefore representing
a loca l corruption—eve n thoug h supportin g witnesse s includ e the earl y Al-
exandrian code x Sinaiticu s and th e par t o f Origen' s Joh n Commentar y tha t
was writte n i n Alexandria. 129 Anothe r schola r maintain s that becaus e Sinai-
ticus has some affinitie s wit h th e so-called Western textua l tradition (h e must
have i n min d th e openin g chapter s o f John, which hav e no relevanc e to th e
issue here) , i t i s t o b e groupe d wit h th e Wester n text , s o tha t no w ther e i s
only secondary Wester n an d Caesarea n suppor t fo r the reading. 130 Stil l othe r
scholars argu e tha t becaus e Orige n an d Sinaiticu s are otherwis e s o similar,
their suppor t mus t b e counte d a s on e witnes s instea d o f two , a  solitar y Al-
exandrian witness not t o b e given much weight.131

In poin t o f fact , tw o o f th e thre e bes t Alexandria n witnesse s o f Mar k
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support thi s text . Moreover , Orige n quote s i t in thi s for m no t onl y i n Alex-
andria, bu t als o i n th e Contra  Celsum,  whic h h e wrot e i n Caesarea. 132 H e
may, o f course , simpl y hav e remembere d o r use d hi s Alexandria n manu -
scripts afte r hi s move , bu t i t i s t o b e note d tha t th e readin g also occur s i n
other so-calle d Caesarea n texts , includin g its bes t representative , code x Ko -
ridethi, an d th e Palestinian , Armenian, and Georgia n versions . Furthermore ,
the readin g i s foun d i n a  late r witnes s tha t otherwis e attest s a n essentially
Western tex t (M S 1555).133 This slate o f witnesses i s diverse both i n terms of
textual consanguinit y and geography . I t is this diversity that pose s th e great -
est difficult y fo r th e norma l explanatio n o f th e problem . Mos t commonl y i t
is explaine d tha t th e shorte r readin g wa s create d b y accident : becaus e th e
words Xpioroi ) an d 0eo O happe n t o terminat e i n th e sam e letter s (-ov) , a
scribe's eye inadvertently skipped fro m on e to the other, causin g him to leave
out th e intervenin g phrase.134 Bu t sinc e th e chang e occur s i n suc h a  wid e
spread o f the tradition , i t cannot ver y easily be explained a s an accident . Fo r
then th e omissio n woul d hav e had t o hav e been mad e independently by sev-
eral scribes , i n precisely the sam e way . The explanatio n i s rendered ye t more
difficult b y th e circumstanc e tha t th e sam e error, s o fa r a s our evidenc e sug-
gests, wa s no t mad e b y later scribe s of th e Byzantine tradition, man y of who m
are no t know n fo r their overl y scrupulous habit s of transcription.135 The up -
shot i s that th e change o f the text of Mark 1:1 , whichever reading should b e
accepted a s original, wa s probably not create d b y oversight.

In furthe r suppor t o f this view is a practical consideratio n tha t unti l quite
recently has bee n entirely overlooked.136 I t should strike us as somewhat od d
that th e kind of careless mistak e alleged to hav e occurred here , th e omissio n
of tw o rathe r importan t words , shoul d hav e happened precisely where it does—
within th e firs t si x words o f th e beginnin g of a  book . I t i s certainly not to o
difficult t o se e how suc h carelessnes s migh t otherwis e occur ; indeed , it s oc -
currence i s virtually ubiquitou s throughout th e tradition . Copyin g text s wa s
a lon g an d arduou s process , an d fatigu e coul d lea d t o carelessnes s and a s a
result t o a  host o f readings tha t prove t o b e utterly nonsensical. But here is a
reading tha t make s perfectl y goo d sense , tha t occur s a t th e outse t o f a  text ,
independently atteste d i n a  numbe r o f witnesses . Thi s raise s a n interestin g
question: 7 s i t les s likely tha t a  scribe—o r rather , tha t a  numbe r of scribes —
would mak e this kind of careless error a t the beginning of a book rathe r tha n
later, say , i n the middle ? It i s a difficul t questio n to answer , becaus e s o littl e
is known abou t th e modu s operand i o f scribes , especiall y in the earl y centu-
ries.137 But i t seems a t leas t antecedentl y probable tha t a  scribe would begi n
his wor k o n Mark' s Gospe l onl y afte r havin g made a  clean break , say , wit h
Matthew, and tha t h e would plung e into hi s work with renewed strengt h an d
vigor. So  tha t thi s doe s not  appea r simpl y to  be  the  romanti c notio n of  a
twentieth-century critic , I  shoul d not e tha t recen t manuscrip t analyse s have
indeed demonstrate d tha t scribe s were more conscientiou s transcriber s at the
beginning of a  document. 138 Furthermore , an d perhap s mor e significantly , i t
is wort h observin g tha t th e scribe s wh o actuall y produced th e tw o earlies t
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manuscripts tha t attes t th e omission , codice s Sinaiticu s and Koridethi , wen t
to som e length s t o decorat e th e end o f their previou s work o n Matthe w an d
to indicat e afres h th e beginnin g of the ne w work a t hand .

For al l thes e reasons , i t appear s tha t th e textua l proble m o f Mar k 1: 1
was not create d b y accident: whethe r the phrase "Son of God" was added t o
a tex t tha t originall y lacke d i t o r delete d fro m a  tex t tha t originall y had it ,
the change wa s made deliberately.

This i n itself make s i t more likel y tha t th e earlies t form o f Mark's Gospe l
lacked th e phrase . Fo r one can understan d why a scribe who di d not find the
phrase i n the book's opening vers e might want t o ad d it . Indeed , a s we shall
see, ther e ma y hav e been mor e tha n on e reaso n t o d o so . Bu t i t i s very diffi -
cult t o se e why scribe s wh o rea d th e phras e migh t deliberately seek to elimi -
nate it .

A number of scholars hav e insisted, nonetheless, tha t the longer text (i.e. ,
including th e phras e "So n of God") must hav e bee n original , becaus e i t co-
incides s o wel l wit h Mark' s christolog y otherwise . Thi s i s an interestin g claim,
because i t assumes tha t i f a scribe were to chang e the tex t o f Mark, h e would
do s o in a way that stand s a t odds with the res t of Mark's account . Needles s
to say , this assumptio n i s no t a t al l necessary : th e wa y scribe s understoo d
Mark's Gospe l i n antiquit y naturall y coincides a t a  numbe r o f point s wit h
the wa y i t i s commonl y construe d today . Thus , eve n i f the varian t readin g
does evinc e Mark' s understandin g o f Jesus , i t stil l ma y no t b e original—es -
pecially i f the other readin g can make good sense in the context o f the Gospe l
as well .

Other scholar s hav e claime d tha t becaus e Mar k end s hi s stor y o f Jesus,
for al l practical purposes, wit h th e centurion' s proclamatio n tha t Jesus i s the
Son of God (15:39) , h e likely would hav e begun the Gospel o n the same note
in 1:1 . Thi s als o i s no t persuasive , becaus e th e openin g bracke t fo r whic h
15:39 provide s th e closin g i s no t 1: 1 bu t 1:11, 139 where , a s i n 15:38-39 ,
there i s a  "ripping " (crxi£o//,ai , onl y i n thes e tw o passage s i n Mark : o f th e
heavens and o f the temple veil), a "voice" (fro m heaven , from th e centurion),
and a n affirmatio n o f Jesus' divin e sonship (b y God, by a  Gentile). 140

Thus, althoug h mos t interpreter s agre e o n th e importanc e o f th e phras e
"Son o f God" to Mark' s narrativ e otherwise , thi s i n itsel f provide s n o evi-
dence for the text o f 1:1. To the contrary, th e centrality of the phrase actually
highlights th e hermeneutica l proble m confronte d b y early interpreters o f th e
narrative. Fo r Mar k doe s no t stat e explicitl y what h e means by calling Jesus
the "Son of God," nor doe s h e indicate when thi s status was conferred upo n
him. This make s the interpretation o f his Christology a  somewhat precariou s
matter, a s eve n th e mos t recen t investigation s provide ampl e witness. 141 I n
the early church, this Gospe l coul d b e read b y adoptionists wh o believe d that
it wa s a t hi s baptis m tha t Jesu s becam e th e So n o f God , as wel l a s b y th e
orthodox, who believe d that Jesus had alway s been the Son.

As the textua l situatio n of Mark 1: 1 appears no t t o have been created by
sheer accident , an d becaus e th e shorte r tex t appear s i n relativel y early , unre-
lated, and widesprea d witnesses , I  can no w dra w a  conclusion concerning the
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history o f it s transmission. Scribe s would hav e had littl e reason t o delet e th e
phrase "th e So n of God" fro m Mar k 1:1 , bu t the y woul d hav e had reason s
to ad d it . Just a s wa s th e cas e i n th e othe r varian t readings previousl y con-
sidered, i t ma y hav e been th e orthodo x construa l o f Mark' s Gospe l tha t led
to th e corruptio n o f th e text . Mar k entitle d hi s book "Th e Beginnin g of th e
Gospel o f Jesus Christ, " and proceede d t o narrat e tha t firs t significan t even t
of Jesus ' life , hi s baptis m an d th e accompanyin g revelator y experience . I n
order t o circumven t an adoptionisti c reading of this inaugurating event, early
orthodox Christian scribes made a slight modification of Mark's openin g words,
so that now the y affir m Jesus ' statu s a s the So n of God prio r t o hi s baptism,
even prio r t o th e mentio n o f Joh n th e Baptist , hi s forerunner . No w eve n
before h e comes forward to b e baptized, Jesus i s understood b y the reader t o
be the Christ , th e So n of God .

Other Examples
The manuscrip t tradition preserve s othe r instance s o f exalte d view s of Jesus
in passage s tha t relat e hi s activitie s prior t o baptism . Sinc e the Ne w Testa -
ment i s scarcel y stocke d wit h a  larg e quantit y o f suc h passage s i n th e firs t
place, on e shoul d no t expec t t o fin d a  hig h incidence o f suc h variants . And
in fact , they occur onl y sporadicall y in th e tradition . A s two example s I  can
cite th e Palestinia n Syriac text o f Luke 2:43, wher e the twelve-year-old Jesus
(TTJODO? 6 Trats) i s already identified a s "the Lord " (6 vrat? 6 Kupto? TTJOXW? )
and th e readin g of Luke 3:21 i n the uncia l manuscript 0124, wher e it is "th e
Lord" who come s t o John i n order t o b e baptized. Other variant s go a  step
further an d stres s that Jesus enjoyed a n exalted standing before God not only
prior t o hi s baptism , bu t eve n befor e his appearanc e o n earth . Naturally , a
number o f data coul d b e included under this rubric . Many of the text s t o b e
considered later , fo r example , affir m tha t Jesus himsel f wa s God . Her e I  sim-
ply examin e several corruptions tha t stres s tha t Jesus ' appearanc e in this world
was no t hi s coming into existence .

An interestin g instance occurs i n Matthew 1:18 , a verse whose other tex -
tual variant s wil l b e discusse d i n a  late r context. 142 A t thi s poin t w e ca n
consider a  readin g tha t i s frequentl y dismisse d a s havin g resulted fro m th e
accidental substitutio n o f words . Wherea s th e earlies t and bes t manuscript s
agree i n introducin g th e passag e wit h th e words : "Th e beginnin g (yei>ecris )
of Jesu s Chris t happene d i n thi s way," 143 a  larg e numbe r of witnesse s rea d
instead, "Th e birth  (yewr/cri? ) of Jesus Christ happened in this way."144 The
orthographic an d phoneti c similarit y between th e tw o word s i n question coul d
certainly hav e led to som e confusion. It seems unlikely , however, tha t a  sim-
ple slipup would hav e occurred, on e way or th e other ; bot h variant s appea r
in wid e stretches  o f th e textua l tradition , a  fac t difficul t t o explai n as simple
coincidence.

The firs t questio n t o b e asked , then , i s whic h o f th e reading s i s mor e
likely th e original . I n additio n t o claimin g the earlies t an d bes t manuscrip t
support, th e readin g JEVEO-IS  ("beginning" ) seem s t o coher e bette r wit h th e
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preceding context . Matthe w bega n hi s Gospe l b y detailing the "boo k o f th e
•ysvscrt?" of Jesus Christ (i.e. , his genealogical lineage; 1:1), makin g it some-
what mor e likel y tha t h e woul d her e (v . 18 ) continu e wit h a  descriptio n o f
the yevso-Ls  itself . An d s o the majorit y o f textua l scholar s agree tha t yevirjcri s
represents a  textua l corruption , create d perhap s ou t o f deferenc e to th e fol-
lowing account o f Jesus' birth. 145

At the same time, something more profound may be occurring here. Both
yevE<ri<; and •yevvrjo-is  ca n mea n "birth," so that eithe r one coul d b e appro -
priate i n th e context . Bu t unlik e th e corrupte d reading , yevecrt ? ca n als o
mean "creation, " "beginning, " an d "origination. " When on e now ask s why
scribes migh t take umbrag e a t Matthew' s descriptio n o f the "genesis " o f Je-
sus Christ, the answer immediately suggests itself : the original text could well
be take n t o impl y that thi s i s the momen t i n which Jesus Chris t come s int o
being. In point o f fact , ther e is nothing in Matthew's narrative , either here o r
elsewhere throughou t th e Gospel , t o sugges t tha t h e knew o r subscribe d t o
the notio n tha t Chris t ha d existed prio r to hi s birth. Orthodox scribe s found
Matthew's account usefu l nonetheless , particularl y in conjunction with state -
ments o f th e Fourt h Gospe l supportin g th e notio n o f Jesus ' existenc e wit h
the Fathe r prio r t o hi s appearanc e i n th e flesh . Th e orthodo x doctrine , o f
course, represente d a  conflatio n of thes e earl y christologica l views , s o tha t
Jesus was confessed to hav e become "incarnate [Gospe l of John] throug h th e
virgin Mar y [Gospels  o f Matthe w an d Luke]. " Anyon e subscribing to thi s
doctrine migh t wel l look askanc e a t th e implicatio n that Matthe w wa s her e
describing Jesus' origination , and migh t understandably have sought t o clar -
ify th e text by substituting a word tha t "meant" the same thing, but tha t was
less likel y t o b e misconstrued . An d s o th e ter m yewrjcri s i n Matthe w 1:1 8
would represen t a n orthodox corruption. 146

One othe r text , thi s one outside of the Gospels , ca n b e mentioned briefl y
in thi s connection . Fo r mos t interpreters , th e corruptio n o f Ephesian s 4:9
represents les s a shif t i n meaning or nuanc e than a heightening of the empha-
sis already found i n the passage , a n emphasi s that i n fac t prove d particularly
suitable t o th e orthodo x clai m of Jesus ' pre-existence . I n hi s explanatio n of
Psalm 68:19 , "Ascendin g t o th e heights , he made captivity captive," th e au-
thor o f Ephesians suggests that onl y one who ha d descende d into th e "lower
parts o f th e earth" could ascen d abov e (4:8—9) , tha t is , that a n ascen t fro m
earth to heaven presupposes a  previous descent in the other direction. 147 This
interpretation would suppor t th e orthodox clai m that Jesus was the pre-existent
Son of God who descende d fo r the task of salvation, prior to returning to his
heavenly home .

It i s interesting to note , however , tha t som e modern commentators hav e
understood th e passag e no t a s referring to a  descen t prior  t o a n ascent , bu t
just the opposite, to an ascent that precipitates a descent.148 According to this
interpretation, th e passag e refer s t o Christ' s exaltatio n in anticipatio n of hi s
return. Suc h a n interpretation , however , coul d wel l b e take n t o undermin e
the notio n tha t th e pre-existen t Chris t cam e t o eart h prio r t o returnin g t o
heaven. Whethe r o r no t thi s i s th e bette r exegesi s o f th e passag e i s no t a
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question t o b e decide d here . Wha t i s o f som e significance , however , i s th e
textual situation . A  number of witnesses hav e modified the text i n a way tha t
precludes thi s kin d o f understanding , emphasizin g tha t Christ' s "descent " wa s
both prio r t o an d requisit e fo r hi s "ascent." Thi s the y have done simpl y by
adding th e adver b Trpwrov  t o th e vers e (X 2 B  C3 M ' By z OL sy r s a al) . That
this i s t o b e see n a s a n "improvement " o f th e tex t i s shown b y tw o o f ou r
earliest manuscripts (X C), which attes t i t only in scribal correction. Wit h th e
addition there is no ambiguity; even the adoptionists acknowledg e that Chris t
ascended int o heaven , and now the conclusion appear s unavoidable : to do so
he mus t firs t hav e descende d thence. 149 Thi s stres s o n th e descen t motif ,
therefore, ma y wel l have derived from a n orthodox desire to stres s th e incar-
nation o f the So n of God i n hi s appearance i n the world. 150

Jesus the Divine: Th e Orthodox Oppositio n t o a
Low Christology

Of al l th e anti-adoptionisti c corruptions o f Scripture , b y fa r th e mos t com -
mon involv e th e orthodo x denia l tha t Jesu s wa s a  "mer e man " (i|/tXo 5
avBponros). Thi s kin d of corruption i s not unrelated , of course, t o thos e tha t
have alread y bee n considered, namely , variants that oppos e adoptionisti c views
of Jesus ' birth , baptism , o r election . Bu t th e textua l variation s I  wil l no w
discuss are , generall y speaking, opposed t o th e basi c conception o f the adop -
tionists rathe r tha n t o thei r specifi c doctrines . I n thes e varian t reading s on e
finds the star k expressio n o f th e orthodo x belie f tha t Jesus i s fa r mor e tha n
a man , tha t h e i s i n fac t divine . I n th e orthodo x tradition , especiall y a s i t
developed toward th e formulations of Nicea an d Chalcedon , this divinity was
not somethin g that ha d bee n bestowed upo n Jesus at som e point o f his earthly
existence; i t wa s a  divinit y that h e ha d share d wit h Go d th e Fathe r fro m
eternity past . Thus , tw o kind s o f variatio n ca n no w com e unde r scrutiny :
those tha t heighte n Jesus' divin e character (h e is "God") and thos e tha t min-
imize his human limitation s (h e is not a  "mere man") .

Christ, Designated  as  God:  1  Timothy 3:16

We begi n wit h a  particularl y intriguin g textual proble m fro m th e Pastora l
Epistles. The autho r o f 1  Timothy i s almost certainl y quoting a n earlier creed
when h e explicate s "th e myster y o f ou r religion " (T O rfj ? sucre/Seto: ? fJLva-
Typiov, 3:16) : "Wh o (69 ) was manifes t i n flesh , justifie d i n spirit ; see n b y
angels, proclaimed amon g nations ; believe d in the world, take n up i n glory."
Certain stylisti c features make this one o f the finest specimens of a preliterary
creed i n al l o f th e Ne w Testament : it s lapidar y characte r (n o superfluous
words, onl y verbs , nouns , an d th e prepositio n EV),  th e strikin g syntactical
parallelism o f it s si x clause s (eac h forme d wit h a n aoris t passiv e ver b fol-
lowed b y a  nomina l construction i n the dative) , and th e dependenc e o f eac h
clause on the introductory relativ e pronoun.151 Precisely here, however , is the
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textual problem ; for the relative has been subjected to alteration in the course
of th e text's  transmission .

In severa l witnesses th e relativ e ha s bee n retained , bu t change d t o th e
neuter (6 , D* 06 1 d  g  vg, several church fathers) . Th e chang e is understand-
able: th e anteceden t i s fjuvcrrripiov,  itsel f neuter . Thi s variant , then, reflect s a
greater concer n fo r th e gramma r o f th e passag e tha n fo r it s contents , sinc e
the creed clearl y refers t o Christ. 152

The sam e canno t b e sai d o f th e othe r variant , foun d i n a  rang e of wit -
nesses, i n whic h th e relativ e "who" (6s ) appear s a s th e nominativ e singular
"God" (0eos). 153 The change , of course, ma y have been created accidentally.
As on e o f th e nomina  sacra,  0eo< ? woul d normall y be abbreviate d a s @S ,
making a  confusio n with th e orthographicall y simila r O2 mor e tha n intelli-
gible. Bu t there ar e reason s fo r suspectin g that th e chang e was no t a n acci -
dent.

It shoul d firs t b e observe d tha t fou r o f th e uncia l witnesses tha t attes t
6eo<; do s o only in corrections ( X A C D). This shows no t onl y that 0eos wa s
the preferre d readin g o f late r scribe s bu t als o tha t i t di d no t cree p int o th e
tradition unawares. 154 Second , w e canno t overloo k wha t th e readin g 0eo s
provides fo r th e orthodo x scribe— a clea r affirmatio n o f th e doctrin e tha t
God becam e incarnat e i n th e perso n o f Jesus  Christ . Thi s certainl y i s th e
orthodox "mystery" : i t wa s "God " wh o wa s "manifes t in flesh , justifie d i n
spirit," etc .

That the readin g Oeos  cannot b e original is shown bot h b y the characte r
of th e manuscrip t attestation—the earlies t and superio r manuscript s all sup-
port th e relative—an d b y th e fac t tha t ancien t creeda l fragment s typically
begin precisel y i n thi s way , tha t is , with a  relativ e pronoun. 155 Th e chang e
must hav e been mad e fairl y early , a t leas t during the thir d century , given its
widespread attestatio n fro m th e fourth century on.156 It can therefore best b e
explained a s an anti-adoptionisti c corruption tha t stresses the deity of Christ .

Christ, Designated  as  God:  John 1:18

A comparabl e corruptio n appear s i n th e prologu e o f th e Fourt h Gospel , al -
though her e the issues are fa r more complicated an d have generated substan -
tially mor e debat e an d indecision . I  wil l no t giv e an exhaustiv e study o f al l
the issue s surrounding th e tex t o f John 1:18 ; these ar e competentl y handle d
in th e commentarie s an d i n severa l recen t studies. 157 I  wil l instea d develo p
my reason s fo r thinkin g that th e majorit y of manuscript s are righ t in ending
the prologu e wit h th e words : "N o on e ha s see n Go d a t an y time , bu t th e
unique So n ( 6 (jLovoyevris  i»to? ) wh o i s in th e boso m o f th e Father , tha t on e
has mad e hi m known. " Th e varian t readin g o f th e Alexandria n tradition ,
which substitutes "God" fo r "Son," represents an orthodox corruption o f the
text i n whic h th e complet e deit y o f Chris t i s affirmed : "th e uniqu e Go d [(6 )
/AOwysvTjs 0sos ] who i s in th e boso m o f the Father , that on e ha s mad e him
known."158
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External Evidence
It mus t b e acknowledged a t th e outse t tha t th e Alexandria n readin g i s mor e
commonly preferre d b y textua l critics , i n n o smal l measur e becaus e o f it s
external support . No t onl y i s it th e readin g o f th e grea t Alexandria n uncials
(X B  C) , i t i s als o atteste d b y th e earlies t availabl e witnesses , th e Bodme r
papyri p 66 and p 75, discovere d i n the middl e of the presen t century . I t would
be a mistake, however , t o conside r thi s external evidenc e compelling in itself.
For i n actua l fact , contrar y t o widel y hel d opinion, 159 th e discover y o f th e
early papyr i ha s don e ver y little (i n this instance ) to chang e the characte r o f
the documentary alignments . Thi s i s due t o th e peculia r character o f the verse' s
attestation: eve n before  th e discover y o f the papyri , scholar s realize d tha t th e
bulk o f th e Alexandria n traditio n atteste d th e reading , includin g witnesse s
that dat e bac k t o th e beginnin g of the thir d century. 160 Thi s mean s tha t w e
already knew  tha t i t must have been preserved i n early Greek manuscript s of
Alexandria—even befor e we had acces s to an y of them. The chance discovery
of tw o suc h witnesse s ha s consequentl y don e nothin g to chang e th e picture ,
but ha s simpl y demonstrated tha t ou r theorie s abou t transmissio n ar e essen -
tially correct.161

Here i t must be emphasized tha t outsid e o f the Alexandrian tradition, th e
reading ^ovoysvi)<;  0eo ? has no t fare d wel l a t all . Virtuall y every other rep -
resentative o f ever y othe r textua l grouping—Western , Caesarean , Byz -
antine—attests 6  iiovoyevrjs  11169 . An d th e readin g eve n occurs i n severa l of
the secondar y Alexandria n witnesses (e.g. , C 3 "fy  89 2 124 1 At h Alex) . This i s
not simpl y a cas e o f on e readin g supporte d b y th e earlies t an d bes t manu -
scripts an d anothe r supporte d b y lat e an d inferio r ones , bu t o f on e readin g
found almos t exclusivel y in the Alexandrian tradition an d another foun d spo -
radically there and virtuall y everywhere else. An d although the witnesses sup-
porting 6  n.ovoyevri';  uios cannot individuall y matc h th e antiquit y of th e Al-
exandrian papyri , ther e ca n b e littl e doub t tha t thi s readin g mus t als o b e
dated a t leas t to th e time of their production. Ther e i s virtually no othe r wa y
to explai n it s predominance i n the Greek, Latin , and Syriac traditions, no t t o
mention it s occurrenc e i n father s such a s Irenaeus , Clement , an d Tertullian ,
who were writing before our earliest surviving manuscripts were produced.162

Thus, bot h reading s ar e ancient ; on e i s fairl y localized , th e othe r i s almos t
ubiquitous. This i n itsel f doe s no t demonstrat e tha t 6  /j,ovoyevf)<;  vto ? is orig-
inal, bu t i t does sho w th e erro r o f automatically accepting th e externa l attes -
tation o f the Alexandrian reading a s superior .

Intrinsic Probabilities
It i s on interna l grounds tha t th e rea l superiority o f 6  fi,ovoyevf]^  wo ? shines
forth. No t onl y does it conform wit h established Johannine usage , a  point it s
opponents readil y concede , bu t th e Alexandria n variant , althoug h perfectl y
amenable to scribe s fo r theologica l reasons , i s virtually impossibl e t o under -
stand withi n a  Johannine context . A s we shal l see , thes e point s ar e bes t treate d
in conjunctio n wit h on e anothe r rathe r tha n independently , fo r her e agai n
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arguments o f transcriptiona l an d intrinsi c probabilities make a  rathe r formi -
dable coalition .

I begin with th e questio n o f intrinsic plausibility. One o f the insurmount -
able difficultie s o f acceptin g th e Alexandria n readin g as origina l involves as-
certaining wha t i t migh t mean  fo r a  first-century document t o sa y that Jesu s
is "th e uniqu e God " ([6 ] fjiovoyevf)?  0eos) . Th e proble m exist s whethe r o r
not on e choose s t o rea d th e definit e article—althoug h i f externa l suppor t i s
considered decisive , th e articl e i s probably t o b e preferred. 163 I f so, the n th e
problem o f translation i s simply made more acute , no t created , sinc e in some
sense th e meanin g o f /Jiovoysvrjs  itsel f embodie s th e notio n o f exclusivit y
conveyed b y th e us e o f th e article . B y definitio n ther e ca n b e onl y on e
fjLovoyevr\<;: the  word mean s "unique, " "one of  a  kind."164 The problem , of
course, is that Jesus ca n be the unique  Go d onl y if there is no othe r God ; bu t
for th e Fourt h Gospel , th e Fathe r i s God a s well. Indeed, even in this passag e
the iLOvoyevris  i s sai d t o resid e i n th e boso m o f th e Father . Ho w ca n th e
fj.ovoyevri<; Beds,  th e uniqu e God , stan d i n suc h a  relationshi p t o (another )
God?165

The proble m i s avoided, o f course , wit h th e readin g tha t i s more widel y
attested. No t onl y doe s thi s readin g avoi d th e contradictio n implie d by th e
other, however , i t als o coincide s perfectl y wel l wit h th e wa y novoyevris  i s
used throughou t th e Johannine literature . In three othe r Johannin e passage s
fjiovoyevi]<; serve s a s a  modifier , and o n eac h occasio n i t i s use d wit h uio ?
(John 3:16 , 18 ; 1  John 4:9) . Proponent s of the Alexandrian reading, of course ,
have often turne d thi s argumen t on it s head b y claiming that scribe s already
conversant wit h Johannin e usag e dispose d o f th e mor e difficul t phras e 6
^ovoyevf)<? 0eo s by conforming it to the standard expression. This i s certainly
a possibility ; bu t i n fact , th e phras e tha t prove s difficul t fo r John wa s no t a
problem fo r Christian s i n th e secon d centur y an d beyond , who , wit h thei r
increasingly paradoxica l understanding s of Christology , could  conceive of ways
for Chris t t o b e the uniqu e God himself. 166 I t would b e a mistake , however ,
to rea d thes e sophisticate d form s o f Christolog y bac k int o th e page s o f th e
Fourth Gospel , wher e Jesus i s on a  par wit h God (se e 10:30, 33), and s o can
be addressed a s God (20:28 , perhaps 1:1) , bu t i s never identified a s "the on e
and onl y God " himself. 167 On e i s left , then , wit h th e proble m o f ho w t o
understand [6 ] ^oi>oyEvf]<; dsos  i n the Johannine  worl d i f it were accepte d a s
original.

Scholars who prefe r th e reading generally escape the difficult y b y propos-
ing alternativ e ways o f construin g it s meanin g or syntax . On e commo n ex -
pedient involve s claiming tha t n,ovoyevrj<s  itsel f connote s th e idea  o f "son -
ship," s o tha t th e wor d DIG S i s t o b e understoo d eve n whe n i t i s no t
expressed.168 I n thi s case , th e conflat e readin g foun d elsewher e in th e tradi -
tion ( 6 /jiovoyevr)^  vtos , 0eo?) , althoug h corrup t i n wording , i s correc t i n
meaning: th e Alexandria n tex t ( 6 fjLovoysviqs  0eo<? ) shoul d the n b e under -
stood t o mea n "th e uniqu e Son who i s God. "

The difficult y wit h thi s vie w i s tha t ther e i s nothin g abou t th e wor d
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fjLovoysviqs itsel f tha t suggest s it . Outsid e o f th e Ne w Testamen t th e ter m
simply mean s "on e o f a  kind " o r "unique, " an d doe s s o wit h referenc e to
any rang e o f animat e o r inanimat e objects.169 Therefore , recours e mus t b e
made t o it s usag e within th e Ne w Testament . Her e proponent s o f th e view
argue tha t i n situ  th e wor d implie s "sonship," fo r i t alway s occurs (i n th e
New Testament ) eithe r in explici t conjunction with uios o r i n a  contex t wher e
a U60 5 i s name d an d the n describe d a s /Aovo-yevrj ? (Luk e 9:38 , Joh n 1:14 ,
Heb 11:17) . Nonetheless, a s suggestive as the argumen t may appear , i t con -
tains the seed s of it s own refutation : if the wor d /Jiovoyevi)^  i s understood t o
mean " a uniqu e son," on e wonder s wh y i t i s typically pu t i n attributio n t o
wo?, a n attributio n tha t the n create s a n unusua l kind o f redundanc y ("th e
unique-son son") . Given the fac t tha t neithe r the etymolog y of the word no r
its general usage suggests any such meaning, this solution seems to involv e a
case o f specia l pleading.

The mor e common expedien t for thos e who op t fo r [6 ] (j,ovoysvr)S 0eo<? ,
but wh o recogniz e that it s rendering as "the uniqu e God" i s virtually impos -
sible in a Johannine context, i s to understand the adjective substantially , and
to constru e th e entir e secon d hal f o f John 1:1 8 a s a  series of appositions , s o
that rathe r than reading "the uniqu e God who i s in the bosom o f the Father,"
the tex t shoul d be rendered "th e uniqu e one, wh o i s also God , wh o i s in the
bosom o f th e Father. " 17° There i s something attractiv e about th e proposal .
It explains what the text migh t have meant to a Johannine reader and thereby
allows fo r th e tex t o f th e generall y superior textua l witnesses . Nonetheless ,
the solutio n i s entirely implausible.

For one thing , i t posits tha t th e "natural" meaning of the Johannine text
was no t understoo d b y a  numbe r o f scribe s wh o foun d i t s o peculia r tha t
they sought to modif y i t to established Johannine usage. How i s it that mod -
ern critics in the German- and English-speaking worlds can make ready sense
of a  passage tha t seem s to hav e struck Greek-speakin g scribes as so perplex-
ing? Moreover , a  moment' s reflectio n show s tha t th e propose d construa l is
not a t al l th e mos t natural . I t i s true tha t fj,ovoysvr)<;  ca n elsewher e be used
as a  substantiv e (= th e uniqu e one, a s i n v . 14) ; al l adjective s can. Bu t th e
proponents o f thi s vie w have faile d t o conside r tha t i t i s neve r used i n thi s
way when i t is immediately followed by a noun tha t agree s with i t in gender ,
number, and case . Indeed one mus t here press th e syntactica l point: whe n is
an adjectiv e ever  used substantiall y when i t immediately precedes a  noun of
the sam e inflection ? N o Gree k reade r woul d constru e suc h a  construction a s
a string of substantives, an d no Greek writer woul d create such an inconcinn-
ity. To th e bes t o f m y knowledge, n o on e has cite d anythin g analogous out -
side of thi s passage .

The resul t i s tha t takin g th e ter m ^ovoysvf]<;  0eo 9 a s tw o substantive s
standing i n appositio n make s fo r a  nearl y impossible syntax , wherea s con -
struing their relationshi p as adjective-noun create s an impossible sense. Given
the fac t tha t th e establishe d usag e o f th e Johannin e literatur e i s known be -
yond a shadow o f a doubt, ther e seems little reason an y longer to dispute the
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reading found in virtually every witness outside the Alexandrian tradition.171

The prologu e end s wit h th e statemen t tha t "th e uniqu e Son wh o i s i n th e
bosom o f the Father , tha t one has made him known."

Transcriptional Probabilities
Why the n wa s th e tex t changed ? I t i s strikin g tha t Chris t a s th e Logo s i s
called "God " i n verse 1  of th e prologue an d tha t th e burde n o f the passag e
is tha t thi s pre-existen t divin e being ha s becom e flesh . Th e wor d 0eo ? itself
occurs som e seve n times in the passage , th e wor d vio s never . I t ma y be tha t
the contex t ha s decide d th e issu e fo r som e scribes , wh o conforme d th e pas -
sage t o th e terminology ad he. But one mus t stil l ask what woul d hav e mo-
tivated the m t o d o so . Her e th e characte r o f ou r witnesse s canno t b e over -
looked. In the early period, whe n the reading was beginning to establish itself
in th e Alexandria n tradition, i t i s found no t onl y i n Greek manuscripts , bu t
also amon g a  variet y o f Alexandria n writers , bot h orthodo x an d Gnostic .
The presenc e o f the readin g in authors o f a  wide range of theological persua -
sions ha s actuall y served t o thro w investigator s off th e scen t o f it s genesis ;
for i t ha s bee n assume d tha t i f both orthodo x an d Gnosti c writers attes t th e
text, it must not hav e been generated ou t o f theological concerns. Bu t the key
point t o registe r i s that al l those wh o suppor t th e text attes t a  "high" Chris-
tology: Alexandrian s fro m Clemen t an d Orige n t o Ptolem y an d Heracleo n
could al l affir m tha t th e ^ovoysvif]<;  wa s God . Th e solutio n t o th e proble m
of th e origi n o f th e varian t lies not i n the orthodox-Gnosti c controversy , bu t
in tha t o f bot h th e orthodo x an d Gnosti c Christian s against th e adoption -
ists.172 Th e varian t was create d t o suppor t a  high Christolog y i n th e fac e of
widespread claims , found among adoptionist s recognize d and oppose d i n Al-
exandria,173 tha t Chris t wa s no t Go d bu t merel y a  man , adopte d b y God .
For th e scrib e who create d thi s variant, Chris t i s not merel y portrayed a s the
"unique Son. " H e himsel f i s God, th e "uniqu e God, " wh o i s to b e differen -
tiated fro m Go d th e Father , in whose boso m h e resides, but wh o nonetheles s
is hi s co-equal. 174 Thi s Alexandria n reading derive s from a n anti-adoptionisti c
context, and therefor e represents an orthodox corruption. 175

Other Examples

Having deal t wit h th e previou s tw o variant s a t som e length , w e wil l no w
consider somewha t les s extensively other instance s of textual corruption tha t
function similarl y in designatin g Christ a s "God. " A  number of suc h varia-
tions occu r throughou t th e textua l traditions o f the Gospels .

All fou r Evangelist s begi n thei r account s o f Jesus ' ministr y wit h th e
preaching o f Joh n th e Baptist , th e forerunne r o f th e Lor d wh o fulfill s th e
prophecy of Second Isaia h ("A voice crying in the wilderness . .  . " Mark 1: 3
par.). Wha t i s interestin g fo r ou r purpose s i s tha t i n eac h instanc e on e o r
another manuscrip t ha s change d th e Gospe l tex t s o a s to mak e i t clea r tha t
the Lor d (Jesus ) whom Joh n precede s i s none othe r tha n Go d himself. 176

When Mar k pu t th e word s o f Isaia h 40:3 o n th e lip s of the Baptist , he,
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or hi s source , modifie d th e LX X tex t wit h a n interestin g christologica l re -
sult.177 Whereas th e LXX had said "Prepar e th e way of the Lord, mak e straight
the path s o f our God, " Mark' s modificatio n allows fo r a  distinctively Chris-
tian understandin g of the passage : "Prepar e th e way of the Lord , mak e straight
bis [i.e. , Jesus' ] paths " (1:3) . Joh n i s portraye d her e a s th e forerunne r o f
Jesus, wh o i s presented i n thi s Gospe l a s th e /cupto s (2:28 ; 11:3 ; cf . 12:36 ;
13:35).178 But Mark, standing in good compan y with mos t o f the other Ne w
Testament authors , doe s no t cal l Jesus God , eithe r her e o r elsewher e in hi s
narrative. Late r scribes , however , sa w bot h th e opportunit y an d th e impor -
tance o f reading Jesus' divinit y into thi s text . The opportunity wa s provide d
by the LXX, the importance b y the controversy over Jesus' divin e status. And
so the chang e represented b y codex Beza e and th e early Latin witnesses is not
merely a  thoughtles s reversio n t o th e LXX. 179 Now , eve n prio r t o hi s bap -
tism, Jesu s ca n rightl y b e calle d divine : "Prepar e th e wa y o f th e Lor d [i.e. ,
Jesus], mak e straight the paths o f our God. "

This chang e migh t b e expected , especiall y in the manuscrip t tradition of
Mark, a  Gospe l particularl y susceptible to a n adoptionisti c construal , i n tha t
it lack s an y referenc e to Jesus ' pre-existenc e wit h hi s Fathe r (a s in John) o r
to hi s miraculou s birt h (a s i n Matthe w an d Luke) . And , indeed , th e mos t
widely atteste d corruption s o f th e Isaia n tex t occu r here . Bu t eac h o f th e
other Gospel s ha s bee n similarly modified throughou t th e tradition . Precisely
the same variation occurs a t Matthew 3: 3 in b syrc and Irenaeus, and a t Luke
3:5 i n r1, and i n Syriac and Diatesseroni c witnesses . Even John, whic h lacks
the relevant portion of Isaiah 40:3, ha s this lack supplied by Old Latin manu-
script e , no t surprisingl y in th e Septuaginta l rathe r tha n th e Marca n form :
"rectas facit e semita s de i nostra" (1:23) .

It i s interestin g t o not e tha t varian t readings tha t specificall y cal l Jesu s
God appea r somewha t regularl y throughout th e manuscrip t tradition s o f the
Johannine literature , wher e th e Christolog y i s alread y relatively exalted . So
far w e hav e considered on e significant , i f controversial , exampl e i n th e fina l
verse of John's prologue. Othe r example s fro m th e Johannine corpus include
the curiou s instance of John 19:40 , where Joseph o f Arimathea and Nicode -
mus prepar e th e bod y o f Jesus fo r burial : "They too k th e bod y o f Jesus (T O
cra>p,a To O 'Iiqcrov)  an d boun d i t i n linen." Th e scrib e of codex Alexandrinus,
perhaps i n a n inadverten t slip , bu t on e tha t i s nonetheless telling , substitutes
6eoi> for Trjcroi ) (a s nomina sacra,  @Y for IY) , with the resul t that they "took
the bod y o f Go d an d boun d it. " Whethe r deliberat e or not, 180 thi s kin d of
change could functio n i n a  number of ways for orthodox Christians : i t could
counter a  doceti c notio n (becaus e Jesus a s Go d reall y ha s a  body ) or eve n a
separationist vie w suc h a s tha t embrace d b y som e group s o f Gnostic s (be -
cause Jesus ' "divinity " ha s no t lef t him , eve n upo n death). 181 Bu t perhap s
above all , th e change , whethe r a n accidenta l sli p o r a  calculate d alteration ,
functions t o expres s th e orthodo x notio n tha t Jesu s himsel f i s Go d i n th e
flesh.

A somewha t differen t kin d o f corruption occur s i n the manuscrip t tradi -
tion o f 1  John 3:23 . Th e immediat e contex t state s tha t believer s ca n hav e
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confidence befor e God an d wil l receiv e what the y ask o f him, if they keep his
commandments (3:21—22) . The autho r the n explicate s th e commandmen t of
God: "Tha t we believe in the name of his Son Jesus Christ (Iva  TncrTevcruifjisv
TO) ova/Juan  rov  viov avroii  '\j]crov  Xpitrrov)  an d lov e one another. " Several
witnesses, however , includin g again code x Alexandrinus , lack the words rov
viov ( A 1846 vg mss). Now th e text reads : "Tha t we believe in his name, Jesus
Christ, an d lov e one another. " Although i t i s certainly possible tha t th e tw o
words droppe d ou t o f the passage b y accident , ther e seem s to b e no particu -
lar reaso n (e.g. , homoeoteleuton ) fo r them t o hav e done so.182 I t is plausible,
then, tha t th e scribe s o f thes e manuscript s simpl y took th e opportunit y t o
express thei r orthodo x conviction : "Jesus Christ" i s the name of God .

This doctrin e o f the deit y of Christ—which, to b e sure, coincides to som e
degree wit h Johannin e Christolog y itself—i s emphasize d throughou t th e
manuscript traditio n o f th e Fourt h Gospel. 183 A n exampl e occur s i n Joh n
10:33, wher e Jesus ' antagonists , "th e Jews, " explai n wh y the y hav e bee n
attempting t o ston e him : "becaus e you , bein g a  man , mak e yoursel f a god "
(•77oiet9 creavTov 6eov).  Thi s appear s t o b e a correct perception o n thei r part,
given Jesus ' pronouncemen t thre e verse s earlier , tha t " I an d th e Fathe r ar e
one." Bu t the force of this pronouncement an d th e clarity of the Jews' under -
standing o f i t are enhance d b y the additio n o f the articl e to QEOV,  a n additio n
attested onl y in our third-centur y manuscrip t p 66- Now Jesu s is said not  merel y
to proclaim himsel f " a god, " a  proclamation tha t coul d itsel f b e construed a s
a blasphemy , but actuall y t o mak e himsel f "God." 184 The chang e i s charac -
teristic o f th e movemen t i n earl y Christolog y awa y fro m seeing  Jesus a s on e
who i s in some sens e equal with God , t o seein g him actually as God, a  move-
ment tha t culminate s i n th e clai m mad e b y suc h second-centur y heretic s a s
Noetus an d Praxea s tha t Jesu s i s to b e identifie d wit h Go d th e Fathe r him -
self.185

A comparabl e chang e occur s i n th e manuscrip t tradition o f John 12:41 ,
which explain s that th e famou s words o f Isaiah 6:10 ("H e blinde d their eyes
and hardene d thei r heart , les t they should se e with their eyes, and understan d
with thei r heart , an d turn , tha t I  might heal them") wer e spoken becaus e the
ancient prophe t ha d see n Jesus ' glor y an d spoke n concernin g him (on.  KIOBV
ri]v oo^av  avrov  /ca t k\a\.T}o~ev  iTBpi  avrov).  A  range of early witnesses modif y
the tex t t o spea k n o longe r o f "hi s glory " bu t o f th e "glor y o f God " (ri]i>
oogav ro v Oeov,  @  f13 1  syr h cop) , o r o f th e "glor y o f hi s [Isaiah's ] God "
(r-f]v o6%av  ro v Qsov  avrov,  D) . Ther e i s n o ambiguit y i n th e contex t con -
cerning John's us e o f Isaiah' s prophecy : i t refer s t o Jesu s an d hi s marvelous
signs (v . 37). I t appears , then , tha t fo r the scribe s who altere d th e text, when
the prophe t Isaia h looked ahea d t o se e Jesus, wha t h e saw was "th e glor y of
God" an d h e therefore spok e concernin g "him " (i.e. , the God Jesus).186

Similar change s occu r throughou t th e manuscrip t tradition s o f th e Syn -
optic Gospel s a s well , particularl y in th e birt h narrative s o f Luk e 1—2 . W e
have already observe d tha t certai n passage s o f these chapters hav e been mod -
ified s o a s t o protec t th e orthodo x notio n o f Jesus ' miraculou s birth . Othe r
verses wer e occasionall y change d t o emphasiz e the orthodo x vie w that thi s
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one bor n o f a  virgi n was i n fac t God . Thi s i s perhaps th e bes t explanatio n
for th e interchang e o f nomina  sacra  in manuscript s of Luk e 1:15, where th e
angel Gabrie l assure s Zecharia h tha t hi s so n John wil l b e "grea t befor e th e
Lord" (evdmiov  TO V Kvpiov).187 Th e contex t indicate s tha t "th e Lord " her e
is Jesus, befor e who m (SVWTTIOV  avrov,  v. 17 ) John wil l go i n th e spiri t an d
power of Elijah . Thi s make s the  chang e of verse 15  from xvpiov  to  6eov  (KY
to ©Y ) appear t o b e more tha n accidental. 188 A s was th e cas e i n the modifi -
cation o f th e Baptist' s proclamatio n o f th e comin g of the Lord , s o too here :
John anticipates no t the Lord Jesus, but the God Jesus. The text o f Luke 1:17
has als o bee n change d i n som e manuscripts , s o tha t rathe r tha n precedin g
"him" (avrov) , Joh n i s predicte d t o preced e "th e Lord " ( A Didymus) or ,
more significantl y fo r ou r purposes , "God " (Persia n Diatesseron an d Geor -
gian MSS) . So too i n Zachariah' s son g o f praise , th e Benedictus , where i t is
again foretol d tha t John wil l go "before th e Lord" (1:76) , on e manuscript of
the Palestinian Syriac reads "befor e you r God." An d finally, when Luke 2:2 6
indicates tha t th e Hol y Spiri t had reveale d to Simeo n that h e would no t di e
before seein g th e th e Lord' s Chris t (TOV  xP l'o'rov Kvpiov),  th e Ol d Lati n
manuscript ff 2 ha s mad e th e chang e tha t w e migh t no w anticipate , namely
that Simeo n is told tha t h e wil l se e "Christ, namely God. "

Comparable change s ca n b e foun d outsid e th e Luka n birt h narrative .
Rather tha n providin g an exhaustiv e list, I  will simpl y cit e representative ex-
amples. Whe n Pete r make s hi s famou s confession of Luk e 9:20, rathe r tha n
acknowledging Jesus as "th e Chris t o f God" (TOV  \pio-Tov  TO V deov), in some
Coptic manuscript s h e professe s hi m t o b e "Christ , God " ( = TO V \punov
TOV 6eov).  In Mark 3:11 , where the demoniac proclaims Jesus' identity , "Yo u
are th e So n o f God, " on e importan t minuscul e manuscript read s "Yo u ar e
God, th e So n o f God " (en ) e l 6  6eo<;,  6  vto? TOV deov, M S 69). 189 The state -
ment o f Luke 7:9, "whe n Jesus hear d this, " has been change d i n one minus-
cule (124 ) to rea d "whe n Go d hear d this." Similarly , manuscrip t 2766 changes
the word s o f th e demonia c i n Luk e 8:2 8 fro m "Jesu s So n o f th e Highes t
God" t o "Jesus , th e Highes t God " (omi t vie). I n Luke 8:40, wher e the crowd s
welcome Jesu s afte r havin g awaited him , th e firs t han d o f code x Sinaiticu s
says they welcome him becaus e they have all been awaiting "God" (TOV  deov
for avTOv).  Finally , in the quotatio n fro m Psal m 110 i n Luke 20:42, the tex t
of th e Persian Diatesseron ha s bee n changed so as not t o rea d "th e Lor d said
to m y lord, " (i.e. , fo r Luke , Go d spok e t o David' s Lord ) bu t instea d "Go d
said t o m y God," (i.e. , God th e Father spok e t o Go d the Son).190

Outside th e Gospel s on e ca n fin d instance s o f thi s kin d of variatio n oc -
casionally attested i n one o f ou r earlies t witnesses to th e tex t o f the Catholi c
epistles, p 72 (thir d century). A striking example occurs i n th e salutatio n o f 2
Peter 1:2 : "Ma y grac e an d peac e b e multiplie d to yo u i n th e knowledg e of
God an d o f our Lor d Jesus." p 72 omit s th e conjunctio n "and" (/<at) , leading
to th e identificatio n of Jesus a s God : "i n th e knowledg e o f God , ou r Lor d
Jesus." That this omission wa s no t a n acciden t i s confirmed by similar mod-
ifications i n th e sam e manuscript . Thus, i n Jude 5 , wher e manuscript s vary
over whethe r i t wa s "th e Lord " (mos t manuscripts) , or "Jesus " ( A B 33 8 1
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1241 173 9 1881) , or "God " (C 2 623 vg ms) who save d the people fro m Egyp t
(variations tha t ar e al l explicabl e fro m th e Ol d Testamen t narrative s them-
selves an d fro m early Christian understanding s of them, a t leas t a s intimated
in 1  Corinthians 10) , p 72 stand s alon e in saying that th e Savior of the peopl e
from Egyp t was "th e Go d Christ " (6eo<;  Xpioros).191

Within th e Paulin e corpus w e fin d a  particularl y interesting variatio n of
this kind , on e tha t merit s a  mor e prolonge d discussion . I n Galation s 2:2 0
Paul make s hi s famou s claim: " I liv e b y fait h i n the So n of Go d wh o love d
me and gav e himself up fo r me." I n a  number of early and significan t textua l
witnesses, however , th e phrasin g i s change d fro m "i n th e So n o f God " (rf )
TOV viov  TO V 6eoi>) t o "i n Go d (and/even ) Christ" (rf) TO V @eoi> Kal  Xpioroi) ;
MSS p46 B  D F  G). I  will argue tha t this , an d relate d corruptions o f the text ,
can bes t b e understood a s having arisen fro m orthodo x interests . Bu t first i t
is important t o consider  ho w th e tex t cam e to b e changed in the first place.

Some critic s hav e though t tha t th e corrupte d tex t wa s create d i n tw o
stages. Th e minuscul e manuscript 33 0 attest s th e corrupte d text , bu t omit s
the phras e xai Xpioroi) (reading, therefore, ev  TTLO-TSI  £o > TT ) TO V deov,  " I liv e
in th e fait h o f God , wh o .  .  .") . Thi s make s fo r a n interestin g readin g in -
deed, fo r no w Go d i s said t o hav e loved Pau l and give n himsel f u p ( = died )
for him . Here i s a clear orthodox statement tha t Jesus i s divine. Metzger ha s
suggested tha t som e such erro r occurre d earl y in the tradition , when a  scribe
inadvertently omitte d th e tw o word s TO V viov.192 A later scribe, realizin g th e
error of hi s exemplar's ways , sought t o correc t th e problem by emending the
text. Reasonin g tha t th e passag e mus t hav e originally said somethin g abou t
"Christ," th e scrib e appende d th e word s "an d Christ " t o th e end , thereb y
creating a  corruptio n o f a  corruption , namely , the readin g "faith i n God (and /
even) Chris t wh o loved me . .  .  . " Furthermore, another scrib e corrected th e
text differently , b y adding precisely the word s tha t ha d earlie r been omitted ,
TOV viov,  but i n the wrong place, making the text no w rea d "fait h i n God th e
Son (TOV  6eoi> TOV viov, MS 1985) wh o loved me . .  .  . "

Metzger i s surely right that th e origina l text mus t have read "fait h i n the
Son of God who love d me." No t onl y does this reading explain all the others ,
but i t also i s the only one tha t coincide s with Paul' s theology. Nowher e doe s
Paul spea k o f Go d a s th e objec t o f Christia n faith , and neithe r o f th e othe r
expressions ("Go d eve n Christ, " "God th e Son" ) occur s i n thi s way in Paul.
Interestingly, fo r ou r purposes , eve n i f these variou s corruptions wer e gener -
ated accidentally , al l of them can be construed a s orthodox. As we have seen,
even accidenta l change s ca n functio n i n importan t ways , an d on e mus t al -
ways as k wha t kin d o f scribe might have created suc h readings , and ho w h e
might have understood the m once h e did .

Of cours e th e singula r readings hav e no clai m to authenticity , an d thes e
appear t o b e the mos t clearl y orthodox o f all : the on e speaks o f "God" an d
the othe r o f "God th e Son" "wh o .  . .  gave himsel f u p fo r me." Th e mor e
commonly attested  variant , however , i s als o eas y t o constru e a s orthodox :
here a n anarthrou s Xpioro s i s made t o follo w 6  0eos . Sinc e "Christ" lacks
the article , th e errin g scrib e appear s t o b e equatin g th e tw o names , usin g
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them t o refe r t o th e sam e person , no t t o tw o separat e individuals. 193 Th e
phrase i s probabl y bes t translated , then , "fait h i n God , eve n Christ , wh o
loved m e an d gav e himsel f fo r me. " A s a  result , eve n i f these change s wer e
generated accidentally , they end u p conveyin g a notio n tha t th e Chris t wh o
effects salvatio n i s none othe r tha n God . I t is noteworthy tha t th e corruptio n
can b e dated firml y t o th e third century , and tha t i t occurs i n early witnesses
of bot h th e Alexandrian an d "Western " texts (p 46 B D* F  G [b]). 194

Comparable change s als o occu r sporadicall y throughou t th e manuscrip t
tradition o f th e Pastora l Epistles . Thus , i n the proe m o f 1  Timothy, severa l
Greek an d versiona l witnesses change th e "comman d o f God ou r savio r an d
Christ Jesus our hope " (1:1 ) to th e "command o f God our savior , (i.e. ) Jesus
Christ ou r hope"; 19s i n 2  Timoth y 1:1 0 th e referenc e to salvatio n tha t ha s
now becom e manifes t throug h th e "epiphany o f our Savio r Chris t Jesus" has
been change d t o spea k o f the salvatio n now mad e known throug h "th e epi -
phany o f our Savior , God" (M S I); and i n Titus 3: 6 a  number of lectionarie s
change th e referenc e to "Jesu s Chris t ou r Savior " to rea d "Jesu s Chris t ou r
God." I n th e Ol d Lati n traditio n o f Hebrew s 13:20 , "ou r Lor d Jesus " ha s
been change d t o "ou r Go d Jesus" (M S d). Thi s las t exampl e i s anothe r in -
stance tha t ca n b e explaine d a s havin g occurre d b y acciden t (confusio n o f
"deum" fo r "dominum") , bu t agai n one mus t ask what kin d of scribe might
have made such a slip and what h e might have meant by it once i t was made .

Christ as Divine: The Exchange of Predicates
One o f the ways that proto-orthodox Christian s of the second an d thir d cen-
turies expressed thei r understanding of Christ involve d an "exchang e o f pred-
icates," i n which th e attribute s an d activitie s of Go d wer e predicated o f Christ ,
or, conversely , the characteristic s an d action s o f Chris t wer e predicate d o f
God. Interchange s o f thi s sor t occu r commonl y i n suc h writer s a s Ignatius,
Melito, an d Tertullia n wh o spea k o f the "bloo d o f God" o r th e "passio n of
God," o r eve n of God bein g "crucified" o r "murdered." 196

As might be expected, thi s is one area where orthodox believers fel t com -
pelled t o wal k a  fine line: as these Christian s combatted adoptionist s o n on e
front, the y foun d themselve s besieged b y Patripassianists on another. 197 And
so, while not a t al l averse to exchanging predicate s betwee n Chris t an d God ,
by th e en d o f th e secon d century , proto-orthodox Christian s wer e cautiou s
not t o identify  Chris t an d Go d i n such a  way a s to eliminat e any distinction s
between them . Chris t wa s divine , an d a s suc h hi s activitie s coul d b e at -
tributed t o God ; bu t h e was not himsel f Go d the Father.198 The fine line can
be detecte d i n a  carefu l thinke r like Tertullian, wh o i n on e contex t refer s t o
God a s crucifie d (d e carne  Christi  5 ) bu t i n anothe r ridicule s Praxea s fo r
crucifying th e Father (Adv.  Prax.  I). 199

The balancin g act tha t ensue d i s evident in som e o f th e textua l change s
of th e Ne w Testamen t manuscripts. 200 Perhap s th e mos t strikin g exampl e
occurs i n the manuscrip t traditio n o f Act s 20:28, where a  variet y of corrup -
tions appea r t o circumven t different misconstruals . There is little doub t con -
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earning th e origina l for m o f th e passage : Pau l speak s to th e Ephesia n elders
about "th e churc h o f Go d (rr)v  SKKX.r)O-iav  TO V 0eov) whic h h e obtaine d
through th e bloo d o f hi s ow n (Son) " (ro w at/iaro? TO V i6iov). 201 O f th e tex -
tual variants germane to our discussio n here,202 the first concerns th e genitive
"of God, " whic h i n a number of witnesses ha s been changed to rea d "of th e
Lord."203 This latte r phras e ("churc h o f the Lord") i s almost certainly a cor -
ruption. I t never occurs elsewher e in the Ne w Testament , althoug h the mor e
commonly atteste d "churc h o f God " does , som e eleve n times i n the Pauline
corpus. Moreover , thi s mor e commo n phras e i s supporte d b y Alexandrian
witnesses generall y regarded a s superio r i n Act s ( X B et al.) . I t i s als o much
to b e preferred on transcriptiona l grounds: th e readin g TOU /cvpiov could refe r
to Chris t a s wel l a s t o God , makin g i t somewha t mor e acceptabl e i n th e
minds of certain Christian s who wer e uncomfortable with the potentially Pa-
tripassianist implications  of th e followin g phrase , TO V aipiaro? TO V tSiov , which
may naturall y be rendered "hi s ow n blood. " That i s to say , orthodox scribes
uneasy wit h th e possibl e interpretatio n tha t Go d th e Fathe r she d "hi s ow n
blood" appea r t o hav e change d th e tex t t o mak e i t refe r instea d t o Christ ,
"the Lord, " wh o she d hi s blood. 204 Scribe s workin g stil l late r wer e con -
fronted wit h bot h readings , an d create d th e conflation attested b y the major -
ity o f lat e manuscripts , "th e churc h of the Lor d an d God. "

Given th e initia l textual problem , the chang e of TO V al'^taro? TOV ioiov a t
the en d o f the verse takes o n additiona l significance , showin g how orthodo x
Christologies coul d effec t seemingl y contradictory corruption s o f a  text . Fo r
this fina l phras e ha s bee n change d i n a  numbe r of witnesse s precisel y along
the line s o f th e "exchang e o f predicates" mentione d earlier, makin g the tex t
appear no t t o discourage  a  Patripassianis t misconstrua l s o muc h a s t o en -
courage a n orthodox interpretatio n tha t Christ , as God, obtaine d the church
by sheddin g hi s blood . Thus , i n the majorit y o f Gree k witnesses , the "bloo d
of hi s ow n (Son) " (TO V a'ifjiaTos TO V idiov), ha s bee n change d t o rea d "hi s
own blood " (TO V iSi'ov ai'/aarov). 205 Mos t witnesse s t o thi s readin g suppor t
the earlie r conflatio n "church o f th e Lor d an d o f God, " makin g "his own "
in thi s cas e refe r bac k t o "God." Now th e tex t state s tha t God has obtaine d
the church through th e sheddin g "of hi s own blood. " The text i s nonetheless
secondary: i t survive s in non e o f th e earl y witnesses to th e tex t an d serve s a
clear theologica l function.

Another instanc e o f a n exchang e o f predicate s occur s i n p 72, a  witnes s
whose anti-adoptionisti c tendencie s w e alread y have observed.206 I n 1  Peter
5:1, almos t th e entir e textua l traditio n i s unifie d i n speakin g o f Pete r a s a
witness t o "th e suffering s o f Christ " (T&V  TO V Xpiorov Tra6rnj,dTwv).  Thi s
third-century papyrus , however , change s th e tex t b y substitutin g 6so<s  fo r
Xpio~Tos, with th e strikin g result tha t no w Pete r i s witness to th e "sufferings
of God " (TU>V  TO V Seov TfaQ-Tj^onutv).  Th e chang e relates closely to references
to "God's sufferings" (or "passion") in proto-orthodox author s of the secon d
and thir d centuries.207 Such statements serve two distinc t orthodox functions:
they affir m tha t th e on e wh o suffere d wa s Go d (agains t adoptionists ) an d
they stres s tha t thi s God , Christ , reall y di d suffe r (against , e.g., variou s groups
of Gnostics). 208
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Exchanges o f predicates ca n occu r i n the opposit e directio n a s well; that
is, rather tha n attributin g Christ' s activitie s to God , the y can attribute God' s
activities t o Christ . I n corruption s o f th e Ne w Testamen t manuscripts , thi s
other kin d o f interchang e occur s mos t frequentl y i n context s tha t spea k o f
God's judgmen t o f hi s people , a  judgmen t tha t orthodo x Christian s fre -
quently portraye d a s th e judgmen t o f Christ . Thi s appear s t o b e th e bes t
explanation fo r severa l interestin g changes within th e Pauline corpus .

In 1  Corinthians 1 0 Paul provides a  Christia n interpretatio n o f the Pen -
tateuchal accoun t o f Israe l in the wilderness , claimin g that th e roc k tha t Mose s
struck t o provid e life-givin g wate r wa s non e othe r tha n Christ , God' s provi -
sion o f lif e t o th e world . Furthermore , i n lin e with a  rabbini c midrash, Paul
reasons tha t becaus e Mose s struc k th e roc k o n mor e tha n on e occasion , i t
must hav e followed the Israelite s aroun d durin g their journeys (1 Cor 10:5}. 209

He goe s o n t o not e tha t despit e God' s provisio n fo r th e Israelites , mos t o f
them were not pleasin g to him, leading to their destruction i n the wilderness:
"But Go d ( 6 0£o?) wa s not please d wit h most o f them, for they were laid low
(KaTB(TTp<i>6r)(rav) i n th e wilderness. " Curiousl y enough, an d significan t fo r
the presen t investigation , th e word s 6  0eos ar e omitte d i n severa l witnesses
(MS 81 Clem Irenpt). I n these witnesses , the subjec t of the verb must be taken
as 6  Xpicrros, draw n fro m th e en d o f verse 4 . No w i t i s "Christ" wh o wa s
displeased with th e Israelites , who entere d int o judgmen t with them .

On on e leve l this i s an extensio n of the christologica l focu s alread y pres-
ent i n the passage ; bu t o n anothe r leve l it is somewhat different . Fo r i t i s one
thing t o ascrib e t o Chris t th e life-givin g presenc e o f th e "rock, " an d quit e
another t o attribut e to hi m th e executio n o f divin e wrath. Th e chang e signi-
fies th e orthodox understanding that the God wh o i s involved with his people
in salvatio n as well a s in judgment is none othe r tha n th e divin e Christ .

This understandin g o f scriba l tendencie s ma y hel p resolve th e mor e dif-
ficult problem o f verse 9 of the same chapter.210 In this case the vas t majorit y
of witnesse s attes t a  chang e tha t fo r a  variet y o f reason s prove d fa r mor e
successful i n th e traditio n tha n di d tha t o f vers e 5. Pau l exhorts hi s reader s
not t o temp t the Lor d (yxTjS e sKTreipa^wfjiev  rov  Kvpiov),  a s the Israelite s did,
who a s a  resul t were destroye d b y serpents . A  variety of witnesses , however ,
have changed th e word "Lord " to mak e its referent unambiguous , some opt -
ing fo r "God " (0eos) , bu t th e vas t majorit y choosin g "Christ " (Xpioros) .
The latte r readin g appeale d no t onl y t o ancien t scribes , bu t als o t o recen t
critics: i t i s the reading , fo r example , of th e UBSGNT 3 ( = NA 26). The argu -
ment fo r it s originality is certainly attractive. Although it i s not foun d exten-
sively amon g Alexandria n witnesses, i t i s attested b y thei r earlies t represen -
tative, p 46, as well as by the majorit y o f Western an d Byzantin e manuscripts.211

Moreover, scribes wh o ma y hav e been confuse d about Chris t bringin g judg-
ment agains t th e Israelite s i n th e Ol d Testamen t ma y simpl y have changed
the tex t eithe r t o allo w fo r a  differen t understandin g (changing "Christ" t o
"Lord") or to requir e this understanding (to "God").212

These arguments , however , ar e no t persuasive . I n fact , w e kno w tha t
most Christian s ha d n o difficult y a t al l i n understandin g how Chris t coul d
have been active in the affair s o f the ancien t Israelites. Most o f them believed
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he wa s activel y involved and rea d hi s involvemen t into Ol d Testamen t nar -
ratives o n ever y possible occasion. 213 On e nee d simpl y perus e th e commen -
taries an d homilie s of th e churc h father s fro m th e thir d centur y onwar d t o
see suc h christologica l interpretation s o n virtuall y every page. I t i s precisely
this proclivit y to Christianiz e the Ol d Testament , a  Christianizatio n that in -
deed ha d it s root s i n th e earlies t stage s o f th e religio n bu t tha t intensifie d
with th e passin g o f time, that makes the mor e commonly attested readin g of
1 Corinthian s 10: 9 s o suspect.

It i s worth noting , i n this connection, tha t precisel y this (modified ) for m
of 1  Corinthians 10: 9 ("neithe r le t us put Christ  t o th e test , a s did som e of
them .  .  ." ) wa s use d t o counte r adoptionisti c Christologie s durin g the pe-
riod o f the text' s corruption . Tw o o f our ancien t sources cite the text agains t
Paul o f Samosat a t o sho w tha t Chris t wa s no t a  mer e man, bu t tha t h e was
alive an d activ e already in Old Testamen t times. 214 Accordin g to th e fourth -
century scholio n foun d i n th e margi n o f manuscrip t 1739 , th e opponent s o f
Paul wer e abl e t o appea l t o th e interpretatio n o f th e tex t i n Origen' s los t
Stromateis to sho w tha t Chris t appeared i n the Ol d Testament,215 jus t a s the
Epistle o f Hymenaeus,  addressed  directl y to Pau l himself, argues that "Chris t
is name d 'Christ ' i n the divin e Scriptures befor e his incarnation," quotin g 1
Corinthians 10: 9 (usin g Xptcrro?) a s proof .

Is th e readin g Xptcrro? , then , a  corruptio n mad e expressl y i n orde r t o
counteract adoptionisti c Christologies? 216 Here we must take serious accoun t
of intrinsi c probabilities, specificall y wit h regar d t o th e broade r literar y con-
text. I n hi s stud y o f th e problem , Carrol l Osbur n provide s an extensiv e ar -
gument fo r th e superiorit y of Xpicrro? on jus t suc h contextua l grounds . Hi s
entire position , however , boil s dow n t o a  simpl e contention : becaus e Pau l
calls Chris t th e roc k i n vers e 4 , h e probabl y ha s "Christ " i n min d stil l i n
verse 9.217 This overlook s a  consideratio n tha t appear s mor e decisive to me .
Even thoug h Pau l understands Chris t t o b e th e life-givin g presenc e tha t sus -
tained th e Israelite s in th e wilderness , for hi m i t i s explicitly God wh o brough t
judgment agains t the m whe n the y faile d t o pleas e him . The subjec t of verse
5 i s unambiguous: "God" lai d them low in the wilderness. There i s no reaso n
to thin k tha t Pau l has shifte d conceptualitie s i n midstream here. And so , th e
Israelites wer e destroye d afte r puttin g God,  no t "Christ, " t o th e tes t i n 1
Corinthians 10:9 . Thi s mean s tha t th e readin g that i s preserved widely  among
the Alexandria n witnesses otherwis e understoo d t o b e superio r (e.g. , X  B  C
33) is , in fact, original. The tex t was changed b y proto-orthodox scribes who
saw "Christ " a s th e on e wh o exercise d divin e prerogatives eve n durin g the
days of th e Exodus. 218

A comparabl e chang e occur s i n th e textua l traditio n o f Roman s 14:10 ,
in whic h Pau l states tha t al l Christian s will appea r befor e th e judgmen t seat
of Go d (T&>  /3r)/ji,aTi:  TOV  6sov).  A  number of witnesses , however , have changed
the text t o rea d "th e judgmen t seat o f Christ " (S c C 2 ¥ 04 8 020 9 Byz r syr
al). That th e chang e i s not a  shee r acciden t i s evident from it s occurrence i n
several scriba l corrections . Th e readin g may , o f course , simpl y represent a
harmonization to 2  Corinthians 5:10, which also speak s of the judgment seat
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of Christ . Bu t what give s the chang e a n adde d significanc e i s its context , fo r
the next verse provides a  scriptura l warrant fo r this notion o f judgment through
an appea l t o Isaia h 49:18 : "A s I  live , say s the Lord , t o m e ever y knee shall
bow an d ever y tongu e shal l confes s t o God. " Th e tw o clause s o f th e vers e
stand i n paralle l relationship , s o tha t th e bowin g knee s correspon d t o th e
confessing tongues , an d i n bot h case s th e objec t o f worship i s the sam e ("t o
me" /  "to God") . In fact , th e confession that i s made is precisely a confession
that thi s one befor e whom w e appear fo r judgment is God. B y changing verse
9 t o "th e judgmen t seat o f Christ, " scribes have done fa r more tha n effec t a
harmonization to anothe r Paulin e epistle, although the availability of the par-
allel may have suggested th e change in the first place. For now the text speaks
of Chris t t o whom ever y knee will bow i n worship, whose deity every tongue
will confess . I n makin g thi s change , scribe s have actually gone on e ste p fur-
ther tha n Paul' s preliterar y sourc e o f Philippian s 2:9-10, whic h als o attri -
butes Isaiah 49:18 to the exalted Christ . Now ther e is little ambiguity: Christ
himself i s God.219

Christ: No Ordinar y Human
Many o f th e textua l corruption s considere d t o thi s poin t hav e emphasized
the orthodox notio n tha t Chris t wa s divine . Other change s of the text effec t
a comparabl e result , bu t d o s o b y modifyin g passage s that coul d b e used t o
argue tha t h e was merel y human. Rathe r tha n providin g proof text s fo r th e
orthodox, thi s kin d o f corruptio n eliminate s proof text s o f th e adoptionists ;
or, t o us e imagery suitable to polemica l confrontation, these corruption s ar e
not s o muc h weapon s tha t orthodo x Christian s use d t o ar m themselve s as
munitions stolen fro m th e arsenal s of thei r opponents .

One o f th e cleares t example s o f a n orthodo x chang e effected t o preven t
its heretica l "misuse " occur s i n th e statemen t o f Jesu s i n Matthe w 24:36 :
"Concerning tha t da y an d hou r n o on e knows , neithe r the angel s of heaven
nor th e So n (oi>8 e 6  utos) , bu t th e Fathe r alone. " Although th e phras e "no r
the Son " i s found i n the earlies t and bes t representative s o f th e Alexandrian,
Caesarean, an d Wester n traditions, 220 i t i s lacking in the grea t bulk of manu-
scripts, includin g most o f the Byzantine . The omissio n mus t have been made
quite early , a s i t i s atteste d i n Orige n an d a  numbe r o f versiona l witnesse s
(most o f th e Syria c and Coptic , alon g wit h th e Lati n Vulgate) . Some critic s
have argue d tha t thi s shorte r tex t i s origina l t o Matthew , becaus e th e dis -
puted phras e ovde  6  vios occurs i n the Markan paralle l (Mark 13:32) , where
its attestatio n i s secure . Accordin g t o thi s view , the fac t tha t scribe s by an d
large lef t th e phras e intac t i n Mar k show s the y wer e no t trouble d b y it s
potentially adoptionisti c overtone s (viz. , tha t Jesus , a s a  mer e man , di d no t
know whe n th e en d woul d come) ; the y therefor e mus t hav e modifie d th e
Matthean for m int o conformit y with it s Marcan parallel .

As plausibl e as thi s argumen t ma y appear , mos t textua l critic s have no t
found i t convincing . Fo r on e thing , i t i s not entirel y true t o sa y that scribe s
did no t tak e offens e a t th e phras e i n Mark : i t i s sometimes omitte d ther e a s
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well ( X pc) . Furthermore , i t i s understandabl y lacking more frequentl y i n
manuscripts of Matthew tha n in those o f Mark, becaus e Matthew wa s copie d
far mor e often . Th e popularit y o f Matthew , i n fact , make s scribal harmoni -
zations toward s Mark , the leas t copie d o f the Gospels , a  relativel y rare phe-
nomenon. I f there wer e a  harmonizatio n in thi s case, on e would expec t i t t o
have worke d th e othe r direction ; tha t is , i f Matthe w originall y lacke d th e
phrase an d Mar k ha d it , on e woul d expec t scribe s t o omi t i t i n Mark. 221

Moreover, no t onl y i s the phras e ou8 e 6  uto? foun d i n ou r earlies t an d bes t
manuscripts o f Matthew, i t is also necessary on interna l grounds. As Metzger
notes, th e phras e form s th e secon d hal f o f a  parenthetica l oi>§ e .  . .  oi>8 e
clause, so that without i t the phras e ovds  cryysAo i T&IV  ovpav&v  stand s oddly
alone i n th e sentence . Thi s ma y explain why Luk e attests th e materia l in th e
surrounding verse s (o f both Mar k an d Matthew) , bu t omit s thi s vers e alto -
gether. I f h e foun d th e phras e ov8 e 6  vto ? difficult , h e coul d b y n o mean s
simply omi t i t without creatin g a  grammatica l inconcinnity.

That the phrase in Matthew wa s seen as problematic by Christian scribes
is demonstrated wit h particular clarity by the history of codex Sinaiticus . The
original han d o f th e manuscrip t include d th e phrase , a  correcto r erase d it ,
and a  secon d correcto r restore d it . Th e reaso n scribe s in genera l foun d th e
phrase problemati c shoul d b e self-evident : i t suggest s that th e So n of Go d i s
not all-knowin g and coul d b e use d therefor e by adoptionist s t o argu e tha t
Jesus wa s no t himsel f divine . It shoul d b e stressed tha t althoug h th e phras e
would hav e continued t o b e problemati c in late r times , for example , during
the Aria n controversy , i t was omitte d muc h earlier , before th e christological
debates o f the fourth century: it is lacking in the Diatesseron and Origen , an d
in a  rang e o f versiona l witnesse s whos e convergenc e i s inexplicabl e apar t
from th e existenc e o f thei r commo n tex t a t leas t a s early a s th e lat e secon d
century. The chang e tha t wa s initiall y mad e durin g the adoptionisti c contro -
versies then becam e the standar d tex t o f the Middl e Ages .

A textua l varian t that evidence s a  simila r tendency occurs i n th e secon d
chapter o f Luke , a  chapte r tha t ha s bee n show n repeatedl y t o hav e bee n
problematic fo r anti-adoptionis t scribes . I n thi s instance , however , scholar s
have widely regarded th e origina l reading to b e secondary, largely because it
is no t atteste d b y Alexandrian witnesses normally judged to b e superior. Th e
scholarly consensu s notwithstanding , ther e ar e soun d reason s fo r thinkin g
that Luk e 2:40 di d not simpl y say that th e child Jesus "increased an d grew,"
but tha t h e "increase d an d gre w i n spirit," 222 an d tha t subsequen t scribe s
changed th e tex t becaus e the y recognize d it s adoptionisti c potentia l (Jesu s
underwent spiritua l development).

The externa l suppor t fo r th e shorte r tex t i s to b e sure quite strong . I t is
found no t onl y in Alexandria but als o i n important Western witnesses. 223 At
the sam e time , i t mus t b e note d tha t th e longe r tex t i s attested withi n thes e
traditions a s well : nearl y al l th e secondar y Alexandrian s (^ 3 3 89 2 1241 )
and severa l Western witnesse s (au r f  q  syr p-h) joi n the entir e Caesarea n an d
Byzantine tradition s i n it s support . Thi s widesprea d attestatio n ma y no t i n
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itself requir e the adoption o f the reading , bu t i t should a t leas t aler t us to th e
presence o f a  complicated textua l problem .

The complication i s heightened when one turns to internal consideration s
and ask s whic h tex t Luk e wa s mor e likel y t o hav e written . I n th e paralle l
account o f Chapte r 1 , th e sam e word s ar e use d o f Joh n th e Baptist , wh o
"increased an d gre w i n spirit " (1:80) . Give n genera l critica l principles , that
urge the shorte r an d les s harmonized tex t a s more likel y original , particularly
when supporte d b y early and superio r witnesses, i t is little wonder tha t critic s
have generall y discounted Trvev/JiaTi  i n 2:4 0 a s a  secondar y additio n create d
as a  harmonization . Despit e it s clea r strength , thi s argumen t overlook s sev -
eral importan t considerations . First , i t i s obvious tha t Luk e himsel f ha s cre -
ated th e paralle l betwee n John an d Jesus.224 Both th e shorte r an d th e longe r
text o f 2:40 coincid e wit h 1:80—th e words "h e gre w an d increased " (jjv^a-
VKV KO.L  exparaLovTo)  ar e identical. 225 Bu t th e shorter  tex t doe s no t coincid e
conceptually, fo r no w Joh n i s said t o increas e in spiri t whil e Jesus i s said t o
grow physically . Why woul d Luk e g o t o suc h length s t o indicat e a  parallel
relationship tha t i s not reall y parallel? Furthermore , wh y woul d scribe s have
wanted t o heighte n th e paralle l i n a  way tha t migh t wor k agains t thei r ow n
interests? Wit h Trvevfjuan  i n 2:40 , on e coul d sa y tha t Jesu s an d Joh n wer e
not essentiall y differen t fro m on e another , an d tha t Jesus , fa r fro m bein g
divine, wa s simpl y a  huma n who , lik e al l othe r humans , developed spiritu -
ally. It is difficult t o believ e that scribes would create suc h problems for them-
selves, especiall y on suc h a  wid e scal e a s i s attested i n ou r manuscript s (the
vast majorit y supportin g th e longe r reading) . But i t i s no t a t al l difficul t t o
see why scribe s migh t wan t t o eliminat e the proble m simpl y by deleting th e
problematic word . No w Joh n an d Jesus ar e no t reall y alike , and Jesus i s not
said t o gro w spiritually .

But there ar e othe r reason s fo r thinking that Luk e wrote th e longe r text
found i n th e bul k o f ou r manuscripts . Littl e i s mor e distinctiv e o f Luke' s
portrayal o f Jesus i n th e earl y chapter s o f hi s Gospe l tha n hi s emphasi s o n
the rol e o f th e Spirit . I n statement s uniqu e to th e thir d Gospel , Jesu s i s con -
ceived b y th e Spiri t (1:35) ; hi s identit y i s reveale d b y th e Spiri t (2:25-35) ;
the Spiri t come s upo n hi m i n bodil y for m (3:22) ; h e i s said t o baptiz e with
the Spiri t (3:16) ; h e make s hi s publi c appearanc e ful l o f th e Spiri t (4:1) ; h e
is led aroun d i n th e wildernes s by th e Spiri t (4:1) ; h e begin s his public min-
istry fille d wit h th e Spiri t (4:14) ; h e preache s hi s gospe l empowere d b y th e
Spirit (4:18) . I n thi s context , i t makes good sens e that eve n as a  youn g child
Jesus gre w i n relationshi p t o th e Spirit , tha t is , betwee n hi s entr y int o th e
world throug h th e Spiri t an d th e beginnin g of hi s ministr y in th e powe r o f
the Spirit. 226

When th e cumulativ e force o f th e evidenc e i s take n int o consideration ,
the longe r tex t o f Luk e 2:4 0 i s almos t certainl y t o b e preferred . Thi s tex t
coincides wit h th e emphasi s o n Jesus ' relationshi p t o th e Spiri t throughou t
the context , i t makes bette r sens e o f th e clea r paralle l t o John th e Baptis t in
1:80, an d i t bette r explain s th e textua l data , namely , the dominanc e o f th e
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more difficul t readin g i n th e manuscrip t tradition. Why , then , wa s th e tex t
changed i n severa l earlie r witnesses? As was th e cas e wit h Matthe w 24:36 ,
orthodox scribe s appear t o hav e taken umbrag e at th e notion tha t Jesu s was
not all-knowin g o r spirituall y perfect. Th e longer , mor e difficul t readin g o f
Luke 2:40, then , was altered to eliminate the possibility of its heretical use.227

The orthodo x refusa l t o understan d Jesus a s "merely" huma n probably
accounts fo r other textua l variant s in which reference s t o Jesus a s a  ma n ar e
simply deleted . I t i s no t tha t th e orthodo x disavowe d Jesus ' ful l humanity .
Quite t o th e contrary , on e o f their fiercest battles was in favor o f his "huma n
nature" agains t variou s doceti c an d separationis t Christologie s tha t i n on e
way or anothe r denie d it . But for orthodox Christians , even though Jesus was
a real fles h an d bloo d huma n being, he was much more than that. As a result,
the orthodo x defende d themselve s on tw o fronts , agains t thos e wh o denie d
that Jesus wa s a  ma n an d agains t thos e wh o claime d that h e nothin g more .
Orthodox polemic s agains t th e latte r grou p ma y wel l accoun t fo r severa l
modifications o f texts i n which Jesus was originally designated a s a "human"
(ai>dp(OTro<;).

One o f th e mos t intriguin g examples occur s i n Joh n 19:5 , th e famou s
passage in which Pilate , after havin g Jesus beaten, robed in purple, and crowne d
with thorns , present s hi m t o th e Jewis h crowds , sayin g "Behol d th e man "
(KM Xsye i avrot?- i8ov  6  &vdp<aiTo<;).  I f this sentenc e wer e lacking from jus t
one witness , i t could perhap s b e explained a s an accidenta l omission. Bu t the
fact tha t i t i s absen t fro m on e o f ou r earlies t witnesses , p 66 (thir d century)
and fro m severa l otherwis e unrelate d witnesse s (O L ac 2) shoul d aler t u s t o
the possibilit y o f a  deliberat e modification of the text . There i s nothing here ,
such a s homoeoteleuto n o r homoeoarcton , tha t migh t accoun t fo r a n acci -
dental agreemen t i n error . I f the omissio n wer e no t mad e b y accident , wh y
would i t have been mad e deliberately?

To answe r th e question , w e d o wel l t o observ e tha t a  differen t textua l
variant i s attested i n a  solitar y witness that i s rather closel y related t o p 66' In
codex Vaticanu s th e definit e articl e ha s droppe d out , s o tha t Pilat e i s no w
recorded a s saying, "Behold, a  man" (idov  avOpamos).  Whil e there i s nothing
to commen d thi s singula r reading a s original, it does mak e for a n interesting
shift i n meaning . Now, rathe r tha n pointin g t o Jesu s a s "the man " tha t th e
Jewish leader s wan t t o hav e destroyed, Pilat e indicates that th e mocke d an d
beaten Jesus  i s only a  ma n ("See , h e i s mortal").228 I f the readin g no w pre -
served i n code x Vaticanu s onc e ha d a  wide r currency , the n th e deletio n o f
the entir e sentenc e make s considerabl e sense . Scribe s foun d it s implication
troubling; fo r them, even though Jesus had bee n bloodied an d reviled , he was
not a  mere mortal . Pilate' s statemen t t o th e contrary coul d bes t be dismissed
by bein g excised .

A simila r motivation ma y have led to th e serie s of corruptions i n 1  Cor -
inthians 15:47 , i n whic h Pau l elucidate s hi s famou s notio n o f Chris t a s a
second Adam : "Th e firs t ma n wa s fro m th e earth , o f soil , th e secon d ma n i s
from heaven " ( 6 Ssvrspo? avdpatTros  e£  ovfyavov).  Strikingly , the referenc e
to Chris t a s th e "secon d man " ha s bee n variousl y changed i n the tradition :
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(1) "th e secon d man , th e Lord " ( 6 osvrepo*; av6pa)Tro<;  6  Kvpios , X 2 A  D1 "fy
075 By z syr); (2 ) "th e second , th e Lord " ( 6 8ei>repos 6  Kvpios , 63 0 Mar -
cion); (3 ) "th e secon d ma n [is ] spiritual" ( 6 Sevrepo? avOpomos  Trvev/jiariKO 1;,
p46); (4) "the second , heavenl y man" ( 6 Sstrrepo? avOpunros . .. 6 ovpavios,
F G  OL) . Eac h o f thes e change s function s similarly by emphasizin g the dif -
ference betwee n Ada m an d Christ : Chris t i s not jus t anothe r man , a  secon d
creation o f God that surpasses the first. He is the "Lord-man," the "spiritual -
man," th e "heavenly-man. " Again , it i s difficult t o accoun t fo r these change s
apart fro m assumin g an orthodox tendency to portra y Jesu s a s far more tha n
human.

The sam e tendenc y ma y have effected th e more subtl e change tw o verse s
earlier, i n whic h th e "firs t ma n Adam " i s contrasted wit h th e "las t Adam. "
Several witnesse s hav e omitte d th e explici t referenc e to th e firs t Ada m a s a
"man" (avdpunros,  lackin g in B  K 32 6 36 5 Iren l3t al) , perhap s becaus e th e
contrast wit h th e anti-typ e Chris t migh t then sugges t tha t h e too wa s a  (cre-
ated) ai/#p«7ros . I n bot h instances , i t shoul d onc e agai n b e stresse d tha t al -
though th e corrupted tex t ma y have served a  usefu l functio n i n later contexts ,
such a s th e Aria n controversy , th e textua l dat a demonstrat e tha t i t was ac -
tually generated muc h earlier , a t leas t by the beginnin g of the thir d century .

One final kind o f textual varian t that ca n be attributed t o anti-adoptiomsti c
concerns involve s passages tha t migh t sugges t tha t Jesu s ha d th e capacit y t o
sin. A s Christian s becam e increasingl y convince d o f Jesus ' ful l deity , the y
became correspondingl y certai n no t onl y tha t h e di d no t si n bu t tha t he , as
God, wa s absolutel y removed fro m th e real m o f sin . In the word s o f Tertul -
lian:

Some people ar e ver y bad, an d som e ver y good; but ye t the soul s of all for m
but on e genus : eve n i n th e wors t ther e i s something good , an d i n th e bes t
there i s something bad . Fo r Go d alon e i s without sin ; an d th e onl y perso n
without si n i s Christ, sinc e Christ i s also God (Treatise  on th e Soul  41) .

This orthodo x convictio n mad e som e impac t o n th e tex t o f th e New Testa -
ment, a s scribe s modifie d certai n passage s tha t migh t carr y wit h the m th e
implication that Jesus a s a ful l fles h an d bloo d huma n being was liable to sin .

Several suc h modification s appea r i n manuscript s o f th e Epistl e t o th e
Hebrews. Ther e is little doubt concernin g th e origina l text of Hebrews 2:18 :
"Because [Jesus ] himsel f suffered , havin g bee n tempted , h e i s abl e t o hel p
those wh o ar e tempted. " I n th e precedin g vers e Jesus i s describe d a s bein g
like hi s huma n kindre d i n al l things , s o tha t h e migh t b e mercifu l t o the m
and becom e a  faithfu l hig h pries t befor e God o n thei r behalf , to offe r expia -
tion fo r thei r sins . I n suc h a  context , i n whic h Jesu s i s said t o b e lik e othe r
humans, th e statemen t tha t h e suffere d afte r bein g "tempted" (Treipacrflets )
could understandabl y caus e som e confusion. 229 Indeed , on e natura l wa y t o
read vers e 1 8 ("h e suffered , havin g been tempted" ) i s that Jesus ' difficult y i n
withstanding temptatio n i s wha t le d t o hi s suffering . I t come s the n a s n o
surprise to find the origina l hand o f codex Sinaiticu s circumventing the prob -
lem simpl y b y deletin g th e participl e trsipaa-Osis.  Th e omissio n coul d hav e
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been simpl y accidental; i t was correcte d b y a late r hand . Bu t it is nonetheless
intriguing: without i t the tex t doe s no t sa y that Jesus was tempted, onl y tha t
he suffered. 230

Other changes in the tex t o f Hebrews poin t i n the same general direction ,
serving to eliminat e any notion o f imperfection i n Jesus. This seem s to b e the
best explanatio n o f the omissio n foun d in a n Alexandria n manuscript of He -
brews 10:29 . Th e origina l tex t speak s o f th e on e wh o "spurn s th e So n of
God an d disregard s th e bloo d o f th e covenan t b y which he wa s sanctified "
(svai-fiyiacrOr)). I n code x Alexandrinus , however, th e fina l claus e ("b y whic h
he wa s sanctified" ) i s omitted. 231 Onc e agai n on e migh t conside r th e possi -
bility o f a  simpl e scriba l error ; bu t ther e i s nothing i n particula r tha t migh t
have cause d suc h a  slip , an d th e shorte r tex t make s perfectl y goo d sens e i n
the context . Indeed , the omissio n ca n b e construed a s a  clarification , for th e
subject o f th e ver b sanctifie d (-fyyido-ffy ) i n th e origina l text ma y b e see n a s
ambiguous. Wh o i s sanctified , th e on e wh o spurn s Christ or Chris t himsel f ?
The closes t anteceden t i s "the So n of God," an d i t may be that th e orthodox
scribe o f code x Alexandrinus , recognizing that th e So n of God wa s not sanc -
tified b y th e bloo d o f the covenant , simpl y eliminated the possibilit y of inter-
preting th e tex t i n this way by deleting the word s i n question .

A simila r situatio n occur s i n th e openin g verse s o f th e book , wher e th e
Son of God i s said t o hav e made " a cleansin g for sins" (1:3). 232 The majority
of manuscript s i n th e Byzantin e traditio n hav e adde d a  possessiv e pronou n
for clarification , so that now th e tex t state s tha t Chris t mad e a  cleansing for
"our" sins . The modificatio n serve s to differentiat e Chris t fro m th e Levitical
priests wh o mak e cleansin g fo r thei r ow n sin s befor e offerin g a  sacrific e o f
atonement fo r the people (7:27) .

Outside o f th e Epistl e t o th e Hebrew s a  simila r kin d o f chang e i s pre -
served i n severa l manuscripts o f Colossians 1:22 . Th e tex t appear s originally
to hav e read , "Bu t no w h e ha s mad e a  reconciliatio n (airoKarr^KKa^ev)  i n
the bod y o f hi s fles h (TT) ? crapKOS  avroit)  throug h death." In several witnesses
the mai n ver b (avro/caTTjXXa^ev , thir d perso n singular ) i s changed t o a n aor -
ist passiv e participl e i n th e plura l (d-Tro/caTaAAayez'Tes , D * F  G  b) , shiftin g
the focu s awa y fro m Christ , wh o brough t abou t th e reconciliation , ont o be-
lievers who hav e been reconciled . Wha t i s striking is that som e o f thes e wit -
nesses als o omi t th e pronou n avrov,  so tha t th e vers e no w read s "bu t no w
having bee n reconcile d i n th e bod y o f th e flesh " ( F G). I n these manuscripts ,
the tex t speak s n o longe r o f Christ' s bod y o f flesh , bu t instea d o f the believ-
ers' fleshl y bodies . Bu t wh y mak e suc h a  change ? I t appear s t o hav e bee n
made deliberately , an d perhap s th e bes t explanatio n i s tha t i t prevent s th e
text fro m referrin g to Christ' s "bod y o f flesh. " Give n the negativ e connota -
tions o f "flesh, " especiall y i n the Paulin e corpus, on e coul d wel l understan d
why orthodo x scribe s wh o believe d tha t Chris t wa s i n fac t human , bu t no t
susceptible t o si n an d th e lust s o f th e flesh , migh t have wanted t o mak e th e
change, circumventin g thereby any possibl e interpretatio n tha t migh t see Christ
as human an d nothin g more. 233
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Summary and Conclusions
I brin g this discussio n o f th e anti-adoptionisti c corruption s o f Scriptur e t o a
close b y summarizin g its principa l concern s an d restatin g it s salien t conclu -
sions. M y overarchin g thesis is that christological controversie s i n the secon d
and thir d centurie s affected th e transmission of the New Testament , a s Chris-
tian scribe s modifie d thei r text s o f Scriptur e s o a s t o mak e the m mor e ser -
viceable fo r th e theologica l conflict s o f thei r day . On e o f th e "heretical " views
evidenced throughout th e period understoo d Jesus to b e the Son of God only
by adoption . Advocate s o f thi s positio n include d certai n Jewis h Christian s
(Ebionites) an d th e Roma n follower s of Theodotu s th e Cobbler . Pau l of Sa-
mosata wa s depose d fro m hi s Antiocha n bishopri c fo r espousin g som e suc h
view, whethe r o r no t h e actuall y did ; othe r Christian s ma y hav e don e so ,
even though ou r ancien t source s pas s ove r the m i n silence.

For adoptionists , Jesus  wa s a  flesh and bloo d huma n being , bor n o f th e
natural unio n o f Joseph an d Mary . A n extraordinar y man , withou t pee r i n
righteousness o r wisdom , Jesus was chose n t o b e the unique Son of God, th e
savior o f the world . Som e of the earl y adoptionists situate d Jesus ' electio n a t
his resurrection ; b y the secon d centur y most believe d it ha d occurre d a t hi s
baptism. Advocate s o f bot h position s agree d tha t Jesu s wa s no t himsel f di -
vine, bu t was, a s their opponents pu t it , a "mere man. "

In opposition t o thi s kind of low Christology , proto-orthodo x Christian s
insisted tha t Chris t wa s fa r mor e tha n a  man , tha t h e wa s himsel f divine .
Much o f th e controvers y centere d o n th e natur e o f Christ' s uniqueness , a s
the proto-orthodox claime d that h e had pre-existed , tha t h e had bee n virgin-
ally conceived , tha t h e wa s Go d o n earth . A  variet y o f passage s fro m th e
emerging Ne w Testamen t coul d b e use d b y bot h side s o f thi s debate ; and ,
significantly fo r thi s investigation , th e wordin g o f thes e passage s wa s b y n o
means etche d i n stone . T o th e contrary , scribe s wh o transmitte d th e text s
occasionally changed the m to mak e them "say " wha t they were alread y known
to "mean."

Because i t wa s th e victoriou s part y o f late r centurie s tha t b y an d larg e
produced th e manuscripts that hav e survived antiquity, we should no t expec t
to find in them a large number of textual modifications that suppor t a n adop -
tionistic Christology . Indeed , suc h corruption s occu r i n onl y rar e instances ,
and eve n thes e ar e no t abov e questio n (e.g. , Matt 1:1 6 i n syr s). The opposi-
tion t o adoptionism , o n the other hand , did make a significant impac t on the
textual tradition . I n severa l passage s (e.g. , Mar k 1: 1 an d Luk e 3:22 ) suc h
corruptions virtuall y displaced the original text.

Our investigatio n o f thes e change s has followe d the rubric s provided b y
the proto-orthodox polemicists themselves. Some scribal changes emphasized
that Jesu s wa s bor n o f a  virgin ; others circumvente d th e adopttonis t clai m
that he was not . On e regula r target fo r such changes were passages tha t orig -
inally spok e o f Joseph a s Jesus ' fathe r o r paren t (e.g. , Luk e 2:33 , 43 , 48) .
Other change s served to emphasiz e Mary's virginit y (e.g. , Mat t 1:16) . In sev-
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eral instances , th e idea o f Jesus' miraculou s birth was imported int o passage s
that originall y said nothin g abou t i t (John 1:13; 1  John 5:16) .

Orthodox scribe s no t infrequentl y altere d text s tha t migh t b e take n t o
suggest tha t Jesu s becam e th e So n o f Go d onl y a t hi s baptis m (Luk e 3:22 ;
Acts 10:37 , 38 ; Joh n 1:34) , o r a t hi s resurrectio n (Ro m 1:4) , o r a t som e
unspecified momen t (e.g. , Luk e 9:35 ; 1  John 5:18) . Correspondingly , the y
changed othe r passage s s o a s t o highligh t their vie w that Jesu s wa s alread y
the Son of God befor e his baptism (Mar k 1:1 ) o r even before his coming into
the worl d (Mat t 1:18) .

By fa r th e mos t commo n anti-adoptionisti c corruption s simpl y designat e
Christ a s "God." Sometimes thes e variant s are widel y attested ( 1 Tim 3:16 ;
John 1:18) ; more frequentl y the y occur i n a restricted portio n o f the traditio n
(e.g., Mar k 1:3 ; 1  John 3:23 ; Joh n 10:33 ; 19:40) , or exclusivel y amon g the
early version s (e.g. , Luk e 1:17 , 76 ; 2:26) . O n occasion , suc h change s occu r
in manuscript s that ca n actually be dated t o th e period o f concern (e.g. , 2  Pet
1:2; Jud e 5) . Eve n when th e supportin g witnesse s ar e uniforml y late , how -
ever, the y appea r t o represen t vestige s o f a n earlie r ag e (e.g. , Mar k 3:11 ;
Luke 7:9 ; 8:28). 234 Moreover , Christ' s divinit y i s sometimes affirme d throug h
an exchang e o f predicates , i n whic h hi s characteristic s an d activitie s ar e at -
tributed t o God (e.g. , reference s to God' s blood o r passion , cf . Acts 20:28; 1
Pet 5:1) , o r conversely , God's are attribute d t o hi m (e.g. , Chris t a s "judge of
the earth," cf. 1 Cor 10:5 , 9) .

Finally, th e orthodo x emphasi s o n Jesus ' divinit y occasionall y le d t o a
de-emphasis on hi s humanity. So far a s we can judge, scribes never eliminated
the notio n tha t Jesus was full y human . Thi s woul d hav e embroiled them i n a
different se t o f problems , fo r the n th e tex t coul d b e take n t o suppor t th e
docetic Christologie s tha t th e proto-orthodo x oppose d o n anothe r front. 235

But scribes did modif y text s tha t coul d implicate Christ in human weaknesses
and frailtie s tha t wer e no t appropriat e t o on e understood t o b e divine, occa-
sionally changin g passage s tha t sugges t tha t Chris t wa s no t all-knowin g (Mat t
24:36) o r spirituall y perfect (Luk e 2:40) , an d passage s tha t sugges t tha t h e
was purel y morta l (Joh n 19:5 ) o r susceptibl e to huma n temptation s an d sin
(Heb2:18; 10:29) .

I hav e observe d tha t th e anti-adoptionis t change s of th e tex t occu r spo -
radically throughou t th e tradition , no t a t al l with the kind of consistency fo r
which on e migh t hav e hoped. Give n the characte r o f our evidence , however ,
this uneve n distributio n an d irregula r attestation ar e no t surprising . The scribe s
of ou r survivin g manuscript s mor e commonl y preserved  theologica l varia -
tions tha n create d them , an d non e o f thes e scribe s appear s t o hav e mad e a
concerted effor t t o adop t suc h reading s wit h rigorou s consistency . Almos t
certainly there wa s no attemp t t o create a n anti-adoptionisti c recension of the
New Testament . Indeed , th e Christian s of the proto-orthodox cam p di d not ,
on on e level , need t o chang e thei r texts ; the y believed that th e texts , i n what-
ever for m the y came, alread y attested thei r christologica l views . Most o f th e
debates ove r Christology , then , centere d o n th e correc t interpretation  o f th e
texts rathe r tha n on thei r wording. Bu t to some degree the debates did impac t
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the physica l dimension s o f th e manuscripts , a s scribe s periodically—i f no t
rigorously—modified th e word s o f th e Ne w Testamen t t o mak e the m mor e
serviceable for the orthodox cause , effectin g thereb y the orthodox corruptio n
of Scripture .

Notes

1. E.g. , Marcio n an d man y Gnostics o n th e one hand , and Irenaeus , Hippolvtus ,
and Tertullia n on th e other . A s we have already seen, proto-orthodox Christian s em-
phasized quit e early tha t Chris t wa s someho w bot h divin e an d human . See, fo r ex -
ample, th e third-centur y autho r o f th e so-calle d Littl e Labyrint h cited i n Eusebius ,
Hist. Eccl.  V, 28, wh o insist s that Christ' s dua l nature was affirme d b y such author s
as Justin, Miltiades , Tatian , Clement , Irenaeus , and Melito .

2. Althoug h the secon d questio n i s couche d i n distinctivel y Irenaean terms , it s
notion tha t salvatio n required Jesus t o b e divine was widely shared.

3. B y implication, o f course , th e author' s ow n interpretation s ar e supporte d b y
the unadulterated  tex t o f Scripture .

4. See , for example , th e discussio n of Matthe w 1:16 , pp. 54—55 .
5. Thi s i s patently tru e o f the Roma n adoptionists , accordin g t o Eusebius , Hist.

Eccl. V , 28 , an d presumabl y also o f th e Ebionites , wh o trace d thei r lineag e back t o
the Jerusalem apostles o f Jesus .

6. Significan t full-lengt h treatment s includ e Vernon Neufeld, The Earliest  Chris-
tian Confessions;  Reinhar d Deichgraber , Gotteshytnnus  un d Christushymnus  i n de r
friihen Christenheit;  Jac k Sanders , Th e Ne w Testament  Christological  Hymns;  an d
Klaus Wengs t Christologische  Formeln  un d Lieder  de s Urchristentums.  Se e also th e
works cite d in notes 7  and 12 .

7. Th e creeda l characte r o f the passag e wa s recognize d earlier in thi s century by
Johannes Weiss , Da s Urchristentum,  86 . Amon g th e bes t discussion s ar e Eduar d
Schweizer, "Rom. l:3 f un d de r Gegensatz von Fleisch und Geis t vor und be i Paulus";
E. Linnemann , "Traditio n un d Interpretatio n i n Ro m l:3f" ; H . Schlier , "Zu Ro m
l,3f"; Jame s D . G . Dunn , "Jesus—Fles h an d Spirit" ; an d Wengst , Christologische
Formeln, 112—17 . Th e followin g commentaries also  hav e usefu l discussion s and bib -
liographies: Erns t Kasemann , Commentary  o n Romans,  10—13 ; Walte r Schmithals
Der Romerbrief:  Ei n Kommentar,  48—51 ; an d especiall y Ulrich Wilckens , De r Brief
an de r Romer,  57—61.

8. Eac h of the other nin e occurrences o f atrepfjia  i n Paul refers t o Chris t or Israel
as the see d o f Abraham (bu t cf. 2 Tim 2:8) . I t should also  b e noted tha t th e contras t
Kara crapKa I Kara irvevfjia in this passage is not Pauline, for in none of its 00000000other
occurrences doe s th e ter m "spirit " receiv e a modifie r and i n n o othe r instanc e doe s
the contras t refe r t o th e person o f Christ , rathe r tha n t o huma n existence .

9. See , fo r example , th e lapidar y construction s o f 1  Corinthians 15:3— 5 an d 1
Timothy 3:16, both o f which also represen t preliterary creedal materials incorporated
into Paulin e texts. See the work s cite d i n notes 6  and 7 .

10. Th e phras e occur s tw o othe r time s i n Romans , a n additiona l fiv e time s
elsewhere i n Paul . O n it s insertio n her e b y Paul , se e especiall y Schlier , "Z u Ro m
l,3f," 209-11 , an d Werne r Kramer , Christ,  Lord,  So n o f God,  108-10, contra
Schmithals, De r Romerbrief,  50-51 . Th e additio n o f th e phras e serve s to mak e th e
creed Paulin e becaus e now i t state s tha t Jesus became "Son of Go d i n power" a t th e



100 Th e Orthodox  Corruption  o f Scripture

resurrection (cf . Phil 2:8f ) rathe r tha n "Son of God." That i t i s intrusive in the cree d
itself i s show n b y th e fac t tha t ther e i s nothin g i n th e firs t claus e wit h whic h i t i s
parallel, unlik e every other componen t o f the secon d clause . Schmithals observes tha t
even i f th e phras e i s original , i t ca n stil l b e rea d adoptionisticall y (Der  Romerbrief,
51).

11. Se e furthe r th e discussio n o f th e textua l varian t o n opwrflei'TO? , pp . 71—
72.

12. Se e the ters e discussio n o f Jame s D . G . Dunn , Christology  i n th e Making,
35-36, an d th e literatur e he cites there . Th e judgmen t concerning earlier materials in
the speeche s o f Act s hold s tru e even thoug h th e speeche s themselve s are b y and larg e
Luke's ow n compositions . Th e classica l stud y i s Marti n Dibelius , "The Speeches o f
Acts an d Ancien t Historiography"; o f th e burgeonin g literature since then, I  mentio n
only tw o o f th e mor e insightfu l studies : Eduar d Schweize r "Concernin g th e Speeche s
in Acts, " an d Ulric h Wilckens , Di e Missionsrede  de r Apostelgeschichte.  Fo r a  mor e
recent, brie f discussion , see Marinus de Jonge, Christology  i n Context,  108—11 .

13. Se e Dunn, Christology  i n the Making,  35—36 .
14. Se e the discussio n o f the tex t o f Luk e 3:22, pp. 62—67 .
15. Her e i t should b e stresse d tha t a n adoptionis t coul d wel l affir m tha t Jesus  i s

the "Son of God" without a t al l considering hi m t o b e "God," jus t a s Solomon wa s
known t o b e the so n o f God ( 2 Sam 7:14). On Mark' s Christolog y generally , see the
works cite d i n note 141.

16. Fo r a  brie f overvie w o f th e movemen t o f earl y Christolog y awa y fro m th e
earliest conceptio n tha t Go d adopte d Jesus t o b e his Son at th e resurrectio n o r a t th e
baptism, o n t o th e highe r christolog y o f John, se e Raymond E . Brown, Th e Birth  o f
the Messiah,  29-32 .

17. Fo r up-to-dat e discussion s an d bibliographies , see Burton L . Visotzky, "Pro-
legomenon t o th e Stud y of Jewish Christianitie s in Rabbini c Literature, " an d Joan E .
Taylor, "The Phenomenon of Earl y Jewish-Christianity."

18. Se e th e discussio n o f Chapte r 1 . Eve n thos e wh o recogniz e th e diversit y
sometimes provid e deceptivel y unifie d portrayals : fo r example , Richar d N . Longe -
necker, Th e Christology  o f Early  Jewish Christianity,  and , abov e all , Jean Danielou ,
The Theology  o f Jewish  Christianity.  Danielou' s boo k ha s bee n particularl y influen -
tial. See the critica l review by Robert A . Kraft , "I n Search of 'Jewish Christianity ' an d
Its 'Theology': Problem s of Definitio n an d Methodology. "

19. Thi s i s on e proble m wit h th e otherwis e interestin g study o f Ra y A . Pritz ,
Nazarene Jewish  Christianity.

20. Thus , fo r example , Justin , Trypho  46-47 ; Origen , Contra  Celsum  61 ; Eu -
sebius, Hist.  Eccl.  Ill , 27 . Se e the discussio n o f Prit z (Nazarene  Jewish  Christianity)
for thi s differentiation . Al l th e patristi c text s ar e collecte d an d criticall y assesse d i n
A. F. J. Klij n an d G . J. Reinink , Patristic Evidence  fo r Jewish-Christian Sects.

21. Se e the patristi c discussions of th e name give n i n Klij n an d Reinink , Patristic
Evidence, 19-43 .

22. Se e Klij n an d Reinink , Patristic  Evidence,  42-43 , fo r th e effect s o f thes e
changes o n th e externa l perceptions o f the group .

23. Clearl y shown i n Klij n an d Reinink , Patristic  Evidence,  19—43 , 67-73; an d
the discussio n i n Taylor, "Phenomeno n o f Early Jewish Christianity," 321.

24. Taylor , i n particula r ("Phenomeno n o f Earl y Jewish-Christianity"), makes a
convincing case tha t "Jewish-Christianity " comprise s those group s o f Christian s (eth-
nically Jewish o r not ) who adher e to Jewish norms of praxis in the fac e o f widesprea d
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opposition b y the res t o f the Christia n movement . And so, a t leas t accordin g to Iren -
aeus, th e Ebionite s practic e circumcision , pa y specia l reverenc e t o Jerusalem , an d
commemorate Jesus ' firs t comin g wit h a  Eucharisti c mea l o f brea d an d wate r (cf.
Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. I , 26, 2 ; V , 1 , 3); the latte r practic e perhap s derive d from thei r
view tha t Chris t ha d abolishe d al l sacrifice . Se e Hans Joiachi m Schoeps , Theologie
und Geschichte  des judenchristentums.

25. Se e Klijn an d Reinink , Patristic Evidence  42—43 , 67—73 . Fo r a n attemp t t o
coordinate thes e various Christologies b y tracing a  chronological development of the-
ology withi n Ebionit e circles , se e Han s Joiachi m Schoeps , Jewish  Christianity:  Fac-
tional Disputes  i n the early  Church,  especiall y Chapters 4—6 .

26. Compar e Irenaeus : "The Ebionites . .  .  assert tha t [Christ ] was begotten by
Joseph; thu s destroying, a s far a s in them lies , such a marvellous dispensation o f God ,
and settin g asid e th e testimon y o f th e prophet s whic h proceede d fro m God " (Adv.
Haer. HI , 21, 1) . Other patristi c texts , including the one fro m Eusebius , acknowledge
the existenc e o f othe r Ebionite s ("wh o go unde r th e sam e name" ) wh o admi t tha t
"the Lor d was born o f a virgin and the Holy Spirit," whil e denying "His pre-existence
as God " (III, 27; cf . also , e.g. , Origen Contra  Celsum  V , 61) . This latte r grou p o f
Ebionites, then, wa s no t adoptionistic , an d thu s is not a  par t o f my present concern .

27. Se e the recent discussions of George Howard , "Th e Gospel of the Ebionites" ;
and P . Vielhaue r an d Geor g Strecker , "Judenchristlich e Evangelien, " i n Hennecke -
Schneemelcher, Neuteastamentliche Apokryphen1.  I . 114-28, 138-42 .

28. Tha t th e gospe l wa s writte n i n Gree k i s demonstrated b y th e descriptio n of
the Baptist' s diet : th e canonical accoun t that he ate locusts (ayxpiSs? ) i s brought int o
conformity wit h th e Ebionites ' vegetaria n ways by changing one lette r i n the (Greek )
description o f Matthew 3: 4 par. No w John i s said to eat honey-cakes (eyjcpi'Ses). Fo r
the gospel' s harmonizin g tendencies, se e the discussio n of Luke 3:22 in note 91 .

29. Se e A. F. J. Klijn , "Das Hebraer- und Nazoraerevangelium. "
30. Se e note 35 below .
31. Eusebius , Hist. Eccl.  V, 28.
32. Thu s Epiphanius' s stor y tha t Theodotu s apostacize d i n th e fac e o f tortur e

and afterward s devised a theologica l rational e for his cowardice, claimin g that h e had
denied only a  man (Christ) , not God . According to Ephiphanius , thi s then le d him t o
develop a  ful l theolog y o f Christ as a "mere man" (t|/(.\6 s &v6POTTOS; Pan.  54, 1 , 3-8).

33. Se e especially R . H. Connolly , "Eusebiu s Hist.  eccl.  V. 28," where the Hip-
polytan authorshi p championed b y Lightfoot and Harnac k i s accepted. Wha t th e ear-
lier investigation s have faile d t o conside r adequately , however , i s precisely the chris -
tological view s o f th e fragment s i n relationshi p t o Hippolytus' s ow n claims . Th e
fragments attac k a  purely adoptionistic Christolog y (Chris t is a "mere man") , whereas
Hippolytus claim s tha t Theodotu s espouse d a  separationis t vie w comparabl e t o th e
Gnostics an d Cerinthians . Hippolytu s appear s t o hav e gotte n th e fact s o f th e cas e
wrong i n thi s instance—as ofte n happen s when h e combines disparate view s in order
to demonstrat e a  common sourc e o f deviation (h e claims, e.g., that th e Ebionite s also
share thi s separationis t view) . Bu t quite apart fro m th e accurac y of hi s description of
the Theodotians , i t appears tha t hi s view is not wha t i s envisaged by Eusebius's anon-
ymous source . Fo r a  "Tendenz-kritik"  o f Hippolytus' s Refutation,  se e especially Kos-
chorke, Hippolyt's  Ketzerbekampfung.

34. Hippolytus , Ref.  7 , 35f , 10, 23f ; Eusebius, Hist.  Eccl.  V , 28 ; compar e
Ps.Tertullian, Adv. Haer. 8  (in dependence on Hippolytus? ) and Epiphanius , Pan. 54 .

35. Hippolytus' s repor t i s not onl y tendentious (see note 33), i t is also somewhat
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confused. Thus , h e claims that Theodotu s taugh t tha t Jesu s was bor n o f a  virgin , yet
that h e wa s lik e al l othe r human s (Ref.  7 , 35) . Nothing i n th e fragment s cite d b y
Eusebius suggest s tha t Theodotu s subscribe d t o th e doctrin e o f th e virgi n birth. O n
the genera l unreliability of Hippolytus in such details, see Koschorke, Hippolyt's  Ketz-
erbekampfung.

36. Se e further m y article , "The Theodotians as Corruptors o f Scripture. "
37. Fo r olde r work s se e Gustav Bardy , Paul  de Satnosate;  Adol f von Harnack ,

"Die Rede n Paul s von Samosat a a n Sabinu s (Zenobia?) und sein e Christologie" an d
especially Fridriec h Loofs , Paulus  vo n Samosata  an d Henr i de Riedmatten , Les Actes
du proces  de Paul  de Satnosate.  O n th e deliberation s of th e Counci l o f Antioch , see,
more recently , Frederick W. Norris, "Pau l of Samosata"; an d Rober t L . Sample, "The
Christology o f the Counci l o f Antioch (268 C.E. ) Reconsidered. "

38. Se e especiall y Sampl e ("Counci l o f Antioch, " 17—21) , wh o argue s fo r th e
growing consensus tha t the Acta represent Apollinarian forgeries designed to condem n
Nestorian view s i n th e perso n o f Paul , an d Norri s ("Pau l o f Samosata, " 52) , who
summarizes the debat e an d draw s a  similarl y negativ e conclusion.

39. Sampl e argues strongly fo r authenticity . For problem s in usin g the Epistula
to reconstruc t Paul' s views , see Norris, "Pau l o f Samosata," 56—57 .

40. Se e especially Norris, "Pau l o f Samosata."
41. Fo r a  discussio n o f th e developmen t o f th e orthodo x view , se e especially

Hans vo n Campenhausen , Th e Virgin  Birth  i n the Theology  o f th e Ancient  Church.
42. Thus , th e adoptionisti c Ebionite s wer e commonl y accuse d o f usin g a  trun -

cated for m o f the first Gospel. Moreover , th e docetist Marcion , wh o denie d the virgi n
birth fo r entirel y differen t reasons , use d a  versio n o f Luk e that wa s similarl y abbre -
viated (becaus e Christ coul d not hav e been a  par t o f the materia l world, h e could no t
have been born ; h e therefor e descended full y grow n fro m heave n in the fifteent h yea r
of th e reig n of Tiberius Caesar). Se e the discussio n i n Adolph vo n Harnack , Marcion:
The Gospel  o f th e Alien God,  25-51.

43. Fo r othe r textua l change s of the birt h narratives, effected i n the fac e o f Gnostic
"separationist" christologies, se e the discussio n o n pp . 137—4 0 i n Chapter 3 .

44. Similarl y i n vers e 21, th e Sinaiti c Syriac joins wit h th e Curetonia n Syria c in
giving as the angeli c pronouncement t o Joseph tha t "[Mary ] wil l bea r t o you a  son."

45. Se e the discussion s cite d i n note 4 6 belo w (Metzger , Brown, Globe) . On th e
meaning of TrapBevos  fo r earl y Christians, see note 69 .

46. Se e the discussion s of Bruce M. Metzger , "The Text o f Matthew 1:16" ; id.,
A Textual  Commentary  o n th e Greek  Ne w Testament,  2—7 ; Brown, Th e Birth  o f th e
Messiah, 61—64 ; an d Alexande r Globe , "Som e Doctrina l Variants in Matthew 1  and
Luke 2, an d th e Authority o f the Neutral Text," 63-66.

47. I t is to b e recalled tha t I  am usin g the term "original" t o refe r t o the readings
of th e autographs . I n a  differen t sense , of course, thes e variant readings may be "orig-
inal" to this  manuscript  (o r scribe).

48. Th e easies t explanation o f verse 1 6 i s that th e scribe simply wanted t o retain
the forma t of th e res t o f th e genealog y at it s ver y end, so tha t th e formul a " X bego t
Y" was mechanically applied t o Joseph an d Jesus (Se e Metzger, Textual  Commentary,
7). Give n th e scribe' s failur e t o corrup t verse s 18-2 5 similarly , h e appear s t o hav e
understood hi s own formulation—i f h e understood i t a t all—i n th e sense that Josep h
became Jesus' fathe r (throug h adoption?) , although he was no t hi s actual father .

49. Irenaeu s oppose s thi s vie w b y referrin g t o th e prophec y o f Danie l tha t th e
advent o f Chris t woul d b e like a stone cu t without hand s (Da n 2:34), whic h he takes
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to be a reference to th e birth of Chris t i n which Joseph (th e stonecutter) took no par t
(Adv. Haer.  Ill,  21, 7) .

50. Th e fulles t treatmen t o f the textual problems in the birth narratives is Globe,
"Some Doctrina l Variants in Matthew 1  and Luk e 2." Fo r fulle r citatio n o f evidence
than I  provide here, se e his apparatu s (pp . 68—72) . Se e also th e balance d discussion s
of Brown , Th e Birth  o f th e Messiah.

51. Som e commentator s hav e argue d tha t th e incongruit y o f thes e verse s wit h
Luke's infanc y narrativ e otherwise ca n b e explaine d b y thei r compositiona l history ,
that is , tha t Luk e used differen t source s fo r part s o f hi s account . I f these  view s ar e
right, the n th e proto-orthodox scribes ' decisio n t o chang e th e text s coul d b e said t o
be du e t o a  correc t insigh t into thei r "original " intent . See , fo r example , Joseph A .
Fitzmyer, The Gospel  According  t o Luke,  305—13.

52. Includin g manuscripts A E 0 F I ¥ 33 565 579 892 f13 Byz. The omission of
the pronou n aiiroii  afte r ^TJrrj p i n som e witnesse s makes sens e only i f the readin g 6
TTotTrjp airrov  i s original.

53. Se e Metzger, Textual  Commentary,  134 .
54. Al l except syr c simply omit the entir e phrase beginnin g with tSov , while the

latter attest s th e opening word s i'8ot ) i^/aets.
55. Ho w d o I  know tha t th e change s were made fo r "theologica l reasons" ? I t is

important t o recal l the comments foun d i n Chapter 1 . Of course it is no more possibl e
(in an y actua l sense ) t o kno w "why " a  scrib e change d a  tex t tha n t o kno w "why "
anyone doe s anything . By saying that ther e wer e theologica l "reasons " I  a m simpl y
using a  kin d o f shorthand , whic h i s t o b e understoo d a s meanin g tha t th e change s
can function  i n theologica l ways , i n thi s case , i n way s particularl y amenable to th e
proto-orthodox cause . See pp. 28—31 . Moreover , i f we were  to speculat e on persona l
motivations fo r variation s o f thi s kind , w e shoul d probabl y as k wh y else  a  scrib e
would choos e t o chang e the text s o that i t no longe r call s Joseph Jesus ' father .

56. Includin g manuscripts A C E II  ̂0130 56 5 f 13 Byz and various Latin, Syr-
iac, and Copti c witnesses .

57. Manuscript s 101 2 a  b  g1 1 r1 (along with some Diatesseronic witnesses) . The
Old Lati n manuscripts c and ff 2 append "hi s mother " to th e corrupte d text . I n addi -
tion, the Syriac tradition changes the text to read "his kinsfolk " (syrs p; also the Arabic
harmony of th e Diatesseron) .

58. Middl e English , Tuscan , Lieg e harmonies : "Josep h an d Mary" ; Venetia n
harmony: "They."

59. NA 26 cite s onl y manuscrip t 245; th e Internationa l Greek Ne w Testamen t
Project volum e on Luk e cites manuscript s 1347, 1510 , an d 2643 . Neither apparatus ,
of course , i s exhaustive . I t shoul d b e note d tha t precisel y th e opposit e patter n o f
corruption occur s i n the tex t o f Luk e 2:42, wher e code x Beza e and severa l Old Latin
manuscripts chang e th e tex t fro m "the y wen t u p t o th e feast " t o rea d "hi s parent s
went u p t o th e feast , takin g him wit h them. " In this case th e chang e was apparently
not mad e fo r theologica l bu t fo r literar y reasons , simpl y to clarif y wha t i s assumed in
the res t o f the pericope , tha t Jesus accompanied hi s parents on th e occasion . Because
the scrib e o f code x Beza e reads joveis  i n vers e 41, ther e ca n b e n o questio n o f hi s
importing a n adoptionisti c ton e t o th e account . Th e sam e conclusio n mus t also  b e
drawn fo r th e additio n o f oi yovsis t o th e tex t of Luke 2:22 i n several late witnesses
(MSS X 0ms 4 50 64 273) .

60. Th e ol d uncia l W omit s th e genealog y o f verse s 23b-38; manuscrip t 57 9
deletes verse 23a a s well.
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61. Se e Marshall D . Johnson, Th e Purpose  o f th e Biblical  Genealogies,  230—31 .
62. A n alternativ e explanatio n i s suggeste d b y Irenaeus' s commen t tha t Jesu s

could no t hav e bee n literall y Joseph's so n i f h e wa s th e Messiah , becaus e amon g
Joseph's ancestor s i n Matthew' s genealog y i s found Jechoniah, so n o f Joachim, kin g
of Judah , o f whom i t was prophesie d i n Jeremiah 22:28 tha t non e o f his descendent s
would si t o n th e thron e (Adv.  Haer. Ill , 21 , 9) . The proble m woul d b e avoide d b y
simply omittin g the genealogy fro m Matthew' s Gospel .

63. Effecte d b y replacin g the negativ e oi>x wit h o n t o indicat e direc t address , a
change als o mad e i n on e manuscrip t of th e Sahidic . That thi s i s not a n adoptionistic
corruption i s shown b y the corresponding modificatio n made in Jesus' response .

64. Th e propensity o f the scribe of p66 to omit short word s rathe r tha n add them
increases th e likelihoo d tha t thi s particula r change was mad e deliberately . See E. C .
Colwell, "Metho d i n Evaluating Scribal Habits: A  Study of P45, P66, P75."

65. X * W b syrs c . The heightenin g of the iron y by the omission renders the other
possible explanation less likely, namely , that i t occurred by parablepsis occasioned b y
homoeoteleuton (i.e. , tha t th e scribe' s ey e inadvertently skipped fro m th e en d o f ira-
Tepa t o th e en d o f juTjTepa , thereb y leavin g out th e intervenin g words).

66. Insofa r a s the present evidenc e indicates. Several witnesses (A L [W s] @   ̂f 1-
13 By z Or ) d o suppl y the articl e before viov, but thi s change does no t affec t th e issue.

67. I t should als o b e observed that , a t leas t on the basi s of the limited inquiry to
this point , text s tha t appea r i n the most  problemati c contexts see m most  likel y t o b e
changed. Thus , whe n Josep h i s calle d Jesus ' fathe r b y th e narrato r o f Luke' s birt h
narrative, i t i s mor e frequentl y change d tha n whe n h e i s "erroneously " calle d hi s
father b y unbelievers who simpl y d o no t kno w an y better .

68. Whethe r o r no t ther e wer e orthodox scribe s who altered th e text with mor e
rigor i s somethin g w e wil l probabl y neve r b e abl e t o determine . I f ther e were , th e
distinctive characte r o f thei r text s woul d hav e tended t o becom e levele d ou t a s they
were recopie d b y subsequen t scribe s who als o referre d t o les s radicall y modified ex-
emplars. Simila r conclusions concernin g the consistenc y o f theologica l modifications
of th e tex t hav e been cogently argued b y Epp, Theological  Tendency  o f Codex  Bezae.

69. Th e ter m -rrapOsvos,  o f course , coul d simpl y mea n "youn g woman " o r
"maiden." Bu t in th e writing s of th e earl y church, especially when th e ter m cam e t o
be applied to Jesus' mother , i t took on the modern connotations o f the word "virgin, "
designating, that is , a woman wh o ha d neve r engaged in sexual intercourse. See LPGL
1037-38.

70. I n addition t o th e work s cite d i n not e 4 6 abov e (i.e. , Metzger , Brown , an d
Globe), se e the penetratin g discussio n o f Theodo r Zahn , Da s Evangelium  de s Mat-
thdus, 66-67, n. 34.

71. Othe r variant s that functio n t o protec t th e notion of the virgin birt h in Mat -
thew 1  modif y passage s tha t spea k o f Mar y a s Joseph's wif e ("wife " i s change d t o
"betrothed" or "companion" in Syriac, Ethiopic, and Diatesseroni c witnesses of Mat t
1:20; it is changed t o "Mary" or "her" in Syriac, Coptic, an d Latin witnesses of Mat t
1:24); s o to o description s o f Josep h a s Mary' s husban d are modifie d i n th e Syria c
traditions o f Matthe w 1:19 . On these , compar e Globe , "Som e Doctrina l Variants. "
Globe see s simila r forces a t wor k behin d the changes o f Matthew 1:1 8 (omi t "befor e
they cam e together") an d 1:2 5 (chang e "he did not know her until . .  .") , only here,
it i s the orthodox desir e to preserv e the notio n o f Mary's perpetua l virginity tha t i s at
work. The confluenc e of versional support (e.g. , Syria c and Lati n as independent tra-
ditions) demonstrate s a n earl y date fo r suc h modifications. A similar motivation ma y
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lay behin d th e omissio n o f rov  -rrpunoroKov  fro m Luk e 2:7 i n manuscrip t W . No w
Jesus i s not calle d Mary' s firstborn son.

72. A s I  have noted, Tertullian accuse d th e Valentinian s of the corruption . Thi s
might sugges t tha t th e varian t would b e better treate d late r i n my discussion o f "anti-
separationist" or "anti-docetic " corruptions. And , in fact, there is nothing implausible
about th e singular reading bein g generated simpl y to sho w tha t Jesus reall y was born .
But ther e i s als o nothin g i n Tertullian' s discussio n t o indicat e tha t h e reall y knew
whence th e varian t derived , an d a s I  hav e argued tha t i t i s in fac t th e origina l text ,
there i s no reaso n t o thin k tha t eithe r readin g originate d i n th e Valentinia n contro -
versy. All that Tertullia n kne w wa s that th e Valentinians were usin g the verse to their
own end ; h e addressed th e problem b y claiming that they themselves had create d thei r
own authoritativ e text. Since the singula r number function s to stres s tha t Jesus ' birt h
was unusua l (no t of bloo d .  .  .) , rathe r tha n tha t i t wa s a  rea l birth , i t probabl y
makes bette r sens e t o understan d th e varian t readin g a s originating i n an attemp t t o
demonstrate tha t Jesus cam e into th e world i n a miraculous way.

73. "Zu r Textkriti k un d Christologi e de r Schrifte n Johannes. " For the older lit-
erature, se e Josef Schmid , "Jo h 1,13. " Amon g moder n translations , th e Jerusale m
Bible renders th e ver b in the singular .

74. See , fo r example, Metzger , Textual  Commentary,  196-97 .
75. See , fo r example , th e discussio n of p . 132.
76. Se e Metzger, Textual  Commentary,  714—15 .
77. Se e Brown, The  Epistles  o f John,  573.
78. Othe r Wester n witnesse s presuppos e /cotXtas , borrowe d fro m th e LX X of

Psalm 1 5 (MS S gig p r  syr ? and Iren. {M).
79. Eve n though, i n codex Bezae , he is called "the Christ according t o th e flesh. "

Of course , eve n the proto-orthodo x wh o confesse d Jesus ' virgi n birth—and therefore
who acknowledge d tha t h e di d no t literally  descen d fro m Davi d (a t leas t throug h a n
earthly father)—nonetheles s acknowledge d hi s real bodily existence.

80. C . C. Torrey, Documents o f th e Primitive  Church,  145.
81. E.g. , Erns t Haenchen , Th e Acts o f th e Apostles, 182, n. 5 .
82. See , fo r example , Haenchen , The  Acts  o f th e Apostles, 73-75 .
83. S o Bonifatiu s Fischer : "Toda y i t i s nearl y universall y recognized tha t th e

(Latin) tex t [o f MS d] is almost completely dependent o n it s parallel Greek text , whethe r
it b e describe d a s a  Lati n versio n s o thoroughl y correcte d t o th e Gree k tex t tha t it s
character a s a Latin witness i s valid only when supported b y other Lati n witnesses, o r
as itsel f a  slavis h translatio n o f th e paralle l Gree k tex t o r it s ancesto r i n a  diglo t
manuscript" ("Di e Neu e Testament i n lateinischer Sprache," 42; quote d i n Aland and
Aland, Text  of  the  New Testament,  189).

84. Th e plausibilit y is heightene d b y th e uneasines s alread y evidence d b y som e
proto-orthodox Christian s i n th e mid-secon d centur y ove r thei r paradoxica l claim s
concerning Jesus' descendency , tha t is , that h e was fro m th e line of David even though
born o f a  virgin . Thus, fo r example , Justi n Martyr' s opponen t i n th e Dialogue  with
Trypho object s tha t Jesus mus t hav e been bor n o f natura l generation (fro m "huma n
seed") becaus e "the Word say s to Davi d that ou t o f hi s loins Go d shal l take to Him -
self a  Son , and shal l establis h Hi s kingdom " (Dial.  68) . Justin replie s tha t som e
prophecies ar e "writte n obscurely , or parabolically , o r mysteriously, " an d interpret s
the ide a o f th e Messiah' s descen t fro m Davi d i n ligh t o f wha t h e see s t o b e a  clea r
prophecy o f hi s virgin birth in Isaia h 7:14.

85. I  wil l discuss othe r textua l variant s relatin g to Jesus ' baptis m i n Chapte r 3 ,
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because Gnostic s wh o subscribe d t o a  kin d o f separationis t Christolog y agree d wit h
the adoptionist s i n pointin g t o th e baptis m a s th e christologica l momen t pa r excel -
lence. Fo r them , however , th e baptis m wa s no t th e momen t o f Jesus ' adoptio n o r
election, bu t th e poin t o f hi s infusio n wit h th e heavenl y Christ , wh o remaine d wit h
him unti l hi s passion. Th e parallel s between th e tw o view s are strikin g and naturally
led to som e mutua l interaction. I t comes as no surprise to see that th e patristic sources
sometimes describ e adoptionist s suc h a s th e Ebionite s i n separationis t terms . Wha t
this means for the presen t investigatio n is that some of the materials dealt with i n this
chapter coul d hav e easily been treate d i n Chapter 3 , an d vic e versa .

86. Ther e are , of course , exceptions . Amon g earlier discussions, Theodor Zahn ,
a schola r intimatel y familia r wit h complexitie s o f th e textua l tradition , provide s a
brilliant discussion , arguin g for th e originalit y of th e Wester n readin g ove r th e mor e
frequently atteste d varian t (Das  Evangelium  de s Lucas,  199-202) . Se e als o B . F .
Streeter (The  Four  Gospels).  Amon g mor e recen t advocate s o f th e Wester n reading ,
the followin g provide insightfu l comments : Walte r Grundmann , Das Evangelium  nach
Lukas, an d Augusti n George , "Jesu s Fil s d e Die u dan s 1'Evangil e selo n sain t Luc,"
reprinted i n Etudes  su r I'oeuvre  d e Luc.  For dissentin g opinions , i n additio n t o th e
scholars cite d i n I . Howard Marshall , Commentary  o n Luke,  154—56 , and Fitzmyer ,
The Gospel  According  t o Luke,  485—86, see John S . Kloppenberg, Th e Formation  o f
Q, 84-85; Georg e E . Rice, "Lk. 3:22-38 i n code x Bezae" ; A . Feullet, "Le baptem e
de Jesus"; and Joseph Ernst , Da s Evangelium nach  Lukas,  151—52 .

87. Dial.  8 8 (cf . 103) . There seem s t o b e littl e doub t tha t Justi n refer s her e t o
the tex t o f Luke . H e state s tha t afte r th e Hol y Spiri t alighted on Jesus i n the "form "
(ei'Sei) o f a  dov e ( a phrase unique to Luke ) a  voic e came from heaven , using the ver y
words uttered b y David when h e was impersonatin g Christ: "You are my Son, today
I hav e begotte n you. " What i s particularly significant i s that Justin appear s t o fee l a
need t o explai n awa y th e tex t o f Psal m 2  b y sayin g that thi s "generatio n o f Christ "
is not hi s "becoming" Christ, i t is the "generation" of people who come to kno w him.
It i s easiest t o assum e tha t h e fel t compelle d to explai n away the text , tha t is , to sho w
that i t was no t reall y meant adoptionistically, because in a sense he had to : hi s expla-
nation makes sense only if he knew that th e voice at Jesus' baptis m quoted th e secon d
Psalm.

88. Paed.  I, 25, 2 . Clement indicates that a t Christ's baptis m a  voice from heaven
came forth as a witness to th e Beloved, saying "You ar e my beloved Son, today I  have
begotten you. " The quotatio n represent s a  sligh t conflation, but th e secon d hal f clearly
derives fro m th e Luka n account.

89. Quote d in Jerome, Comm  in Isa.  11 , 12 : "Later o n in the Gospel (According
to th e Hebrews),  o f whic h w e mad e previou s mention , thi s writin g occurs 'An d i t
came t o pas s whe n th e Lor d ascende d fro m th e water , th e entir e fon t o f th e Hol y
Spirit descended , an d reste d upo n him , an d sai d t o him : You ar e m y Son; in al l th e
prophets I  was expectin g you , that yo u migh t come an d I  might rest i n you. Indeed,
you ar e m y rest , yo u ar e m y first-bor n Son, wh o wil l reig n forever.'" The referenc e is
allusive, bu t give n the statemen t tha t Jesus i s the "first-bor n Son" it seems to refe r t o
the word s o f Psalm 2 : t u e s ftlius meus primogenitus. In any case , th e voic e does no t
say "belove d Son," making it les s likel y t o b e a  referenc e to th e othe r readin g of th e
Synoptic tradition .

90. "Th e Lord i n baptism , b y th e layin g on o f th e bishop' s hand , bor e witnes s
to eac h on e o f you an d cause d his holy voice to b e heard tha t sai d 'Yo u ar e m y Son.
This da y I have begotten you ' " (93:26)
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91. Th e Gospel  o f th e Ebionites:  Epiphanius , Pan.  30. 13 , 7—8 . The gospe l pro-
vides a clear conflation of the three Synoptic accounts o f the voice from heaven . When
Jesus comes ou t o f the water h e hears the voice of God (quotin g Mark), "You are my
beloved So n . .  .  . " The voice then add s (/c m iraXiv),  "toda y I  have begotten you."
This tex t mus t derive from Luke , for the tex t subsequentl y states tha t John th e Baptis t
saw th e brillian t ligh t an d asked , "Wh o are you? " I n repl y th e voic e fro m heave n
iterates th e word s o f Matthew, "Thi s i s my beloved So n . . .  . " Origen , Jn.Com. I ,
29, and Contra  Celsum  I , 41; Methodius , Symposium  9 .

92. Lactantius , Div.  Inst. IV , 15; Juvencus, Evangeliorum  Libri  Quattuor  I , 360 —
64; Hilary , d e trinitate  VIII , 25; Tyconius , Re g 1 . Apocrypha l Acts : compar e Th e
Martyrdom o f Peter  an d Paul,  par . 1 ; The  Acts  o f Peter  an d Paul,  par . 29. Wit h
respect t o Augustine , the evidenc e is a  bi t mor e difficul t t o evaluate . Whe n h e want s
to harmoniz e the Gospels h e doubts tha t th e voice quoted Psal m 2 bu t allow s fo r the
possibility (d e consensu  evv.  II , 14) , suggesting tha t th e voic e ma y hav e sai d mor e
than on e thin g (cf . the Gospel  o f th e Ebionites!).  Whe n h e i s no t concerne d wit h
Gospel harmonization , Augustine seems t o suppor t th e Psal m 2  for m o f th e text . In
Enchiridion 4 9 h e gives i t a s "This day hav e I  begotten you, " and the n explain s that
Jesus did not reall y become God's Son on that "day"; the "today" is an eternal today!
This show s tha t Augustine , lik e Justin , fel t som e embarrassmen t ove r th e reading .
Finally, i n th e Adv.  Faust, ther e i s little doubt tha t Faustu s attest s thi s text, fo r h e is
quoted as saying, "(Matthew) tell s us that the person o f whom h e spoke a t the outse t
as the so n o f Davi d was baptize d by John an d becam e the So n of Go d o n thi s partic-
ular occasion . H e wa s abou t thirt y years ol d a t tha t time , accordin g t o Luke , when
also th e voic e wa s hear d t o sa y t o Him , "You are m y Son ; today I  hav e begotte n
you" (Chap . 23).

93. Se e further not e 110.
94. See , for example , th e comment s o f Justin and Augustin e in notes 8 7 and 92 .
95. Thus , fo r example , Walter Schmithals , Das Evangelium nach  Lukas,  55 .
96. Logical , that is , in a  twentieth-century modernis t sense . Luk e certainly has a

logic of his own, whether or no t i t is one that mos t modern s woul d subscrib e to.
97. Se e John A . T. Robinson , "Th e Earliest Christology o f All?"
98. O n th e parallel s between Luke' s baptis m an d transfiguratio n scenes, se e Al-

lison A . Trites , "Th e Transfiguratio n i n th e Theolog y o f Luke : Som e Redactiona l
Links."

99. Fo r the textual problem here , see pp. 67-68.
100. Se e the stud y of Eval d Lovestam , Son and Savior.
101. Se e G. Schrenk on "e/cXeyo/xm. "
102. Hans-Joachi m Kraus , Psalms 1—59:  A Commentary.
103. Thi s construa l of the significanc e o f the baptism scene is perhaps even mor e

plausible i f scholars such a s Fitzmyer (Gospel According t o Luke,  309-11) an d Brow n
(Birth o f th e Messiah,  242-43) ar e correc t i n seeing the infanc y narrativ e of Chapter s
1-2 a s a  secondar y additio n t o th e Gospel . I f there was a n earlie r edition o f Luke in
which th e opening scene s wer e th e appearance o f John th e Baptis t and th e baptism of
Jesus (i n which the word s o f th e Psal m were quote d b y the heavenl y voice), then th e
christological similarit y t o Mark' s Gospe l woul d b e quit e remarkable : th e first men-
tion o f Jesus' sonshi p come s a t hi s baptism.

104. Th e possible objectio n tha t Luk e would no t appl y the words o f Psalm 2 t o
the accoun t o f Jesus' baptis m whe n h e planne d t o appl y them t o hi s resurrectio n in
Acts (13:33 ) i s no more valid than th e claim that he must have applied the christolog -
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ical titles consistently. Luke was simpl y not intereste d in strict consistency—or at leas t
in wha t moder n scholar s would construe a s strict consistency-—whe n i t came to mat-
ters o f Christology.

105. Se e note 94 . The reason fo r conforming the tex t t o Mar k rathe r tha n Mat-
thew i s self-evident: in both Mar k an d Luk e the heavenly voice addresses Jesus in th e
second person ; i n Matthew i t uses the third person. I t was therefore easiest simply to
keep th e second perso n pronou n an d harmoniz e the words t o the familia r for m o f the
second Gospel .

106. On e possible exception might be the ninth-centur y manuscript 0131 in Mar k
9:7, whic h read s 6  ayaTrrjTO ? 6 V e^eXefa/nTji'. A t th e sam e time , although thi s doe s
seem t o harmoniz e Mark's accoun t t o th e basi c notion o f Luke's , i t doe s no t a t al l
conform t o Luke' s wording, which is the rea l matter o f concern here .

107. Th e Caesarean tex t (EK\BKTO<;),  o n the other hand, does appear to be a pure
harmonization, becaus e i t does no t serv e to eliminat e the doctrinal problem .

108. I n almost ever y instance the change has involved the addition o f the phrase
"Son o f God" to th e designation s of Jesus. Thu s p 75 B  D f 13 e t al. , i n differen t loca -
tions within the verse.

109. Se e the discussio n above, pp . 51—52 .
110. I t wil l b e remembere d that code x Beza e als o attest s th e word s o f Psal m 2

at Jesus' baptism . This may appear t o stand a t odds wit h the corruption of the presen t
text t o achiev e an anti-adoptionisti c rendering in a  suc h a  highly subtle manner . But
here i t mus t b e recalled , ye t again , tha t o f al l witnesses  t o th e origina l tex t o f Luke
3:22, code x Beza e i s virtuall y th e last.  Fa r fro m creatin g th e variant , the scrib e o f
Bezae simpl y reproduced it . Th e chang e h e has mad e in Act s 10:38 indicates tha t i n
doing s o h e interprete d th e baptisma l voice i n a  perfectl y orthodo x way: that is , he
did no t constru e the text a s signifyin g th e momen t a t whic h God mad e Jesus his Son.

111. On e o f th e bes t discussion s remain s vo n Harnack , "Zu r Textkriti k un d
Christologie," I . 127—32 . Fo r a  concis e statement , an d a  lis t o f olde r scholar s wh o
support th e mor e difficul t reading , see Rudolph Schnackenburg, The Gospel  Accord-
ing to  St. John, 305-06.

112. Se e Gordon D . Fee, "Codex Sinaiticu s in the Gospe l o f John."
113. Code x Beza e is not extan t i n this portion o f John.
114. A  conflated text occur s i n th e O L witnesse s a ff 2c, th e Sahidic , an d manu-

scripts of the Palestinia n Syriac: "Thi s is the chose n Son of God."
115. Alon g th e line s o f intrinsi c probabilities , Erns t Haenche n notes , bu t dis-

misses, th e interestin g circumstanc e that i f th e tex t i s take n t o rea d "th e Elec t o f
God," the n seve n titles o f Jesus ar e mentione d i n th e chapter : Lam b of God, Rabbi,
Messiah, So n o f God , King o f Israel , Son o f Man, Elect of God. Das Johannesevan-
gelium, 169.

116. See , for example , th e clearheade d discussio n by Rober t Maddox , Th e Pur-
pose o f Luke-Acts,  158-79 .

117. Franci s Watson ("I s John's Christolog y Adoptionistic?") argues that John's
Christology i s in fac t adoptionisti c (i.e. , that th e offending scribe s understood th e tex t
correctly), bu t curiousl y does no t accep t eKXe/oro ? as original.

118. Jeremia s (TWNT , art . mti?; V . 687) proposed tha t th e chang e wa s mad e
by fourth-centur y scribes in orde r t o comba t adoptionisti c Christologies . Hi s recog -
nition o f the problem wa s on target , bu t hi s dating of the corruption wa s not: by th e
fourth centur y th e adoptionis t controvers y wa s virtuall y a  thin g o f th e past . More -
over, subsequen t discoverie s have shown tha t th e varian t occurred already in the third,
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or mor e likel y th e second , centur y (f> 66- 75 bot h attes t it) , that is , during the perio d o f
the adoptionis t debate s themselves .

119. Fo r a  fulle r discussio n of the possible interpretations, alon g with comment s
on th e textua l problems, se e Brown, Th e Epistles  o f John,  620—22 .

120. Manuscript s 150 5 185 2 213 8 2495 ; Lati n vulgate, syh, cop bo, Chromatiu s
of Aquilea.

121. Fo r an argumen t t o th e contrary, se e Harnack, "Zu r Textkritik un d Chris -
tologie," I. 105-52.

122. 2:29 ; 3: 9 (bis);  4:7 ; 5: 1 (tris),  4 , 18 .
123. Anothe r tex t o f th e Johannine literature apparently proved fa r less difficul t

for orthodo x scribes . Whe n Jesu s speak s o f th e on e who m "Go d sanctifie d and sen t
into th e world " (ov  6  Trarrj p r^yiacrev  Kai  aTreoreiAei ' ei s TOV  KOCT^OV,  10:36 ) h e
could easil y be understoo d a s referrin g to God' s actio n i n eternit y past i n whic h H e
set apar t hi s So n fo r th e redemptio n o f th e world . I f the wor d abou t God' s "sancti -
fying" Jesus  ha d bee n spoke n i n a  baptisma l context, i t ma y wel l have proved mor e
unsettling. Fo r som e scribes , however , i t appear s t o hav e been unsettlin g enough; fo r
in som e lat e Gree k manuscript s ( U 47) th e ver b i s change d fro m "sanctified " (fiyi-
acrev) t o "loved " (riyaTrrjcrsv).  Th e chang e i s probably not t o b e understoo d merel y
as a n accidenta l confusio n o f orthographicall y simila r words, fo r th e origina l ter m
could wel l have proved discomfitin g for those wh o coul d not conceiv e of a time when
Christ wa s no t sanctified . Al l th e same , i t i s nearl y impossibl e t o decid e when  th e
change was introduce d int o th e tradition , give n the limitation s of our evidence.

124. Her e a s wel l on e need s t o recogniz e tha t som e text s wer e mor e readil y
corrupted tha n others . Act s 13:33 , for example, would requir e fairl y heav y editing to
alter it s message . A t th e sam e time , becaus e i t i s alread y embedde d i n a  documen t
that coul d hardl y b e construe d a s acceptabl e t o adoptionist s (e.g. , th e birt h narra -
tives), and becaus e it s particular form  o f adoptionism wa s n o longe r i n vogue, ortho -
dox scribe s apparentl y sa w n o nee d t o modif y it s claim s radically . For th e sligh t al-
terations o f the verse , see p. 156 .

125. Se e the commentarie s an d th e works cite d i n note 7 .
126. Eve n with th e change , th e text stil l says tha t i t was a t th e resurrectio n tha t

God "predestined" or "pre-appointed" Jesus.
127. See , fo r example , Schmithals , De r Romerhrief,  52 . Thi s understandin g of

the chang e i s given adde d cogenc y b y recognizin g the possibl e adoptionisti c message
of th e creed take n i n isolation: "Unlik e Paul himsel f th e formul a does no t presuppos e
the preexistenc e an d divin e sonship o f th e earthl y Jesus" (Kasemann , Commentary,
12).

128. Muc h o f th e followin g discussion ca n als o b e foun d i n m y contribution t o
the Symposiu m o n th e Histor y o f Biblica l Exegesi s ("Viv a Vox Scripturae" ) hel d a t
Princeton Theologica l Seminar y in 1990 , an d publishe d as "The Tex t o f Mark i n th e
Hands o f th e Orthodox. " Se e further, not e 136 . Her e I  wil l no t b e considerin g th e
minor variants , suc h a s th e us e o f th e articl e i n som e manuscript s tha t attes t vioii
9eov. These hav e no direc t bearin g on th e particula r issue of anti-adoptionis t corrup -
tions.

129. Ja n Slomp , "Ar e th e Word s 'So n o f God ' i n Mar k 1. 1 Original?" . Slom p
nonetheless adopt s the shorter text .

130. Alexande r Globe , "Th e Caesarea n Omissio n o f the Phras e 'So n o f God' in
Mark 1:1. "

131. Thu s C . H. Turner , " A Textua l Commentar y o n Mar k 1, " 150 ; followed ,
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for example , b y William Lane, Th e Gospel  According  t o Mark,  an d Wolfgan g Fene-
berg, De r Markusprolog,  151—52 .

132. Comm.  on John 1.1 3 an d 6.24 ; Contra  Celsum  2.4 .
133. Thu s Globe , "The Caesarea n Omission, " 216 .
134. Tha t is , tha t i t wa s a n erro r o f parablepsi s (a n "eye-skip" ) occasione d b y

homoeoteleuton (word s "endin g i n th e sam e way") . I t i s sometimes argue d tha t thi s
kind o f mistak e i s particularl y likel y here , becaus e th e word s 'iTjcroi i Xpioroi i viov
Oeov would hav e been abbreviated as nomina sacra,  making the accidenta l ski p of th e
eye from th e word Xpioro O to th e followin g Ka6ti><;  more than understandable . Thus ,
for example , Feneberg , Der Markusprolog;  Turner , " A Textual Commentary" ; Joachi m
Gnilka, Da s Evangelium  nach  Markus;  Car l Kazmierski , Jesus th e So n o f God;  an d
Vincent Taylor , Th e Gospel  According  t o St . Mark.  See , however , not e 135 .

135. Ye t mor e curiously , the word s TTJCTO V Xpio-roi) , whic h hav e the sam e po -
tential fo r omissio n a s nomina  sacra  endin g i n omicron-upsilon , ar e no t omitte d i n
the tradition , eithe r individuall y o r a s a  phrase , excep t i n the firs t hand of 28 , whic h
has bee n corrected .

136. T o m y knowledge, no one brough t forth thi s argument until Pete r M. Hea d
and I , simultaneousl y and independentl y o f on e another , publishe d article s o n th e
problem. Se e my "Text o f Mark i n the Hands o f the Orthodox," and Pete r M . Head ,
"A Text-Critica l Stud y of Mark 1.1. "

137. O n thi s issue, see E. C. Colwell , "Method i n Evaluating Scribal Habits," in
Studies i n Methodology,  an d Jame s A . Royse , "Scriba l Habit s i n the Transmission of
New Testament Texts. "

138. Pau l McReynolds, "Establishin g Text Families, " base d o n hi s collations of
manuscripts of Luk e for th e Internationa l Greek New Testamen t Project .

139. See , mos t recently , David Ulansey , "The Heavenl y Veil Torn," an d th e lit-
erature he cites on p . 12 3 n. 1 . See further, not e 140 .

140. I t coul d b e pointed ou t i n repl y tha t 1: 1 an d 15:3 9 ar e th e onl y instances
of a n anarthrou s vtos Oeoii  i n Mark . Althoug h this i s true , i t scarcel y counts a s evi-
dence fo r th e longe r readin g in 1:1 . On th e on e hand , i t i s difficul t t o conceiv e of a n
author indicatin g an inclusio  simpl y by omittin g a n articl e at tw o point s o f hi s nar -
rative, a s opposed, say , t o structurin g two entir e scene s aroun d paralle l motif s (such
as i n 1:9—1 1 an d 15:38—39) . Moreover , ther e ma y hav e been othe r reason s fo r th e
phrase to b e lef t anarthrou s in both places . With respec t t o 1:1 , i f the phrase "So n o f
God" wa s no t original , a  scrib e wh o wante d t o ad d i t woul d n o doub t hav e sough t
to mak e th e insertio n a s unobtrusiv e a s possible , an d coul d hav e accomplishe d hi s
goal simpl y b y addin g th e fou r letter s YYOY . (I t i s t o b e observe d tha t th e nam e
'ITJCTOV XpioToi) , whic h immediatel y precedes, i s anarthrous a s well. ) As to 15:39 , i t
may b e of some significanc e tha t thi s is the onl y time in the Gospe l tha t a  pagan calls
Jesus "So n o f God," an d i t ma y wel l be that th e autho r lef t th e phras e anarthrous t o
effect a  nice ambiguity: it i s not altogethe r clea r whether th e centurion i s proclaiming
Jesus to be "The So n of the only true God" (a s it is normally taken), or to be a "divin e
man," tha t is , one o f the son s o f the gods . Moreover, i t should b e observed that i f an
inclusio wer e forme d b y 1: 1 an d 15:3 9 i t woul d b e somewha t ou t o f joint , sinc e i t
would begi n a t th e ver y beginnin g o f th e stor y bu t conclud e befor e it s ver y end —
before thi s So n o f Go d ha d bee n raised ! If , o n th e othe r hand , th e inclusio  wer e
formed b y 1:1 1 an d 15:39 , i t would bracke t Jesus ' publi c lif e wit h proclamation s of
his divin e sonship, firs t b y God a t hi s baptism, afte r th e rippin g of th e heavens , then
by th e Gospel' s firs t rea l convert , th e Gentil e centurion, a t Jesus' execution , afte r th e
ripping of th e Temple veil.
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141. Fo r recen t work o n th e thorny issu e of Mark's Messiani c Secret , se e James
L. Blevins , The Messianic  Secret  in Markan  Research,  an d th e essay s collecte d i n C .
Tuckett, ed. , The Messianic  Secret.  Fo r challenge s t o th e notio n o f a  "corrective "
Christology in Mark, tha t is , a conscientious attemp t to rectif y a  flawed understandin g
of Jesu s foun d otherwis e i n th e Marka n community , an d probabl y represente d i n
Mark's own Gospe l source s ( a view popularized b y Theodore Weeden, Mark:  Tradi-
tions i n Conflict),  se e th e balance d statemen t o f Jack Kingsbury , The Christology  o f
Mark's Gospel.  Fo r a  mor e genera l account , se e Fran k J . Matera , What  Ar e They
Saying About  Mark?

142. Se e pp. 137-39 .
143. p 1 K  B  C W A 0 f 1 syr h pa l cop bo arm geo.
144. K  L n f 13 89 2 By z OL syr s-c- P copsa.
145. See , fo r example , Metzger , Textual  Commentary,  8 .
146. Simila r changes occu r i n othe r texts—mos t significantl y Roman s 1: 3 an d

Galatians 4:4—bu t I  will argue i n those instance s that th e corruptio n i s not directe d
against adoptionisti c Christologie s bu t agains t docetic . Fo r discussion , se e pp. 238 -
39. A  comparable chang e o f ye^ecrt ? t o yevvr)O-is  occur s wit h referenc e to Joh n th e
Baptist i n Luke 1:14 in a number of later witnesse s ( F * f13 28 33 700 1241 1424) .
There th e issues are altogethe r different , however , wit h th e change best accounte d fo r
on th e groun d tha t late r scribe s simpl y accommodated th e nou n o f vers e 1 4 t o th e
verb yevvdua  use d in referenc e to John's birt h in the preceding verse.

147. Fo r argument s agains t th e vie w tha t th e tex t refer s t o th e "descen t int o
hell," see Markus Barth , Ephesians II . 434-35.

148. Barth , Ephesians  II . 44 3 refer s t o Herman n vo n Soden , De r Brief  a n di e
Kolosser, Epheser,  Philemon.  See also G . B . Caird, "Th e Descent o f th e Messia h i n
Ephesians 4:7—11."

149. I  should poin t out tha t the reference to Christ' s "descent " here, irrespective
of it s meanin g i n th e boo k o f Ephesian s itsel f (o n whic h se e not e 147) , was ofte n
taken i n patristic circles to mea n hi s three-day sojour n i n Hades , wher e h e preache d
to th e "spirit s i n prison" ( 1 Pet 3:19). Se e Irenaeus, Adv. Haer. IV , 22, 1 ; V, 31, 1 .
Nonetheless, th e corruptio n doe s no t see m to mov e in this direction, fo r i f the scribe s
who mad e i t understoo d th e tex t i n thi s way, the y scarcel y woul d hav e neede d t o
emphasize tha t Chris t descende d t o Hade s prio r t o hi s ascension , becaus e this  se -
quence was agree d t o b y all hands .

150. S o too Barth , Ephesians  II . 433, n. 43 .
151. Se e Sanders , Christological  Hymns,  15-17 ; Wengst , Christologische  For-

meln, 156-60 ; and Wolfgang Metzger, De r Christushymnus,  12-16 .
152. Th e inconcinnit y created b y th e us e of th e masculin e is itsel f evidenc e that

an earlie r creeda l fragmen t ha s bee n incorporated . Se e Wengst, Christologische  For-
meln, 157; and W. Metzger, De r Christushymnus,  13 .

153. Manuscript s X c A 2 C 2 D c K L P  ̂81 [88] 330 61 4 1739 Byz Lect, fathers
from th e fourt h century onwards .

154. Th e chang e wa s almos t certainl y no acciden t fo r th e late r scrib e o f manu-
script 88 , wh o give s a s hi s tex t 6  0eos , leavin g no ambiguit y concerning hi s under -
standing of the passage .

155. Compar e Phillippian s 2:6; Colossian s 1:15 . Se e the work s cite d i n not e
151.

156. O f al l the witnesse s attesting eithe r variant , only Origen antedate s th e fourth
century; and hi s witness i s found only in th e fourth-centur y translation o f hi s works .

157. Se e especially Paul R . McReynolds , "Joh n 1:1 8 in Textua l Variatio n an d
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Translation." McReynold s give s a n exhaustiv e listing o f th e textua l sources , a  ful l
review o f externa l an d interna l arguments , and a  citation o f the various renderings of
the vers e i n moder n Englis h translations . Fo r anothe r recen t discussio n wit h usefu l
bibliographical notes , se e D. A. Fennema, "John 1:18. " Of the older discussions , stil l
valuable i s the analysi s of F . J. A . Hort, Tw o Dissertations,  1—72 .

158. Fo r fulle r apparatus , se e UBSGNT3 an d McReynolds , "Joh n 1:18. " I n short ,
the textua l option s i n the passag e ar e as follows:

( 1 ) 6 tiovoyevris  0eo«> , p 75 S c 33 copbo Or pt

(2) povoyevr)<s  0eos , p 66 X * B C * L  syr p- h(mg ) an d a  rang e o f fathers , including
most o f th e Alexandrians

(3) 6  fjiovoyevr) 1;, vg ms Diatesseron an d othe r father s
(4) 6  fjuivoyevT)^  uio? , A C3 K X A ® n ^  f 1 1 3 565 70 0 89 2 1241 Byz Lect OL

syrc- h - pa i ar m eth pp geo an d mos t father s
(5) iM>voyevf}<;  vio ? Osov,  Irenpt an d Or pt

(6) fj,ovoysvri<;  uto s Beo<s,  copsa

Clearly the third , fifth, and sixt h variants can make no claim to bein g original on
documentary grounds , an d ca n eac h b e explaine d rathe r easil y a s corruptions o f an -
other readin g attested mor e full y i n the tradition. We are lef t wit h two considerations ,
whether th e original text spoke o f "the unique Son who i s in the bosom o f the Father "
or o f "the unique God wh o i s in the boso m o f the Father, " an d i f the latter , whethe r
the phras e originally had th e definit e article .

159. Fo r example, Fennema , "John 1:18, " 128.
160. Orige n i s cited in support o f three of the five variants listed in the apparatu s

of UBSGNT 3' bu t no t fo r th e on e varian t that h e actuall y attests . A  thorough assess -
ment o f the evidenc e shows tha t h e supports 6  /ttowyez'T)? 0eos. See Bart D. Ehrman,
et al. , The  Text  o f th e Fourth  Gospel  i n the Writings  o f Origen,  60 .

161. Se e my comment s o n th e externa l evidenc e for th e so-calle d Wester n non-
interpolations in the excursus , pp . 223—27 .

162. Tha t Ireneau s an d Clemen t attes t th e othe r readin g a s wel l i s readil y ex-
plained b y it s theological usefulness . Se e p. 82 .

163. Amon g al l th e witnesses , p 75 i s generall y understood t o b e th e strongest ;
p66, which supports th e shorter text , i s notoriously unreliable when it comes t o articles
and othe r shor t words , s o that th e omission here simply corroborate s wha t on e finds
elsewhere throughou t th e manuscript . Thus Colwell , "Metho d i n Evaluatin g Scribal
Habits." See further, pp . 265-66.

164. Se e Dale Moody , "God' s Onl y Son." Among other things , Mood y argue s
convincingly agains t the renderin g "only-begotten," on th e grounds of etymology and
usage.

165. Thi s cannot b e construed a s meaning that the reading is more likely original
because i t i s "difficult. " In fact , i t was no t difficul t fo r scribes , who embrace d i t a s a
useful statemen t o f Christ' s ful l deity . See notes 17 2 an d 173.

166. See , e.g., T. E . Pollard, Johannine Christology  an d th e Early  Church.
167. Se e further, note 171 .
168. Thu s Fennema , "John 1:18. " Thi s also appears t o be the expedient of Ray-

mond Brow n (The Gospel  According  t o John, 1.17) , who adopts th e translation "God
the only Son" without comment . Interestingly , he renders the varian t /xowyefjjs vio<;
quite similarly as "the Son, the only one." This woul d see m to sugges t tha t th e nom -
inal wos is in fac t otios e t o th e phrase .

169. LSJ , i n loc.  See also Moody , "God' s Onl y Son."
170. Thus , recently , McReynolds, "Joh n 1:18. " For a  lis t of othe r scholars , se e
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Fennema, "Joh n 1:18, " p . 133 , n. 27 . Tha t thi s vie w i s hardenin g int o a  kin d o f
orthodoxy i s eviden t i n it s casua l acceptanc e b y recen t authors . See , for example ,
Otfried Hofius , "De r i n des Vaters Schof ? ist."

171. A  fina l argumen t ha s occasionall y bee n adduce d i n suppor t o f jaowyeci) ?
0eo9, namely , tha t th e literar y structur e o f th e prologu e mor e o r les s require s th e
reading, becaus e th e thre e statement s o f th e openin g vers e are paralleled , i n inverse
order, b y th e fina l verse . Thu s "th e Word" (v . 1 ) i s echoed b y "that on e ha s mad e
him known " (v . 18 ; bot h relatin g t o Christ' s revelator y function) ; "wa s with God"
by "i n th e boso m o f th e Father " (bot h explainin g hi s relatio n t o th e Father) ; an d
"was God " by "th e unique God " (both affirmin g hi s divin e character) . Thi s i s a n
interesting argument , bu t on e tha t fail s t o persuade me—no t because th e parallels d o
not i n fac t exist , bu t becaus e o f th e wa y the y ar e effected . I n neither  o f th e firs t tw o
instances ar e th e statement s o f vers e 1  actually repeate d i n vers e 18 . A s ther e i s n o
reason t o thin k tha t th e author ha s changed hi s style with regar d t o the final element,
the reade r shoul d expec t a n equivalen t term, no t a  repetition . An d tha t i s precisely
what on e doe s fin d i n th e phras e 6  /x.oi'oyei'ij s vtos , a  phras e tha t affirm s Christ' s
unique divin e character , withou t statin g tha t h e i s th e on e an d onl y Go d himsel f
(which no t eve n v. 1  asserts, becaus e 0eos lacks the article).

172. McReynold s ("Joh n 1:18, " 115 ) chides M.-E . Boismar d (St.  John's Pro-
logue, 65 ) fo r drawin g thi s conclusion , bu t misse s th e poin t whe n h e argue s that th e
Gnostics woul d hav e been particularl y inclined to th e text. Naturally they would have
been, bu t the y are not th e one s th e reading function s to oppose . It is also pointles s t o
argue tha t th e mor e commonl y atteste d readin g doe s no t fi t wel l int o a n anti-Arian
context (cf . Brown, Th e Gospel  According  t o John,  17) ; clearly both reading s wer e
well wor n befor e Arius arrived on th e scene .

173. Compar e Origen , Dialogue  with  Heradides,  128 , whic h condemn s th e
"blasphemous doctrin e whic h denie s th e deit y o f Christ, " a s wel l a s Horn,  i n Luke,
17, and i n Epistula  a d Titum,  which speak s o f the Ebionite s who sa y that Chris t wa s
born o f a man an d woma n lik e everyone else, and was , a s a consequence, onl y human.

174. Se e note 166.
175. Wh y wa s thi s th e onl y occurrenc e o f 6  tiovoyevris  vio s t o b e change d i n

the textua l traditio n of the Fourt h Gospel ? The answe r ma y lie in the centra l positio n
it occupies withi n the prologue , settin g the stag e fo r the Christolog y of the res t o f th e
Gospel.

176. Se e the discussio n o f Erich Fascher, Textgeschichte,  14 .
177. M y comment s o n thi s passage ca n also  b e foun d i n "The Text o f Mark i n

the Hand s o f the Orthodox."
178. Th e ter m ca n also  b e used o f God, of course (e.g. , 13:20 , 36), especiall y in

quotations o f Scriptur e (e.g. , 11:9 ; 12:11, 29). I n other passage s th e referenc e is am-
biguous (e.g. , 5:19) .

179. Thi s i s especially tru e o f code x Bezae , where th e r/fiuv  o f th e LX X tex t i s
(unwittingly?) change d t o v/j,a>v.

180. A s I have argued , eve n if the chang e wa s unconscious , on e woul d stil l nee d
to as k wha t kin d o f scribe migh t hav e been likel y t o mak e it , and how , having done
so, he might have understood it .

181. Se e Chapter 3 , pp. 122-23 .
182. Th e word s TO V viov  odnov  o f cours e al l en d i n th e sam e letters . Bu t i f th e

mistake wer e mad e accidentall y by confusin g thei r endings , th e final  word(s ) woul d
have bee n omitte d b y an eye-skip , not th e first.

183. Anothe r exampl e ma y occu r i n th e textua l traditio n o f John 18:32 . Her e
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the origina l tex t state s tha t "th e Jews " refuse d Pilate' s request t o tak e Jesus and tr y
him unde r thei r ow n law , s o a s t o fulfil l Jesus ' statemen t concernin g his own deat h
(i.e., tha t i t woul d b e b y crucifixion , the Roma n mod e o f execution) . Some elements
of th e tradition , however , rathe r tha n stating that th e Jewish opposition fulfille d "th e
word o f Jesus whic h h e spoke" ( 6 Xoyos TO V 'IrjcroC irA.rjpwSf j 6 V elrrev), declare tha t
their actions fulfille d "th e wor d o f Go d whic h he spoke" (6 Aoyos TOV Oeoii TrXTjpwflf )
ov siiTEv,  MS S L  A  pc) . Sinc e th e vers e refer s bac k t o Jesus ' earlie r claim s tha t h e
would b e "lifte d up, " th e conclusio n seem s mos t natura l that th e scribe s who mad e
the change did so simply because they understood tha t when Jesus spoke , Go d spoke .
Other minuscul e manuscript s rea d "th e wor d o f th e Lord, " whic h coul d represen t
either a  direc t corruptio n o f th e origina l "wor d o f Jesus" o r o f th e late r corruptio n
"word of God. "

184. Th e chang e appear s no t t o hav e bee n mad e b y accident , i n vie w o f th e
tendency o f the scrib e of p 66 t o omi t shor t word s fa r more readily than t o ad d them .
On thi s see Colwell, "Metho d i n Evaluating Scribal Habits."

185. Suc h a  Patripassianis t position doe s no t see m to b e full y embrace d i n thi s
simple chang e o f John 10:33 . Bu t i t shoul d b e observe d tha t a  late r han d correcte d
the tex t o f p 66 b y deleting th e article . This ma y demonstrat e th e potentially  Patripas -
sianistic undertone s o f th e earlie r change . Thus , a  variet y of christologica l position s
played thei r rol e i n th e transmissio n o f th e Ne w Testamen t text : orthodo x scribe s
who believe d that Jesus was bot h Go d (contra  the adoptionists ) an d distinc t fro m th e
Father (contra  th e Patripassianists) , sporadically modified text s tha t coul d b e use d by
heretical opponents of either persuasion. Se e further th e discussio n of Acts 20:28, pp .
87-88.

186. Th e orthodo x clai m tha t Jesu s wa s bot h huma n an d divin e ma y als o b e
evidenced i n an interestin g combination of changes i n John 9:3 3 an d 35 . I n verse 33,
the crow d claim s that "i f thi s one were not fro m God , h e would b e able to d o noth -
ing." Th e text , however , i s changed in some witnesses to read "i f this man ( 6 avQpdmos)
were no t fro m God " (p 66 ®  N  124 1 pc) . Som e o f thes e sam e witnesse s (e.g. , &  N)
also attes t the chang e foun d in vers e 35, i n which Jesus' questio n is sometimes modi-
fied fro m "D o yo u believ e i n th e so n o f Man? " t o "D o yo u believ e i n th e So n of
God?" I n bot h case s Jesus proceed s t o identif y himsel f a s the prope r objec t o f belief.
What thi s means , however , i s that manuscript s © an d N  hav e incorporated a  purely
orthodox Christolog y int o th e tex t b y thei r sequence  o f corruptions . Now , i n clos e
proximity t o on e another , th e tex t affirm s tha t Jesus is rightly understoo d t o b e bot h
human (avOpwiros,  v . 33 ) an d divin e (wtos TOV 0eo£>, v . 35) .

187. Readin g the articl e before Kvpiov,  wit h B  D K  L W 565 89 2 al .
188. S o 0 ¥ f 13 700 1424, th e Persian Diatesseron, and Old Slavonic"155.
189. A  comparable chang e occurs in Mark 5 . Afte r Jesu s heals the demoniac, h e

instructs hi m t o retur n hom e an d tel l wha t th e Lor d ( 6 xvpios ) ha s don e fo r hi m
(5:19); i n some witnesses , however , th e ma n i s to tel l wha t "God " ( 6 0eos) ha s don e
for hi m ( D [1241]) . A s fo r th e possibilit y that thi s particular variant i s a  simpl e har-
monization t o Luk e 8:39 , on e shoul d questio n wh y suc h a  harmonizatio n ha s bee n
made i n thi s case , especiall y in ligh t of th e orthodo x tendenc y to emphasiz e that th e
one who doe s thes e thing s i s God himself . Moreover , eve n in Luke 8:39 a  change ha s
been mad e tha t encourage s th e reade r t o identif y Jesu s a s God . Here , afte r th e de -
moniac receives his instruction to proclaim wha t God ha s done for him (i.e. , for Luke,
through Jesus) , h e goe s abou t preachin g what "Jesu s ha d don e t o him " (ocr a £73-0117 -
crev avro)  6  'iTjcroOs) . Fo r Luk e the traditio n doe s no t sugges t that Jesus, a s God, ha d
healed th e man . Jesus i s no t identifie d a s Go d i n thi s Gospel , althoug h h e i s under-
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stood t o b e the on e throug h who m Go d works . Late r scribes , however , understoo d
the implication s of th e tex t somewha t differently ; th e passage i s slightly modified i n a
number o f Gree k an d Copti c witnesse s t o stat e tha t th e ma n wen t abou t preachin g
what "God " (i.e. , Jesus) had don e fo r him.

190. Tha t thi s change i s not accidenta l i s borne ou t b y a  corruption pointin g in
the sam e orthodo x directio n i n th e Persia n Diatesseron' s accoun t o f th e Baptist' s
preaching in Luke 3:4, where the tex t o f Isaiah 40 i s modified to highligh t the divinit y
of th e on e t o come : "Prepar e th e wa y o f the Lor d God"  (—  Kvpiov  Oeov).

191. Fo r another instanc e o f the tendency of p72 to stress a n exalted Christology ,
see the discussion o f 1  Peter 5:1 below.

192. Vi a parablepsis occasioned b y homoeoteleuton. Metzger , Textual  Commen-
tary, 593 .

193. Se e BAGD, art. 6  II 10 b; art . Kai  I  1 a; les s firmly, Nigel Turner, Grammar
of Ne w Testament  Greek,  vol . Ill , 181-82 .

194. Anothe r subtl e bu t intriguin g variant occurs i n Paul' s Secon d lette r t o th e
Corinthians. I n th e openin g chapter , Pau l speaks o f having within himself th e "judg -
ment o f death" that compell s him no t t o hav e confidence in himsel f bu t "i n th e Go d
who raise s th e dead " (STTL  r&>  6eu>  T&>  eysipovn  TOV S ^e/cpovs , 1:9) . Ou r earlies t
manuscript, however , i n company wit h a  handfu l o f late r witnesses, give s the partici-
ple i n th e orthographicall y an d phoneticall y similar aoris t form , eyeipavn  (p 46 32 6
365 61 4 188 1 249 5 bo ms vg ms). The subjec t of th e participl e is Oeos  and th e objec t is
in th e plural . What coul d i t mean to spea k o f "the Go d wh o raise d (past tense) those
who wer e dead? " I n th e biblica l recor d Go d himsel f raise s onl y Jesus , unles s on e
thinks o f th e Matthea n accoun t o f th e aftereffect s o f Jesus ' crucifixio n (27:52) . Al l
other account s o f th e dea d bein g raised occur throug h huma n agency. Bu t of course ,
Jesus raise s th e dea d i n severa l o f th e Gospe l tradition s (e.g. , Mar k 5 , Luk e 7 , John
11). Give n the orthodo x proclivit y to se e Jesus a s divin e and th e widesprea d knowl -
edge tha t h e ha d raise d th e dead , coul d th e corruptio n b e explaine d i n par t a s a
reference t o Jesus as the Go d i n whom Pau l places his confidence ?

195. eTT(,rayf)v  Oeov  crwrijpo s T)/u<t>i> , TTJCTO V Xptaro v rf) s e\7u8o s TUJLUIV  (MSB
42 51 10 4 234 32 7 46 3 f u ethro).

196. Bloo d o f Go d (at/x a TOV  Oeov,  Ign . Eph.  1:1 ; sanguine  del,  Tertullian , ad
uxor II . 3) ; th e sufferin g o f Go d (passiones  del)  an d Go d crucifie d (Tertullian , d e
came Christi  5) ; "Go d i s murdered" ( 6 0eos iretfrovevTcci;  Melito , Paschal  Homily).
For othe r references , see Adolf von Harnack , History  of  Dogma,  I. 187 .

197. Se e the discussio n of Chapte r 5 .
198. Compare , fo r example, Origen, Dial,  with Heraclides,  118—24 .
199. Thi s i s not t o imput e an inconsistenc y to Tertullian , as in both treatise s h e

is cautious to spea k o f Christ as both divin e and human . See the discussion in Chapter
5.

200. Th e chang e o f Galatian s 2:20 , alread y discussed , ca n b e considere d t o b e
one such change , in that "God " i s now describe d a s "the on e who love d me and gave
himself u p fo r me. " Se e pp. 86—87 .

201. O n th e translation , se e Metzger , Textual  Commentary,  480-81 , an d th e
literature cited there .

202. Fo r another readin g in loc.,  see p. 264 .
203. Manuscript s p 74 A C* D E  ̂33 173 9 co p al.
204. Se e the discussio n o f pp. 264—66 . This i s where the textua l proble m differ s

from tha t o f Joh n 1:1 8 discusse d previously . Althoug h th e orthodo x wer e perfectl y
willing t o tal k abou t Chris t a s th e iiovoyevris  0eos , sinc e he was , afte r all , th e tru e
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God, the y wer e extremel y reluctan t t o tal k abou t hi m a s Go d th e Father , especially
when i t came to th e shedding of blood. Th e controversy with Patripassianists revolved
around precisel y thi s issu e of whether i t was th e Fathe r who suffered .

205. Th e readin g occur s i n th e fourth-centur y Alexandrians Athanasius and Di -
dymus, and throughou t th e Byzantine textual tradition .

206. Se e pp. 85-86.
207. Fo r example , 1  Clem.  2:1 0 (ret  TraOri^ara  aiimv,  antecedent : Beds);  Ign .

Rom. 6: 3 (rov  TraOoix;  TOV  Oeoii  (JLOV);  Tertullian , a d uxor  II , 3  (passiones  dei).
208. Se e Chapters 3  an d 4  fo r furthe r instance s o f textua l change s tha t empha -

size Christ' s rea l suffering .
209. Se e the discussion an d reference s in Gordon D . Fee, The First  Epistle t o th e

Corinthians, 448.
210. Fo r a complete apparatus , se e Osburn, "Th e Text of 1  Corinthians 10:9. "
211. O n th e othe r hand , th e bes t witnesse s o f th e Alexandria n traditio n attes t

Kvpios ( S BC 33). Osburn's decisio n ("The Text of 1 Corinthians 10:9," 201-02) to
list upward s o f 45 0 witnesse s i n suppor t o f th e Byzantin e tex t give s a  somewha t
skewed vie w o f th e textua l situation , a s i t lend s itsel f to o readil y to th e impressio n
that th e readin g i s mor e likel y origina l becaus e i t i s so widel y attested. (T o b e sure ,
this is not th e conclusion Osbur n draw s in his analysis; but why else list all the manu-
scripts?). In fact , th e vast majority of these witnesses ar e close relatives of one another ,
making their independen t evidentia l value nil.

212. So , Metzger, Textual  Commentary,  560 , and mor e recently , Fee, The First
Epistle t o the Corinthians,  457 .

213. Se e the polemi c directe d agains t Pau l o f Samosata , discusse d o n p . 90 . I n
addition, t o cit e bu t on e othe r example , compar e th e us e o f 1  Corinthian s 1 0 b y
Eusebius o f Caesare a i n hi s confrontatio n wit h Marcellu s of Ancyr a (D e Ecclesiastic
Theologia 1 , 20; cite d b y Maurice Wiles , "Perso n o r Personification?" , 287) . See also
the discussion o f J. E . L. van der Geest , L e Christ  et I'ancien testament chez Tertullian,
especially Chapte r 5 , "L e Chris t preexistan t dan s I'ancie n testament," i n whic h h e
shows a  numbe r o f othe r polemica l ground s fo r th e proto-orthodo x insistenc e tha t
Christ appeare d alread y i n the Ol d Testament .

214. Se e Osburn, "Th e Text of 1  Corinthians 10:9, " 209-11, and the literature
he cites there .

215. Fo r the text , see Eduard vo n de r Goltz , Eine  textkritische  Arbeit  de s zehn-
ten bezw.  Sechsten Jahrhunderts,  66 .

216. I t woul d b e a  mistak e t o thin k tha t th e tex t ha d bee n modifie d simpl y t o
subvert th e teaching s o f th e third-centur y Paul . The chang e i s attested alread y in th e
time of our earlie r adoptionistic controversie s (e.g. , in Clement o f Alexandria and th e
anonymous presbyter quoted b y Irenaeus [Adv. Haer.  IV , 27, 3]) .

217. "Th e Text of 1  Corinthians 10:9," 208.
218. Osbur n ("Th e Text o f 1  Corinthian s 10:9, " 203-05 ) ha s effectivel y dis-

counted Epiphanius' s claim that th e tex t wa s corrupte d b y Marcion (i.e. , from /o>pio ?
to xpwrros) . Bu t Osburn' s ow n view , tha t Antiocha n opponent s o f Alexandria n exe-
gesis, o r mor e likel y adoptionists , modifie d th e tex t t o kee p Chris t ou t o f th e Ol d
Testament doe s no t accor d wel l wit h th e textua l alignments . The readin g i s bes t at -
tested amon g th e opponents  o f adoptionis m (e.g. , Epiphanius ) and precisel y in Alex-
andria (MS S X B C 33), not predominantl y in the Byzantine (i.e., Antiochan) tradition!

219. I t i s possibl e tha t th e corruption s o f 2  Corinthian s 5: 6 an d 8  i n severa l
witnesses derive fro m th e same motivation , althoug h here there can b e less ground fo r
certainty. The passag e state s tha t bein g present i n the bod y i s to b e absen t fro m "the
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Lord," (v . 6), whereas bein g absen t fro m th e bod y i s to b e presen t wit h "th e Lord "
(v. 8) . I n bot h instance s "th e Lord " ha s bee n change d t o "God " (TOV  Kvpiov  I  TO V
Oeov, v. 6 ; TO V Kvpwv I  TOV Oeov, v. 8) . A t firs t th e chang e appears innocuou s enough,
and scarcel y christological. Bu t the passage goe s on t o identif y wh o i t is before whom
people ar e presen t whe n "absent " fro m th e body : the y appear befor e the "judgmen t
seat o f Christ." By changing "the Lord " to "God " i n verses 6  and 8 , while retaining
the notion o f "the judgmen t seat o f Christ" in verse 11, scribes have shown tha t being
absent fro m th e bod y mean s being present befor e the God Christ .

220. Manuscript s X * b  B D 0  f 13 28 O L syr?" 1 arm geo 1-B eth al .
221. Furthermore—t o pu t a  twis t o n th e argument—i f i t i s true tha t Matthe w

originally di d lack th e phrase , tha t is , that h e deleted i t when h e took ove r the logio n
from Mark , on e woul d the n hav e grounds fo r arguin g that fro m th e earlies t o f time s
it wa s see n a s problematic , precisel y th e poin t tha t supporter s o f th e Byzantin e text
of Matthe w nee d t o avoid !

222. rjv^avev  Kai  SKpaTOtiovro  TrvevfuaTt,,  wit h manuscript s A  A  & t y 05 3 3 3
565 89 2 124 1 f 1-1 3 By z aur f  q syr p- h bo ms- Both  varian t reading s complete th e vers e
by indicatin g that Jesus was "ful l o f wisdom." See note 225 .

223. Leadin g witnesses : th e so-calle d grea t uncial s ( K B  D, alon g with L  N  W )
and most  o f the Lati n and Copti c manuscripts .

224. O r Luke' s source did . The poin t i s not affecte d eithe r way.
225. Th e emphasi s o n 2:4 0 i s on Jesu s becomin g "ful l o f wisdom, " perhap s i n

contrast t o the Baptist , about who m th e same is not said . The subsequent narrative—
Jesus a s a  twelve-year-ol d i n th e temple—serve s t o demonstrat e th e point . Becaus e
this i s th e shif t o f emphasis , th e rest  o f th e phras e ("increase d an d gre w i n spirit" )
probably conforme d wit h 1:80 .

226. Give n the widespread occurrence of irvevna in the context, always meaning
"the Spiri t of God, " i t i s bes t t o understan d i t her e as referrin g not simpl y t o Jesus '
own personal growt h ("i n spirit" ) bu t t o hi s growth i n relationship to the Spirit , that
is, his development i n relationship to God .

227. A  similar motivation ma y hav e led late r scribes to omi t th e phras e TrXripov
HEVOV crania  i n Luk e 2:40 (MS S 472 90 3 98 3 100 9 Theodoret) . No w Jesu s i s no t
said t o becom e fille d wit h wisdom , a  difficul t statemen t t o understan d if , a s God ,
Jesus i s already "al l wise. "

228. Thi s interpretatio n i s even preferred by some commentator s wh o rea d th e
article in 19:5 . Se e Charles Panackel, IAOY O  AN0P{2IIOS, 336-37 .

229. Th e word -rreipd^ca,  o f course, coul d als o b e rendered "pu t t o the test." But
this does no t appea r to b e the way scribes who modifie d th e text too k it .

230. I t shoul d b e pointed ou t tha t precisel y this problem o f misconstrua l i s ob-
viated i n th e paralle l passag e o f Hebrew s 4:15 . Fo r there , unlik e here, i t i s mad e
crystal clea r tha t th e on e wh o wa s tempte d wa s withou t sin . A  scribe uncomfortable
with th e possibl e implication s of 2:1 8 ma y wel l have modifie d th e earlie r passage i n
the sam e direction .

231. Compar e th e tex t o f John 10:36 , discusse d earlie r in anothe r context . See
note 123 .

232. Fo r another orthodo x corruptio n o f this verse, see pp. 150—51 .
233. Interestingly , when Tertullian was intent on demonstrating to Marcion tha t

Jesus di d hav e a real , fleshl y body , h e turne d t o precisel y this verse as proo f (i.e. , in
its origina l formulation; Adv. Marc.  V , 19) .

234. A s I have argued, even when a  solitary late r witnes s preserves a n orthodo x
modification o f thi s kind, i t i s either reproducing a n earlie r corruptio n o r i s reflectin g
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the successfu l resolutio n o f th e conflict . Tha t i s to say , eve n i f a  medieva l scribe di d
introduce suc h a  corruptio n o n hi s own , b y doin g s o h e simpl y demonstrate s th e
strength o f the orthodox victory over the adoptionisti c Christologie s of a  bygone era :
the conquest wa s so complete tha t "orthodoxy " had becom e second natur e in an age
when th e controvers y itsel f wa s littl e more than a  fade d memory .

235. Se e the comment s i n Chapter 6  concerning the seemingl y contradictor y im-
pulses evidence d i n th e manuscript s an d thei r relationshi p t o th e paradoxica l affir -
mations of the proto-orthodox Christology .



3
Anti-Separationist Corruptions

of Scripture

Introduction: Separationist Christologies in
Early Christianity

The transitio n fro m th e adoptionisti c Christologie s embrace d b y such group s
as the Jewish-Christian Ebionites t o the separationis t views advanced by Gnosti c
Christians i s not s o abrup t a s one migh t expect . T o b e sure, th e earl y adop -
tionists hav e struck moder n investigator s a s somewhat primitive , unsullied by
the fantasti c mythologica l speculation s underlyin g the Gnosti c systems. 1 T o
the orthodo x churc h fathers , however , thes e kind s o f Christolog y appeare d
closely related. 2 Thi s ca n b e see n wit h particula r clarit y i n th e patristi c ac -
counts o f the archheretic , Cerinthus .

Cerinthus is a shadowy figur e o f the early second century , around who m
there accumulate d severa l interesting , i f apocryphal , tales. 3 I t wa s precisel y
the proximit y of hi s views to thos e o f the adoptionist s tha t le d later heresiol -
ogists such as Pseudo-Tertullian (Adv.  Omn.  Haer., 3 ) and Epiphaniu s (Pan.
28) t o conside r hi m th e progenito r o f th e Ebionites . Bu t recen t scholarshi p
inclines mor e towar d ou r olde r sources , whic h depic t hi m a s a n earl y Gnos -
tic.4 Lik e the adoptionists , Cerinthu s believe d that Jesus wa s a  ful l fles h an d
blood so n o f Joseph an d Mary , a  ma n distinguishe d by neithe r a  divin e na-
ture nor a  miraculous birth, remarkable onl y for his exemplary righteousness
and wisdom . Als o lik e them , Cerinthu s maintaine d that Jesus ' baptis m marke d
a turnin g point; h e di d not , however , regar d i t as the time of Jesus' adoptio n
to sonship . Instead , a t hi s baptism , Jesu s receive d int o himsel f a  portio n o f
the Godhead , th e divin e Christ wh o cam e upo n hi m i n th e for m o f a  dove .
This indwellin g Christ empowere d Jesu s fo r ministr y an d remaine d i n hi m
until th e very end; then , whe n Jesus was about t o suffer , th e Christ withdre w
to return t o heaven , leavin g Jesus t o endur e his passion alone .

This understandin g o f the relationship between Jesus an d th e Chris t rep -
resents, i n nuce,  the view s developed wit h considerabl e complexit y b y othe r
Gnostic Christian s of the period. For orthodox Christians bent on unity , such
views impugned th e ver y essenc e of Christia n truth . Fo r them, Go d wa s one ,
the churc h wa s one , an d Jesus Chris t was one . A s a result , Gnostic s who , i n

119
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their opinion , dissected th e divin e realm, severed the materia l world fro m th e
true God , an d create d schism s within th e church , cam e under persisten t at -
tack fo r advancing divisive doctrines, includin g those that differentiated Jesu s
from th e Christ. 5 Accordin g t o th e constan t refrai n o f the orthodox opposi -
tion, Jesus  Chris t i s "on e an d th e same." 6 I n thi s chapte r I  wil l sho w ho w
this orthodox response came to affec t th e transmission o f Scripture, as scribes
modified thei r sacre d text s i n light o f th e controversy . A s a preliminary step,
we do wel l to lear n something mor e abou t th e terms of the debate .

The Orthodox  Perception  of  Christian  Gnosticism

To understand wh y gnostic Christologies arouse d suc h passionate opposition,
we mus t first explore th e ideologica l foundation s upon which they were con -
structed. Thi s wil l involv e a  thumbnai l sketch o f th e notoriousl y comple x
world o f Christian Gnosticism. Given the centra l focus o f our investigation —
the activitie s of orthodox Christia n scribes—w e have little reason t o examin e
non-Christian form s of Gnosticism, an d ca n also leav e aside the thorn y ques -
tion o f gnosti c origin s (i.e. , whethe r Gnosticis m develope d before , after , o r
simultaneously with Christianity). 7 Moreover, a s was the case with adoption -
ism, i t i s fa r les s importan t fo r u s t o se e Christia n Gnosticis m "a s i t really
was" tha n t o recogniz e how i t was "perceived." 8 Fo r i t was thei r perception
of Gnosti c Christologie s tha t le d proto-orthodox scribe s to corrup t thei r sa-
cred texts .

Even restricting ourselves to what the orthodox heresiologists have to say
about th e Gnostic s doe s no t leav e us a  simple task. Whil e the churc h fathers
of th e second an d thir d centurie s saw Gnosticism as the greatest threa t t o th e
internal well-bein g o f th e Christia n church, 9 the y di d no t loo k upo n th e
movement a s a t al l monolithic; eve n from thei r stereotyping perspective , rep -
resentatives o f th e vie w appeared wildl y divergent at ever y turn. A s Irenaeus
pronounces i n his famous lament over th e Valentinians : "Since the y diffe r s o
widely amon g themselve s bot h a s respect s doctrin e an d tradition , an d sinc e
those o f them who ar e recognise d a s being most moder n mak e i t their effor t
daily t o inven t some ne w opinion, an d t o brin g out wha t n o on e ever before
thought of , i t i s a difficul t matte r t o describ e al l their opinions" (Adv.  Haer.
1,21,5).

It i s hard t o engag e a n opponen t wh o canno t b e grasped . Face d wit h a
cacophony o f disparat e myths , beliefs , an d practices , th e heresiologist s un -
dertook to restor e a  semblance of coherence to the disparate groups o f Gnos-
tics b y tracin g (o r better , creating ) thei r variou s genealogica l relationships .
These genealogies explaine d wh y Gnostic s appeare d s o similar in outline yet
so increasingly complex an d discrepan t i n detail.10 Most of the heresiologica l
accounts dra w th e Gnosti c lin e back t o Simo n Magus , th e contemporar y o f
the apostle s wh o ha s alread y bee n discussed. 11 Simon' s willfu l dispositio n
and passio n fo r magi c le d t o a  remarkabl y self-serving for m o f heresy , i n
which h e claimed to b e God himself , come to brin g salvation t o th e world.12

Simon's successor s di d no t shar e thei r master's exalte d imag e of himself , and
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his ow n divin e status fade d quickl y into oblivion . But they retained th e basi c
components o f his soteriological system , modifyin g an d expanding the m wit h
fantastic cosmologica l an d cesmogonica l details . Th e pedigre e o f suc h sys -
tems form s the backbon e o f muc h o f th e orthodox slander : Ptolemaeu s an d
Marcus, the chie f culprit s of Irenaeus' s five-volume attack, stand condemne d
both fo r thei r tarnishe d ancestr y an d fo r thei r own godles s innovations. 13

For ou r purposes , th e discrepan t mythologie s o f thes e variou s Gnosti c
groups ar e les s importan t tha n wha t lie s behin d them , namely , th e Gnosti c
understanding of the world an d o f human existence within it (a t least a s these
were perceive d b y th e orthodo x polemicists). 14 Gnostic s wer e regularl y at -
tacked fo r taking a  radicall y anti-cosmic stand tha t struc k a t the hear t o f the
orthodox belie f tha t the Go d who create d th e world an d reign s as its Lord is
also th e Go d wh o ha s redeeme d it . Fo r th e Gnostics , th e tru e Go d di d no t
create thi s world a t all . The worl d emerge d fro m a  cosmic disaste r in which
a lowe r deit y or a  group of angels , either out o f malice or ignorance , create d
the materia l univers e an d entrappe d element s o f th e divin e withi n it . Th e
mythologies tha t thes e Gnostics espouse d serve d t o explai n how thes e lowe r
deities cam e int o bein g (ofte n a s emanation s fro m th e tru e God ) an d ho w
conflicts amon g thei r ranks led both to the catastrophic concoctio n o f matter
and t o it s aftermath , th e imprisonmen t of divin e sparks . While these cosmo -
gonies struc k th e father s a s puzzling in thei r complexit y an d bizarr e in thei r
detail, the y prove d particularl y disturbing in thei r guidin g premise, tha t th e
Creator an d Rule r of this world i s not th e tru e God bu t a  lower deit y whose
creation comprise s th e real m o f evi l an d ignorance .

The materia l world i s prison t o th e spark s o f the divine , and th e goa l of
the Gnosti c system s i s t o liberat e them. I t is , i n fact , withi n huma n bodies
that th e spark s hav e becom e imprisone d an d fro m whic h the y mus t b e re -
leased. Thi s releas e ca n onl y com e whe n th e divin e sparks ar e awakened ,
brought bac k t o lif e b y acquiring the tru e knowledge (Greek : gnosis) o f their
origin an d destiny . Th e Gnosti c religion , therefore , entail s th e revelatio n of
salvific knowledge , "knowledg e o f who w e were and wha t w e have become ,
of wher e w e wer e an d wher e w e hav e bee n mad e t o fall , o f whithe r w e ar e
hastening an d whenc e w e ar e bein g redeemed , o f wha t birt h i s an d wha t
rebirth."15 Whe n person s withi n who m th e divin e spark s resid e lear n th e
mysteries o f thei r ow n existence , o f thei r fal l int o matte r an d th e secre t wa y
of escape , the n they have become "Gnostics," that is , "Knowers," those wh o
have bee n se t fre e fro m th e ignoranc e an d evi l o f th e materia l worl d an d
enabled to retur n t o thei r home .

Because thi s salvifi c knowledg e provide s a  wa y t o escap e thi s world , i t
cannot b e attained throug h norma l "worldly" means. The God o f this world
has certainl y not provide d it , a s h e i s either evi l an d thu s inten t on keepin g
the divine sparks perpetually entrapped, o r ignoran t of any realm superior t o
his own. On e can only acquire the knowledge necessary for salvation through
a revelation of the true God himself . This salvific knowledge , then, is revealed
by a n emissar y from th e divin e real m to a  selec t grou p o f followers , who i n
turn conve y i t to thos e deeme d abl e to receiv e it.
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It i s withi n thi s contex t o f Gnosti c revelatio n tha t w e ca n situat e th e
development of Gnostic Christologies . Th e emissary who provides the knowl-
edge requisit e fo r salvatio n mus t com e fro m th e divin e realm, els e he woul d
have n o acces s t o th e tru e gnosis.  Moreover , h e canno t actuall y participat e
in th e materia l world , els e h e woul d himsel f b e entrappe d withi n it . Give n
the logi c o f thi s system , a t leas t a s i t wa s perceive d b y th e churc h fathers ,
Gnostic Christian s ha d tw o basi c christological options : they could clai m either
that Chris t wa s a  divin e being wh o cam e int o thi s worl d i n th e semblance ,
but no t th e reality , o f huma n flesh, 16 tha t is , tha t h e wa s a  phanto m wh o
only appeare d t o b e human , o r tha t h e descende d fro m th e fullnes s o f th e
divine realm, th e Pleroma, t o indwel l a human being temporarily, in order t o
communicate hi s messag e o f salvatio n befor e returning to hi s heavenly home.17

I wil l explor e th e forme r option , th e on e mor e appropriatel y labele d "do -
cetic," i n th e chapte r tha t follows , an d devot e th e presen t discussio n t o th e
second view , the "separationist " Christolog y tha t wa s embrace d b y th e ma -
jority o f Gnosti c Christians. 18

According t o separationis t Christologies , Chris t wa s on e o f th e divin e
aeons of the Pleroma, who entered int o the man Jesus at his baptism, throug h
whom h e conveye d salvifi c gnosis  t o th e disciple s during his public ministry,
and fro m who m h e departed a t som e tim e prio r t o th e crucifixion . The view
is foun d i n relativel y pure for m i n Irenaeus's  descriptio n o f a n unname d grou p
of heretic s nea r th e end o f Book 1  of hi s Adversus Haereses:

Jesus, b y bein g begotte n o f a  virgi n throug h th e agenc y of god , wa s wiser ,
purer, an d mor e righteou s than al l other huma n beings. The anointe d (Christ)
in combinatio n wit h wisdo m (Sophia ) descende d int o him , an d thu s wa s
made Jesu s Christ . Accordingl y man y o f hi s disciples—the y say—di d no t
recognize tha t th e anointe d (Christ ) ha d descende d int o him ; bu t whe n th e
anointed (Christ ) di d descend int o Jesus, h e began to perform miracles, heal,
proclaim th e unrecognizabl e parent, an d openl y confes s himsel f t o b e th e
child o f th e firs t huma n being . .  . .  And whil e he was bein g led away (t o
death)—they say—the anointed (Christ ) himself , alon g with the wisdom (So-
phia), departe d fo r th e incorruptibl e realm , bu t Jesu s wa s crucifie d (Adv.
Haer. I . 30, 12-13). 19

This wa s no t th e en d o f th e story , however , fo r thes e Gnostic s main -
tained tha t Chris t raise d the ma n Jesus fro m th e dead , an d ove r an extende d
period o f time revealed through hi m th e gnosis  necessar y for salvation .

The anointe d (Christ ) was no t unmindfu l o f its own, bu t sen t down int o him
a certai n power , whic h raise d hi m u p i n a  (kin d of ) bod y tha t the y cal l
animate and spiritual , for he let the worldly parts retur n to the world. .  .  .
Now afte r hi s resurrection h e remaine d (on earth) for eighteen months . An d
because perception ha d descende d int o him (fro m above) , he taught the plain
truth. H e taugh t thes e thing s t o a  smal l number o f hi s disciples , who , h e
knew, wer e abl e t o receiv e such grea t mysterie s (Adv. Haer.  I . 30, 13—14) .

Thus, accordin g t o opponent s o f th e view , Jesus' teaching s wer e sai d t o
be preserve d onl y amon g th e elect , only , tha t is , among those wh o ha d th e
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divine spark withi n them an d s o were abl e to receiv e the gnosis requisit e fo r
salvation. I n th e typica l Gnosti c anthropology , suc h person s wer e calle d
"pneumatics" ("spiritual") . Al l others were understood t o be either "psychic"
("animal") o r "hylic " ("material") . Th e latte r wer e creation s o f the world' s
"Demiurge" pur e an d simple , an d ha d n o possibilit y fo r existenc e beyon d
this world . Upo n death , the y simpl y cease d t o exist . Th e psychics , however ,
could hop e fo r a  limited kind of salvation, though no t on e so glorious a s that
reserved fo r th e pneumatics . Include d amon g th e psychic s were member s of
the Christia n churc h a t large , wh o accepte d th e litera l teaching s o f Christ ,
but wh o erre d i n understanding their surfac e meanin g alone, not thei r deepe r
("real") significance . Suc h persons woul d b e saved by fait h an d goo d works .
Only th e pneumatics , th e Gnostic s themselves , coul d trul y understan d th e
revelation fro m God ; o n th e basi s o f tha t revelator y knowledge , the y wer e
destined t o escap e thi s materia l world .

In part , then , gnosis  involve d understanding the tru e bu t hidde n teach -
ings o f Scripture. 20 Give n th e res t o f thei r system , i t i s no t surprisin g tha t
Gnostics typicall y understoo d th e Ol d Testamen t t o b e th e boo k o f th e
Demiurge, the Go d o f the Jews who create d th e world an d receive d the wor -
ship o f mos t Christians , ignoran t believer s wh o mistoo k hi m fo r th e tru e
God. Bu t even within the Demiurge' s boo k ha d bee n secrete d importan t rev-
elations tha t coul d b e discerned whe n on e move d beyon d th e litera l meaning
to th e allegorical . Th e openin g chapter s o f Genesi s wer e particularl y to b e
cherished, fo r her e th e mysteriou s beginning s o f th e univers e la y hidde n i n
allegorical form . Eve n more significantly , th e writing s of Jesus' ow n apostle s
conveyed secre t revelation s no t accessibl e t o th e literal-minde d psychics of
the church . Onl y tru e Knower s coul d unrave l th e meaning s embedde d i n
seemingly unrelate d detail s o f th e text , meaning s tha t comprise d th e secre t
teachings of the Gnosti c system. 21

This refusa l t o subscrib e to a  litera l understandin g of the tex t wa s a  source
of perennia l frustration for th e proto-orthodox church fathers. 22 The frustra -
tion strike s a  cor d o f sympath y with mos t moderns : i f a "common-sensical "
or "straightforward " readin g o f a  tex t (i.e. , a  litera l interpretation ) ha s n o
bearing o n wha t th e tex t actuall y means , the n th e tex t ca n scarcel y b e used
to arbitrat e disputes . Sinc e the Gnostic s alread y kne w wha t th e tex t mean t
(Christ ha d tol d them! ) the y wer e n o longe r constraine d b y wha t th e tex t
"said" (o r at leas t b y what th e orthodox sai d i t said).

As should b e clear fro m thi s description, th e Gnostics wh o wer e attacke d
by suc h heresiologist s a s Irenaeus , Hippolytus , an d Tertullia n di d no t con -
sider themselves to b e a religion distinct fro m Christianity . They instea d claimed
to posses s th e correc t interpretatio n o f Christianit y itself , a n interpretatio n
allegedly transmitte d secretl y fro m Jesu s t o hi s disciples . I t i s for thi s reaso n
that thei r opponent s foun d suc h person s s o difficul t t o trac k dow n an d up -
root.23 Gnostics coul d remai n within their Christian communitie s and confess
everything tha t an y orthodo x Christia n confessed . Bu t th e Gnostic s under -
stood eve n thes e standar d confession s allegorically , professin g the orthodo x
faith wit h thei r lips , bu t redefinin g the term s i n thei r hearts : "Suc h person s
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are to outwar d appearanc e sheep ; for they appear t o b e like us, by what they
say i n public , repeatin g th e sam e word s a s w e do ; bu t inwardl y the y ar e
wolves" (Irenaeus , Adv. Haer.  Ill , 16 , 8 ; see also IV , 33, 3) . Thus, a s a soli -
tary example, Valentinians could confes s the "resurrectio n o f the flesh," even
though the y believe d that th e flesh was evi l an d boun d fo r destruction . Fo r
them, th e confessio n "meant " tha t peopl e wh o ar e i n th e fles h (entrappe d
sparks) ca n ascend t o th e Pleroma through gnosis.

Anti-Gnostic Polemics and the  Orthodox  Corruption  of  Scripture

Rather tha n discus s the entir e compass o f the orthodo x oppositio n t o Gnos -
ticism, I  wil l focus on th e christologica l controvers y pe r se. 24 I n respons e t o
the Gnosti c separationis t Christologies , orthodo x writer s evoke d numerou s
texts o f Scriptur e to demonstrat e tha t Jesus Chris t wa s "one an d th e same,"
that ther e wa s no divisio n between Jesu s an d th e Christ , an d tha t ther e wa s
no tim e in which Jesus was not th e Christ . Thus , i n a trenchant discussio n in
Book II I of hi s Adversus Haereses,  Irenaeu s attacks those "blasphemou s sys -
tems whic h divide the Lord , a s fa r a s lie s i n thei r power, sayin g that h e wa s
formed o f tw o differen t substances " (III , 16, 5) . Bot h th e Gospel s an d Paul ,
claims Irenaeus , contravene th e Gnosti c notio n tha t th e heavenl y Christ en -
tered int o Jesus onl y a t hi s baptis m and lef t hi m befor e hi s passion . T o th e
contrary, Scriptur e affirms tha t Jesus was actually born th e Chris t (III , 16, 2),
that h e wa s recognized  a s th e Chris t whil e yet a n infan t (III , 16, 4) , tha t h e
suffered a s th e Chris t (III , 16, 5) , an d tha t h e died  a s th e Chris t (III , 16, 5) .
In contras t t o th e variegated separationis t views , "the Gospe l kne w no othe r
son o f ma n bu t Hi m wh o wa s o f Mary , wh o als o suffered ; an d n o Chris t
who fle w awa y fro m Jesus  befor e th e Passion ; bu t Hi m wh o wa s bor n i t
knew a s Jesus Chris t th e So n o f God , an d tha t thi s sam e on e suffere d an d
rose again " (III , 16, 5) .

If orthodo x scribe s wer e dispose d t o modif y thei r biblica l texts i n ligh t
of th e Gnosti c controversies , thei r corruptions migh t be expected t o empha -
size precisel y thes e points , tha t Jesu s Chris t i s one bein g no t two , tha t th e
Christ di d no t ente r int o Jesus at hi s baptism or leav e him before hi s crucifix -
ion, tha t Jesu s wa s bor n th e Chris t an d crucifie d a s the Christ . A t th e sam e
time, one migh t not anticipat e a superfluity o f such corruptions; the Gnostics ,
after all , wer e widel y though t t o disdai n th e litera l wordin g o f th e text. 25

Why modif y a  text i f its wording has littl e bearing on th e debate? In point of
fact, however , scribe s did hav e their reasons, a s I  will show in the conclusion
to thi s chapter . Fo r now , i t i s enough t o observ e tha t suc h corruption s d o
indeed occur , an d precisel y in texts tha t appea r critica l to the debate .

Jesus Christ: On e and the Sam e
I begi n by considering one o f the thornies t textua l problems of the Johannine
literature. Becaus e the resolutio n o f thi s proble m ca n illuminat e so wel l th e
orthodox oppositio n t o separationis t Christologies , I  have chosen t o devot e
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some sustaine d effor t t o unpackin g th e variou s complexitie s o f the tex t o f 1
John 4:3. 26

1 John 4:3
In the majorit y of manuscripts , 1  John 4:3a read s "ever y spiri t tha t doe s no t
confess Jesu s (TT&V  rrvev/jia  o  firj  6/^oXoye i TO V TTJCTOW) i s no t fro m God. "
Other witnesses , however , a s earl y as th e secon d century , read "ever y spiri t
that loose s (o r "separates" ) Jesu s (TT&V  TTVEIUJLU  o  \.VBI  TO V 'Ir)<rovv) i s no t
from God. " Thi s readin g does not , t o b e sure, figure prominently among the
surviving New Testamen t manuscripts. 27 Quit e t o th e contrary , th e mor e fa -
miliar tex t i s foun d i n ever y Gree k uncia l an d minuscul e manuscrip t o f 1
John,28 every Greek lectionary with the passage , ever y manuscript of the Syr-
iac, Coptic , an d Armenia n versions , th e oldes t Lati n manuscrip t o f 1  John,
and virtuall y all th e Gree k an d man y o f th e Lati n father s who cit e th e pas -
sage.29 Th e tantalizin g varia  lectio  ha s nonetheles s enjoye d a  favore d statu s
among moder n critic s an d commentators , havin g been champione d b y such
eminent scholar s a s Theodo r Zah n an d Adol f vo n Harnac k earlie r i n thi s
century, an d b y th e influentia l commentarie s o f Rudol f Bultmann , Rudol f
Schnackenburg, an d Raymon d Brow n mor e recently. 30 Th e attractivenes s of
the readin g is not har d to explain . O n th e on e hand , i t i s extremely difficul t
to understan d an d therefor e likel y t o b e change d b y scribes . Moreover , a t
least i n th e vie w of it s moder n supporters , i t i s also pregnan t wit h meaning ,
unlike th e seemingl y flaccid reading atteste d b y the Gree k witnesses , a  read -
ing that indee d could b e taken t o represen t a  scribal harmonization of 4:3 t o
its immediat e contex t (4: 2 6/xoXoyst ; 4:3a /JLTTJ  o/aoXoyei) .

Despite th e widesprea d endorsemen t o f thi s les s atteste d reading , ther e
are compellin g reasons t o rejec t it a s a corruptio n o f the text , made i n direct
opposition t o Gnosti c Christologie s tha t "separated " (o r "loosed" ) Jesu s fro m
the Christ .

Documentary Considerations
In weighin g th e competin g merit s o f th e tw o readings , th e firs t an d mos t
obvious observatio n t o mak e i s tha t on e o f the m absolutel y dominate s th e
textual tradition . I t i s difficul t t o explai n a  dominanc e thi s complet e o n an y
terms, apart , tha t is , fro m supposin g th e readin g t o b e original ; tha t thi s
particular readin g shoul d s o dominat e th e traditio n i s especially impressive ,
given it s extraordinar y grammatica l construction . I t i s one o f th e curiositie s
of scholarshi p tha t commentator s hav e blithel y labeled the other  reading —
"every spiri t that loose s Jesus" (Xue t TO V 'Irjcroui')—more difficult , an d there -
fore likel y original , immediatel y after observin g tha t th e us e o f JJLTI  wit h th e
indicative dfjioXoyslEi is grammatically bizarre and therefore textually sus-us-
pect!31 Bu t precisel y here i s th e critica l point : th e puzzlin g phrase Xvs i TO V
'ITJCTOW i s no t th e onl y difficul t readin g i n 1  John 4:3 . Th e us e o f yji)  wit h
the indicativ e makes fji-f]  o^ioAxrye t TO V 'Irjcrovv difficul t a s well , although fo r
a differen t reason. 32
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The grammatica l peculiarity of the reading should a t leas t rais e an initia l
suspicion tha t this i s not a  simple scribal assimilatio n of 4:3a to the phrasing
of 4:2.33 A scribe who wante d t o eas e a  difficul t readin g would scarcel y have
created suc h a  grammatica l enigma , bu t woul d simpl y hav e inserte d a n
antonym34 o r negate d th e precedin g ver b wit h th e commo n ovx-  Th e rea l
question t o b e addressed , then , i s why on e o f th e tw o difficul t reading s ha s
come t o dominat e th e Greek manuscrip t tradition o f 1  John so thoroughly as
virtually to exclud e th e othe r readin g altogether.35

There ar e onl y thre e possibilities . Eithe r fir)  ojuoXoye i TO V TTJCTOW rep-
resents a  corruptio n create d independentl y b y a  numbe r o f differen t scribe s
in a n effor t t o ameliorat e th e difficultie s o f Xve t TO V Tnfjow b y harmonizing
the vers e (i n an unusua l way) to it s immediate context; or thi s sam e corrup -
tion wa s mad e fo r th e sam e reaso n i n onl y on e manuscript , whic h happen s
to b e th e archetyp e o f th e entir e Gree k (an d Syriac, Coptic , an d Armenian )
tradition; o r th e readin g is , i n fact , original . Thi s i s the poin t a t whic h th e
grammatically incongruous characte r o f o  ̂ 07 b/j-oXoyei  TO V 'ITJO-OW become s
decisive. Th e idea  tha t th e readin g represent s a n "accidenta l agreemen t i n
error," tha t is , that differen t scribe s independentl y and repeatedl y corrupte d
the tex t t o rea d /LIT ) optoXoye i TO V 'lya-ovv, i s altogethe r implausible . Thi s
would mea n that the exemplars used b y each o f these scribes—exemplars tha t
all read Xue i TO V 'Irfo-ovv—were neve r copied correctly , a t leas t in an y copie s
that hav e survived . Eve n mor e incredibly , it woul d mea n tha t scribes , inde -
pendently of one another , chose t o conform 4:3a to 4:2 b y using a grammat-
ical constructio n s o peculiar a s to sen d Ne w Testamen t scholar s scurryin g to
their Gree k grammar s t o decid e i f the constructio n i s even possible. 36 While ,
as I  hav e alread y suggested , i t i s unlikel y tha t an y scrib e woul d hav e mad e
such a  change, i t is absolutely incredible that a  number of scribes would have
hit upo n i t coincidentally.

This mean s that th e readin g fj.r)  6/u.oXoys i TOV TTJCTOW must have derived
from a  solitar y manuscript , eithe r th e autograp h o r a  corrupte d cop y o f it .
This determinatio n i s significan t fo r it s historica l implications , implications
too ofte n overlooke d b y scholars who fai l t o conside r manuscrip t alignments
as historical  phenomena. 37 Fo r thi s solitar y manuscrip t was th e archetyp e of
every extan t Gree k manuscrip t a t 1  John 4:3 , whatever it s textual characte r
otherwise. Indeed , sinc e non e o f ou r Gree k manuscript s o f 1  John, manu -
scripts know n t o b e wildl y divergen t i n othe r respects, 38 attest s an y othe r
reading, th e readin g ̂ 11 7 6/x.oXoye t TO V 'Irjcrovv mus t have been introduce d a t
the ver y earliest stage s o f th e transmissio n o f 1  John. I f it i s not th e origina l
reading, i t mus t hav e bee n a  corruption o f one o f the firs t copie s o f the orig -
inal.

Once th e matte r i s pu t i n thes e terms , th e cas e fo r Xue t TO V 'Ir)o-ovv a s
the origina l text i s irreparably damaged. Advocate s of the readin g commonly
argue tha t i t wa s change d b y late r scribe s wh o coul d n o longe r understan d
what the text might have meant an d so harmonized it to the context, creating
the mor e familia r readin g preserved i n th e majorit y o f manuscripts , /u/r ) 6 .̂0 -
\oysl TO V TTJCTOW. Thi s argumen t overlook s th e enigm a create d b y th e un -
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usual gramma r o f th e resultan t tex t an d th e circumstanc e that , a s w e shal l
see, churc h father s evidence no difficult y a t al l with th e meanin g o f Xve t TOV
'lyo-ovv. Eve n worse, it flie s i n the fac e o f the historica l realities posed b y the
data: for , in fact , even i f JUT ) 6/u.oXoye Z TO V 'Irjcrow were  a  corruptio n o f th e
text, i t coul d no t hav e bee n mad e b y "later" scribe s but , necessarily, in th e
earliest stage s o f the transmissio n o f 1  John, probably withi n the Johannine
community itself . There i s no othe r way , historically, to accoun t fo r it s tota l
domination o f th e Gree k textua l tradition , bot h earl y and late . Th e meaning
of Xve i TO V Trjcrow, however , woul d presumabl y not hav e bee n los t a t th e
very inceptio n o f the tradition , withi n th e community that actually produce d
the document . Thi s leave s littl e historica l ground , then , fo r understandin g
how th e readin g "ever y spiri t tha t loose s Jesus" (Xus i TO V 'Ir/crovv) coul d b e
original i f i t was virtuall y lost t o th e tradition. 39 A s a consequence , th e doc-
umentary suppor t fo r th e othe r readin g (ju/i j o^toXoye t TO V 'Ir)o-ovv) i s even
stronger tha n its complete dominanc e o f the textual tradition migh t otherwise
indicate. Thi s dominanc e ca n scarcel y be explaine d apar t fro m th e supposi -
tion tha t th e readin g i s original.

Linguistic Considerations
We can no w tur n t o a n evaluatio n of several linguistic features of the variant
reading ("Ever y spiri t tha t loose s Jesu s i s no t fro m God" ) tha t confir m it s
secondary characte r an d sugges t somethin g abou t it s provenance. Wha t wa s
stated earlie r with regar d t o th e mor e commonl y attested readin g applie s t o
the varian t as well: i t either derive s from a n accidenta l agreement in error by
various scribes , o r fro m a  solitary archetype—eithe r th e autograp h o r a  cor-
rupted cop y o f it . Sinc e it to o i s such a  puzzlin g reading, difficul t t o under -
stand i n al l respects , on e ca n b e reasonabl y certai n tha t th e individua l wit-
nesses wh o attes t i t di d no t hi t upo n i t b y chance . Thi s mean s tha t i t mus t
have ultimately derived fro m a  solitar y source , which , sinc e i t coul d scarcely
have bee n th e autograph , mus t hav e bee n subsequen t t o it . Th e linguisti c
considerations tha t suppor t thi s assessmen t an d tha t presag e m y conclusio n
that th e readin g was i n fac t generate d b y proto-orthodox scribe s in the con-
text o f christologica l polemic s ca n b e simply stated: th e earl y witnesses wh o
attest th e readin g "Every spiri t tha t loose s Jesu s i s not fro m God " take i t t o
mean exactly what it s modern champion s agre e it could no t hav e meant i n a
Johannine context , whereas thes e same scholars ascrib e meanings to i t that i t
cannot bea r linguistically . What th e readin g mus t hav e mean t make s sens e
only i n a  late r historica l setting .

I begin , then, with a  brie f assessmen t o f th e attestatio n o f th e variant . It
is worth notin g tha t fo r the first two hundre d year s of its existence, the read -
ing i s foun d exclusivel y in th e contex t o f christologica l polemics . Th e Gree k
attestation o f th e variant , a s previousl y indicated, i s practically nonexistent.
Some scholar s hav e mad e a  grea t dea l o f it s presenc e i n a  margina l note o f
an importan t tenth-centur y manuscript , 1739. 40 Bu t i n poin t o f fact , thi s
scholion simpl y inform s u s tha t Xue i TO V 'iTjcrow wa s th e tex t know n t o
Irenaeus, Origen , an d Clement . I n other words , despit e it s grea t valu e in othe r
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respects,41 manuscript 1739 provide s no independent support fo r this reading
and reveal s little that was no t alread y known simpl y fro m th e writings of th e
fathers i t mentions .

Among the Greek fathers, the clearest supporter o f the variant is the fifth-
century churc h historian Socrates , wh o cite s i t i n an anti-Nestoria n polemic .
Socrates inform s hi s reade r tha t Nestoriu s err s i n spurnin g the titl e Theoto-
kos ("Beare r o f God" ) fo r th e Virgi n Mar y becaus e in doin g s o h e unwit -
tingly divide s Jesus' humanit y fro m hi s deity . H e doe s this , assert s Socrates ,
not knowin g tha t "i n th e ancient copies" (ev  rais iraXaia? d^Ttypac^ai?) of
1 Joh n i t i s writte n tha t ever y spiri t tha t "looses " Jesus (i.e. , fo r Socrates ,
divides his humanity from hi s deity) i s not fro m God. 42 Thus, Socrate s shows
that i n the fifth century the reading could be found in earlier sources but that ,
nonetheless, i t was a  reading no t generall y known. Moreover , Socrate s take s
the phrase Xvst rov 'Irftrovv  t o mea n "loosing" Jesus by positing a distinction
between Christ' s natures .

Interestingly enough , th e readin g wa s take n i n a  simila r wa y fro m th e
very beginning . Thus , Irenaeus , ou r earlies t Gree k sourc e fo r th e reading ,
whose citatio n o f i t ha s unfortunatel y come dow n t o u s only in Lati n trans -
lation, quote s i t agains t Valentinian Gnostics wh o "divide " Jesus Chris t int o
multiple substances (substantiae)  b y claiming that th e Chris t descende d fro m
the Plerom a int o th e ma n Jesus , an d the n lef t hi m prio r t o hi s crucifixion. 43

So to o Origen , wh o know s bot h readings , cite s th e vers e t o clai m tha t h e
himself i s no t violatin g it s teachin g b y "dividin g up " Jesus , despit e hi s un -
usual view s o n th e relationshi p betwee n Jesus ' huma n an d divin e sub -
stances.44

This i s the exten t o f the evidenc e of the readin g in Greek.45 Although the
evidence i s sparse , i t i s enough t o sho w tha t (a ) th e readin g was know n b y
the en d th e secon d century , (b ) i t wa s cite d i n th e contex t o f christologica l
polemics, an d (c ) i t wa s take n t o confut e an y separatio n o f Christ' s "sub -
stances."

On th e Latin side of the evidence much the same can be said. The reading
solvit lesum,  th e mos t commo n Lati n translatio n o f A.VS I ro v TTJCTOW , ap -
pears no t t o hav e bee n th e earlies t readin g o f th e tradition. 46 Whe n i t i s
quoted b y the fathers , i t i s always in a  highly charged polemical context an d
is understoo d i n it s litera l sens e o f "loosing " o r "separating " Jesus . Thus ,
Tertullian, who knows both readings and attests the variant solvit lesum  only
in a  conflated form, directs it against Marcion , whos e Christology denies that
Jesus Chris t cam e "in th e flesh " and therefore , in Tertullian's view , "looses"
or "separates " Jesus fro m th e Creato r God. 47 A century and a  hal f later , th e
medalist Priscillia n (c. 370) , wh o mor e frequentl y attest s th e othe r readin g
("does not confes s Jesus"), cites the variant as a Scriptural warrant fo r spurn-
ing a Christology tha t "separates " Jesus fro m th e divine realm.48 Most of the
later Lati n witnesses , many of whom kno w bot h form s o f the text , regularly
cite th e varian t (solvit  lesum)  whe n opposin g aberran t Christologies . Fo r them ,
the readin g provide s a  standar d refutatio n o f anyon e who appear s t o den y
the deit y of Christ. 49
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How d o thes e witnesses confir m th e secondar y characte r o f the variant?
Two critica l point s nee d t o b e made . Th e firs t i s so obvious tha t i t seem s to
have escaped genera l notice. Fro m th e late second centur y on, churc h fathers
evidence n o embarrassmen t a t al l ove r thi s reading . The y quot e i t a t will ,
whenever the y fin d i t appropriate . Thi s put s th e li e to th e universa l notion
that TTO.V  TTvev/jia  6  Xvei rov 'lycrovv  i s the lectio  difficilior  i n thi s passage. I t
may b e the more difficul t readin g to modern scholar s who cannot understan d
what i t originall y could hav e meant , bu t i t was no t difficul t a t all , so fa r a s
the evidenc e suggests , t o th e earl y witnesses . The y kne w exactl y wha t i t
"meant," and ha d n o difficult y i n applyin g its meaning to th e various chris -
tological controversie s they faced. "To loos e Jesus" meant, fo r them, to effec t
any kin d o f separatio n withi n Jesus Christ . Tru e believer s (i.e. , th e "ortho -
dox") confesse d tha t Jesu s Chris t cam e i n th e fles h ( 1 John 4:2) . Whoeve r
maintained a  christologica l vie w that "loosed " o r "separated " Jesus—either
from th e heavenly Christ (Valentinians) , or fro m th e Creato r Go d (Marcion) ,
or fro m tru e Deity (Arians)—denie d tha t confession . It i s no acciden t tha t i n
the Lati n tradition solvit  lesum  alternates with dividere  lesum  in the citation
of thi s reading. 50 I t wa s th e notio n o f "dividing " o r "separating " Jesus tha t
the readin g was widely taken t o condemn .

But thi s "metaphysical " interpretatio n o f Xve t rov  Trfcro w i s precisely
the proble m fo r moder n interpreter s who op t fo r th e reading , becaus e they
generally conced e tha t i t i s anachronisti c t o posi t suc h a  meanin g fo r th e
Johannine community a t th e en d o f th e firs t century or th e beginnin g of th e
second.51 This i s a strikin g irony of modern-da y discussion s of the problem :
critics wh o accep t th e earl y witnesses ' attestatio n o f th e readin g refus e t o
accept thei r interpretatio n o f it . Ho w the n d o moder n scholar s constru e it s
meaning? Whil e ther e hav e bee n severa l unusua l proposals, non e o f whic h
has receive d any kin d of following, 52 mos t scholar s have understood th e phras e
to mea n "to destroy , annihilate , or annul" Jesus. Since no one thinks that the
secessionists literall y "destroyed " o r "annihilated " Jesus , eve n thos e wh o
subscribe to thi s particular nuance of the term understand it figuratively. The
Johannine opponents , then , "destroy " Jesus b y denying his, th e ma n Jesus' ,
value o r worth—o r i n th e expressio n o f Raymon d Brown , the y "negate th e
importance of [th e man] Jesus."53

This way o f construing the ter m certainl y makes better sens e in a Johan-
nine contex t tha n th e patristi c interpretatio n o f "divide" o r "separate. " But
the supporter s o f thi s renderin g appear no t t o hav e asked th e obviou s ques-
tion o f whether th e phrase Xue t TOV  'l^crovv  can mean  to "nullify " or "negate
the importance of" Jesus.54 I t is striking that non e of the early witnesses tha t
attest th e reading , includin g the earlies t Greek-speakin g witnesses , attribute s
any suc h meanin g to it . But now th e questio n i s purely linguistic: what doe s
it mea n i n Greek t o "loose " (\VSLV)  a  person?

I d o no t nee d t o belabo r th e poin t here . A s anyone can se e by surveying
the literature—whethe r th e Johannin e writings , th e res t o f th e Ne w Testa -
ment, th e earl y patristi c literature , th e LXX , o r contemporar y Hellenisti c
writings—"to loose " a  perso n neve r mean s t o nullif y o r negat e hi s o r he r
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importance. Th e frequentl y cited paralle l i n 1  John 3: 8 i s not analogous , fo r
there i t i s the "works " o f th e devi l that ar e destroyed , no t th e devi l himself.
In fact , wherever \VSLV  i s used wit h a  personal objec t in the Ne w Testament ,
it always denotes a  releasing , or a  setting fre e (i.e. , "separating"), of a perso n
from som e sor t o f bondage , whethe r physica l (e.g. , fetters), 55 socia l (e.g. , a
marriage contract), 56 o r spiritua l (e.g. , sins). 57 Thi s i s als o th e meanin g of
the ter m i n th e writing s o f th e earl y churc h fathers, 58 o f th e LXX, 59 an d o f
the Hellenisti c worl d a t large. 60 S o fa r a s I  know, ther e i s no paralle l to th e
understanding o f Xve t TOP  'Irftrovv  a s "nullifying, " o r "negatin g th e impor -
tance of " Jesus .

Thus, i f we were  to accep t thi s reading a s original—which w e ca n scarcel y
do, given the manuscrip t alignments—we must tak e i t to mean wha t th e ear-
liest source s clai m i t means : Xve i TOP  'Irjaovv  mean s t o releas e o r separat e
Jesus, perhap s fro m th e Chris t (so , th e Gnostic s Valentinu s and Cerinthus) ,
perhaps fro m th e Creato r Go d (Marcion) , or perhap s fro m hi s divine nature
(Nestorius, accordin g t o Socrates) . But , a s i s commonly acknowledge d eve n
by th e proponent s o f thi s reading , on e ca n scarcel y spea k o f suc h concern s
over Jesus ' "unity " i n the earl y Johannine community , where the controver -
sies rage d o n a n entirel y differen t front . O n th e on e hand , thi s confirms the
judgment tha t th e readin g Xve i TOV  'l-rjaovv  i s no t original . O n th e other , i t
urges u s t o conside r mor e closel y how th e theologica l climat e of th e Johan -
nine writing s differ s fro m tha t presuppose d b y th e varian t reading . A s thi s
matter wil l prove significan t for othe r aspect s o f ou r study, 61 i t i s not ou t o f
place t o delv e into th e issu e a t som e length .

Theological Considerations

Here again my basi c thesis can b e stated plainly : althoug h the les s frequentl y
attested reading , "ever y spiri t tha t loose s Jesu s i s not fro m God, " make s sens e
in late r controversie s ove r Christologie s tha t separate d Jesu s (e.g. , fro m th e
Christ), i t doe s no t mak e equa l sens e i n th e contex t o f th e Johannin e com -
munity nea r th e en d o f the firs t century . Her e w e ar e thrown int o th e wide r
debate concernin g the histor y o f th e Johannine community , specifically con -
cerning the theologica l controversie s tha t create d a  rift in the church , causing
one group o f Christians to seced e sometim e prior t o the writing of 1  John.62

The relevanc e of the secession t o th e present discussion is limited to th e chris -
tological view s tha t wer e involved . Unfortunately, as i s well known , th e in -
vestigation i s somewhat hampere d b y our restricte d acces s t o th e competin g
views. While the Christolog y o f the autho r o f 1  John (an d presumably of the
group h e represents ) i s reasonabl y clear , tha t o f hi s opponent s ca n onl y b e
deduced fro m th e polemica l argument s h e level s agains t them . H e call s his
opponents "antichrists " becaus e the y refus e t o confes s that Jesu s i s the Christ ,
the So n (o f God ) (2:22-23). 63 Th e charg e ha s le d som e interpreter s t o as -
sume that the opponents wer e non-Christia n Jews who faile d t o acknowledg e
the messiahshi p o f Jesus. Bu t becaus e thes e opponent s formerl y belonge d t o
the Johannine communit y (2:19) , i t seem s mor e likel y tha t the y were i n fac t
Christians wh o ha d develope d thei r christologica l view s to a n extrem e tha t
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for th e author amounte d t o a  denial of the community's basic confession that
the Christ , o r th e So n of God, i s actually the man Jesus (cf . John 20:30-31) .
Most commentators, therefore , speak of the secessionist s in terms of a "high"
Christology that minimizes or eliminates the community's belie f tha t the man
Jesus was himsel f th e Christ. 64

In wha t sens e di d th e secessionist s den y this communa l belief ? Som e im-
portant clue s ar e provide d b y th e author' s othe r ostensibl y polemica l com -
ments. I n on e othe r plac e h e call s hi s opponent s "antichrists. " I n 4:1— 3 h e
sets th e "spirit " o f th e "fals e prophets, " th e antichrist s gon e ou t int o th e
world, agains t thos e wh o hav e the spiri t of God. Onl y the latte r confes s tha t
Jesus Chris t ha s com e "i n flesh. " Whicheve r readin g is adopted fo r 4:3 , th e
antichrists' denia l tha t th e Chris t i s th e ma n Jesu s appear s t o deriv e fro m
their denia l o f hi s fleshl y manifestation . This , n o doubt , i s wh y th e autho r
begins hi s epistl e a s h e does , wit h a  prologu e (reminiscen t of th e mor e elo -
quent prologu e o f th e Fourt h Gospel ) tha t emphasize s tha t th e "Wor d o f
Life" tha t wa s reveale d coul d b e perceive d b y th e senses : h e wa s see n an d
heard an d touche d (1:1—3) , tha t is , he was a  rea l person o f rea l flesh.

Elsewhere too th e author emphasize s the "fleshly " character o f Jesus Christ ,
particularly wit h respec t t o hi s real death . Thus , i n his final explicit polemi c
against th e secessionists , th e autho r inform s hi s readers tha t Jesus Chris t did
not "come in water only," but "in wate r and in blood." Whatever the precise
meaning o f th e formul a "Jesu s Chris t cam e i n water"—an d th e matte r i s
widely debate d an d fa r fro m certain 65—it seem s clea r tha t it s modification
by th e autho r o f 1  John ("i n wate r an d i n blood" ) involve s the confessio n
that Jesu s Chris t experience d a  rea l deat h i n whic h h e she d rea l blood . Ap -
parently, then, the secessionists ' refusa l t o acknowledge tha t Jesus Chris t ha d
suffered rea l deat h b y sheddin g bloo d wa s connecte d wit h thei r denial s tha t
the Chris t wa s th e ma n Jesu s an d tha t Jesu s Chris t ha d com e i n th e flesh.
This poin t o f contentio n als o explains , then , th e importanc e attache d b y the
author t o th e "blood o f Jesus" and t o hi s work o f "expiation" (cf . 1:7, 2:2 ,
4:10).

The polemical statement s of 1  John hav e led some commentator s t o pos -
tulate connection s betwee n th e secessionist s an d othe r know n group s op -
posed b y th e precursor s o f orthodoxy . I t i s understandable , i f unfortunate ,
that mos t previou s investigator s hav e see n i n th e secessionists ' positio n a n
adumbration o f a  Cerinthian Christology , th e separationis t view described a t
the beginnin g of th e presen t chapter. 66 Specifi c suppor t fo r thi s view is thought
to deriv e fro m 1  John 5:6 , wher e th e secessionist s ar e sai d t o confes s tha t
Jesus Chris t cam e i n water bu t no t i n blood. This , i t is claimed, relates to th e
Cerinthian notion tha t the Chris t was manifested to Jesus at his baptism (water),
but lef t hi m prio r t o th e crucifixio n (blood) . I n a  creativ e defens e o f thi s
understanding, Klau s Wengs t ha s argue d tha t th e secessionist s coul d hav e
located thi s ver y notio n withi n th e community' s common traditions , a s pre -
served i n th e Fourt h Gospel . A t th e outse t o f tha t narrativ e th e Spiri t de -
scends an d remain s o n Jesu s a t hi s baptis m (1:32 ) an d depart s fro m hi m
immediately prio r t o hi s death (19:30). 67
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Despite it s popularity , thi s identificatio n of th e secessionists ' view s with
those o f Cerinthu s o r othe r Gnosti c separationist s founder s on a  numbe r of
points. On th e one hand, a s Schnackenburg has pointed out , th e polemics of
1 Joh n provid e n o intimatio n o f th e metaphysica l speculatio n upo n whic h
such Christologie s ar e constructed. 68 Furthermore , th e linchpi n of th e argu -
ment, 1  John 5:6, actuall y works agains t the interpretation. Martinus de Boer
has recentl y show n tha t the verse can only be understood a s citing the seces-
sionist position , "Jesu s Chris t came i n water," in order t o correc t it : "no t i n
water only , bu t i n wate r an d i n blood." 69 Thus , th e secessionist s believe d
that "Jesu s Christ" was manifested "in water. " But that i s not a t al l the same
thing a s saying that "th e Christ " was manifested to "Jesus" in water (i.e. , at
his baptism) . Whateve r th e precis e meanin g of 1  John 5:6 , n o Cerinthia n
would say that "Jesus Christ" came in water, fo r this confession would entail
a denia l o f thei r standar d clai m that Jesus an d th e Chris t wer e distinc t enti -
ties.

Moreover, Wengst' s attempt t o se e a precursor o f the Cerinthian view in
the Gospe l o f John i s totall y unconvincing . Jesus ' baptis m i s not eve n nar -
rated i n th e Gospel . Wors e yet , Jesus give s up th e spiri t i n John o f hi s ow n
volition (Joh n 10:17-18 ; 19:30 ) an d onl y after  h e ha s suffere d an d she d
blood! Wengst acknowledge s tha t a  Cerinthian exegesis o f these text s woul d
need t o b e forced, becaus e among other thing s it would involv e blatant mis -
construals o f thei r grammar. 70 I n actuality , i f th e secessionist s appeale d t o
these tradition s t o suppor t thei r views , it would b e a marve l that the y posed
any threa t t o th e communit y a t all : thi s kin d o f Christolog y i s virtually in-
supportable fro m th e Johannine traditions as they have come dow n t o us. 71

Finally, although a  Cerinthia n separationis t Christolog y ma y explain the
polemical emphasi s in 1  John o n Christ' s expiatio n an d rea l death, i t canno t
adequately explain the author' s emphasi s on th e rea l fleshly existenc e of Jesus
Christ (4:2) . The prologue , whic h emphasize s the tangible , fleshl y characte r
of th e Wor d o f Lif e mad e manifest , mus t certainl y be regarde d a s a  critica l
component i n th e overal l polemi c of th e letter . Bu t th e Cerinthian s di d no t
deny tha t Jesu s coul d b e heard , seen , an d felt , whic h make s thi s polemical
introduction virtuall y inexplicabl e i f i n fac t th e secessionist s embrace d th e
kind o f Christology tha t "separated " Jesus fro m th e Christ .

In poin t o f fact , a s ca n b e inferre d fro m th e precedin g remarks , thes e
secessionists mus t hav e develope d view s tha t corresponde d t o th e othe r
"christological option" taken b y Gnostics i n the secon d century : th e doceti c
Christology tha t claime d tha t Jesu s wa s no t a  rea l fles h an d bloo d huma n
being, bu t onl y appeare d t o b e so . A s I  wil l poin t ou t agai n i n th e nex t
chapter, a  heterodo x grou p wit h precisel y suc h view s was attacke d severa l
years late r b y Ignatius. 72 S o fa r a s I  ca n see , a  Christolog y o f thi s kin d ex -
plains al l th e polemi c of 1  John an d i s itsel f a  plausibl e development o f th e
kind o f high Christolog y evidence d already in the Fourth Gospel . Th e autho r
of 1  John call s th e secessionist s fals e prophet s wh o refus e t o acknowledg e
that "Jesu s Christ has come in the flesh" (kv  crap/ a 4:2). Ignatius' s opponent s
in Smyrn a and Tralle s als o rejecte d the notio n tha t Jesus Christ trul y (aXTj0d>s )
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came "i n th e flesh " an d wa s kille d an d raise d "in flesh " (ei ^ crap/a) . Instead ,
they taugh t tha t h e onl y "seemed " (SoKslv)  t o b e wha t h e wa s an d t o d o
what h e di d (se e especially Ign. Smyrn.  1:1—2 ; 3:1; 4:2, Ign. Trail.  9:1—2) .
For them , Jesus wa s a  spiri t withou t a  real fleshly body, who onl y assumed a
human for m fo r a  tim e (cf . Ign. Smyrn.  3:2 ; 4:1).73 Significantly , i n hi s re -
buttal o f thes e docetists , Ignatiu s emphasizes that Jesus ' rea l bod y coul d b e
perceived an d handle d (i/n7Aa</>da > Ign . Smyrn.  3:2) , muc h as the prologu e of
1 Joh n stresse s tha t th e Wor d o f Lif e coul d b e hear d an d handle d (i|/Tj\a -
<f>aa)). A  particularl y striking parallel comes in Ignatius's condemnation o f hi s
opponents fo r "no t confessing that h e bor e flesh " (Ign . Smyrn. 5: 2 /j,rf  6/x,o -
A.oyo)!' avrov  crapKOffropov;  cf . 1  John 4: 2 "ever y spiri t tha t confesse s Jesus
Christ havin g come i n th e flesh .  .  .  ," TT&V  Trvev^a  o  optoXoys i 'I/rjcro w
\piCTTOV EV  crap/ a sXrj XvOora).

Moreover, jus t a s i n 1  John, Ignatiu s emphasizes the realit y and impor -
tance o f Jesus' rea l deat h b y shedding real blood . Th e opponent s i n Smyrna
and Tralle s ar e explicitl y said t o believ e that Christ , wh o wa s no t o f rea l
flesh, onl y "appeare d t o suffer " (keyovcrii>  T O SOKSIV  odnov  ireTrovSevai  Ign .
Smyrn. 2:2 ; Ign. Trail.  10:1) , whereas Ignatiu s emphasizes that Chris t truly
(dXrj^o)?) suffered , died , an d was raised, an d tha t anyone who fail s t o believe
in Jesus' bloo d i s subject t o judgmen t (Ign. Smyrn. 6:1) , because Christ's rea l
suffering i s what effect s salvatio n (Ign . Smyrn. 1:1 ; 2:1; cf. 1 John 1:7 ; 2:2;
5:6). Interestingly , just as the aberran t Christology o f th e secessionist s alleg -
edly led to a  deviant system of ethics, in which love of the brothers an d sister s
was neglected , s o to o Ignatiu s explicitly connects th e docetists ' heterodox y
with thei r failur e t o love (Ign. Smyrn. 5:2 ; 7:1, cf. 1 John 2:9-11; 3:14-18;
4:7-8).

Thus, th e polemica l emphase s o f 1  John see m t o paralle l thos e foun d
soon thereafte r i n Ignatius' s oppositio n t o th e doceti c Christian s o f Smyrna
and Tralles . I t would b e foolish, of course, t o insis t that th e Johannine seces-
sionists shoul d b e identified  wit h thes e late r groups ; ther e i s simpl y no evi -
dence. Bu t a t leas t the y ar e movin g along a  heterodo x trajector y that even -
tuates i n a  full-blow n expressio n o f docetism. What , then , would th e autho r
of 1  John hav e meant whe n h e accused th e secessionist s of refusin g t o mak e
the community' s confessions that the Son of God/the Chris t is Jesus? He must
have meant , a s intimate d earlier , tha t th e secessionist s coul d no t trul y make
these confession s because the y devaluated the fleshly existence o f Jesus, tha t
is, they denie d tha t h e wa s a  rea l human bein g of flesh and blood . Th e em-
phasis o f th e Johannine homology , then , fall s eithe r o n th e predicat e noun ,
that th e "Son o f God i s Jesus" (th e man), or perhap s on th e ver b itself , tha t
the "So n of Go d i s Jesus" (sinc e i n th e secessionists ' vie w th e So n o f Go d
only appear s to b e the man Jesus).74

To su m up : th e epistl e o f 1  John counter s a  doceti c Christolog y tha t i s
comparable t o th e on e late r espouse d b y th e opponent s o f Ignatius . I n thi s
view Jesus only appeared t o b e human and t o suffe r an d die , fo r he was no t
really made of flesh. This differ s significantl y fro m th e Cerinthia n separation-
ist Christology, whic h does not see m to b e attacked by the author of 1  John,
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a Christolog y tha t divide s Jesus an d th e Chris t int o distinc t entities , s o tha t
the Chris t cam e int o Jesu s a t hi s baptis m an d separate d fro m hi m prio r t o
his death .

The differenc e betwee n thes e christological views is crucial for the textua l
problem in 1  John 4:3 . Th e reading I have preferred o n other grounds , "ever y
spirit tha t doe s no t confes s Jesus [havin g come i n the flesh ] i s not fro m God "
(TT&V rrvevfjiot  o  JUT ) o/uoXoye i TOV 'Ir)O~ovi> [ev  crapKi  e^rfkvOora]  e x TO V Oeov
OVK ecmv), 75 presuppose s th e sam e kin d o f doceti c tendenc y evidence d else-
where throughou t th e letter , wherea s th e varian t reading, "ever y spiri t tha t
looses Jesu s i s no t fro m God " (rrav  Tcvev^a  S  Xue i TO V 'l-rjcrovv SK  TO V 0eov
OVK sfrriv)  presuppose s precisel y th e other  christologica l tendency , a  ten -
dency that doe s no t appea r t o li e within the author' s purview . My conclusio n
now appear s unavoidable : th e varian t reading , a  readin g foun d i n non e o f
the survivin g Greek manuscripts , canno t hav e been th e origina l reading o f 1
John 4:3 .

Conclusion
How the n ca n w e accoun t fo r th e origi n an d propogatio n o f thi s varian t
reading, which , althoug h n o longe r foun d i n the Gree k manuscrip t traditio n
1 John, does surviv e in some o f the Lati n evidence? Many o f the father s who
cited th e tex t atteste d i t i n bot h forms , quotin g on e for m o r th e othe r fo r
contextual reasons , or , o n occasion , conflatin g them. This suggest s that thes e
fathers foun d the varia  lectio  to b e a particularly appropriate weapo n agains t
certain heretica l Christologies , namely , thos e tha t involve d som e kin d o f
metaphysical separation , eithe r o f th e earthl y Jesus fro m th e heavenl y Christ
(Cerinthus, Valentinus) , or o f Chris t fro m th e Creato r Go d (Marcion) , or of
Christ's humanit y from hi s deity (Nestorius , according to Socrates) . Whence ,
then, di d th e readin g come ?

In al l likelihoo d i t di d no t originat e a s a  simpl e scriba l error . I n fact , i t
may wel l have not originate d a s a  textua l varian t at all , bu t a s a  recapitula -
tion o f th e text' s "meaning " i n th e contex t o f proto-orthodox christologica l
polemics, tha t is , as an interpretive paraphrase tha t was later incorporated a s
an orthodo x corruption . "No t t o confes s Jesus" durin g the Gnosti c contro -
versies mean t (fo r th e proto-orthodox ) t o adop t a  Gnosti c Christology , a
Christology tha t separate d Jesu s fro m th e Christ . Anyone who accepte d suc h
a vie w wa s "no t fro m God. " Th e earlies t databl e occurrenc e o f thi s para -
phrase wa s i n Irenaeus' s oppositio n t o Valentinia n Gnosticism. This ma y have
been it s originating context. Subsequently , wherever Gnosticism proved to be
a problem , th e paraphras e (insofa r a s i t wa s known ) prove d useful , eve n
prior t o it s incorporation i n an y manuscrip t of the New Testament . Thus , i t
is n o surpris e t o fin d th e readin g atteste d i n Alexandria , for example , i n th e
writings o f Orige n an d perhap s als o i n thos e o f hi s predecessor , Clement. 76

Other fathers found the interpretatio n usefu l fo r combatting other christolog -
ical heresie s that, like Valentinian Gnosticism, involve d some kin d o f "sepa -
ration" in Christ , a s opposed t o the orthodox insistenc e on "unity."

At some poin t prior t o the fourth century the interpretive paraphrase wa s
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placed i n th e margi n o f a  manuscript—muc h a s i t wa s late r place d i n th e
scholion o f th e tenth-centur y manuscrip t 1739 . Th e margina l note wa s evi -
dently transferre d into th e tex t a t som e stage , i n a manuscrip t that wa s itsel f
copied o n occasion . B y the earl y fifth century th e readin g could b e foun d i n
a fe w Gree k manuscript s know n t o Socrates . Ho w th e readin g cam e t o b e
incorporated int o th e Lati n Vulgat e is onl y on e o f th e man y mysterie s sur-
rounding that mos t influentia l o f al l versions. The unknow n translato r o f th e
Catholic epistle s probabl y foun d i t eithe r i n a  Lati n manuscript tha t h e oth -
erwise regarded a s reliable, or i n a  Gree k manuscrip t tha t h e used t o correc t
his Latin tradition. I n any case , once th e reading became part o f the Vulgate,
its positio n i n th e Lati n traditio n wa s secure , makin g i t al l th e mor e note -
worthy tha t late r Lati n writer s stil l cit e th e passag e i n it s origina l form , ex-
cept whe n usin g it agains t certain christologica l heresies . Thus, th e polemical
context tha t created th e corruption prove d als o to be the matrix within which
it wa s perpetuate d throughou t th e cours e o f it s existence , unti l i t capture d
the attentio n an d imaginatio n o f modern scholars .

Other Examples

Having no w considere d a t som e lengt h a n orthodo x corruptio n tha t prove s
significant fa r beyon d it s modes t appearance—i t doe s afte r al l concer n th e
single word \vsiv—we are in a position t o examine with greater brevity other
variant reading s tha t functio n similarly . The vas t majorit y o f textual corrup -
tions tha t serv e t o counte r Gnosti c tendencie s appl y t o particula r point s o f
the controversy , suc h a s th e meanin g of Christ' s birth , baptism , an d death .
By comparison, thos e that condemn th e Gnostics' separationis t tendencies per
se are relativel y sparse. On e textua l change atteste d i n the Synoptic tradition,
however, doe s relat e t o thi s aspec t o f ou r study . I n th e familia r logio n o f
Matthew 12:3 0 an d Luk e 11:23, Jesus declares , "Th e on e wh o i s not wit h
me i s agains t me , an d th e on e wh o doe s no t gathe r wit h m e scatters." 77

Commentators hav e generall y overlooked a  chang e o f th e sayin g that i s at -
tested i n significan t witnesse s o f th e Alexandria n text . I n bot h Gospe l ac -
counts code x Sinaiticu s join s othe r manuscript s i n appendin g th e persona l
pronoun /A S to the final clause, making it read, "The on e who doe s not gathe r
with m e scatters me." 78

There i s littl e reaso n t o conside r th e varian t original . Th e bul k o f th e
Alexandrian traditio n read s agains t it , th e suppor t o f code x Sinaiticu s not -
withstanding, a s does virtually ever y other  witnes s of every other textual group .
Nor ar e ther e convincing arguments fo r it s authenticity on interna l grounds .
To th e contrary , ther e ar e soli d reason s fo r considerin g i t a  second-centur y
corruption effecte d fo r theologica l reasons . No t tha t th e Gnosti c controver -
sies have typically been invoked to explai n its genesis. The fe w commentator s
who dea l with th e matte r generall y concur wit h Bruc e Metzger: th e readin g
represents a n attemp t t o balanc e the logion b y providing its fourth ver b with
a personal objec t corresponding t o thos e o f the previous three.79

While thi s explanatio n ha s a  kin d o f immediat e appeal, a  close r exami -
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nation o f th e matte r reveal s it s problems . Eac h o f the precedin g verb s is fol-
lowed b y a  prepositional phrase  (/AST'  Sfj-ov  I  /car' s(j,ov  I  /J.ST'  e/u.oi>) . A  scrib e
wanting t o balanc e th e sentenc e woul d simpl y have iterate d th e word s KOLT'
efjt-ov. I t ca n scarcel y b e objected tha t th e additio n o f th e paralle l phrase KOLT'
efjiov woul d mak e littl e sense i n the context , because the additio n o f /x e itsel f
is labele d "disasterous " an d "meaningless." 80 No r shoul d i t b e explaine d
that th e fina l ver b i s transitive and s o requires a direc t object ; th e precedin g
verb (crvvayei)  i s transitive as well , yet lacks a n object . Eve n with th e scribal
addition, then , on e i s left wit h a  "balanced" clause that i s in fac t asymetrical .

It i s true tha t fo r Jesus t o hav e sai d "th e on e wh o doe s no t gathe r wit h
me scatters me " woul d hav e made littl e sense in the contex t o f the canonica l
Gospels. Th e solution t o the problem emerges only when i t is recognized tha t
in a  different  context , outside th e concerns o f Matthew, Luke , and thei r com -
mon source , th e saying can i n fac t b e readily construed. I  have already shown
that proto-orthodo x Christian s o f th e secon d centur y wer e concerne d wit h
Gnostic Christologie s tha t separate d o r divide d Jesus Chris t int o multipl e en-
tities.81 Fo r thes e representative s o f orthodoxy , Gnostic s wh o differentiate d
between Jesu s an d th e Christ , wh o spli t him int o distinc t beings , wer e Jesus '
real enemies . Fa r fro m bein g thos e wh o "gathere d with " him , tha t is , who
joined wit h hi m i n missio n an d fellowship , thos e wh o divide d o r scattere d
Jesus wer e "agains t him " (KO:T ' E/AOV) . Th e corruptio n o f Matthe w 12:30 /
Luke 11:2 3 embodies th e orthodo x rejectio n o f anyone who denie s the unity
of Jesus Christ. 82

As a  fina l varian t readin g o f thi s kind , w e ma y conside r th e corruptio n
attested i n severa l witnesses o f 2  Corinthian s 11:4 . Her e agai n ther e i s little
doubt concernin g th e origina l text : "I f on e come s wh o preache s a  differen t
Jesus (a\\ov  TTJCTOVZ' ) fro m th e one we preached .  .  .  you bea r i t well." In
a readin g preserved i n bot h Gree k an d Lati n manuscripts , however, th e tex t
has bee n changed t o spea k no t o f a  differen t "Jesus " but o f a  different "Christ "
(MSS F  G 4 V g arm Ambrs t al) . An exchange of names is easy to understan d
under an y circumstances, an d suc h variants occur throughou t th e tradition.83

In thi s case, however , we are not dealin g with a  scribal harmonization, eithe r
to anothe r passag e o r t o a  mor e familia r mod e o f expression : th e phras e
"another Christ " occur s nowher e els e i n th e Ne w Testament . Furthermore ,
we shoul d no t overloo k wha t thi s particula r change provides fo r th e proto -
orthodox scribe . Th e proble m raise d b y th e Gnosti c controversie s wa s no t
over a  multiplicit y o f "Jesuses, " bu t ove r a  multiplicit y o f Christs . Som e
Gnostics Christian s advocate d no t simpl y a  differen t Chris t fro m th e on e
espoused b y th e orthodo x (i.e. , Jesus Chris t a s unitar y person) bu t severa l
Christs wh o differe d eve n on e fro m another . Th e Valentinians , as w e hav e
seen, claime d that ther e wer e three. 84 Given the nature of this controversy, i t
does no t see m a t al l implausibl e that th e chang e effecte d i n th e tex t o f 2
Corinthians 1 1 wa s fa r fro m accidental . I t function s t o counterac t precisel y
the separationis t ide a tha t proto-orthodo x Christian s foun d s o distressing, 85

namely, that i n addition t o Jesus, ther e was "another" Christ (o r even "other
Christs").
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Jesus, Born the Chris t
The textual modification s considered t o thi s point reflec t a  direct challenge to
those wh o contende d tha t Jesu s an d th e Chris t represente d distinc t entities .
As I  hav e observed , thes e ar e b y n o mean s th e mos t frequen t kind o f anti -
Gnostic corruptions . Mor e commonly, scribes altere d thei r texts s o as to un -
dermine specifi c aspect s o f the separationis t Christologies .

We have seen tha t proto-orthodox Christian s had t o defen d their under-
standing o f Jesus ' birt h no t onl y agains t adoptionists , wh o spurne d th e mi -
raculous characte r o f th e event , bu t als o agains t Gnostics , wh o denie d tha t
Jesus wa s himsel f th e Chris t fro m hi s mother' s womb . Irenaeu s explicitly
attacks thi s view by citing passages o f the New Testament t o show "tha t the
Son of Go d wa s bor n o f a  virgin, and tha t H e Himsel f was Chris t th e Savior
whom th e prophets ha d foretold ; not , a s these persons assert , tha t Jesus was
He wh o wa s bor n o f Mary , bu t tha t Chris t wa s H e wh o descende d fro m
above" (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 16,  2).  Doe s thi s orthodox positio n com e to  be  re-
flected i n th e transcription s o f th e relevan t passages? To b e sure , no t man y
passages ar e relevant; two o f th e Gospel s d o no t contai n birt h narratives. 86

As a  consequence , text s tha t migh t prove vulnerabl e to thi s kin d o f scriba l
activity appea r primaril y in th e openin g chapters o f Matthew an d Luke , where
one doe s find evidence of orthodox tampering. 87

I hav e alread y discusse d th e anti-adoptionis t corruption s o f Matthe w
1:16.88 Th e vers e als o prove d susceptibl e to th e kin d o f modificatio n envis-
aged here , althoug h i n thi s cas e th e resultin g corruption ha s generate d little
interest among th e commentators . Th e vas t majority o f manuscripts speak of
Mary giving birth to "Jesus , th e one who i s called Christ" ('I^croi) ? 6 Xeyo^iew?
Xpioro9). Several witnesses, however , lack the participle (and its article), making
the tex t no w refe r t o th e birt h of "Jesus Christ " (64 [d ] k syr c Dial Tim an d
Aqu3). Th e variatio n appear s als o t o b e atteste d b y Tertullian , who , i n hi s
only citatio n o f th e verse , use s i t agains t Valentinia n Gnostic s an d thei r
Christology. I n arguing that, becaus e of hi s real birth from Mary , Chris t ha d
real flesh, Tertullian notes tha t "Matthew also, when tracing down the Lord' s
descent fro m Abraha m t o Mary , say s 'Jaco b bega t Josep h th e husban d o f
Mary, o f whom wa s born th e Christ' " (de came Christi  20). 89

A motivatio n fo r th e omissio n o f th e participl e readily suggests itsel f fro m
the contex t o f Tertullian' s ow n polemic , tha t is , i n th e confrontatio n wit h
heretics who maintaine d that Jesus and th e Chris t were distinct entities. Even
these heretic s acknowledged , o f course , tha t Jesu s wa s "called " Christ , bu t
for them , Jesus himsel f wa s no t th e Christ. 90 I t make s sense , then , tha t on e
or mor e orthodox scribe "improved" the text b y deleting the ambiguous par-
ticiple, thereby strengthening the orthodox characte r o f the verse as a  whole .
For them , Matthe w speak s o f th e birt h o f th e unifie d Jesu s Chris t himself ,
not simpl y of Jesus "wh o wa s called" Christ.91

It prove s mor e difficul t t o establis h th e tex t o f Matthe w 1:18 , anothe r
verse whose problematic character has already been discussed.92 For the pres-
ent concern I  should note a  variation in Matthew's declaratio n tha t "the birt h
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of Jesus Chris t happene d i n this way." A s shall be seen a t greate r lengt h nea r
the en d o f thi s chapter , i n th e Ne w Testamen t manuscript s th e name s an d
titles o f Jesus Chris t fluctuat e extensivel y for reason s tha t appea r closel y re -
lated t o th e theologica l proclivitie s o f orthodo x scribes . Wit h respec t t o th e
text a t hand , the survivin g manuscripts presen t severa l variations: "th e birt h
of Jesus " ( W 4  7 4 27 0 pc) , "th e birt h o f Chris t Jesus " (B) , the "birt h o f
Christ" (OL , Vg , syr 8'c Theoph Ire n Au g pc) and "th e birt h o f Jesus Christ "
(most witnesses) .

The firs t tw o reading s ca n mak e littl e clai m t o authenticity : the y lac k
adequate documentar y suppor t and ar e readily explained a s alterations o f the
more commonl y atteste d form s o f th e text. 93 Thi s leave s th e readin g foun d
in part s o f th e so-calle d Wester n traditio n ("th e birt h o f Christ, " OL , Vg ,
syr) an d th e on e found virtually everywhere else ("the birt h of Jesus Christ") .
Scholars hav e vacillated on th e intrinsi c suitability of thes e tw o readings . Som e
have argue d tha t TTJO-O V Xpioroi ) i s origina l becaus e i t recall s th e openin g
verse o f th e book : "Th e boo k o f th e genealog y o f Jesu s Christ " (/3t/3Xo ?
ysvscrs(t)<; Trjcroi ) Xptcrroi) , v . 1 ; TO V ds TTJCTO U Xpicr-ro v r\  •yevscns,  v . 18) .
In thi s case , th e tex t woul d hav e bee n corrupte d int o conformit y wit h th e
name a s i t appeaar s i n th e precedin g verse (v . 17 , "unti l th e Christ, " ew ? TO V
Xpicrroi)).94 Othe r scholars , a s on e migh t anticipate , argu e jus t th e reverse ,
that th e usag e o f vers e 1 7 demonstrate s tha t th e tex t o f vers e 1 8 originally
read Xpicrroi ) an d wa s corrupte d t o confor m wit h th e openin g statemen t o f
the boo k (*lr)crov  Xptcrrcw). 95 Clearl y such arguments lea d t o a  standoff. 96

The sures t basi s for resolvin g a textua l disput e o f thi s kind i s to consider
the externa l support . Th e phras e TTJCTO U Xpicrroi ) i s not onl y atteste d b y th e
earliest Greek witnes s (p 1), i t i s preserved in ever y Gree k manuscrip t o f ever y
textual grou p an d subgrou p fro m ever y region o f early Christendom. I n con -
trast, there i s not a  solitary Gree k manuscript—uncial , minuscule , or lection -
ary—that attest s th e shorte r reading . Give n th e ambiguitie s o f th e interna l
evidence, thi s kin d o f manuscrip t alignmen t mus t b e see n a s decisiv e fo r th e
original text , especiall y when on e ca n posi t a  viabl e explanatio n fo r th e var-
iant tha t survive s in only a  fractio n o f the tradition .

We know tha t thi s verse was importan t fo r orthodox heresiologists : the y
quote i t explicitl y to confut e Gnosti c Christologie s tha t separat e Jesu s fro m
the Christ . Irenaeu s i n particula r accrue s som e significan t mileag e fro m th e
Western reading : "Th e birt h o f Chris t occurre d i n this way." Irenaeu s argues
that becaus e th e tex t speak s specificall y o f th e birt h "o f Christ, " i t directl y
confutes thos e wh o "asser t tha t Jesus was he who was born o f Mary bu t tha t
Christ wa s h e who descende d fro m above " (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 16 , 2). Thus, the
shorter tex t prove d particularl y amenabl e fo r th e proto-orthodo x i n thei r
struggles agains t Gnosti c Christologies : Mary' s infan t wa s the Christ .

At th e sam e time , on e migh t wonde r wh y th e longe r text , which speak s
after al l of the birt h of "Jesus Christ," might not hav e proved equall y accom-
modating. Th e explanation ma y be found in the circumstance tha t Christians ,
from a t leas t th e tim e o f th e Apostl e Paul , widel y construed "Jesu s Christ "
as a  prope r name . Thi s wa s demonstrabl y th e cas e fo r variou s group s o f
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Gnostics.97 Fo r Irenaeus , however , th e designatio n Xpicrro? i s to b e rea d a s
a title . I t i s not, tha t is , simply one o f Jesus' names ; i t actually identifies Jesus
as th e Chris t o f God . Becaus e th e corruptio n enjoye d a  wid e distributio n
among patristi c an d versiona l sources , w e can assum e tha t Irenaeu s was no t
its creator , bu t ha d alread y foun d i t i n th e manuscrip t traditio n o f th e Gos -
pel. If my theory o f it s provenance is correct, th e chang e was mad e some time
earlier i n th e secon d centur y b y a n orthodo x scrib e wh o share d Irenaeus' s
concern t o emphasiz e agains t th e separationist s tha t i t wa s precisely the Chris t
who was born o f Mary.98

A differen t aspec t o f the Gnosti c understandin g of Jesus' birth appears t o
be unde r attac k i n a n orthodo x corruptio n o f th e openin g chapte r o f Luke .
In th e familia r vers e o f th e Annunciation , the ange l Gabrie l inform s Mar y
that becaus e o f he r miraculou s conception , "th e chil d tha t wil l b e born wil l
be calle d holy , th e So n o f God " (T O yevvdi^Evov &JLOV  KK^O^arerai,  vio ?
dsov, 1:35) . A  numbe r o f witnesse s emend thi s declaration t o includ e a sig-
nificant prepositiona l phrase : "th e chil d that wil l b e bor n from  yo u (SK  crov)
will b e calle d hol y .  .  . " (C * @  f 1 3 3 a  c  e  g1 ga t syr p Ire n Ter t A d Epip h
al). Scholar s ar e virtuall y unanimou s in considerin g thi s longer tex t second -
ary.99 Despite it s support i n Western, Caesarean , an d secondar y Alexandrian
witnesses, i t i s not foun d i n the earlies t an d bes t manuscripts , which demon -
strate an eve n more remarkable range in terms of both geograph y an d textua l
consanguinity. Moreover, i f the varian t were original , it would b e difficul t t o
explain it s omission throughou t s o much of the tradition . I t certainly presents
nothing tha t coul d b e construe d a s objectionabl e t o th e prevailin g tastes o f
early scribes . Th e shorte r tex t i s therefore more likel y original .

Why was the tex t changed ? Some have argued that a  scribe or scribe s fel t
the literar y imbalance o f th e angeli c pronouncement : i n th e tw o precedin g
clauses th e ange l spok e o f God' s actio n specificall y upo n Mar y ("wil l com e
upon you"  I  "will overshado w you"}  makin g it understandable that th e third
and fina l claus e shoul d b e provide d wit h a  correspondin g persona l pronou n
of it s own ("th e chil d that wil l b e bor n from  you"). 100 Other s hav e thought
that th e paralle l in Matthew 1:2 0 ("fo r tha t whic h is conceived in her")  proved
influential.101 Whil e thes e factor s ar e no t t o b e overlooked , w e woul d b e
remiss t o neglec t wha t otherwis e ha s passe d b y th e board s unnoticed—th e
theological possibilities of the longe r text .

In poin t o f fact , th e longe r tex t coul d prov e t o b e significan t fo r oppo -
nents of certain kind s of separationist Christology . Bot h Irenaeu s and Tertul -
lian took offens e a t the Valentinian claim that Chris t (i.e. , Jesus, th e so-called
"dispensational" Chris t o f th e Demiurge , upo n who m th e Chris t fro m th e
Pleroma descende d a t baptism) , did not com e from  Mary , bu t cam e through
her "lik e wate r throug h a  pipe" (Iren. , Adv.  Haer.  I , 7 , 2 ; Tert. , dependen t
on Irenaeus , Adv.  Val.  27) . I n thi s view , th e "dispensational " Chris t use d
Mary a s a simple conduit int o th e world, receivin g nothing fro m her , leas t of
all a  physica l human nature . I n contrast t o this , th e heresiologists urged tha t
Christ cam e from  Mary , becaus e otherwise h e neither experienced a  rea l hu -
man birt h no r receive d a  ful l huma n nature , withou t whic h h e woul d b e
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unable t o brin g salvation t o thos e wh o ar e fully huma n (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 22 ,
1—2). And so , i n an explici t attac k o n th e Valentinians , Irenaeus urges tha t

It is the same thing to say that he [Christ ] appeared merel y to outward seem -
ing an d t o affir m tha t h e receive d nothin g fro m Mary . Fo r h e woul d no t
have bee n on e trul y possessin g fles h an d bloo d b y whic h h e redeeme d us ,
unless h e summe d u p i n himsel f th e ancien t formulatio n o f Adam . Vai n
therefore ar e th e disciple s o f Valentinu s wh o pu t fort h thei r opinions , i n
order tha t the y ma y exclud e th e fles h fro m salvation , an d cas t asid e wha t
God ha s fashione d (Adv.  Haer.  V , 1,2) .

The importanc e o f th e varia  lectio  o f Luk e 1:3 5 (BK  crov ) i n suc h controver -
sies, then , i s that i t support s th e orthodo x notio n tha t Chris t actuall y cam e
from Mary . Tertullian appear s t o preserv e a n allusio n to thi s very text . With
characteristic verv e he castigates Valentinian s who den y tha t Chris t assume d
real flesh:

But to wha t shift s yo u resort, in your attempt t o rob the syllable "of" [Latin
ex, Gree k BK]  o f it s proper forc e a s a  preposition , an d t o substitut e another
for i t i n a  sens e no t foun d throughou t the Hol y Scriptures ! You sa y that h e
was bor n through  [Lati n per]  a  virgin , not o f [Lati n ex ] a  virgin , and i n a
womb, no t o f a  womb (d e carne Christi  20). 102

And s o the corruptio n o f Luke 1:3 5 appear s t o reflec t controversie s ove r th e
Valentinian Christology , whic h both asserte d a  distinction betwee n Jesus an d
the Chris t an d posite d a  Jesus who , a s a  direct creatio n o f the Demiurge , di d
not assum e complete humanity. 103 An anonymous orthodox scribe of the sec-
ond centur y inserte d th e phras e BK  o~ov,  a  phras e whos e theologica l signifi -
cance i s cloake d b y it s innocen t literar y virtue : i t provide s a  symmetrica l
balance fo r th e angeli c pronouncemen t t o Mar y whil e confutin g th e Chris -
tology o f Valentinian Gnostics.104

Jesus, the Chris t at His Baptism
As w e hav e seen , th e baptis m o f Jesu s figure s prominentl y i n separationis t
Christologies as the christologica l momen t par excellence. 105 I t was then tha t
the Chris t entere d int o Jesus , empowerin g him to perfor m his earthly minis -
try. Fro m th e perspectiv e of the histor y of religions , this idea i s of interes t fo r
its conspicuous affinitie s wit h th e adoptionis t view s shared b y such groups a s
the Ebionite s an d th e Roma n Theodotians . Proto-orthodo x Christian s op -
posed th e vie w i n al l it s manifestations , arguin g agains t th e Gnostic s tha t i t
contradicted th e "self-evident " teaching s o f Scripture . I n th e word s o f Iren -
aeus, "I t certainl y wa s i n th e powe r o f th e apostle s t o declar e tha t Chris t
descended upo n Jesus . .  .  .  but the y neithe r knew no r sai d anythin g of the
kind: for , ha d the y know n it , the y woul d hav e als o certainl y state d it . Bu t
what reall y was th e case , tha t di d they record, namely , that th e Spiri t of God
as a  dove descende d upo n him " (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 17 , 1).

How di d thi s debat e affec t th e scribe s wh o reproduce d th e biblica l ac -



Anti-Separationist Corruptions  o f Scripture  14 1

counts? Her e agai n on e shoul d no t anticipat e a n abundanc e o f corruptions :
only thre e brie f passage s o f the Ne w Testamen t actuall y record th e event. 106

It i s all the mor e strikin g t o find tha t eac h o f the passages ha s bee n modifie d
in ways tha t appea r amenabl e to th e orthodox cause .

Mark's accoun t i s th e earliest , an d becaus e o f it s particula r mod e o f
expression, i t prove d t o b e th e mos t susceptibl e t o corruption . Whe n Jesu s
comes u p fro m th e waters , th e Spiri t descends t o hi m a s a  dove , an d a  voice
from heave n proclaims, "Yo u ar e my beloved Son ; in you I  am wel l pleased "
(Mark 1:11) . Mark's narrative as a whole does littl e to discourage th e Gnos -
tic understanding of the event, tha t th e dove represents the divine Christ wh o
descended fro m th e heavenl y realm an d entere d int o Jesus , empowerin g hi m
for hi s ministry. 107 A s I  hav e repeatedly observed , Jesus i s no t sai d t o hav e
experienced a  miraculou s birt h i n thi s Gospel , no r t o hav e don e anythin g
extraordinary befor e receivin g the Spiri t a t hi s baptism . I n fact , th e Gospe l
says nothing a t al l about hi s lif e prio r t o th e appearanc e o f the Baptis t in th e
wilderness. I t i s onl y afte r h e i s baptize d an d receive s th e Spiri t tha t Jesu s
begins t o perfor m miracle s and t o conve y his teachings . I t come s the n a s no
surprise that , a s Irenaeu s inform s us , heretic s "wh o separat e Jesus fro m th e
Christ" used Mark's Gospel t o the exclusion of all the others (Adv.  Haer.  Ill ,
11,7).

This circumstanc e makes th e textua l proble m of Mark 1:1 1 all the mor e
interesting.108 Ther e i s virtua l unanimit y among textua l scholar s tha t Mar k
originally spok e o f "th e Spiri t as a  dov e descendin g unt o him " (T O TTvev^a
&? irspicrTepav  Kara^alvov  ei s avrov).109 Thi s i s the tex t foun d i n the ear -
liest an d bes t representative s o f the Alexandria n and Wester n traditions , an d
it i s nearly impossible t o explai n it s provenance i f the varian t tradition foun d
in th e bul k o f Byzantin e manuscripts i s original.110 I n these latte r witnesses ,
the spiri t i s said t o descen d a s a dove "upon" (gm ) Jesus rather tha n "unto"
(si's) him . The difficult y o f thi s readin g is fairl y obvious . The prepositio n et ?
commonly mean s "into, " s o tha t th e tex t a s Mar k originall y wrote i t i s es-
pecially vulnerable to th e Gnosti c clai m that a t Jesus' baptis m a  divin e being
entered int o him . Whethe r Mar k himsel f understoo d th e even t in this wa y is
not th e question I  am concerned t o addres s here . I t is worth noting , however ,
that bot h Matthe w an d Luk e change d th e prepositio n t o e-Tr i ("upon"). 111

The existenc e o f thi s varian t expressio n withi n th e Synopti c traditio n pro -
vided scribe s o f th e secon d centur y with jus t th e opportunit y the y needed t o
circumvent a  possibl e "misuse" o f the accoun t i n Mark.112 I t would thu s b e
a mistak e t o se e the chang e reflecte d i n th e Byzantin e traditio n a s a  simple
harmonization; a s i n al l suc h cases , on e mus t as k wh y scribe s woul d hav e
wanted t o modif y a  readin g peculia r t o on e o f th e Gospels . I n thi s instanc e
the reason i s not a t al l difficul t t o locate . Th e tex t a s originally written coul d
be use d b y Gnosti c Christian s who , a s Irenaeus informs us, appeale d t o thi s
Gospel i n particular t o suppor t thei r separationis t Christologies. 113

Nor wa s Mark's the only accoun t susceptibl e to suc h changes . No t eve n
the preposition e m coul d escap e a  Gnostic construal , because the Spirit "comin g
upon" Jesus coul d wel l b e taken t o mea n tha t i t "empowered" him. An d so
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it i s no t surprisin g t o fin d tha t a  numbe r o f th e earl y witnesse s chang e th e
preposition i n Matthew 3:1 6 to th e stil l less ambiguous -n-pos. Now th e Spirit
simply come s "to " Jesus. 114

One other chang e tha t Matthe w mad e when redacting his Marcan sourc e
concerns th e intriguin g comparative particl e w ? (th e Spiri t descende d "like "
a dove) , whic h he modified to uxrsi.  Although the terms appear t o hav e been
interchangeable throughou t th e manuscrip t traditio n o f th e Ne w Testa -
ment,115 i t i s difficul t t o maintai n tha t ther e i s absolutel y n o differenc e i n
nuance. Outsid e th e writing s o f th e Ne w Testament , a t least , wcre i i s gener-
ally t o b e construe d a s th e les s definit e an d mor e hypothetica l o f the two, 116

and i f the Ne w Testamen t author s themselve s saw th e word s a s identical , i t
is somewha t difficul t t o explai n wh y Matthe w mad e th e chang e i n th e firs t
place. B y using wcret , Matthe w ma y b e distancin g himself fro m th e possibl e
understanding tha t th e Spiri t actuall y assumed th e for m o f a  dov e whe n h e
descended upo n Jesus . No w th e Spiri t descends "a s if " i t were a  dove . Thi s
understanding o f th e chang e lead s t o a n importan t questio n fo r th e textua l
tradition: Whe n late r scribes changed th e d> s of Mark 1:1 1 and Luk e 3:22 t o
make i t confor m wit h Matthew' s wcret , wer e the y motivate d i n par t b y a
comparable interest , especiall y in light of the Gnosti c construa l of th e event?

There i s som e evidenc e t o sugges t tha t th e actua l manifestatio n of th e
Spirit "a s a  dove" proved amenabl e to certai n group s o f Gnostics , wh o use d
the tex t t o authoriz e thei r separationis t construa l o f th e event . W e ar e bes t
informed o f th e Marcosians , a  grou p o f Valentinian Gnostics attune d t o th e
numerological significanc e of th e divinel y inspire d words o f the biblica l text.
In a  passag e fille d wit h invectiv e and wit , Irenaeu s detail s th e Marcosia n
exegesis o f th e descen t o f th e dove. 117 Whe n th e letter s i n th e Gree k wor d
for dov e (-Tr-e-p-i-cr-T-s-p-a ) ar e give n their numerica l equivalences, they ad d
up t o 801. 11S This , remarkably , is also the numbe r of deity , which comprise s
the Alph a an d th e Omeg a ( a an d o> , representin g th e Gree k numeral s on e
and eigh t hundred) . Therefore , i n th e Marcosians ' view , th e descen t o f th e
dove show s tha t Jesu s receive d int o himsel f th e fullnes s o f deit y a t hi s bap -
tism.119

We hav e n o wa y o f knowin g ho w man y othe r Christian s o f th e secon d
and thir d centurie s subscribe d t o thi s construal o f the event. 120 What i s clear
is tha t bot h Mar k an d Luk e ar e susceptibl e to it . An d s o th e chang e o f th e
phrase &> s ireptcrrepdv  t o OKTS I rrepujTepdv,  i n numerou s witnesse s o f bot h
Gospels, ma y reflec t somethin g mor e tha n th e linguisti c predilection o r har -
monistic tendencies of scribes.121 I t may reflec t th e strategy detecte d through -
out th e manuscrip t tradition o f the Gospel s o f distancin g th e tex t fro m pos -
sible Gnostic construal s b y means of slight literary modifications. Now rathe r
than descendin g "as a  dove" the Spiri t descends "a s i f it were a  dove."

In thi s connection , finally , w e d o wel l to observ e that Luke' s accoun t o f
the baptis m i s the leas t ambiguous concerning th e physica l nature o f the "Hol y
Spirit" (TO TTVKV[La TO ayt,ov). For here the Spirit is said to descend upon Jesus
"in bodil y form , a s a  dove " (3:22 , o-«/u,cmKft > et'Ss i co s Trepicrrepdv).  Th e
changes i n this description tha t ar e scattered throughou t th e textual traditio n
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may hav e been accidental , bu t whe n the y appear t o serv e theological end s a s
well, on e i s surel y justified i n harborin g som e doubt . Particularl y striking i s
the complet e inversio n o f th e sens e by the earlies t manuscript , p 4, wher e th e
Spirit i s sai d t o descen d upo n Jesu s i n "spiritual " (TrvevfjLaTt,  ei'8ei ) rathe r
than "bodily " form . This earl y Alexandrian witness thu s undercut s a  poten -
tially Gnosti c construa l o f the tex t becaus e ther e i s now n o "real " or "bod -
ily" descen t o f a  divine being upon Jesus . A  similar result obtains i n the late r
Alexandrian witness , manuscrip t 579 . Her e th e phras e T O rrvev^a T O &JLOV
cr«/u,aTiK(i> ei'8e t i s omitted altogether , makin g the tex t sa y tha t "somethin g
like a  dov e descended " upo n Jesus . Ther e i s n o mentio n o f God' s Spiri t a t
all, obviatin g th e interpretatio n tha t thi s Spiri t was i n fac t th e divin e Chris t
who entere d int o Jesus .

Jesus, Crucified as the Chris t
To thi s poin t o f the discussio n I  have examined orthodox modification s tha t
serve t o undercu t th e Gnosti c notio n tha t Jesu s cam e t o b e indwel t b y th e
Christ a t hi s baptism . Fo r proto-orthodo x Christians , Jesu s wa s bor n th e
Christ, an d hi s baptis m di d no t chang e hi s essentia l relationshi p wit h God .
The other significant christologica l momen t fo r most Gnosti c Christian s came
at the end o f Jesus' ministry , when th e Chris t departed fro m hi m to retur n t o
the Pleroma , leavin g Jesus alon e t o suffe r an d die . Irenaeu s summarize s the
view a s follows :

They understan d tha t Chris t was one and Jesus another; an d the y teach that
there wa s no t on e Chris t bu t many . An d i f the y spea k o f the m a s united ,
they d o agai n separat e them : fo r the y sho w tha t on e di d indee d underg o
sufferings, bu t tha t th e othe r remaine d impassible ; tha t th e on e trul y di d
ascend t o th e Pleroma, bu t th e other remaine d in the intermediat e place (Adv.
Haer. Ill , 17 , 4).

In general , orthodox Christians countered thi s view by stressing the unity
of Jesu s Chris t an d enumeratin g passages o f th e Ne w Testamen t tha t spea k
of "Christ " o r "Jesu s Christ " sheddin g hi s bloo d an d dying . A s Irenaeu s
reiterates throughou t hi s refutation, neithe r Jesus himself , no r Paul , no r an y
of th e othe r apostle s "kne w anythin g o f tha t Chris t wh o fle w awa y fro m
Jesus, no r o f th e Savio r above , who m the y hol d t o b e impassible, " fo r "th e
same being who wa s lai d hold o f and underwen t suffering an d she d hi s bloo d
for u s was bot h Chris t an d th e Son of God" (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 16 , 9).

Mark 15:34
It wil l b e significan t fo r ou r deliberation s to recogniz e the rol e playe d by th e
Gospel accounts , especiall y Mark's, i n thi s debat e betwee n th e proto-orthodo x
and th e Gnostics . A s i s wel l known , Jesus ' las t word s i n Mar k ar e hi s "cr y
of dereliction" : eXw t eXo u Xe//, a cra^axOctvi,  an Aramai c quotation o f Psalm
22:2, fo r which the author supplie s the LXX translation, "My God , m y God ,
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why hav e yo u forsake n me? " ( 6 0so? ^JLOV  6  0eo ? /AOV , si s r i e-y/careXtTre ?
/as; Mar k 15:34) . A t stak e i n th e Gnosti c controvers y wa s th e meanin g of
the wor d eyKarfiXtTre? . Th e proto-orthodo x too k i t to mea n "forsake, " an d
argued tha t becaus e Chris t ha d take n th e sin s of the worl d upo n himself , h e
felt forsake n b y God; th e Gnostics , o n th e othe r hand , understoo d th e wor d
in it s mor e litera l sens e o f "leav e behind, " s o tha t fo r them , Jesu s wa s la -
menting th e departur e o f th e divin e Christ : "M y God , m y God , wh y have
you lef t m e behind?" 122

This i s clearly the interpretatio n give n b y th e Gnosti c Gospel  o f Philip,
one versio n o f which was familia r t o orthodox heresiologists. 123 Th e anony -
mous autho r quote s th e vers e befor e proffering hi s explanation: '"M y God ,
my God , why , O Lor d hav e you forsake n me? ' I t wa s o n th e cros s tha t h e
said thes e words , fo r i t wa s ther e tha t h e wa s divided." 124 Th e word s ar e
similarly construe d i n thei r reformulatio n in th e Gospel  o f Peter,  wher e o n
the cross Jesus cries out, "M y power , O  power , yo u have left me." 125 I t is to
be recalle d that thi s book playe d a rol e in the struggle s for orthodoxy : upo n
reading it , the bisho p Serapio n condemned its heretical Christology and banne d
its us e i n hi s congregations. 126 Th e significanc e o f Mar k 15:3 4 fo r Gnosti c
Christologies i s also atteste d b y Irenaeus , who i n hi s refutatio n o f th e sepa -
rationist vie w observe s tha t Valentinian s used th e tex t t o sho w tha t Jesus '
fate o n th e cros s mirrore d the tragic events of the divin e realm, when the las t
of th e aeons , Sophia , becam e separated fro m th e Plerom a (Adv.  Haer.  I , 8 ,
2).

Previous investigators have failed t o recogniz e how thi s controversy ove r
the meanin g of Jesus' las t words i n Mark relate s to th e famou s textua l prob-
lem of the verse. For here, in a reading that has intrigued scholars since Adolf
von Harnac k champione d i t a s origina l earlie r i n th e century , occurs on e o f
the truly striking modifications of the Gospel. 127 In significant element s of th e
Western text , rathe r tha n cryin g out "M y God , m y God, wh y have you for-
saken me? " th e dyin g Jesus crie s "M y God , m y God , wh y hav e you reviled
me?" ( 6 0eo< ? /JLOV  b  0eos /um> , ei ? r i davsioucras  p,e ; D  c  i  k syr h; Porph). 128

Von Harnack' s argument s fo r th e authenticit y of th e readin g ar e wort h
recounting. Give n th e agreemen t o f code x Beza e an d th e Ol d Lati n manu-
scripts, alon g wit h th e apparen t attestatio n o f th e vers e b y Porphyry , th e
reading appears t o have had a  wide circulation already in the second century.
Moreover, i t i s difficul t t o explai n th e creatio n o f th e readin g i f i t i s no t
original. I t appear s unlikely , according t o vo n Harnack , tha t a  scrib e took
offense a t syKareXtTre ? in Mark 15:34 , and s o changed it to wi'gtSicra? ; th e
parallel text i n Matthew 27:4 6 i s invariant, and i f scribes took offens e a t th e
word i n Mar k the y surel y woul d hav e bee n offende d b y it s occurrenc e i n
Matthew a s well. Furthermore, scribe s typically harmonize d Mark t o th e mor e
frequently rea d (an d copied) Matthew . Suc h a  harmonization , accordin g t o
von Harnack , appear s therefor e t o hav e happene d her e fairl y earl y i n th e
tradition. Mar k derive d his text o f Psal m 22 fro m th e LXX , but modifie d its
rendition o f th e Hebrew , s o tha t rathe r tha n "forsaking " Jesus , Go d i s said
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to "revile" or "mock" him. This is appropriate, claim s von Harnack, becaus e
in th e Marca n passio n narrativ e everyone else mock s Jesus as well, including
the tw o criminal s crucified wit h him (v . 32, d>veidi£,ov  avrov;  cf. 14:65; 15:16 —
20, 29—31) . Matthe w then , wh o use d Mar k a s hi s source , retranslate d th e
Psalm referenc e according t o it s LX X rendering . Late r scribe s followe d suit
by harmonizing Mark's text t o Matthew.

The ingenuit y of von Harnack' s argumen t has don e littl e to creat e fo r i t
a following . O n th e on e hand , Matthe w ha d a s muc h reaso n a s Mar k t o
stress th e mocker y o f Jesus i n hi s passion; h e reproduces , fo r example , Mark' s
reference t o th e robbers an d other s "revilin g him" (27:44 , dtveidi^ov  avrov;
cf. als o 26:67-68; 27:27-31, 39-43). Why would h e not also , then , retai n
the word s o f Jesus a s Mar k record s them ? Moreover , i n bot h Synopti c ac-
counts the phras e e-y/caTeXwre ? ps (o r wi'stSicrds fj,e)  i s presented a s a  trans-
lation o f the Scriptur e text given i n Aramaic (Hebrew, in Matthew). Presum-
ably Mar k (o r hi s source ) kne w a s wel l a s Matthe w tha t cra/3(xx6cfVL  doe s
not mea n "revil e me " bu t "forsak e me." 129 Why, then, doe s Mar k eve n pre-
serve th e Aramai c form o f th e cry ? I f he wanted t o highligh t God's mockery
of Jesus,  a  mistranslatio n o f th e Psal m would scarcel y have been necessary:
Jesus' final cry could simpl y have been given in Greek.

The argumen t fo r syKOTeAtTre s is cinched by its overwhelmingly superior
external attestation . Th e readin g is found in every Greek manuscript of every
textual grou p an d subgroup , wit h th e solitar y exceptio n o f code x Bezae .
Moreover, th e patristi c source s attes t thi s readin g virtuall y withou t dissent ,
as do al l of th e versions , apar t fro m fou r o f Bezae' s Western allies . For mos t
critics, thi s confluenc e o f interna l an d externa l argument s make s th e cas e
against th e varian t readin g virtuall y airtight: Mark di d no t quot e th e Psalm
and the n mistranslat e it.

If th e Wester n readin g of Mark 15:3 4 i s secondary, why wa s th e chang e
made? Vo n Harnac k i s righ t t o se e tha t th e theolog y o f th e vers e cause d
scribes problems , althoug h no t th e problem s h e thinks; 130 an d th e them e of
mockery does explain the change, bu t no t th e change he assumes. In fact , th e
problem wit h th e cry of dereliction was tha t Gnostic s ha d use d i t to suppor t
their separationis t Christology . Fo r them , Jesus ' despai r a t bein g "lef t be -
hind" b y Go d demonstrate d tha t th e Chris t ha d separate d fro m hi m an d
returned int o th e Pleroma , leavin g him t o di e alone . No t onl y d o w e kno w
that thi s was th e Gnosti c understandin g of the verse , we also kno w tha t th e
orthodox foun d thi s exegesi s bot h unsoun d an d offensive . Th e chang e of
e-yKaTeXwres t o oweiSicra? , then , wa s mad e t o circumven t the "misuse " of
the text , an d naturall y suggeste d itsel f fro m th e context . Jus t a s Jesus wa s
reviled b y hi s opponents , thos e fo r who m h e died , s o to o h e bor e th e re -
proach o f God himself , for whose sak e he went to the cross i n the first place.
As t o wh y th e sam e chang e wa s no t mad e in Matthew a s well , I  can simply
observe agai n bot h th e sporadi c natur e o f such corruptions an d th e fac t tha t
proto-orthodox Christian s recognize d tha t th e Gospe l o f Mar k prove d sin -
gularly usefu l fo r thos e v/h o espoused a  separationis t Christology. 131
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Hebrews 2:9

A comparable motivation fo r changin g a text may li e behind one o f the mos t
famous an d intriguin g corruptions o f the Epistle to the Hebrews. I n this case ,
however, th e corruptio n carrie d wit h i t s o muc h th e sens e o f a n obviou s
improvement tha t i t ha d alread y overwhelme d th e manuscrip t traditio n o f
the epistl e prior t o th e pennin g of the earlies t surviving witnesses. In most of
my earlie r discussion s o f textua l variant s I  hav e show n th e importanc e o f
both externa l an d interna l evidence , especially when the y wor k togethe r i n
tandem. I n the cas e of Hebrew s 2: 9 ther e i s a direct clas h between these tw o
kinds of evidence . Although the survivin g documents ar e virtuall y unifor m i n
stating tha t Jesu s die d fo r al l peopl e "b y th e grac e o f God " (xaptr i Oeoit),
the forc e o f interna l evidenc e compel s u s t o accep t a s origina l th e poorl y
attested varian t reading, which state s tha t Jesus died "apar t fro m God " (x<wpt ?
Oeov).

Despite th e genera l paucit y of th e reading' s documentar y support, ther e
are severa l point s o f interes t t o b e noted . Amon g Gree k manuscripts , th e
reading occurs onl y in two document s o f the tenth centur y (0121b 1739).m

But th e latte r i s a  curiosit y amon g medieva l manuscripts, in tha t it s scrib e
reproduces a  prescrip t t o th e Paulin e epistles foun d i n hi s exemplar , whic h
states tha t th e tex t ha d bee n copie d fro m a  "ver y ancien t exemplar " tha t
contained a n Origenia n text . Th e manuscrip t also reproduce s it s exemplar' s
marginal notes . These recor d th e exegetica l and textua l comment s o f several
church fathers , none o f who m live d beyon d th e fourt h century. Th e conclu -
sion i s close t o han d tha t manuscrip t 173 9 i s the conscientiou s transcriptio n
of a  fourth-centur y exemplar, whose tex t derive s from a  manuscrip t a t leas t
as ancien t a s ou r earlies t papyri. 133 I t come s a s n o surpris e t o fin d tha t it s
reading o f Hebrew s 2: 9 (Jesu s died "apar t fro m God") , althoug h virtually
excluded fro m othe r survivin g witnesses, wa s acknowledge d b y Orige n him -
self a s the readin g of the majorit y o f manuscripts of his own day , manuscripts
that consequentl y mus t hav e bee n produce d n o late r tha n th e en d o f th e
second centur y o r th e ver y beginnin g o f th e third. 134 Othe r evidenc e als o
suggests it s early popularity: i t was foun d i n manuscripts known t o Ambrose
and Jerom e i n th e Lati n West , an d i s quote d b y a  rang e o f ecclesiastica l
writers down t o th e eleventh century.135 Among the versions it is represented
in bot h Lati n (V g M S G ) an d Syria c (Peshitta) . Th e result s o f thi s quic k
survey shoul d giv e us pause . Th e survivin g manuscript s have virtually elimi-
nated the readin g xwpis Oeov, even though i t was at one time widely attested ,
particularly i n Origen' s Alexandri a and Caesarea , wher e i t appear s t o hav e
comprised th e majorit y text .

When one turns fro m externa l to internal evidence, there can be no doub t
concerning th e superiorit y o f thi s poorl y atteste d variant . To star t wit h th e
obvious, th e readin g provide s a  textboo k cas e o f th e lectio  difficilior.  Chris -
tians i n th e earl y centurie s commonly regarde d Jesus ' deat h a s th e suprem e
manifestation o f God' s grace . Bu t to sa y tha t Jesu s die d "apar t fro m God "
could b e take n t o mea n an y numbe r o f things , mos t o f the m unpalatable .
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Since scribe s must hav e created on e o f these reading s out o f th e other , ther e
is little question concernin g whic h o f the tw o i s more likel y the corruption .

But wa s th e corruptio n deliberate ? Advocates o f the mor e commo n tex t
(xaptTi 6sov)  hav e naturall y had t o clai m tha t i t wa s no t (otherwis e thei r
favored tex t woul d almos t certainl y b e secondary) . B y virtu e o f necessity ,
then, they have devised alternative, if unlikely, scenarios to explai n the origin
of th e mor e difficul t reading . Most commonl y i t i s simply supposed tha t be -
cause th e word s i n questio n ar e s o simila r orthographically (XOPI 2 / XAP-
ITI), a  scrib e inadvertentl y mistook th e wor d "grace " fo r th e prepositio n
"apart from. " Thi s i s a possibility , although, a s I  will emphasize momentar-
ily, a  chang e o f thi s kin d woul d mor e likel y hav e occurre d i n th e revers e
direction. Befor e pressin g the point , however , I  should stat e m y genera l res -
ervations: i t strain s credulit y to thin k tha t th e modification—whicheve r wa y
it occurred—represents a  simple scribal blunder. For now th e meanin g of the
text, a t leas t on th e surfac e (whic h is where accident s o f thi s sort invariably
occur), i s no t eve n proximatel y th e sam e a s th e original . Eve n i f w e gran t
that scribe s wer e sometime s (man y times?) inattentiv e to thei r work , an d s o
produced nonsensica l readings, i n this instance neithe r reading i s nonsensical.
Both reading s make perfectl y goo d sense , bu t th e sens e they mak e i s not a t
all equivalent . The corruption , therefore , wa s mor e likel y mad e "intention -
ally."136

If w e wer e t o grant , fo r th e sak e o f argument , tha t th e textua l proble m
resulted fro m som e kin d o f confusio n or haphazard , where would tha t leave
us? Becaus e both reading s mak e "sense," th e mos t w e coul d sa y i s that a n
"accidental" chang e woul d hav e been mad e b y a  scrib e who wa s onl y par -
tially (no t absolutely ) inattentive to hi s work. Thi s no w raise s some interest -
ing questions o f it s own. I s a negligen t or absentminde d scribe likely t o have
changed hi s text by writing a word used less  frequently i n the New Testamen t
(xwpi?) o r on e use d more  frequentl y (\apiri,,  fou r time s as common) ? I s he
likely t o hav e create d a  phras e tha t neve r occurs elsewher e in the Ne w Tes -
tament (x<upt ? Osoii)  o r on e tha t occur s ove r twent y time s (xapn r 6eov)?  I s
he likel y t o produc e a  statemen t tha t i s bizarre and troublin g or on e tha t i s
familiar an d easy ? Surel y i t i s th e latter : reader s typicall y confuse unusua l
words fo r commo n one s an d mak e simple what i s complex, especiall y when
their mind s hav e partiall y strayed . Thus , eve n a  theor y o f carelessnes s sup -
ports the les s attested reading .

How els e the n migh t X WP'? Oeov  b e explained , i f i t wa s no t origina l
(granting th e premise ) an d wa s no t create d b y simpl e oversight? The mos t
popular theor y argue s tha t th e readin g wa s create d a s a  margina l note : a
scribe who rea d i n Hebrew s 2: 8 tha t "al l things " are t o b e subjected to th e
lordship of Christ recalled fro m 1  Corinthians 15:2 7 tha t "th e on e who sub-
jects al l things" was not himsel f t o be included among the "al l things"—tha t
is, tha t a t th e end , Go d th e Fathe r i s t o remai n ultimatel y sovereign . T o
protect th e tex t fro m misconstrual , th e scrib e the n inserte d a n explanator y
note i n th e margi n o f Hebrew s 2:8 , pointin g ou t tha t nothin g i s lef t unsub-
jected t o Christ , "excep t fo r God " (x«pt ? 0eoO). 137 Thi s not e wa s subse -
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quently transferre d into th e tex t o f a  manuscript , leading to it s attestation a t
random point s o f the tradition .

Despite th e popularit y o f th e solution , i t i s altogethe r to o clever , an d
requires too man y dubious steps to work . There i s no manuscript that attest s
both reading s i n th e tex t (i.e. , the correctio n i n th e margi n o r tex t o f v . 8 ,
where i t "belongs, " an d th e origina l tex t o f vers e 9) . Wh y woul d a  scrib e
have replaced  the text of verse 9 with the margina l note? Did he think i t was
a margina l correction? I f so, why wa s i t i n the margi n next t o vers e 8  rather
than vers e 9 ? Moreover , i f th e scrib e who create d th e not e ha d don e s o i n
reference t o 1  Corinthians, would h e no t hav e written EKTO S 0eo£> ?

In sum , i t i s extremely difficul t t o accoun t fo r xwP'S 0eo£ > i f \apin Beov
was the origina l reading of Hebrews 2:9;  o n th e other hand , a s shall be seen
momentarily, ther e i s ever y good reaso n t o thin k tha t scribe s woul d hav e
substituted th e mor e familia r an d comfortin g phrase fo r th e notio n tha t Chris t
died "apar t fro m God, " a  vie w they foun d confusing an d potentiall y offen -
sive.

Before movin g t o othe r transcriptiona l issues , however , w e d o wel l t o
confirm ou r preliminar y conclusions by considering the intrinsic probabilities
of bot h readings . Fo r her e i s anothe r instanc e i n whic h th e confluence  o f
arguments itsel f prove s convincing : although a  scribe  coul d scarcel y b e ex -
pected t o hav e said tha t Chris t die d "apar t fro m God, " ther e i s every reason
to thin k tha t thi s i s precisel y what th e autho r o f Hebrew s said . I  begi n b y
considering wor d frequencies . xwPl? 's used mor e ofte n i n Hebrews tha n i n
any othe r boo k o f th e Ne w Testament , an d occur s fa r mor e frequentl y her e
than xapt s (thirtee n occurrences to seven) , even though, a s I  have observed ,
their relativ e frequencies are significantl y reverse d i n th e Ne w Testamen t a s
a whole . Statistica l probabilities, of course , mea n little apart fro m considera -
tions o f style . Bu t thes e to o favo r th e minorit y reading . A s J. K . Elliot t ha s
observed, x^P' S i s alway s followed by an anarthrou s noun i n Hebrews (a s it
is here: 0eo£>) ; on th e othe r hand , th e onl y real paralle l to th e readin g x<xp iri

Oeaii occur s i n Hebrews 12:15 , where both noun s have the articl e (rfj ? x<*P lT°s
TOV deov). 138 Th e result : th e readin g that wa s mor e common i n Origen' s da y
conforms closel y wit h th e vocabular y and linguisti c usage o f Hebrews ; th e
reading atteste d mor e commonl y i n manuscript s produce d sinc e the n doe s
not.

The les s atteste d readin g i s als o mor e consisten t wit h th e theolog y o f
Hebrews. Neve r i n thi s entir e epistl e doe s th e wor d x«P<- 5 refe r t o Jesus '
death o r t o th e salvifi c benefit s tha t accru e a s a  resul t o f it. 139 Instead , i t i s
consistently connecte d wit h th e gif t o f salvatio n tha t i s ye t t o b e bestowe d
upon th e believe r b y th e goodnes s o f God . Th e ke y tex t i s Hebrew s 4:16 :
"Let u s draw nea r to th e throne of grace, tha t w e may receive mercy and find
grace t o help in the time of need" (see also 10:29 ; 12:15; 13:25) . To be sure,
Christians historicall y have bee n mor e influence d b y othe r Ne w Testamen t
authors, notabl y Paul , who sa w Jesus ' sacrific e on th e cros s a s the suprem e
manifestation o f th e x«P l? Oeov.  But Hebrew s doe s no t us e the ter m i n thi s
way, eve n thoug h scribe s wh o identifie d thi s autho r a s Pau l ma y no t hav e
realized it .
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On th e othe r hand , th e statemen t tha t Jesu s die d "apar t fro m God" —
enigmatic whe n mad e i n isolation—make s compellin g sens e i n it s broade r
literary context . Indeed , i t i s no t a t al l difficul t t o se e wha t th e autho r o f
Hebrews migh t hav e mean t b y th e phrase , s o lon g a s on e leave s asid e th e
Pauline understandin g o f Jesus ' death . Wherea s thi s autho r neve r refer s t o
Jesus' deat h a s a  manifestatio n of divin e "grace," h e repeatedl y emphasizes
that Jesu s die d a  full y human , shamefu l death , totall y removed fro m th e realm
whence h e came, th e real m of God. Hi s sacrifice , a s a  result, was accepted a s
the perfec t expiatio n fo r sin . Moreover , Go d di d no t interven e in his passion
and di d nothin g t o minimiz e his pain. Jesus died "apar t fro m God. "

The reference s are scattere d throughou t th e epistle . Hebrew s 5: 7 speak s
of Jesus, i n the fac e o f death , beseechin g God wit h lou d crie s and tears.140 In
12:2 h e i s sai d t o endur e th e "shame " o f hi s death , no t becaus e Go d sus -
tained him , bu t becaus e he hoped fo r vindication. 141 Jesus had t o suffe r an d
die to becom e the perfec t sacrific e an d t o lear n obedience t o th e wil l of God
while experiencin g real human sufferin g (5:7—8) . H e thereb y became the equa l
of sufferin g human s who m h e coul d the n sanctif y (2:11) , deliverin g them
from th e deat h i n whic h h e equall y participate d (2:14 ) an d settin g a n ex -
ample fo r the m i n thei r ow n suffering s (12:3) . Throughou t thi s epistle , Jesus
is sai d t o experienc e huma n pai n an d death , lik e othe r human s "i n ever y
respect." His was not a n agon y attenuate d b y special dispensation .

Yet more significantly , thi s i s a majo r them e o f the immediat e context of
Hebrews 2:9 . Th e passag e focuse s on Christ' s condescensio n prio r t o hi s ex-
altation.142 H e wa s mad e lowe r tha n th e angel s (v . 9), h e becam e the equal
of huma n beings (v . 11) an d share d wit h the m in blood an d fles h (v . 14), h e
experienced huma n suffering s (v . 10) , an d h e die d a  huma n deat h (v . 15) .
His condescensio n allow s hi m no w t o cal l human s hi s "brothers " (v . 12) ,
and i t i s hi s huma n suffering s tha t hav e made hi m "perfect " (v . 10) . T o b e
sure, hi s deat h i s known t o hav e salvific effects : i t wa s a  sacrific e fo r sin s (v.
17) that destroye d th e devi l who ha d th e power ove r death (v . 14) and deliv-
ered thos e i n bondage t o thei r fea r o f death (v . 15). Bu t the passag e say s no t
a wor d abou t God's  grace  as manifes t i n Christ' s wor k o f atonement . I t fo -
cuses instea d o n Christology , o n Christ's  condescension  int o th e transitor y
realm o f sufferin g an d death . I t i s as a  ful l huma n that Jesus experienced hi s
passion, apar t fro m an y succo r tha t migh t have been his as an exalte d being .
The wor k h e bega n a t hi s condescension h e complete s i n hi s death , a  deat h
that ha d to be "apart fro m God." 143

How i s i t tha t th e readin g xwpis 6eov,  which can scarcel y be explained
as a scriba l corruption, conform s to th e linguisti c preferences, style , and the -
ology o f th e Epistl e t o th e Hebrews , wherea s th e alternativ e reading xapin
Oeov, whic h woul d hav e cause d scribe s n o difficultie s a t all , stands a t odd s
both wit h wha t Hebrew s say s about th e death of Christ and with the ways it
says it ? The external evidenc e notwithstanding, Hebrews 2: 9 mus t have orig-
inally sai d tha t Jesus die d "apart fro m God. "

How no w d o I  account fo r the varian t reading attested i n the bul k of th e
manuscripts? Scribe s wer e no t simpl y puzzle d b y th e statemen t tha t Jesu s
died apar t fro m God . Th e rea l situatio n wa s fa r mor e troublin g tha n that .
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We kno w tha t th e tex t mus t have bee n change d alread y i n th e secon d cen -
tury: our earlies t manuscript, p46, attests th e corruption. I t was in this perio d
that proto-orthodo x an d Gnosti c Christian s engaged i n debates ove r the sig -
nificance o f Jesus ' death , Gnostic s claimin g that prio r t o th e crucifixio n th e
Christ had lef t th e man Jesus, and the proto-orthodox insisting that Jesus and
the Chris t wer e on e an d th e same , i n lif e an d i n death . Give n thi s contex t
and th e effec t i t ha d o n othe r passage s o f th e Ne w Testamen t (e.g. , Mar k
15:34), the motivatio n fo r the change of the text of Hebrews 2:9 become s all
too clear . Wherea s th e Epistl e t o th e Hebrew s stresse d tha t Jesu s ha d bee n
made lowe r tha n th e angel s fo r a  brie f tim e an d suffere d a s a  partake r o f
humanity i n it s totality , th e Gnostic s coul d readil y take th e origina l tex t t o
mean tha t th e divin e element withi n Jesus ha d alread y lef t hi m prio r t o hi s
death, s o tha t h e died "apart " fro m God , tha t is , abandoned b y that divine
being wh o ha d sustaine d hi m durin g hi s ministry . It appear s tha t scribe s of
the second centur y who recognized the heretical potential of the phrase xwP'?
BEOV change d i t b y makin g th e simpl e substitutio n o f th e orthographicall y
similar an d altogethe r acceptable , i f contextually les s appropriate , xap^i 6eoi>,
thereby effectin g a n orthodo x corruptio n tha t cam e to dominat e th e textua l
tradition o f the New Testament .

Other Examples

Less dominan t i n th e traditio n i s a  corruptio n tha t occur s i n th e precedin g
chapter o f th e Epistl e t o th e Hebrews , which , t o hi s credit , Giinthe r Zunt z
recognized a s evidencin g a  simila r orthodo x Tendenz. 144 Th e hymni c frag -
ment cite d i n 1: 3 refer s t o th e So n o f God , wh o "bearin g al l thing s b y th e
word o f [his ] power (rfj ? Swd/iteai s [avrov]),  throug h himsel f havin g made a
cleansing o f sin s (dC  eavrov  Kadapicr/jLov  T&V  afnapTi&v  TroiTjcrd/ievo?) , sa t
down a t th e righ t hand of majest y o n high."145 The passage contains several
interesting textua l variants, 146 o f whic h th e prepositiona l phras e "throug h
himself" (81 * eavroO) i s of particular relevance to th e presen t discussion . The
phrase i s wantin g i n a  numbe r of importan t manuscript s o f predominantly
Alexandrian cas t ( X B   ̂3 3 81) , bu t i s present i n th e earlies t for m o f tha t
tradition (p 46 173 9 Ath ) as well as in the leading representatives of other tex t
types ( D 0121b By z a b  sy r cop) . Witnesse s tha t lac k the phras e hav e in it s
stead th e persona l pronou n avrov,  which i s to b e understoo d a s going wit h
the precedin g claus e ("his  power") ; code x Beza e an d nearl y the entir e Byz-
antine tradition conflat e the two readings .

The antiquit y an d diversit y o f th e witnesse s tha t suppor t th e preposi -
tional phras e ("throug h himself" ) spea k i n it s favor , an d her e i t shoul d b e
observed tha t th e two manuscript s that appea r to have stood agains t the res t
of th e Gree k traditio n i n 2:9 (0121 b 1739 ) stan d together her e as well, both
of the m including the phrase to th e exclusion of the pronoun, this time in the
company o f our earlies t manuscript, p46.147 One can readily understan d how
the prepositiona l phrase , comin g a t th e beginnin g of the clause , could caus e
some confusion for scribes unaccustomed to th e classical style. This may have
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led t o it s modificatio n int o th e possessiv e attache d t o th e precedin g claus e
("his power") ; th e chang e i s easier t o explai n a s having occurred i n thi s di -
rection, wit h th e omissio n o f the preposition , tha n i n the other , wit h it s ad-
dition. Bu t as Zuntz notes , th e resultin g construction destroy s the hendiady s
of th e origina l (T O pfj/x a TT) S 8wd/Asa>5, "the powerfu l word" ) an d shift s th e
focus awa y fro m it s subject , the So n o f God . I n fact , precisel y this shif t sug -
gests that scribes foun d more than th e grammatical style of the original prob -
lematic; indeed , i n vie w of th e comparabl e patter n o f attestation i n 2:9 (0121 b
1739), on e ha s ground s fo r suspectin g a  theologica l motivatio n fo r th e cor -
ruption. Th e phras e 8t'  eavrov  woul d normall y b e take n t o mea n "b y hi s
own effort , wit h n o assistanc e fro m outside." 148 In other words , Jesus is said
to hav e take n o n himsel f th e tas k o f procurin g a  cleansin g for sin s withou t
any (divine ) assistance . Afte r accomplishin g his work, h e was exalte d t o God' s
right hand . Thi s understandin g o f th e ancien t hym n make s goo d sens e i n
Hebrews, bu t give n its serviceabilty i n the hand s of Gnostics , on e can under-
stand th e natura l inclinatio n of scribe s t o effec t a  modification . For i f Jesus'
work wa s accomplishe d 81 ' sawov,  one migh t infe r tha t th e divin e element
had lef t hi m prior to it s consummation. T o avoi d such a  construal, orthodo x
scribes simpl y dropped th e prepositio n an d change d th e reflexiv e t o a  per -
sonal pronoun . B y omitting tw o o r thre e letters 149 the y obviate d a  potentia l
problem, muc h a s they eliminate d th e proble m o f 2:9 b y makin g a compar -
ably unobtrusiv e change . I t come s a s n o surpris e t o fin d th e corruptio n at -
tested predominantl y i n manuscript s of Alexandria , wher e Gnostic s mad e such
significant inroad s durin g th e secon d century , whe n th e chang e mus t hav e
been effected.

Other textua l modification s tha t wor k t o circumven t th e Gnosti c ide a
that th e Chris t departe d fro m Jesu s prio r t o hi s deat h occu r i n a  serie s of
changes in a solitary verse of Paul's letter to the Romans , changes that a t first
glance appea r insignifican t bu t a t close r quarter s revea l their tru e colors . I n
Romans 8:3 4 Pau l state s tha t "Chris t Jesus i s the on e wh o died , bu t rathe r
is th e on e wh o ha s bee n raised , wh o sit s a t th e righ t han d o f God. " Du e t o
some considerabl e variatio n amon g th e manuscripts , th e tex t i s difficul t t o
establish at severa l points. Firs t to be noted i s the name "Christ Jesus," which
is shortene d t o "Christ " i n codice s Vaticanu s an d Beza e an d a  numbe r o f
later manuscripts , mos t o f them Byzantine . The attestatio n o f the longe r tex t
is equally impressive, however, findin g suppor t i n the majorit y o f the earliest
Greek an d Lati n witnesses . Thi s configuratio n o f externa l suppor t an d th e
ambiguity o f interna l evidenc e ha s le d th e UBSGNT 3 editor s t o enclos e th e
word i n brackets .

An argumen t tha t ha s no t bee n give n its du e ca n prov e decisiv e for th e
shorter tex t ("Christ  i s the one who died") , particularl y in light of two othe r
changes, ye t to b e considered , tha t appeare d durin g the cours e o f the verse' s
transmission. W e d o wel l t o remembe r tha t Gnosti c Christian s expresse d a
particular fondnes s fo r Paul' s letter s and interprete d the m i n support o f their
own theologica l views. 150 I t i s not difficul t t o se e how th e shorte r tex t o f the
present vers e migh t b e construe d b y interpreter s wh o wishe d t o se e in i t a
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confirmation o f their notio n tha t th e Chris t was exalted (i.e. , raised back int o
the Pleroma; see , fo r example, Irenaeus , Adv. Haer.  Ill , 17 , 4) without dying.
The firs t claus e ca n indee d b e understoo d a s a  questio n tha t i s confute d by
the statemen t o f th e second : "I s Chris t th e on e wh o died ? No , rathe r h e is
the on e wh o wa s exalte d [i.e. , t o heave n to dwel l with God]. " I n thi s con -
strual o f th e words , Chris t i s not th e on e wh o died ; Jesu s is . Chris t o n th e
other han d i s the on e who i s exalted, wh o ascend s int o th e Pleroma . On e of
the ways that orthodox scribe s could disallo w this construal of the verse was
simply t o ad d th e nam e 'Irjcroii ? t o th e text , s o tha t no w i t speak s o f th e
unified Chris t Jesus wh o bot h die d an d wa s raised , rathe r tha n o f the Chris t
in implici t contradistinction t o Jesus. 151 Tha t thi s wa s i n fac t th e orthodo x
understanding o f th e vers e i s known fro m Irenaeus , who explicitl y quotes i t
in orde r t o sho w tha t "th e sam e Being who wa s laid hold of , and underwent
suffering, an d she d hi s bloo d fo r us , wa s bot h Chris t an d th e So n o f God ,
who di d als o ris e agai n an d wa s take n u p int o heaven " (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 16 ,
9).

Two othe r change s o f th e vers e wor k alon g a  simila r vein and serv e t o
support th e theor y tha t th e tex t wa s modifie d t o circumven t a Gnosti c con -
strual. Par t o f the ambiguit y of the origina l text lie s in the uncertai n relation-
ship betwee n th e notion s o f Chris t "bein g raised " an d hi s bein g exalted t o
"the righ t hand. " D o thes e statement s refe r t o th e sam e even t (th e Gnosti c
understanding, sinc e fo r them , Chris t wa s raised/exalte d withou t dying ) o r
are the y sequentia l (th e orthodo x view : h e died , the n h e wa s raised) ? T o
eliminate th e confusio n wa s actuall y a simpl e matter : a  numbe r o f manu -
scripts o f largel y Alexandrian provenance add th e phras e BK  veKp&>v,  s o tha t
now i t i s clear tha t th e resurrectio n from th e dead  i s understood, makin g it
certain tha t Chris t himsel f die d an d wen t t o th e plac e o f th e dead. 152 Th e
same motivatio n ca n b e detecte d i n th e simpl e additio n o f th e conjunctio n
Kai t o th e phras e /JL&\\OV  8e.  As has bee n seen , the origina l text ca n b e read
as adversative , wit h th e secon d participl e ("having bee n raised" ) bein g con -
strued a s a  correction o f the firs t ("having died"), s o that Gnosti c Christian s
could take the verse to mean that "rather than" dying, Christ was raised. The
addition o f the conjunctio n precludes thi s construal, fo r no w th e tex t affirm s
that Chris t did die , "an d ye s also" was raised . It appears , then , tha t al l three
modifications wor k towar d th e sam e end o f frustrating th e possible misinter-
pretation o f Romans 8:3 4 b y those wh o were al l too read y to affir m Christ' s
exaltation withou t acknowledgin g his death .

The varian t readings considere d t o thi s stag e wor k t o counte r separationis t
views of Jesus' death b y arguing the unity of Jesus Christ , even in his passion .
Another wa y the orthodox polemicist s repelled Gnostic Christologie s was t o
quote Ne w Testamen t passages  tha t spea k specificall y o f "Christ" suffering ,
shedding blood, and dying . Irenaeus provides a  particularly clear example of
the stratege m i n th e thir d boo k o f hi s Adversus  Haereses,  wher e h e string s
together a  larg e numbe r o f th e saying s of Jesus (e.g. , "thu s i t was fittin g fo r
Christ t o suffer, " Luk e 24:46 ) an d th e teaching s o f Pau l (e.g. , "fo r i n du e
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time, Chris t die d fo r th e ungodly, " Ro m 5:6 ) wit h th e expres s purpos e o f
showing that "whe n referrin g to the passion of our Lord .  .  .  and his subjec-
tion t o death , [they ] employ the name of Christ" (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 18 , 3). For
Irenaeus, the conclusion i s clear: "the impassibl e Christ did not descen d upo n
Jesus, bu t h e himself , because  he was Jesus Christ , suffere d fo r us. "

The heresiologist s wer e no t alon e i n emphasizin g th e Ne w Testamen t
usage of the name "Christ" in statements relate d to the passion. Thei r scribal
counterparts attes t thi s for m o f polemi c a s well , s o tha t amon g th e mor e
common anti-Gnosti c corruption s ca n b e numbered interpolations of th e nam e
"Christ" int o passage s tha t originall y referred to th e sufferin g an d deat h o f
Jesus.153 Becaus e very few of thes e corruption s bea r th e mark s of authentic-
ity, I  wil l simpl y not e som e prominen t example s t o establis h th e dominan t
pattern. A s on e migh t expect , th e vas t majorit y o f instance s occu r i n th e
Gospels an d i n Paul . On e tha t i s no les s expected occur s i n th e well-known
statement o f 1  John 1:7 : "An d th e bloo d o f Jesus hi s Son cleanse s us fro m
all sin. " Ther e i s little doubt tha t thi s is the origina l wording of the text: i t is
attested i n the earlies t and bes t Greek manuscript s (e.g., X B C II 124 1 1739 )
and i s preserved as well in Latin , Coptic, and Syria c documents. Some of th e
versional evidence , however , an d th e entir e Byzantin e tradition , supplie s
XpKTTos, so that no w i t i s not jus t Jesus' blood , bu t th e bloo d o f Jesus Christ
(one an d th e same ) tha t bring s cleansing fo r sin. 154 Th e dominanc e o f th e
reading i n lat e manuscript s an d it s presenc e i n som e o f th e earl y version s
suggests it s ancien t provenance, bu t scarcel y its originality. 155 A  comparable
variation occurs in another Johannine text, the famou s pronouncemen t o f the
Baptizer i n John 1:36 : "Behol d th e Lamb of God." I n two uncia l and several
minuscule manuscripts , as well as in Armenian manuscripts and th e Cureton-
ian Syriac , th e vers e i s modifie d t o rea d "Behol d th e Christ , th e Lam b of
God."156 Given the commonly understood sacrificia l connotatio n o f the title ,
the reaso n fo r th e chang e appear s plain . On e nee d onl y ask , wha t kin d of
Christian migh t want t o emphasize that i t was specifically "Christ " who was
the sacrificia l lamb ?

In th e Gospels , change s o f thi s kind affec t bot h th e prediction s o f Jesus '
passion tha t ar e found on his own lip s and th e descriptions of the event itself.
An exampl e o f th e forme r occur s i n Matthe w 16:21 , "From tha t tim e Jesus
(6 TTJCTOUS ) bega n t o revea l to hi s disciple s that h e mus t g o t o Jerusale m t o
suffer man y things .  .  .  and be killed." I n the early Alexandrian tradition the
text i s changed t o read , "Fro m tha t tim e Jesus Chris t ('ITJCTOV ? Xpioro?) be-
gan t o revea l .  .  . " (S B cop sa mss bo). The reading i s attractive in view of its
support b y such high-qualit y manuscripts. The externa l evidence is not a t al l
unambiguous, however , give n the attestatio n o f th e shorte r readin g i n every
Greek manuscrip t excep t th e tw o Alexandrians . And sinc e the doubl e nam e
occurs nowher e els e i n Matthe w outsid e o f th e birt h narrative , i t appear s
anomalous here . I t was no t a t al l anomalous t o orthodo x scribes , however ,
who sa w in the tex t th e prediction tha t i t was the one man Jesus Chris t wh o
was to trave l to Jerusalem to his death.157

Within th e passio n narrative , on e naturall y finds that a  considerabl e de-
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gree o f harmonization ha s occurred amon g th e New Testamen t manuscripts .
Nonetheless, th e change s i n th e description s o f Jesus ' sufferin g ma y reflec t
more tha n simpl e harmonisti c tendencies . I n th e Gospe l o f Mark , Jesu s i s
condemned fo r blasphemy by the Sanhedrin , and then spat upon , beaten , an d
mockingly tol d t o "Prophesy " (14:65) . Thi s fina l ters e expressio n i s ex -
panded b y Luke : "Prophesy , wh o i s it that struc k you? " (22:64 ) an d differ -
ently by Matthew: "Prophes y t o us , Christ , who i s it that struck you? " (26:68) .
When scribe s follo w Matthe w i n addin g th e titl e Xpiors t o thei r text s o f
Luke an d Mark , th e additio n serve s no t onl y to fill out th e phras e bu t als o
to emphasiz e that i t was the Chris t wh o experience d thes e sufferings. 158

Paul's letter s provide d ampl e opportunity t o stress the orthodox doctrin e
that "Christ " himsel f suffere d an d died , a s the doctrine can be found eve n in
the unadulterate d tex t o f his letters . Subsequen t corruptions simply drive the
point home. 159 Whe n Pau l speak s o f "carryin g abou t i n the bod y th e deat h
of Jesus" in 2  Corinthian s 4:10 , scribe s were not a t al l indisposed t o modif y
the tex t t o spea k o f ". .  .  the death o f Christ, " a  modificatio n stil l reflected
in th e famou s bilingua l uncials of th e Wester n traditio n f D F  G);160 when i n
the nex t chapte r Pau l say s tha t "h e die d fo r all " (5:15 ) tw o o f th e sam e
uncials are joined with a  numbe r of other witnesse s in specifying instea d tha t
"Christ die d for  all " (F  G 51 93  234  191 1 de m arm  al) ; so  too in  the earlier
correspondence wit h th e Corinthians , whe n Pau l refer s t o th e bread an d cu p
of th e Christia n eucharis t i n term s o f "th e bod y an d bloo d o f th e Lord " ( 1
Cor 11:27) , some witnesse s modif y th e tex t t o rea d "th e bod y an d bloo d o f
Christ" ( A 33 eth ro);161 whe n h e speak s t o th e Galatian s of "th e scanda l of
the cross" (5:11) , severa l of ou r witnesse s dutifull y mak e yet more plain th e
real scandal , tha t i t i s "the scanda l of the cros s o f Christ " (MS S A C 76 10 2
218 326 cop ethutr). As suggested, these corruptions appea r to coincide rather
closely wit h th e res t o f Paul' s teachings ; a t th e sam e time , a s I  hav e ha d
occasion t o observe , Pau l was claime d b y the Gnosti c Christian s a s much a s
by th e orthodox . Scribe s o f th e latte r persuasion , therefore , ma y wel l hav e
wanted t o heighten what the y saw as the Pauline emphasis that Jesus and th e
Christ were not distinc t entities , and tha t when Paul said Jesus died he meant
that Chris t died. 162

One othe r textua l phenomeno n tha t i s somewhat more difficul t t o asses s
is the occasiona l substitution of aTrodvya-KO)  fo r Tracrx w in passages that refe r
to Christ' s salvifi c work ; i n th e modifie d text s Chris t i s said no t merel y t o
have "suffered " bu t actuall y to hav e "died." Of course , th e two word s ma y
simply have been confused because of thei r lexical similarity (cf. airodaveiv I
TraQeiv). Bu t i t i s peculiar that whe n 1  Peter use s -nrnrxco to refe r t o Christ' s
suffering, thre e out o f four text s wer e changed (2:21 , 3:18 , 4:1 ; th e exception
is 2:23) , wherea s whe n i t use s th e sam e wor d t o describ e the sufferin g o f
Christians—eight occurrences in all—it i s never changed (2:19, 20; 3:14 , 17 ;
4:lb [?] , 15, 19; 5:10). This appear s to be more than an accident. Moreover ,
the change s ca n b e trace d bac k t o th e perio d o f concern—directl y i n 3:18 ,
with th e attestatio n o f p 72 an d a  wid e rang e o f earl y Gree k an d versiona l
evidence; indirectly in 2:21 wit h codex Sinaiticus , the Palestinian Syriac, and
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a smatterin g of Greek , Latin , an d Armenia n witnesses.163 The sam e change ,
it shoul d als o b e noted , occur s i n Hebrew s 9:2 6 i n Sahidi c and severa l me -
dieval Gree k manuscripts .

If the tendency to make this change can be traced bac k t o the late secon d
or thir d centur y an d i s no t accidenta l bu t intentional , ho w ca n i t b e ex -
plained? Certainl y th e notio n tha t Chris t "suffered " (TraOeiv)  i s orthodox.
But on e wonder s i f it is not als o susceptibl e to a  peculiarly Gnostic construa l
as well , sinc e th e tim e o f hi s indwellin g of Jesus i s fo r th e Chris t a  tim e o f
suffering.164 T o sa y that Chris t actuall y "died," however , i s a clearly ortho -
dox notion , eve n though, t o b e sure, i t too coul d b e reinterpreted b y Gnosti c
Christians i n an y wa y the y migh t choose . Th e point , o f course , i s no t tha t
the orthodo x emphasi s ma y o r ma y no t hav e proved rhetoricall y effective .
The poin t i s that w e know wha t the orthodox emphasis was. The changes in
1 Pete r and Hebrews , then , may well be attributed to the orthodox emphasi s
on th e "death" of Christ .

Jesus, the Chris t Raised fro m the Dead
We hav e see n tha t orthodo x Christian s o f th e secon d an d thir d centurie s
opposed separationis t Christologie s b y emphasizin g that Chris t himsel f suf-
fered an d died . The y als o emphasize d tha t th e on e raised fro m th e dea d wa s
Christ, a  doctrin e tha t seeme d t o the m th e natura l corollary . The point wa s
not t o b e taken for granted, however , given the Gnostic claim that th e Chris t
had departe d fro m Jesu s befor e hi s passion , s o tha t i t wa s onl y Jesu s wh o
died an d wa s raise d fro m th e dead . A  concise statemen t of th e separationis t
view i s foun d i n Irenaeus' s summar y a t th e en d o f Boo k I  o f hi s Adversus
Haereses i n whic h a n unname d grou p o f Gnostic s claime d tha t th e divin e
Christ "departe d fro m hi m [Jesus ] int o th e stat e o f a n incorruptibl e Aeon ,
while Jesus wa s crucified . Chris t however , wa s no t forgetfu l o f his Jesus, bu t
sent dow n a  certai n energ y int o him fro m above , which raised hi m up agai n
in th e body " (Adv.  Haer.  I , 30 , 13) . Fo r Irenaeu s and hi s orthodox associ -
ates, however , i t was the unifie d Jesu s Chris t who die d on th e cross, and th e
unified Jesu s Chris t wh o ros e fro m th e dead : "D o no t err . Jesus  Christ , th e
Son o f God , i s one an d th e same , wh o di d b y sufferin g reconcil e u s to God ,
and ros e fro m th e dead" (Adv.  Haer.  I l l , 16 , 9).165

Given th e orthodo x vie w of Christ' s resurrection , on e ca n fairl y wel l an -
ticipate th e way s orthodox scribe s might change thei r texts o f the Ne w Tes -
tament.166 Likel y candidate s fo r suc h change s would b e passage s tha t coul d
be taken to say that i t was only the man Jesus, no t th e one Jesus Christ, wh o
was raised fro m th e dead. Moreover , sinc e even the Gnostics coul d claim that
"Christ was raised" (meaning that h e was exalted to heaven before the deat h
of Jesus , no t tha t h e was raise d "fro m th e dead"), 167 we migh t expec t alter -
ations o f passages whos e ambiguit y could b e taken t o suppor t suc h a  view—
passages tha t indicat e tha t "Christ " was raise d withou t statin g tha t h e was
raised "fro m th e dead. " Obviously , change s of thi s kin d wil l b e slight—th e
addition o f a  wor d o r phras e her e o r there—an d ther e i s littl e reaso n t o
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expect the m t o occu r wit h an y greate r consistenc y or rigo r tha n an y o f th e
other orthodo x corruption s considere d s o far . Rathe r tha n citin g ever y in -
stance o f th e phenomenon , I  wil l agai n b e selectiv e and simpl y establish th e
dominant pattern . Th e change s typically appear exactl y where one migh t ex-
pect them , i n the Gospels , Paul , and th e speeche s of Acts that mentio n Jesus'
resurrection fro m th e dead .

We begi n with th e speeche s of Acts . An example occurs alread y in chap -
ter 3 , wher e Pete r allude s t o Isaia h 52:13 t o sho w tha t afte r th e crucifixio n
God "glorifie d hi s servan t Jesus" (edo^acrev  rov  TraiSa  avrov  TTJO-OW ) b y
raising hi m fro m th e dea d (Act s 3:13). Th e statemen t woul d no t b e objec-
tionable, o f course, t o Gnostic s wh o affirme d jus t this point, tha t i t was pre -
cisely the man Jesus who was raised fro m th e dead (no t the Christ , who neve r
died). Small wonder, then , tha t orthodox scribe s might adjust th e text slightly
to preclud e such a  construal, 168 a s appears t o hav e happened in codex Bezae
and som e element s o f th e Ethiopi c tradition. Thes e witnesse s insert th e titl e
XpicrTo? int o th e text , s o tha t no w i t speak s o f "Jesu s Christ " a s th e on e
whom Go d glorified.

Better atteste d i s th e chang e mad e i n th e idylli c assessmen t o f th e earl y
Christian communit y found i n th e followin g chapter. Her e w e ar e tol d tha t
the apostles wer e "delivering wit h great power th e witness of the resurrection
of th e Lor d Jesus" (rfj s ayaordcrew ? roi>  Kvpiov  'I7?croi> , v. 33) . This a t leas t
is the tex t of the earlies t manuscripts (p8 B), 169 along with a  number of othe r
important witnesse s an d th e entir e Byzantin e tradition. 170 Bu t a  grou p o f
other manuscripts , includin g codices Sinaiticu s and Bezae , along with a  wide
range o f versiona l witnesses, again inser t the titl e Xptcrrou ("th e resurrectio n
of Jesu s Christ") . Th e change , however , i s mad e differentl y throughou t th e
tradition; som e seve n form s o f th e tex t diverg e fro m on e another , primarily
in th e matte r o f word orde r an d th e inclusion/exclusio n o f i}^utv  wit h "Lord."
While th e doubl e name "Jesu s Christ, " therefore , has earl y an d widesprea d
support, it s variabl e attestation an d it s absenc e i n bot h th e earlies t manu -
scripts an d th e broades t strea m o f lat e manuscript s combine t o sugges t it s
secondary character. 171

A comparabl e chang e occur s i n th e speec h o f Pau l i n th e synagogu e of
Pisidian Antioch . Her e Pau l declare s tha t th e resurrectio n o f Jesu s ha s ful -
filled the promises tha t Go d made to the Jewish ancestors: "W e proclaim th e
good new s t o you , tha t th e promis e given to th e fathers , God ha s fulfille d t o
us thei r children , by raisin g Jesus, a s i t i s written i n the secon d Psalm , 'Yo u
are m y son, toda y I  have begotten you ' " (Acts 13:32-33). The additio n of
Xptcrro? to the name Jesus (D 614 sy h) appears to resolve two potentia l chris-
tological problem s simultaneously : it make s i t clea r tha t Chris t was th e on e
who wa s raised , agains t th e earl y for m o f adoptionis m tha t maintaine d tha t
Jesus becam e th e Chris t onl y a t th e resurrection , and , mor e german e t o m y
purpose here , i t demonstrate s th e unit y o f Jesu s Chris t i n hi s resurrectio n
against thos e wh o claime d tha t th e Chris t returne d t o th e Plerom a befor e
Jesus' death. 172

In Paul' s ow n letter s w e fin d comparabl e change s wher e the y migh t b e
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expected. I n hi s famou s clai m t o apostoli c authorit y base d o n 'his visio n of
the resurrecte d Jesus,  Pau l ask s (rhetorically) , "Am I  not a n apostle ? Hav e I
not see n our Lor d Jesus?" ( 1 Cor 9:1) . A number of manuscripts, for reason s
that b y now ar e becomin g clearer , hav e specified tha t i t was th e unifie d "Je -
sus Christ " ( D E  K  L  P syr p co p ar m ge o al ) o r "Chris t Jesus" ( F G demi d
pc) tha t Pau l saw . A  somewhat differen t situatio n confronte d scribe s i n Ro -
mans 8:10-11, where Pau l speaks both o f the "Chris t who i s in you" an d of
"Jesus" who wa s "raised fro m th e dead." One can well imagine the Gnosti c
inclination t o se e in thi s tex t a  differentiatio n betwee n th e Chris t an d Jesus .
It woul d appear , however , tha t whe n Pau l goes o n t o nam e "Christ " as the
one wh o wa s raise d (v . lib) , th e (orthodox ) identificatio n of Jesu s a s th e
Christ woul d b e assured.173 Nonetheless, i t is to b e noted wit h respec t t o th e
latter vers e that alon g with a  large number of other witnesses , th e Valentini-
ans di d not rea d th e name wit h th e article (Xpwrro ? rather than 6  Xpicrro?).174

It ma y be , then , tha t the y understoo d (o r rather , tha t the y wer e though t t o
understand) Xptcrro? as a personal name that wa s interchangeable with Jesus
instead o f a  titular designatio n o f "the Christ " (who , for them, was no t "raise d
from th e dead").175 This i n itsel f ma y have led to the widespread insertio n of
the articl e by orthodox scribe s seekin g to obviat e any ambiguities . Yet more
significant i s the additio n o f 'Irfcrovv  i n a  large number of witnesses in a  wide
variety o f way s (fiv e form s o f th e tex t o f v . lib atteste d amon g such manu-
scripts a s X * A  C D syr pal 10 3 d  e dem x ar) . Now th e unit y of "Jesus Christ
[or Chris t Jesus ] wh o wa s raise d fro m th e dead " i s state d unequivocally ,
giving the chang e all the appearanc e o f a n orthodox corruption. 176

The widespread alteratio n of 1  Corinthians 15:15 does no t fit the precise
pattern w e hav e observe d s o far , althoug h i t doe s achiev e a simila r end. I n
this passag e Pau l attack s thos e wh o d o no t subscrib e to th e futur e resurrec -
tion bu t maintai n that believer s alread y enjo y th e ful l benefit s o f salvatio n
here an d now . Paul' s respons e t o thes e "enthusiasts " take s a s it s startin g
point th e confessio n the y shar e i n common , tha t Chris t "wa s raise d o n th e
third da y accordin g t o th e Scriptures. " I n vers e 1 5 h e argue s tha t i f there i s
in fac t n o resurrectio n o f th e dead , the n contrar y t o thei r commo n confes -
sion, Chris t himsel f ha s no t bee n raised : "An d als o w e hav e bee n foun d t o
be fals e witnesse s o f God , becaus e w e hav e testifie d o f Go d tha t h e raise d
Christ who m h e di d no t raise , i f indee d th e dea d ar e no t raised. " Th e las t
clause (ewre p ap a veKpoi  OVK  eyeipovrai)  appear s otios e i n the context , be -
cause it s entir e premise is none othe r tha n tha t o f th e entir e argument . Thi s
makes i t interesting that i n one strea m of tradition the claus e is omitted ( D a
b r  Vgmss al).

Most critic s hav e assume d tha t a  scribe of the Western traditio n delete d
the clause because i t did appea r s o extraneous.177 But this explanation i s no t
altogether satisfying . Indeed , the clause appears unnecessar y to th e argument
precisely becaus e i t i s unnecessary . Her e i t ma y b e importan t t o observ e a
stylistic peculiarity : nowher e els e i n hi s writing s doe s Pau l us e th e phras e
BiTTsp apa,  o r eve n it s counterpart , e l apa.  Th e styl e appears , then , t o b e
non-Pauline, an d th e claus e appear s otiose . I f we were  t o tak e i t a s a  scribal
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addition t o th e passage , th e questio n becomes , wha t migh t hav e generate d
the change ? I t i s not a t al l difficul t t o understan d wh y the shorte r tex t i s the
lectio ardua:  apar t fro m th e dictate s o f it s literar y context , vers e 1 5 state s
that God did not rais e Chris t fro m th e dead , a  view perhaps amenabl e to th e
Gnostics (wh o accepte d Pau l a s thei r apostoli c authority) , but no t a t al l the
view o f thei r orthodo x opponents . I n ligh t of th e soli d entrenchmen t o f th e
shorter tex t i n th e Wester n tradition , th e stylisti c peculiarity of the claus e in
question, an d th e peculia r circumstanc e tha t whil e it appear s superfluou s in
the context , th e claus e nevertheles s guarantee s tha t it s contex t no t b e over -
looked in makin g sense o f it , i t i s perhaps bes t t o understan d th e longe r tex t
as a  corruption effecte d b y a  scribe seeking to preven t the possibilit y of mis -
interpreting th e vers e as a denia l of Christ' s resurrection .

As migh t b e imagined , change s tha t stres s th e orthodo x doctrin e o f th e
resurrection ar e not altogethe r lackin g from th e resurrection narrative s of the
Gospels. Even though th e longer endin g of Mark i s itself secondary, it s word-
ing was n o mor e immun e to corruptio n tha n an y othe r portio n o f th e Ne w
Testament text (a s scribes woul d normall y not kno w the y were corruptin g a
corruption). An d s o whe n th e tex t mention s th e resurrecte d "Lor d Jesus "
prior t o hi s ascension int o heave n (16:19) , a  larg e number of witnesses sim-
ply omi t th e nam e "Jesus, " obviatin g thereb y the proble m o f talkin g abou t
Jesus bu t no t Chris t ( A D3 C3 X  @  H supP  ̂f 13 2 8 56 5 70 0 89 2 124 1 By z
copbo eth al) ; several others attest th e change one has more customaril y come
to expect , the creation o f the doubl e name "Jesus Christ" as a designation of
the on e wh o ascend s t o heave n ( W o  bo mss).178 Somewha t earlie r in Mark' s
narrative, i n th e origina l endin g o f th e Gospel , th e wome n a t th e tom b ar e
told tha t Jesus  i s no longe r ther e bu t ha s bee n raised . The y ar e t o tel l Jesus '
disciples an d Pete r "tha t h e wil l g o befor e yo u int o Galilee " (Mar k 16:7) .
Here several witnesses amen d the text t o mak e it perfectly clea r tha t thi s one
who precede s the m into Galile e "has bee n raised fro m th e dead" (f1 pc) . This
emphasis ma y hav e bee n deeme d particularly appropriate sinc e Mark other -
wise never speak s o f Jesus' resurrectio n "fro m th e dead."

A comparable chang e occurs i n the final chapter o f the Gospel accordin g
to Matthew. When th e women arriv e at the tomb, they are told b y the angelic
witness tha t Jesus "ha s bee n raised fro m th e dead" (Matt 28:4) . Interestingly ,
the prepositiona l phras e ("fro m th e dead") i s lacking from bot h th e Wester n
tradition ( D OL syr s) an d Origen , on e o f ou r earlies t an d bes t witnesse s t o
the Alexandria n text . Eve n though th e shorte r tex t i s sparsely attested, i t i s
difficult t o explai n a s a  corruption . Th e simpl e fac t tha t th e sam e phras e i s
not foun d wit h -fiyspdri  i n verse 6 would hardly account fo r its deletion here. 179

On th e othe r hand, i t is relatively easy to se e why scribes might have wanted
to insert  th e phrase , a s i t no w make s clea r tha t Jesu s ha s no t simpl y bee n
exalted bu t actuall y raised "fro m th e dead."

A differen t kin d o f change occurs somewha t late r i n Matthew's account .
When Jesus appears t o his eleven remaining disciples on the Mount o f Olives,
the original tex t o f Matthew 28:1 7 states that they responded t o his presenc e
by "worshipping " (/<a i idovTss  avrov  Trpoa-eKvvrjcrav).  Bu t i t i s lef t ambig -
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uous a s to whethe r the y bow dow n befor e him,  bestowin g o n hi m the ado -
ration otherwis e reserve d fo r God , o r i f upon seein g him the y bles s the Go d
who raise d hi m fro m th e dead . Th e ambiguit y is resolved i n a  chang e pre -
served i n th e vas t majorit y o f manuscripts , a  chang e difficul t t o constru e apar t
from a n orthodo x milie u i n whic h th e Jesu s wh o wa s raise d i s himsel f th e
divine Chris t worth y o f worship . I n these manuscript s the thir d perso n pro -
noun i s provided as an objec t for the verb , so that no w th e disciples are said
unequivocally to worshi p "him," the resurrected Jesus himself. That th e pro -
noun i s not origina l is evident both i n the impressiv e concatenation o f Alex-
andrian and Western witnesses arrayed against it180 and in the fact tha t those
manuscripts tha t attes t it , som e a s earl y th e secon d century , diffe r amon g
themselves with respec t t o it s case (i.e. , whether i t should b e genitive, dative ,
or accusative) . It appear s tha t scribe s agree d o n th e necessit y o f the change ,
but no t o n ho w i t shoul d b e made. Her e again , then , w e mus t entertain th e
possiblity o f a n earl y orthodox corruptio n o f Scripture , "designed " to counte r
those wh o distinguis h between the man Jesus an d the divine Christ.181

Jesus Christ, So n of God
As we have seen, representatives of orthodoxy di d not latch onto the doctrin e
of th e unit y o f Jesus Chris t b y mer e happenstance. They foun d th e doctrin e
appealing precisel y becaus e i t wa s challenge d i n som e quarters , specificall y
by group s o f Gnosti c Christian s wh o distinguishe d between Jesu s an d th e
Christ. No r di d th e propensit y t o us e the dua l nam e "Jesu s Christ " deriv e
simply from usag e established earl y on in some circles , such as that surround -
ing th e Apostle  Paul . Thi s establishe d usag e provide d orthodo x Christian s
with ammunitio n the y neede d t o comba t th e claim s of thei r Gnosti c oppo -
nents. Bu t the y stockpile d thi s ammunitio n as muc h because o f it s utilit y in
these debates a s because of the preceden t o f earlie r authorities .

And s o th e orthodo x penchan t fo r identifyin g Jesu s a s th e Chris t i n th e
accounts o f his birth, baptism, death, an d resurrectio n derive s from a  polem -
ical context. 182 Outsid e thes e particula r narratives , on e ca n posit  a  compa -
rable motivatio n fo r a  sle w of corruptions tha t appea r t o functio n similarly .
The identificatio n o f Jesu s a s th e Chris t i s mad e explicit , fo r example , i n
numerous texts that refe r t o Jesus' ministry , particularly those i n which oth -
ers acknowledg e hi s identity . Thus, whe n Jesus confront s demon s wh o "kno w
him" i n Mark 1:34 , orthodox scribes interpolated the affirmation essentia l to
their ow n Christology , s o that no w th e demon s are said to kno w "hi m [i.e. ,
Jesus] t o b e the Christ." 183 The sam e kind o f corruption , interestingl y enough ,
is evidenced in Old Lati n manuscripts of Mark 3:11 , where Jesus command s
the demon s t o b e silen t concernin g him , because , accordin g t o th e altere d
reading, "they knew that h e was the Christ himself " (b g1-2 q). This emphasis
coincides i n tur n wit h th e chang e mad e i n th e previou s verse b y a n entirel y
different se t o f witnesses , whic h b y interpolatin g th e word s 6  Xpioro? have
recorded th e demons ' initia l acclamatio n i n th e word s o f th e orthodo x for -
mula "Yo u [Jesus ] ar e the Christ , th e Son of God"  ( C M P syr p c  pc). No r
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is thi s acknowledgmen t restricte d t o demons . Upo n Peter' s confessio n i n th e
Gospel o f Matthew , Jesu s command s hi s disciple s tha t the y shoul d tel l n o
one that he is the Chris t (o n avros kcniv 6  Xpicrro?). Apparently not conten t
to leav e i t a t that , a  numbe r o f scribe s hav e underscore d th e poin t b y aug -
menting th e tex t wit h th e nam e Jesus , s o tha t no w th e disciple s ar e specifi -
cally told no t t o divulg e the trut h tha t "h e himsel f i s Jesus th e Christ."184

Such example s fro m th e Synopti c Gospel s coul d b e multiplie d a t will .
They occu r elsewher e i n th e Ne w Testamen t a s well , fo r instance , i n th e
famous interpolatio n i n the stor y o f Philip and th e Ethiopia n eunuc h i n Act s
8. Upon hearin g that th e Old Testamen t scripture s wer e fulfille d b y Jesus, th e
eunuch ask s Phili p wha t ther e i s t o preven t hi m fro m undergoin g baptis m
(8:36). I n th e origina l text , ther e i s apparently n o obstacl e a t all , fo r h e im -
mediately descends t o the water . Bu t in the addition atteste d b y a wide rang e
of Gree k an d versiona l witnesses , Phili p tell s th e eunuc h tha t h e firs t mus t
profess (th e orthodox) faith : "An d Phili p said , 'I f yo u believ e fro m you r whol e
heart, i t i s possible [t o be baptized]. ' And he answered , ' I believe Jesus Chris t
to b e th e So n o f God. ' "185 No w th e tex t embrace s ye t mor e clearl y th e
confession insiste d o n b y th e orthodox , tha t Jesu s Chris t i s the So n o f Go d
(one an d th e same) , a  confessio n essentia l fo r thos e wh o wis h t o joi n th e
people o f God . I t i s no surpris e to fin d tha t Irenaeu s quotes th e interpolate d
text agains t hi s Gnostic opponent s (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 12 , 8).

Changes i n th e Johannin e literatur e appea r t o functio n similarly . Thus ,
when th e author o f 1  John claim s that Go d abide s in the one who "confesse s
that Jesu s i s th e So n o f God " (4:15) , code x Vaticanu s specifie s tha t i t i s
"Jesus Christ" who i s the So n of God . S o too, i n 5:5 , wher e conquerin g th e
world involve s confessin g that Jesu s i s th e So n o f God , som e manuscript s
have rephrased th e confession t o coincide with the orthodox unitary doctrin e
that "Jesu s Chris t i s th e So n o f God " (3 3 37 8 arm) . Furthermore , severa l

• changes i n ou r earlies t manuscripts o f th e Fourt h Gospe l serv e to emphasiz e
that Jesus himsel f i s the Christ , th e Son of God. Thi s appear s th e bes t way t o
explain th e additio n o f aXTjflw ? t o 1:4 9 i n p 66* 124 1 (readin g "You reall y
are th e So n of God!") 186 an d o f th e definit e articl e to 10:3 6 i n p 45 (readin g
"because I  said ' I am th e Son of God' "). One ca n simply wonder ho w man y
other instance s occurre d i n othe r third-centur y manuscript s tha t hav e no t
managed t o surviv e the ravages o f time.187

Similar trend s ar e i n evidenc e throughou t th e Paulin e corpus. I n on e o f
those rar e passage s i n whic h Pau l mention s th e lif e o f Chris t withou t refer -
ence to hi s death an d resurrection , h e notes tha t h e came as a minister to th e
circumcision (Ro m 15:8 , A.ey& » yap XpMn w diaxovov yeyev^crQai  TrsptTO/rfj?) .
Gnostics wh o understoo d thi s t o mea n tha t th e Chris t cam e t o Jesus fo r th e
sake of the elect  would hav e no difficult y wit h suc h a  passage, althoug h thei r
unease might increase when th e text i s changed t o speak o f the unifie d "Jesu s
Christ" ( D E  F  G  O L pc ) o r "Chris t Jesus" ( L P v g go al ) comin g fo r thi s
purpose. Wit h respec t t o a  differen t passage , w e have already seen wha t scribes
did wit h Paul' s referenc e to carryin g abou t i n the bod y th e "deat h o f Jesus"
(2 Co r 4:10). 188 Som e scribe s similarl y saw fi t to modif y hi s words concern -
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ing th e "lif e o f Jesus" i n th e sam e passage , b y changin g i t t o coincid e wit h
the orthodo x unitar y stress on "Jesu s Christ."189 So too, whe n Hebrew s name s
"Jesus" a s th e "apostl e an d hig h pries t o f ou r confession " (3:1) , w e fin d a
plethora o f manuscripts changing the text to indicat e that i t is "Christ Jesus"
(Byz) o r "Jesu s Christ" (MS S C c Dc E K L arm al ) wh o i s so called .

The Unity of the Name : Our Lord Jesus Chris t
The precedin g discussio n encourage s a  brie f reflectio n o n a  phenomenon tha t
has bee n occasionally observed, althoug h no t convincingl y explained, i n ear-
lier investigation s o f th e theologica l proclivitie s of Christia n scribes . A s w e
have alread y seen, earl y scribes wer e fa r fro m avers e to extendin g the name s
and/or title s o f Jesu s i n th e text s o f Scripture . Thi s applie s no t onl y t o th e
terms "Christ " an d "So n o f God, " bu t als o an d i n particula r t o th e titl e
"Lord." Not infrequently , two o r mor e o f these title s will find their way int o
texts i n combination , s o tha t th e resultin g "Jesus Chris t ou r Lord " ('Irjcroi) ?
Xpicrro? rov  Kvpiov  rnjiOiv}  i s regularl y atteste d a s a  corruptio n amon g th e
New Testamen t manuscripts . How i s this phenomenon t o b e explained?

Most critic s hav e simpl y assume d tha t scribe s preferre d t o provid e fo r
Jesus hi s ful l nam e an d title . Ther e i s clearl y something t o thi s assumption ,
since, afte r all , the variant s do no t see m particular with respec t t o whe n an d
where the y occur . I t nonetheles s fail s t o explai n wh y scribe s preferre d t o
preserve th e nam e an d titl e i n it s fullness . Moreover , th e ide a tha t late r scribe s
were moved t o do so by the forc e o f tradition raise s its own quer y concerning
the inception o f that tradition .

The mos t persuasiv e discussion t o dat e i s that o f Eldo n Epp , wh o i n hi s
much cite d treatmen t o f the theologica l tendenc y of codex Beza e argues tha t
the ful l nam e of "ou r Lor d Jesu s Christ " reflect s th e bia s of the Western tex t
against th e Jews , becaus e th e emphasi s on wh o Jesu s is—a s provide d i n th e
full name—show s ho w insidiou s th e Jew s ar e i n rejectin g him. 190 I t i s a n
intriguing theory , bu t no t altogethe r satisfying . Fo r on e thing , b y restrictin g
himself t o th e occurrence s o f th e phras e i n th e so-calle d Wester n tradition ,
Epp overlooks th e circumstance that i t occurs everywher e else as well.191 Fur-
thermore, on e wonder s wha t kin d o f Sitz  im  Leben  migh t be in view for th e
generation an d perpetuatio n o f thi s kin d o f corruption . Wa s th e scriba l pre-
decessor o f the tex t o f codex Bezae , for instance , actively engaged i n polemics
against hi s counterpart s i n th e synagogue ? If not, di d h e simpl y dislike Jew s
in genera l an d decid e t o exercis e hi s antipath y wheneve r possible ? Regret -
tably, Epp i s reluctant to sa y anything about th e social context within which
such a n anti-Judai c bia s migh t hav e functioned , a  reluctanc e tha t lead s on e
not s o much t o suspec t th e evidenc e as to question , i n this case , it s interpre -
tation.192

As migh t b e expected , a n alternativ e explanatio n fo r th e phenomeno n
suggests itsel f withi n the contex t of th e presen t study , a n explanatio n tha t is
firmly rooted i n a  historica l milie u about whic h w e hav e som e considerabl e
knowledge an d tha t account s fo r th e presenc e o f th e ful l nam e an d titl e of
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Jesus throughout  th e textua l tradition . Accordin g t o Irenaeus , whos e view s
were widel y share d an d ofte n simpl y replicated, Gnosti c Christian s confessed
with thei r mouth s th e unit y of Jesus Chris t bu t di d not reall y believe it: "Al -
though the y certainl y d o wit h thei r tongu e confes s on e Jesus Christ , [they ]
make fool s o f themselves, thinking one thing and saying another. .  . .  They
thus wande r fro m th e truth , becaus e their doctrine depart s fro m Hi m wh o is
truly God , bein g ignorant tha t hi s only-begotten Wor d . . . is Himself Jesus
Christ ou r Lord " (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 16 , 6) . Throughou t hi s polemic Irenaeu s
insists tha t the various epithets applie d to Jesus in the New Testament d o not
refer t o differen t component s o f the Divine Pleroma, different aeon s tha t eac h
had a  differen t nam e an d functio n (e.g. , Logos , Only-Begotten , Truth , Life ,
Christ). Instead , the y apply equally to the One who became man, Jesus Chris t
(e.g., I , 9 , 2-3) . I t i s o f particula r interes t t o ou r presen t discussio n tha t
Irenaeus explicitl y state s tha t althoug h the Valentinian Gnostics cal l Jesus the
"Savior," they refus e t o cal l him "Lord" (/cvpios ; Adv.  Haer.  I, 1 , 3). Whethe r
or no t Irenaeu s i s righ t i s o f littl e consequence fo r m y purpose s here . Fo r if
orthodox heresiologists believed  that their Gnostic opponent s di d not use this
title fo r Jesus , i t i s understandabl e wh y the y themselve s would us e it , espe -
cially in conjunction wit h the other name s and title s that cam e to accumulate
around Jesus . Th e upsho t i s tha t th e well-documente d predilectio n fo r th e
title "Lord" among th e proto-orthodox scribes , an d the combinatio n o f thi s
title wit h th e unitar y name "Jesu s Christ, " ma y wel l hav e arise n within the
context of anti-Gnosti c polemics .

Given the plethor a o f examples, I  will here simply indicate the detectabl e
trends b y citin g a  fe w case s chose n mor e o r les s a t random . On e tren d i s
merely t o ad d Kvpios , eithe r t o th e name Jesus (e.g. , Luke 5:19 syr pa1),193 o r
to anothe r designatio n o f Jesus  suc h a s "So n o f David " (Mat t 9:27) 194 o r
"Rabbi" (Mark 10:51), 195 or t o a  text i n which Jesus is the subjec t bu t i s lef t
unnamed (e.g. , Matt 4:18).196 The sam e effec t ca n be created, conversely , by
adding th e nam e 'ITJCTOU S t o th e titl e /cvpios , a s happen s i n severa l Alexan-
drian manuscript s o f Matthew 20:30. 197

More frequen t stil l i s th e tendenc y t o creat e th e ful l appellatio n "Jesu s
Christ th e Lord " o r "Jesu s Chris t ou r Lord " ou t o f an y o f it s component s
that happe n t o appea r i n th e origina l text . I n a  passag e I  hav e previously
discussed, Pau l speak s o f bearin g th e "stigmat a o f Jesus " (Ga l 6:17). 198 I
earlier observe d tha t som e scribe s changed th e tex t t o speak of the "stigmat a
of Christ, " apparently i n orde r t o sho w tha t i t was Chris t who suffere d death .
Others use d th e tex t t o stres s th e ful l unit y of th e on e wh o suffere d b y in -
serting th e titl e Kvpios , makin g i t spea k o f th e stigmat a o f th e Lor d Jesu s
(MSS C c Dc[1739] By z [syr p]); ye t othe r scribe s went furthe r i n speakin g of
"the stigmat a o f th e Lor d Jesu s Christ " ( X d e) ; while stil l other s complete d
the titl e to mak e the text rea d "th e stigmat a of our Lor d Jesus Christ" (D * F
G O L [sa mss]). I n Act s 2:38 , wher e Pete r speak s o f bein g baptize d "i n th e
name o f Jesus Christ, " a  numbe r of scribe s have added th e titl e TOV  Kvpiov,
so tha t baptis m i s no w i n th e nam e o f "th e Lor d Jesu s Christ." 199 Whe n
Stephen look s u p int o heaven in Acts 7:59 , h e cries out "Lor d Jesus, receive
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my spirit, " except i n a  handfu l o f manuscript s in which h e instead addresse s
the "Lor d Jesus Christ." 200 I n Romans 6:11 the nam e Chris t Jesus become s
"Christ Jesu s ou r Lord " i n som e witnesse s ( X C By z [syr p] bo) ; jus t as , i n
others, the statemen t o f Romans 10:9 , tha t on e must mak e confession in the
name of "the Lor d Jesus," becomes confessio n in the name of "the Lor d Jesus
Christ" (p 46 a  t) . S o too th e phrase "ou r Lor d Christ " i n Roman s 16: 8 be -
comes "ou r Lor d Jesus Christ " (i n manuscripts L cop arm), whereas the phras e
"our Lor d Jesus " two verse s late r become s "ou r Lor d Jesus  Christ " (i n A C
^ Byz OL syr cop). Thes e kind s of changes recur throughout th e entire New
Testament, u p t o th e final verse of the boo k o f Revelation , where "th e grac e
of th e Lor d Jesus " i s modifie d t o rea d "th e grac e o f Jesus Christ " i n mos t
manuscripts (051 s Byz ) but "th e grac e o f ou r Lor d Jesu s Christ " i n other s
(2067 O L syr).

As suggeste d b y thi s smatterin g o f examples , th e designatio n o f Jesus a s
Lord an d th e concatenatio n o f title s i n hi s hono r pervad e th e manuscrip t
tradition o f th e Ne w Testament . Thes e change s ar e no t t o b e regarde d a s
merely incidenta l to th e tradition , no r a s deriving from a n unreflectiv e desir e
on th e par t o f Christia n scribe s t o sa y everythin g possibl e abou t Jesu s a t
every availabl e turn . Th e scriba l tendency to cal l Jesus Kupto ? an d t o appl y
to hi m a  strin g of exalte d appellation s ultimately stems fro m theologica l dis -
putes o f th e second century , in which proto-orthodox Christian s emphasized
the unit y of Jesus Chris t i n th e fac e o f separationis t Christologie s tha t claimed
that eac h o f Jesus ' name s an d title s referre d t o distinc t divin e entities . Suc h
changes i n th e manuscrip t traditio n o f th e Ne w Testamen t represen t ortho -
dox corruption s o f Scripture .

Summary and Conclusions
In thi s chapte r I  have examined the orthodox reaction t o separationis t Chris -
tologies espouse d b y Gnosti c Christians , especiall y a s th e controvers y cam e
to affec t th e tex t o f the emergin g New Testament . Gnosti c Christianit y com-
prised a  plethor a o f divergen t group s tha t manifeste d a  wil d arra y o f my -
thologies, beliefs , an d culti c practices . Thes e group s nonetheles s appea r t o
have shared som e basi c notions abou t th e nature of the world an d o f human
existence withi n it . Intrinsi c t o al l suc h systems , a t leas t a s understoo d b y
their orthodox opponents, wa s a redeemer figure who descended fro m heave n
to brin g the divine knowledge (gnosis)  requisit e for salvation to soul s impris-
oned i n the real m of matter . In the Gnostic view, this figure could not belon g
to this world, a s this would involv e an entrapment in matter an d enslavement
to th e evi l (o r ignorant ) deitie s tha t create d it . Th e redeeme r wa s normall y
thought, therefore , to hav e made temporary residenc e here, entering into th e
man Jesus  a t hi s baptism , empowerin g hi m fo r a  ministr y o f teachin g an d
healing and departin g fro m hi m prior t o hi s inglorious execution .

In th e opinio n o f th e proto-orthodox , thi s differentiatio n betwee n th e
man Jesu s an d th e divin e Christ wa s jus t on e o f th e divisiv e doctrine s o f th e
Gnostics, wh o als o severe d th e creato r o f th e worl d fro m it s redeemer , de -
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tached th e Ol d Testamen t fro m th e New , an d create d schism s withi n th e
Christian community . "Orthodox " Christianity , on th e othe r hand , too k prid e
in it s affirmation s o f th e unit y of th e faith : tha t ther e i s one God , on e cano n
of Scripture , one church , an d on e Jesus Christ .

As we have seen, proto-orthodox Christian s disputed the scriptura l basis
for th e Gnostics ' doctrine s an d eve n denied the m the right to appea l to Scrip-
ture i n thei r support. 201 A t th e sam e time , the y kne w tha t suc h "prescrip -
tions" had littl e real effect—the Gnostic s coul d simpl y ignore them—and they
took quit e seriously their opponents ' abilit y to manipulat e Scripture to thei r
own ends , no t simpl y by alterin g its words ( a practice wit h whic h the y wer e
occasionally charged) , bu t als o b y interpretin g them accordin g t o thei r ow n
hermeneutical principles , principle s tha t b y an d larg e denie d an y ultimat e
authority t o th e litera l word s o f th e tex t an d sough t t o uncove r th e "true "
meaning embedded allegoricall y within them.

It is interesting to observ e that th e heresiologists continued to appl y thei r
own historico-grammatica l technique s of exegesis to th e Scriptures , even though
they realize d that thei r opponent s denie d thei r validity . Thi s i s to say , bot h
sides refuse d t o gran t no t onl y th e appropriatenes s o f thei r opponents ' exe -
getical conclusions , bu t als o th e validit y o f thei r exegetica l methods . I t ma y
seem od d tha t th e tw o side s argue d pas t eac h othe r i n thi s way ; the y rarely
appear t o b e fightin g o n commo n ground . Thi s is , nonetheless , on e o f th e
securely attested feature s o f the controversy . W e ma y b e justified i n thinking,
then, tha t th e scriptura l arguments mounte d b y both side s were intende d no t
so muc h t o conver t one' s opponent s a s to edif y one' s ow n constituenc y an d
thereby t o minimize , perhaps , th e numbe r of defections.

The sam e ma y b e tru e o f th e scriba l alteration s of thes e scriptura l texts.
Indeed, i t seem s unlikel y tha t proto-orthodo x scribe s coul d b e overl y san -
guine abou t th e effec t o f suc h change s o n thei r actua l opponents . On e ca n
scarcely imagin e them expectin g t o conver t Gnosti c Christian s simpl y b y al -
tering a  wor d her e o r ther e i n th e tex t o f th e Ne w Testament . Perhap s i t i s
better, then , no t t o see these textua l corruption s a s a polemical strategem pe r
se, but instea d a s a  by-product  o f the debates . B y changing their texts, scribe s
were incorporatin g thei r ow n "readings " int o them , showin g how the y should
be read i n the fac e o f other interpreter s wh o rea d the m differently .

We have seen tha t severa l such corruption s directl y challeng e the gnosti c
claim tha t Jesus an d th e Chris t wer e distinc t beings , namely, by pronouncin g
an apostoli c o r dominica l anathema o n anyon e foolhard y enoug h t o advanc e
such a  vie w ( 1 John 4:2 , Mat t 12:30 , Luk e 11:23 , 2  Cor 11:4) . More com -
monly, orthodox scribes modified texts that ma y have served their opponent s
well as proof texts . In their altered form , these texts emphasiz e that Jesus was
the Chris t fro m birth , no t fro m th e time of his baptism (Mat t 1:16 , 18 ; Luke
1:35), that th e Chris t di d not ente r int o Jesus when the spirit descended upo n
him a s a  dov e (Mar k 1:11 ; Mat t 3:16 ; Luk e 3:22) no r leav e him before his
passion (e.g. , Mar k 15:34 ; Heb 1:3 ; 2:9;  Ro m 8:34) . Orthodo x scribe s als o
affirmed thei r belie f i n Christ's  deat h an d resurrectio n b y insertin g th e titl e
"Christ" int o relevan t passage s tha t otherwis e lacke d i t (e.g. , 1  John 1:17 ;
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Matt 16:21 ; 2  Co r 4:10 ; Act s 3:13 ; 4:33 ; 13:33 ; 1  Cor 9:1) . Finally , and
perhaps mos t frequentl y o f all , the y stresse d th e unit y o f th e redeeme r b y
altering hi s nam e a s i t occurre d i n th e biblica l text , revealin g thereb y thei r
predilection fo r th e phras e "ou r Lor d Jesu s Christ. " Thi s concatenatio n of
titles stated wit h particula r clarit y the orthodox belie f i n the fac e o f Gnostics
who wer e know n t o disdai n th e titl e "Lord" and t o den y th e unit y o f Jesus
and th e Christ . Thus , eve n change s tha t migh t otherwis e appea r sligh t o r
unworthy o f notic e testif y t o th e wide-rangin g influenc e o f th e proto-orthodo x
Christology, a  Christology that gained ascendenc y near the end of our perio d
and tha t was soon to emerg e as victorious during the theologica l struggles of
the fourt h century .

Notes

1. I  hav e chose n no t t o dea l her e wit h th e complicate d questio n o f whethe r
"Gnostic" i s a n appropriat e designatio n fo r th e variou s group s t o b e considere d i n
this chapter , partl y becaus e Irenaeus , for example , applies i t a s a  blanke t term—rightly
or wrongly—fo r al l the group s h e attack s (se e the titl e of hi s work: "Th e Refutatio n
and Overthro w o f Falsely-Name d Gnosis") , an d partl y becaus e m y thesi s doe s no t
depend o n wha t suc h group s ar e called. O n th e controversy over the appropriatenes s
of th e term , se e M. J . Edwards , "Gnostic s an d Valentinian s in the Churc h Fathers, "
in respons e t o th e spirite d claim s of Morto n Smith , "The Histor y o f th e Ter m Gnos -
tikos."

2. Indeed , the y are a t time s nearly indistinguishable. Thus, Irenaeu s presents th e
Ebionite Christolog y a s separationis t {Adv.  Haer.  I , 26) , apparentl y relying upon a
source. Fo r th e purpose s o f th e presen t study , however , i t wil l prov e heuristicall y
useful t o kee p distinc t th e "idea l types " o f Christology , recognizin g at al l times that
the permutation s and conflation s in actual or repute d proponent s o f th e period mak e
the matte r fa r more complicated . O n "hybrid " Christologies , se e note 17 .

3. Fo r analyse s of the traditions surroundin g Cerinthus, see Gustav Bardy, "Cer-
inthe," an d Raymon d Brown , "Cerinthus, " i n Appendi x II , Th e Epistles  o f John,
760-71.

4. I  do no t mea n t o dra w a n absolut e lin e betwee n Jewis h an d Gnosti c Chris -
tians; these categorie s naturall y overlap in significan t ways , no t leas t because some of
the Gnostic s ma y wel l hav e bee n Jews . Wit h respec t specificall y t o Cerinthus , th e
earliest reference occurs i n the Epistula  Apostolorum,  the orthodo x pseudepigrap h of
the earl y second centur y tha t explicitl y directs it s polemic agains t th e Gnosti c Simon
(Magus) an d Cerinthus . Moreover , th e firs t extensiv e discussion , b y Irenaeu s (Adv.
Haer. I , 26 , 1) , describes Cerinthu s i n patently Gnosti c terms . O n th e Gnosti c affini -
ties o f the "historica l Cerinthus, " i n additio n t o th e work s cite d i n not e 3 , se e Klaus
Wengst, Htiresie  und  Orthodoxie,  26 .

5. Irenaeu s attribute s comparabl e notions , fo r example , to th e Ptolemean s (I , 7,
2), th e Marcosian s (I , 21, 2) , th e Carpocratian s (I , 25, 1) , and (perhaps ) the Barbel-
ognostics (I , 30, 12-14) , an d claim s that eve n the Ebionite s hav e "similar" views (I,
26, 2) . Hi s most  striden t attac k o n th e positio n i s found in III , 16—18 . Se e also, fo r
example, Tertullian , Adv.  Val.  27 , and Hippolytus , Ref.  6 , 46; 7 , 15 , 21-24.

6. See especially Irenaeus, Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 16—18 .
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7. Th e literatur e on thes e issue s i s immense . See the studie s cite d i n Chapte r 1 ,
note 29.

8. Thi s i s a particularly important cavea t because, a s was see n in an earlie r con -
text, ou r knowledg e o f Gnosticis m "a s i t reall y was " ha s change d dramaticall y ove r
the pas t severa l decades , especiall y with th e discover y o f primar y Gnostic material s
near Na g Hammadi , Egypt . A s I have already observed, even before the discover y of
the Na g Hammad i librar y there were reason s fo r thinkin g that th e heresiologica l re -
ports wer e no t altogethe r reliable . Antagonist s can rarel y b e truste d t o provid e dis -
passionate information . But th e Na g Hammad i material s have show n jus t ho w fa r
afield som e of the patristic claims were, although scholars continue to debate why this
might be—whether , that is , the church fathers were sometimes misinformed or whethe r
the qualit y of their sources outstripped thei r capacity to understand them. I t may well
be, as Frederik Wisse has cogently argue d ("Na g Hammad i Library and th e Heresiol -
ogists"), tha t heresiologist s suc h a s Irenaeu s simpl y misconstrue d th e natur e o f th e
materials availabl e t o them ; mistakin g sublime expression s o f Gnosti c poetr y fo r at -
tempts a t prepositional theology, th e father s themselves constructed th e Gnostic "sys -
tems" that were then readily susceptible to attack a s hopelessly complex, inconsistent ,
and contrar y t o al l "common" sense. Similarly , Koschorke (Die  Polemik) argue s that
the orthodo x erre d i n takin g the myth s as central , rathe r tha n a s simpl e expressions
of th e ultimat e concerns o f "otherworldliness" shared b y various Gnostic groups . See
further pp . 15-17.

9. Apart , tha t is , fro m th e Marcionites , wh o wer e normall y associate d wit h
Gnosticism despit e thei r radicall y different position s o n critica l issue s o f cosmology ,
anthropology, soteriology , an d Scripture . See note 37 in Chapter 4 .

10. Scholar s hav e lon g recognize d tha t th e relativel y consistent description s o f
the Gnosti c system s among th e churc h father s derives from thei r literar y interdepen-
dence (se e Wisse , "Na g Hammad i an d th e Heresiologists") . Th e father s themselves
occasionally acknowledge d thei r indebtedness to on e another ; Irenaeus , fo r example ,
claims t o hav e use d Justin's los t Syntagma,  wherea s bot h Tertullia n and Hippolytu s
rely almos t exclusivel y on Irenaeu s for thei r descriptions o f the Valentinians . Of con -
siderably mor e interes t t o scholars , therefore , ar e instance s in whic h tw o father s de -
scribe th e sam e Gnosti c sec t i n irreconcilabl e terms. Se e further, Chapte r 1 , note 51 .
In suc h instances , i t i s not necessaril y the cas e tha t late r discussions are les s accurate .
Some scholars , fo r example , conside r Hippolytus' s treatmen t o f Basilide s historically
superior t o Irenaeus's . Se e Robert M . Grant , "Gnosti c Origin s and th e Basilidian s of
Irenaeus."

11. Se e pp. 5-6 .
12. Accordin g t o Irenaeus , Simo n claime d tha t "i t wa s himsel f wh o appeare d

among the Jews a s the Son, bu t descende d i n Samaria as the Father , while he came t o
other nation s i n th e characte r o f th e Hol y Spirit . He represente d himself , i n a  word,
as being the lofties t of al l powers, tha t is , the Being who i s the Fathe r over all " (Adv.
Haer. I , 23, 1) .

13. Irenaeu s finds other Gnostic s liabl e on th e sam e grounds, o f course ; Tertul -
lian mor e o r les s repeat s th e charge , wherea s Hippolytu s elevate s i t t o a  self-evident
truth: i n hi s Refutation  i t i s enough simpl y to sho w whenc e a  heresy comes (fo r him,
it i s always fro m a  Gree k philosophy ) in orde r t o demonstrat e it s heinous character .
See furthe r Vallee , A  Study  i n Anti-Gnostic  Polemics,  41—62 , an d especiall y Kos -
chorke, Hippolyt's  Ketzerbekampfung.

14. A s se t forth , fo r example , i n Irenaeus , Adv.  Haer.  I , o n whic h subsequen t
heresiologists themselve s depended, sometime s wit h acknowledgmen t (cf . Tertullian ,
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Adv.Val. 5;  see note 10) . A  convenient collectio n o f th e patristi c text s can b e found
in Werne r Foerster , Gnosis:  A Selection  o f Gnostic  Texts.  Fo r more detaile d sketche s
of th e basi c Gnosti c systems , se e Jonas, Th e Gnostic  Religion,  and , especially , Ru -
dolph, Gnosis.  Fo r th e orthodox perceptio n o f such system s and thei r polemics agains t
them, se e the works cited i n Chapter 1 , notes 50 , 52 , 53 , and 55 .

15. Clemen t o f Alexandria, Exc.  Theod.  78 , 2 .
16. This , of course , i s the doceti c Christolog y allegedl y espoused b y such Gnos -

tics a s Simo n Magu s an d Saturninus , a s wel l as b y Marcion , whos e Gnosti c creden -
tials I  will late r dispute .

17. A s I  have indicated , Gnosti c Christianit y wa s quit e complex , neve r cut an d
dried, eve n when systematized b y its orthodox opponents . An d so i t i s no surprise t o
find that a  numbe r o f groups , includin g the Valentinians , abou t who m w e ar e bes t
informed, espouse d a  kin d of "hybrid " Christology , maintainin g the separationis t vie w
that th e Chris t descende d upo n Jesus at his baptism, whil e asserting that Jesus himsel f
was no t actuall y a  fles h an d bloo d huma n being , bu t wa s "speciall y made " b y th e
Demiurge (Irenaeus , Adv.  Haer.  I , 6 , 1 ; se e als o Tertullian , d e came  Christi  15) .
According to Hippolytus , there were actually two school s o f Valentinian thought : th e
Italian, represented b y Heracleon an d Ptolemaeus , whic h claimed that Jesus' bod y was
made ou t o f "psychic" substance, an d th e Oriental , heade d b y Axionicus and Barde -
sanes, whic h maintaine d i t wa s "pneumatic " (Ref.  6 , 30) . I n neither syste m was h e a
real fles h an d bloo d human , a  "mer e man. " Se e further th e discussio n o f Luk e 1:35 ,
pp. 139—40 . Fo r eas e o f presentation , I  wil l discus s th e separationis t aspect s o f suc h
hybrid Christologie s i n thi s chapter , reservin g unequivocall y docetic view s fo r th e
chapter tha t follows .

18. Tha t thi s view , rathe r tha n th e docetic , mor e typicall y characterize d th e
Gnostics wa s alread y recognize d b y vo n Harnack , who , however , somewha t anach -
ronistically labele d i t a  "two-nature " Christolog y (see , e.g. , History  o f Dogma  II ,
286). I n fact , i f one choose s t o spea k o f i t in these late r terms , i t i s more like a "two -
person" Christology .

19. 1  borrow her e the translatio n o f Layton, Gnostic  Scriptures,  180 . Fo r a  brie f
discussion o f the relation t o the group tha t Irenaeu s actually designates a s "Gnostics"
in Adv.  Haer.  I , 29, se e Layton, p. 170 .

20. Se e the discussio n of pp. 20—22 .
21. Se e the example s I  cite on pp . 21—22 .
22. Although , as I  have pointed out , th e father s themselves regularly interprete d

the tex t i n nonliteral way s a s well. See the discussio n o f pp. 20—22 .
23. Se e especially Koschorke, Polemik de r Gnostiker,  Teil IV, "Zur Struktu r der

gnostischen Polemik " an d Liidemann , "Zu r Geschicht e de s altesten Christentum s i n
Rom." I t i s worth notin g tha t Irenaeu s foun d hi s own proto-orthodo x predecessor s
particularly inep t in exposing Gnostic s an d removin g them fro m thei r churches (Adv.
Haer. IV , 2, Pref.) .

24. A s a  rule , th e heresiologists , beginnin g with Irenaeus , attacke d th e Gnosti c
systems a s a  whol e b y emphasizin g th e unit y o f th e orthodo x traditio n versu s th e
divisive doctrine s o f th e Gnostics . Fo r a n accessibl e overview, see Vallee, A  Study  i n
Anti-Gnostic Polemics,  1-33 .

25. Se e Pagels, Th e Gnostic  Paul,  163 , an d Wisse , "Th e Natur e an d Purpos e o f
Redactional Changes, " 47 . Th e frustratio n i s evidenced , fo r example , b y Tertullian,
Prescription, 38 .

26. Muc h o f the followin g treatment i s drawn fro m m y article, "1 Joh n 4. 3 an d
the Orthodox Corruptio n o f Scripture," slightl y revised.
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27. Onl y 1739 mg a r c  dem di v p vg , and th e father s discusse d o n pp . 128—30 .
28. Excep t fo r tw o manuscript s tha t attemp t t o ameliorat e th e obviou s difficul -

ties of the grammar: 1898 (o av ^117 o/j-oXoysl) and 242 (OVK o/uoXoyei).
29. Th e manuscript s tha t suppor t thi s majorit y readin g themselve s diverg e o n

several tellin g points , particularl y wit h respec t t o th e title s an d descriptiv e phrase s
attached t o the name 'Irjcrow .

30. Fo r a  fulle r lis t of scholars wh o suppor t th e reading , see Brown, Th e Epistles
of John,  496 .

31. As , for instance, Alfred Rahlf s ('Mitteilungen") , who concurs with von Har -
nack's vigorou s suppor t o f Xvs t TO V 'Irjtrow a s th e mor e difficul t readin g ("Zu r
Textkritik un d Christologie, " 556—61) , bu t see s confirmatio n o f thi s vie w o n th e
grammatical groun d tha t /XT J i s almos t neve r use d wit h th e indicativ e i n th e Ne w
Testament.

32. Althoug h th e constructio n i s not a t al l impossible (John 3:1 8 [!] , 2  Pe t 1:9 ,
1 Tim 6:3, Ti t 1:11 , an d Act s 15:2 9 i n MS D).

33. Contr a R . Schnackenburg, Di e Johannesbriefe, 222.
34. In this case apveofj-ai ("deny"), as in 1 John 2:22—23.3..
35. A  wor d concernin g th e natur e o f thi s traditio n woul d b e i n orde r here . I t

should no t b e supposed, a s i t migh t well b e otherwise, tha t th e Gree k tex t o f 1  John
is some sor t of monolith, s o that it s uniform attestation o f a reading simply represent s
a singl e textua l for m t o b e compare d wit h othe r textua l forms , suc h a s tha t repre -
sented b y th e Latin . I n poin t o f fact , th e Gree k manuscrip t traditio n o f 1  John i s
extremely complex , evidencin g widesprea d corruptio n an d cross-fertilizatio n of tex -
tual groups . Th e complexit y o f thi s tradition ha s bee n demonstrated i n William Larry
Richards' classificatio n of th e Gree k manuscript s o f 1  John o n th e basi s of thei r tex -
tual affinitie s (The  Classification  o f th e Greek  Manuscripts  o f th e Johannine Epistles).
Richards wa s abl e t o isolat e thre e majo r group s o f relate d manuscript s o f 1  John,
groups tha t divid e themselve s u p int o a  tota l o f fourtee n subgroups , on e o f whic h
comprises manuscript s o f suc h comple x textua l relation s a s t o def y classificatio n al-
together. Wha t i s strikin g fo r ou r purpose s i s tha t i n th e mids t o f thi s complicate d
nexus o f widel y variant text s an d mixe d texts , th e readin g TT&V  Trvsv^a  o  fji-fi  6/xoXo -
ysl TO V 'ITJCTOW SK  TO V dsov OVK  e<mv  a t 1  John 4:3 b i s absolutely secure : i t i s no t
only th e majorit y readin g o f al l thre e divergen t group s o f manuscript s an d o f al l
fourteen subgroups , i t i s atteste d b y ever y manuscrip t o f ever y singl e grou p an d
subgroup.

36. Schnackenburg , fo r example , note s tha t /u/r j wit h th e indicativ e is out o f th e
ordinary, bu t the n goe s o n t o sa y tha t ̂ 11 7 6fj,o\oysl  TO V 'Ir)o-ovv wa s mechanicall y
created b y scriba l change s o f th e difficul t readin g (! ) and the n cam e t o dominat e th e
entire tradition (Johannesbriefe,  222) . Similarly , see R. Bultmann, Johannine Epistles,
62.

37. Scholar s canno t b e allowe d simpl y to bypas s th e historica l issue s raised b y
an absolut e dominatio n o f on e readin g i n th e manuscrip t tradition o f th e Ne w Tes -
tament, particularl y whe n th e readin g i s "difficult. " Som e critics , lik e von Harnack ,
seem conten t t o trac e reading s a s fa r bac k a s possibl e int o th e traditio n and , havin g
established, say , tha t tw o reading s bot h reac h bac k int o th e secon d century , assum e
that th e reading s ar e thereb y on equa l footin g i n terms of thei r antiquity . Of course ,
this i s no t th e cas e a t all . Mos t varian t reading s ca n b e trace d bac k int o th e earl y
centuries—but tha t doe s no t mea n tha t al l readings are equally ancient. The historical
question o f ho w on e readin g dominate d th e tex t o f th e Ne w Testamen t i n late r cen -
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turies i s also, i n the present case , the questio n o f how i t came to dominat e the tex t o f
the secon d century .

38. Richards , Classification,  passim.
39. Vo n Harnac k provide d th e most  serious , i f overly ingenious, solution t o th e

problem o f ho w /ai ) o/aoXoye i TOV  'Irjaovv  entere d int o th e traditio n i f Xuei TOT  'Irjcr -
ovv i s original. For th e shortcoming s o f vo n Harnack' s theory , se e Ehrman, "1 Joh n
4:3," 226-27 .

40. E.g . von Harnack , "Zu r Textkritik." See also F . Buchsel, Die Johannesbriefe,
63.

41. Se e especially Zuntz, Th e Text  o f th e Epistles,  68-86 .
42. Hist.  Eccl.  VII, 32 . Socrate s claime d tha t th e Nestorians change d th e text of

1 John 4: 3 becaus e the y "wante d to separat e th e ma n [Jesus ] from God " (Xvsiv &TTO
TOV Oeoii  TOV  avBp<aTTov  OS\OVTS<;).

43. Adv.  Haer. Ill , 16 , 8; substantial III , 16 , 5.
44. Matt.  Com.  65. H e quote s th e mor e commonl y atteste d wordin g i n the ca-

tena on 1  Corinthians 12:3 and, significantly , seems to presuppose th e wording /LIT ) 6/xo-
Xoyet i n hi s comments . Se e C. Jenkins, "Orige n o n 1  Corinthians," 30 . Orige n also
attests th e traditiona l readin g i n Exod.  Horn.  3 , 2 , wher e th e contex t indicate s tha t
he is quoting 1  John rathe r tha n 2  John 7 .

45. A s previousl y noted, Origen' s mentor , Clement , ma y hav e ha d th e readin g
as well . Thi s i s evidence d no t onl y i n th e scholio n i n manuscrip t 1739 , but also  b y
his discussio n o f the closel y related 2  John 7 . See the discussio n of note 76 .

46. This , a t least , i s th e conclusio n draw n b y th e editor s o f th e Vetus  Latina
after a n exhaustive study of al l the evidence (W. Thiele, ed., Vetus Latina  26 , 1 , 330-
31). I n an y case , i t wa s no t th e readin g know n t o Cypria n an d i s no t foun d i n th e
earliest Ol d Lati n manuscrip t o f 1  John, a  manuscrip t tha t appear s t o stan d alon e
among Ol d Lati n manuscript s i n withstandin g contaminatio n b y th e Vulgat e a t thi s
point. Only six Old Lati n manuscripts contain th e passage: q  (6-7th century) , ar (9th
century), p  (9t h century), di v (13t h century), c  (12—13t h century) , an d de m (13th
century). Tw o o f thes e simpl y preserve th e Vulgat e tex t o f th e Catholi c epistle s (a r
div), wherea s thre e preserv e th e Vulgat e tex t wit h a  greate r o r lesse r smatterin g o f
Old Lati n reading s ( p c  dem) . Onl y on e manuscript—th e earlies t b y tw o o r thre e
centuries—preserves a  pre- (or non-) Vulgate text o f the Catholi c epistle s to an y grea t
extent: manuscrip t q , whic h happen s t o suppor t th e readin g /j.ri  6/aoXoye i i n 1  John
4:3. Se e the discussio n o f thes e manuscript s i n Bruc e Metzger, Th e Early  Versions  o f
the New Testament,  285-322 .

47. Adv.  Marc. V , 16, 4; compar e Prescription  23 .
48. Tract.  1 , 31, 3 . The othe r readin g i s found in Tract.  2 , 42 , 4- 5 an d 2 , 52 ,

27—29. Fo r th e debat e ove r th e Priscillia n authorshi p o f thes e tractate s an d a  cogen t
defense o f th e traditiona l view , see Henry Chadwick , Priscillian  of Arila,  62—69.

49. Se e the helpfu l synopsi s o f references provided i n loc.  by J. Wordsworth an d
H. J. White , Novum  Testamentum  Domini  Nostri lesu  Christi.

50. Thus , th e Lati n translation s o f Irenaeu s (Adv.  Haer. HI , 16 , 1 , 5 , 8 ) an d
Clement o f Alexandria (se e note 76).

51. Fro m tw o widel y divergent point s o f view , se e Buchsel, Die Johannesbriefe,
64, and I . Henry Marshall , Th e Epistles  o f John,  207-08.

52. Fo r example , tha t o f Otto Pipe r (" 1 John an d th e Primitiv e Church"), wh o
understood th e phrase , i n light of 1  Corinthians 12:3 , to mea n to "curse " Jesus so as
to ro b hi m of his supernatural power .
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53. Thi s wa y of wording the phrase fits into Brown's entire reconstruction o f the
secessionists' Christology . I n his opinion, th e secessionist s do no t den y Jesus' human-
ity per se, but only the salvific significance of that humanity; they therefore "nullify""nullify"
or "negate " th e importanc e o f Jesus . Fo r a n evaluatio n o f thi s view , se e not e 66 .
Other scholar s wh o d o no t shar e thi s particula r understanding of th e secessionists '
views, bu t wh o nonetheles s subscrib e t o a  simila r renderin g of Xve t TOP  TTJO-O W a s
"annul Jesus," "nullify Jesus," or "rende r Jesus ineffectual, " ar e Bultmann, Johannine
Epistles, 62 ; Biichsel , Di e Johannesbriefe,  64 ; an d Schnackenburg , Die Johannes-
briefe, 222 .

54. I  do no t mea n t o retrac t th e opinio n 1  advanced in Chapte r 1 , that a  wor d
can "mean " anythin g a  reade r wants  i t t o mean . Th e questio n I  a m raisin g here ,
however, i s th e mor e traditiona l one pose d b y exegete s an d historica l critics: i f on e
speaks o f "loosing" Jesus i n Greek, how woul d these words normally be construed?

55. Fo r example , Pau l in Acts 20.30. See also John 11:44 ; Revelatio n 8:14, 15 ;
20:3, 7 .

56. 1  Corinthians 7:27 .
57. Fo r example, Revelatio n 1:5 and, probably , Luke 13:16.
58. Fo r example , 1  Clem.  56:9  (quotatio n o f Job 5:20) ; Ign . Magn.  12:1 ; Ign .

Smyrn. 6:2.  I n addition , th e ter m cam e t o mea n "releasing" th e bod y fro m tension ,
that is , relaxing and "releasing " a person fro m thi s life: dying . See the listing in LPGL
817.

59. Tobi t 3:17 ; Judit h 6:14 ; Jo b 5:20 ; Psalm s 101:20 ; 104:20 ; 145:7 ; Isaiah
14:17; Jeremiah 47:4; Danie l 3:25; 3  Maccabees 6:29 .

60. I  have no t checke d ever y solitary occurrence i n ever y Greek author . Bu t i n
addition t o th e Ne w Testament , th e LXX , and th e Apostoli c Fathers, I  have checke d
every referenc e in th e standar d lexic a (LSJ,  BAGD, LPGL)  an d ever y occurrenc e o f
the term i n Epictetus, Josephus, Philo, and th e inscriptions currently available through
the Thesaurus  Linguae  Graecae.

61. I n particular, the discussio n of docetic Christologie s in Chapter 4 .
62. Th e literatur e o n thi s subjec t i s extensiv e and adequat e summarie s can b e

found i n th e commentaries . Se e especially Brown, Epistles,  47—68 . Severa l more re -
cent attempt s t o understan d the theolog y o f the secessionist s take differen t tack s an d
come to differen t conclusions . See , for example , Martinus C. de Boer, "Jesus the Bap-
tizer: 1  John 5:5- 8 an d the Gospel o f John," and J. Painter , "Th e 'Opponents ' i n 1
John."

63. I t is widely recognized tha t the terms "Christ" and "So n o f God" appea r t o
be interchangabl e fo r thi s autho r (e.g. , 3:23 ; 4:25 ; 5:1 , 13) . A t th e sam e time , i t i s
not frequentl y enoug h recognized that i n this christological confession it is the subject,
not th e predicate, tha t takes the article . This i s therefore an identificatio n formul a tha t
answers th e questio n "who  i s the Chris t (o r th e So n of God)?" O n thi s grammatical
point, se e d e Boer , "Jesu s th e Baptizer, " wh o i n tur n depend s o n th e comment s o f
E. V. N. Goetchius , "Review o f L. C. McGaughy."

64. Becaus e th e epistle' s explici t polemic s ar e alway s directe d agains t thi s on e
christological notion , ther e i s little reason t o adop t Stephe n Smalley' s recent resusci-
tation o f th e vie w that th e autho r i s actually fighting on tw o fronts , on e agains t th e
high Christolog y o f proto-Gnostics an d th e othe r agains t the lo w Christolog y of Jew-
ish Christian s (1, 2, and 3  John). Se e my review of Smalley's commentary.

65. Se e below, p. 132 .
66. A s I  earlie r noted , Raymon d Brow n take s a  differen t position , contendin g

that th e secessionist s d o no t actuall y deny Christ' s humanit y bu t simpl y assert tha t i t
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has n o salvifi c importance . Fo r m y part , I  do no t se e how thi s positio n explain s al l
the polemica l emphase s o f th e letter . Th e prologue , i n particular , seem s designe d t o
show tha t th e "Word tha t ha s been manifested " coul d b e sensibly perceived: h e coul d
be seen, heard , an d handled . Wha t woul d b e the poin t o f this emphasis i f it were no t
to counterac t th e clai m o f th e secessionist s tha t Jesu s Chris t wa s no t full y human , a
man o f flesh ? A s I  read thi s letter , th e autho r doe s no t emphasiz e merely tha t Jesus '
death wa s salvificall y important ; h e stresse s that  h e die d an d i n doin g s o she d rea l
blood.

67. S o Wengst, Hiiresie  un d Orthodoxie.
68. Se e his other criticism s as well . Die Johannesbriefe, 15—23 .
69. Se e note 62 . I t wil l b e see n tha t i n othe r respect s I  d o no t agre e wit h d e

Boer's reconstructio n o f the historica l situation.
70. Wengst , Haresie  un d Orthodoxie,  24 .
71. Again , given my understanding of how text s an d meaning s "work," I am no t

saying tha t th e Fourt h Gospe l coul d no t b e used  t o suppor t suc h a  Christology . A s
anyone ca n se e b y perusin g patristi c exegesis , nearl y an y passag e ca n b e take n t o
support nearl y an y position , s o lon g a s a  perso n wants  i t to , regardles s o f wha t i t
might "mean" when considered fro m th e litera l (i.e. , the historico-grammatical ) poin t
of view . My point , however , i s that Wengs t i s wrong t o sa y that th e tradition s o f th e
Fourth Gospe l coul d naturally lead to the Cerinthian Christology . Th e Gospe l o f John
is neithe r mor e no r les s likel y t o d o s o tha n an y other  documen t tha t appear s unre -
lated t o the Cerinthia n view.

72. Se e pp. 182-83 .
73. I  am taking these reference s as sarcastic uses of the opponents ' ow n slogans :

Saifjioviov ao-cafiarov  (Ign . Smyrn.  3:2);  av6p(imofj.6p<j>u>v  (Ign . Smyrn. 4:1) .
74. I s i t conceivabl e tha t th e secessionist s woul d hav e move d s o fa r fro m th e

original belief s o f th e Johannin e community ? Given th e hig h Christolog y embedde d
in th e late r tradition s o f th e Gospe l o f John , i t i s no t difficul t t o se e ho w furthe r
developments towar d a  non-huma n Jesus coul d hav e occurred ver y soo n withi n this
community. Indeed , th e Gospe l o f John itsel f i s sometimes read a s naivel y doceti c i n
its portrayal o f Jesus (see especially Ernst Kasemann, The Testament  of]esus:  A  Study
of th e Gospel  o f John  i n th e Light  o f Chapter  17).  I f moder n scholar s wit h al l th e
critical tool s a t thei r disposa l ca n rea d th e Gospe l thi s way , i t woul d b e n o surpris e
to fin d tha t earlier , les s critica l readers sa w th e Jesu s o f thes e tradition s i n a  simila r
light.

75. Th e ellipsi s is to b e supplied from vers e 2 .
76. A s I  hav e previously noted, Clemen t neve r cite d 1  John 4: 3 i n an y o f hi s

surviving works . Bu t i n fragment s preserved i n th e Lati n translation o f Commodius ,
he di d cit e 2  Joh n 7  (u t .  . .  unum credat  lesum  Christum  venisse  i n carne)  a s the
scriptural oppositio n t o fals e teacher s wh o ar e sai d t o "divid e Jesu s Christ " (dividat
lesum Christum).  Som e hav e inferre d fro m thi s tha t Clemen t kne w o f th e readin g
\i)et TOV  '\T\CTOVV  fro m hi s Gree k manuscript s of 1  John. Bu t th e referenc e could jus t
as easil y suggest tha t Clemen t understoo d tha t "failin g to confes s Jesus Chris t com e
in th e flesh" involved "dividing " Jesus . O r t o pu t th e matter in the proper chronolog -
ical sequence , whe n Clemen t wa s confronted wit h "heretics " who posite d a  "separa-
tion" in Christ , h e claime d tha t the y ha d faile d t o "confes s Jesu s Chris t com e i n th e
flesh" an d simpl y quoted th e biblica l text agains t them . I t i s just this kin d o f simpl e
equation o f th e tex t wit h contemporar y christologica l problems tha t the n le d to th e
incorporation o f th e varian t reading into th e margi n of a  manuscrip t and fro m ther e
into the tex t itself . On this , se e below, pp.134—35 .
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77. 6  /lir j £>v  /J.ST'  efj,ov  KOIT'  S[JLOV  kcmv,  /ca t 6  /JLTJ  <j~vvay(j)v  JJLST'  S/JLOV  crKop-
m£ei. The tex t i s identical in Matthew an d Luke .

78. I n Matthe w th e longe r tex t occur s i n X 33 b o syr h(mg> O r Ath ; in Luk e in S11

C L 0 ^ 33 892 1071 syrs bomss.
79. Metzger , Textual  Commentary,  3 2 (Matthew ) an d 15 8 (Luke) . S o too, for

example, Marshall , Commentary  o n Luke, 428.
80. Metzger , Textual  Commentary,  32 , 158.
81. I t is to be remembered that , accordin g t o Irenaeus , the Valentinians espoused

three differen t Christs : on e tha t helpe d restor e orde r t o th e Plerom a afte r th e fal l o f
Sophia, on e tha t represente d th e combine d attribute s o f al l the othe r aeons , an d on e
that wa s created b y the Demiurge into who m th e secon d entere d a t hi s baptism.

82. I t comes a s no surpris e that thi s varia lectio  mad e particular inroads int o th e
copies o f th e Ne w Testamen t produce d an d preserve d i n Alexandria , one o f th e bas -
tions o f Gnosti c Christianity , wher e orthodo x scribe s wer e constantl y confronte d b y
the claim s o f thei r heretica l opponents . No t onl y severa l Alexandria n manuscripts ,
but als o Alexandria n father s o f th e statur e o f Orige n an d Athanasiu s attes t th e cor-
ruption. It s prevalence i n these circle s must mea n tha t i t crep t int o th e tex t a t a  rela -
tively early date, certainl y before Origen's literar y outpu t a t the beginning of the thir d
century, an d tha t i t continued t o affec t th e text there long after th e Gnostic threa t ha d
passed int o th e annal s o f orthodox history .

83. Th e chang e i s facilitate d b y th e us e o f th e nomina  sacra,  so tha t i t involves
simply th e substitutio n o f I Y fo r XY . O n th e commo n exchang e o f names , se e th e
discussion below , pp . 161—63 .

84. Se e note 81 .
85. Th e evidenc e itsel f goe s bac k t o th e fourt h centur y i n th e Lati n West , an d

there i s every good reaso n t o believ e that the variant attested a t tha t time was actually
generated earlier , tha t i t ha d Gree k precedent s i n th e East . Th e historica l Sitz  im
Leben tha t woul d mak e sens e o f thi s substitutio n o f names , therefore , appear s t o
coincide wit h it s provenance .

86. Althoug h th e varian t i n Joh n 1:13 , whic h I  discusse d unde r th e rubri c of
anti-adoptionist corruptions , coul d als o functio n t o counte r a  Valentinia n Christol -
ogy. A s has bee n seen , th e readin g i s used b y Tertullia n t o argu e tha t Jesus , thoug h
himself divine , was actuall y born wit h rea l flesh. See Chapter 2 , not e 72 .

87. Se e also, however , th e corruption s involvin g yevvaa)  tha t ar e discusse d i n
Chapter 4 , pp. 238-39.

88. Se e above, pp. 58-59.
89. No t onl y did Tertullian eliminate the participial clause, he removed th e name

Jesus a s well , thereby heightening the usefulnes s o f the tex t fo r the orthodox cause . I t
will b e note d tha t I  am suggestin g a  slightl y different motivatio n fo r th e chang e tha n
Tertullian's evidence , take n i n isolation , migh t suggest . H e use d th e vers e t o sho w
that Christ ^ was actuall y bor n o f Mar y an d therefor e ha d rea l flesh ; th e corruption ,
though, ma y have functioned originally to emphasiz e that th e birt h of Jesus was itsel f
the birt h o f Christ . Fo r a  corruptio n tha t clearl y does evidenc e som e o f Tertullian' s
concerns here , se e the discussio n o f Luk e 1:35, pp. 139-40 .

90. Se e the discussion o n Matthew 1:18 , pp. 137-38 .
91. Tha t th e sam e phras e wa s no t als o change d i n 27:17 gives n o occasio n fo r

surprise: we have already seen the sporadic natur e of this kind of variation. Moreover ,
the latte r occurrenc e appear s o n th e lip s o f Pilate , wh o indee d doe s no t understan d
that Jesu s reall y i s the Christ , a s opposed t o th e narrato r o f 1:16 , wh o does . I n thi s
sense, th e pattern of attestation resemble s what w e foun d earlie r with respec t t o affir -
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mations o f Jesus ' miraculou s birth: whe n unbeliever s called Joseph Jesus ' fathe r th e
text wa s almost invariably left intact , when the evangelist did, it was commonly changed.
See the discussio n o n pp . 55—58 .

92. O n th e textua l proble m of •yei'scrts / •yewrjcris se e pp. 75—76 .
93. I t i s striking, however , tha t W  an d it s allie s here preserv e precisel y the tex t

that Irenaeu s claims might have been usefu l t o Gnostic s ha d i t existed ("th e birt h of
Jesus"). But the readin g appear s t o hav e come fro m a  shortening of the majorit y tex t
("the birt h o f Jesus Christ") , mad e in vie w o f verse 1 7 ("fro m whom wa s bor n Jesus
. .  ." ) and 2:1 ("whe n Jesus was born .  .  .") . The text o f codex Vaticanu s not only
lacks other documentar y support , bu t appear s t o b e a simple inversion of the majority
reading "Jesu s Christ " t o "Chris t Jesus," a sequenc e commo n i n Pau l bu t foun d no -
where in the Gospels .

94. A  possibility considered b y Metzger, Textual  Commentary,  7 .
95. Mos t cogentl y by Zahn, Da s Evangelium des  Matthaus,  66—67 .
96. Th e stronges t interna l argumen t agains t th e longe r tex t i s th e observatio n

that 'Irjcroi ) Xpioroi ) normall y lack s th e articl e i n th e Ne w Testament . Se e Brown,
The Birth  o f th e Messiah,  123 ; Dale Allison and W . D . Davies , A  Critical  and Exe-
getical Commentary  o n th e Gospel  according  t o Matthew  1.198 , n . 3; and, wit h res-
ervations, Metzger , Textual  Commentary,  7 . Against thi s i t should b e note d tha t th e
wording o f th e entir e clause is peculiar. Perhaps th e bes t way t o resolv e th e problems
of bot h sequenc e and terminolog y is to observe that the clause provides th e transition
between th e genealog y o f verse s 2-17 an d th e birt h narrativ e of verse s 18-25 . Th e
article, then, serves as a weak relative whose antecedent i s the subject of the preceding
pericope ('Ir^crov  Xpwrrot) , v . 1) .

97. A s is evident in th e Gnosti c literatur e itself, fo r example , the Gospel  o f Philip,
62, and i s implicit throughout Irenaeus' s own discussion . See , for example, Adv. Haer.
Ill, 16 , 6.

98. Tha t th e nam e Jesus Chris t coul d perfor m a  simila r anti-separationis t func -
tion i s evident in the modifications of Matthew 2: 1 atteste d elsewher e in the tradition .
In severa l late manuscript s the statement tha t "Jesus was born i n Bethlehem" has been
changed t o "Jesus Chris t wa s born i n Bethlehem. "

99. I t is scarcely mentioned, fo r example , by Fitzmyer, Gospel According t o Luke,
I. 351, and Marshall , Commentary  o n Luke,  71. Se e Metzger, Textual  Commentary,
129-30.

100. So , for example , Westcot t an d Hort , Th e Ne w Testament  i n th e Original
Greek, II . Appendix , 52 ; Marshall , Commentary  o n Luke,  71 ; Metzger , Textual
Commentary, 129-30 .

101. Brown , Birth o f th e Messiah,  291.
102. Similarly , Tertullian mocke d th e Valentinia n Christ, "whos e positio n mus t

be decide d b y prepositions ; i n othe r words , [Christ ] wa s produce d b y means  o f a
virgin, rathe r tha n o f a  virgin ! On th e groun d that , havin g descended int o th e virgi n
rather i n th e manne r o f a  passag e throug h he r tha n o f a  birt h b y her, h e cam e int o
existence through  her , not o f her—not experiencing a  mother i n her, but nothing mor e
than a  way" (Adv.  Val.  27).

103. Tha t th e corruptio n ma y als o reflec t th e orthodox controvers y wit h a  do -
cetic Christology ma y b e suggested b y the quotatio n o f the longe r for m of the tex t by
Tertullian in an attempt t o demonstrate t o Marcion tha t Chris t entered int o th e worl d
by bein g born, no t a s a  full-grown adult (Adv.  Marc.  IV , 7).

104. W e do wel l to recal l tha t Gnostic s wer e notorious amon g th e orthodox fo r
overlooking the "straightforward " meanin g of the words o f the biblica l text (straight-
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forward, tha t is , to th e orthodox) . Amon g other things , thi s mean s tha t eve n were a
scribe t o mak e suc h a  corruptio n i n ligh t o f th e heretica l position , th e Gnostic s (a t
least accordin g t o th e heresiologists ) woul d hav e remaine d undisturbed , because fo r
them th e words o f the text wer e ultimately unimportant on the literal level. We shoul d
not b e taken aback , then , t o find that amon g th e witnesses to th e longe r tex t o f Luke
1:35 i s Valentinus himself , if we ca n trus t tha t Hippolytu s faithfull y reproduce d hi s
source i n Ref 6:30 . Give n what we know abou t th e Gnostic appropriation o f the Ne w
Testament text , w e ca n assum e tha t Valentinu s simpl y use d whateve r manuscript s
were availabl e to hi m in the churches .

105. Se e the groups name d i n note 5 .
106. John' s Gospe l doe s no t describ e th e scen e itself , bu t simpl y th e Baptist' s

recollection o f what h e saw (1:32-34) .
107. Her e I  d o no t g o int o th e ful l histor y o f interpretatio n o f th e Spiri t a s a

dove a t Jesus' baptism. Amon g the many studies, se e especially W. Telfer, "The For m
of a  Dove," and Leande r Keck , "The Spiri t and th e Dove."

108. Fo r a  briefe r discussio n of thi s problem, se e my article "The Tex t o f Mar k
in th e Hand s o f the Orthodox."

109. A  gauge o f thi s consensus : th e varian t reading is neither cited i n UBSGNT3

nor discusse d i n Metzger's Textual  Commentary.
110. Th e additio n o f (ca t IABVOV  i n X (W) 33 O L bo mss al i s a clear harmonizatio n

to John 1:33 , and i s of no concer n here .
111. Tha t the y di d s o independentl y o f on e anothe r ha s bee n plausibl y argued ,

for example , b y Allison and Davies , Gospel  According  t o Saint  Matthew,  I , 334; bu t
this i s a n issu e relevan t mor e t o discussion s o f Synopti c relationship s tha n t o m y
textual concerns .

112. Th e readin g i s readily datable t o th e secon d centur y i n view of it s diverse
and widesprea d attestation . No t onl y i s it foun d i n the bulk of surviving Greek manu-
scripts, i t is also the readin g of the fourth-centur y codex Sinaiticus , of the early Syriac,
and o f almos t al l the Lati n evidence.

113. Se e further th e discussio n o f Bauer, Das Leben  Jesu, 118—19.
114. Manuscript s C , E, and severa l others. Th e change in codex Beza e to eis can

only b e see n a s a  harmonizatio n t o Mar k (ther e is scan t trac e o f an y adoptionisti c
corruptions i n Bezae otherwise). Interestingly , Irenaeus uses the Matthean tex t specif -
ically to show tha t "Chris t did not a t that tim e descend upo n Jesus , neither was Chris t
one and Jesus another " (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 9 , 3).

115. S o BAGD, 905 ; se e also W. D . Davies , Jewish an d Pauline  Studies, p . 378 ,
n. 60 .

116. SeeLSJadloc.
117. Adv.  Haer.  I , 14 , 6 . Tha t the y understoo d th e Spiri t t o hav e actuall y as-

sumed the for m o f a  dove i s suggested i n I , 15 , 3 .
118. Followin g ancien t method s o f calculating the numerica l significance o f word s

and names , premise d o n th e us e of the alphabe t fo r numeral s in Greek. Thu s i n irep-
lorepd, the IT  i s worth eighty , the e  five, and so forth . See Bruce Metzger, Manuscripts
of th e Greek  Bible:  An Introduction  t o Palaeography,  7—9 .

119. Irenaeus' s scor n notwithstanding , w e would be ill-advised to see in this kind
of exegesi s anythin g but a  serious attemp t a t doing theology . Se e the similar argument
of Ps-Tertullian , Adv. Omn.  Haer. 5 , in reliance upon Irenaeus.

120. Irenaeu s doe s mentio n othe r group s tha t spea k explicitl y of th e dov e de -
scending upo n Jesus , wherea s hi s position i s tha t i t wa s th e Spiri t that cam e t o hi m
"as a  dove." Contrast Adv.  Haer.  I , 7, 2 with HI , 17, 1.
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121. Manuscript s M  P  and a  numbe r o f Byzantin e witnesses in Mark ; A  ® ¥
f1'13 an d th e entir e Byzantine tradition i n Luke.

122. Fo r th e orthodox , thi s vers e also  proved a n importan t weapo n i n the dis -
pute wit h Patripassianists , becaus e i t appear s t o differentiat e s o clearl y between th e
Son and th e Father who ha d forsake n him. So Tertullian, Adv.  Prax.  25, 27 .

123. Epiphanius , Pan. 26, 13 , 2.
124. Gospel  o f Philip  68. The translation i s by Wesley W. Isenberg, in Robinson ,

The Na g Hammadi  Library  i n English,  2nd edition , 141 ; i n the 3rd edition , Isenber g
renders th e fina l clause "fo r h e had departe d fro m tha t place, " a  chang e i n nuance ,
but equall y applicable to thi s discussion .

125. Althoug h som e scholar s hav e argue d tha t th e narratio n o f thi s Gospe l i n
fact antedate s canonica l Mar k (fo r example, Joh n Domini c Crossan , Th e Cross  that
Spoke: Th e Origins  o f th e Passion  Narrative),  th e balanc e o f evidenc e suggest s a
second-century provenance . Se e especially Raymon d Brown , "Th e Gospel  o f Peter
and Canonica l Authority." Othe r recen t discussion s can be found in Helmut Koester ,
Ancient Christian  Gospels:  Their  History  an d Development,  216—40 , an d Christia n
Maurer an d Wilhel m Schneemelcher , in Hennecke-Schneemelcher , Neutestamentliche
Apocryphen I . 180-88.

126. Eusebius , Hist.  Eccl.  VI , 12 . Ther e ar e othe r indication s o f a  heretica l
Christology i n th e fragment s o f th e Gospel  o f Peter  tha t ar e extant . I t claims , fo r
example, tha t Jesus wa s silen t on th e cross "a s i f he fel t n o pain," a statemen t some -
times understoo d a s docetic . Fo r a  discussio n o f th e relevan t text s fro m a  differen t
perspective, see Jerry McCant, "Th e Gospe l of Peter: Docetism Reconsidered." McCant' s
major objectiv e is to sho w tha t th e Gospel  o f Peter  can be understood withou t assum-
ing a  separationis t Christolog y becaus e it mentions neithe r a distinction betwee n "Je -
sus" an d "Christ " (name s that d o no t eve n occur i n the fragmen t tha t survives ) nor
Jesus' baptism . Regrettably , McCant confuse s phantasmal Christologies (whic h I have
argued are properly labeled docetic) with separationist (whic h he terms "Cerinthian").
A mor e significan t weaknes s i n McCant' s position , i n m y judgment , is evident when
he admit s that h e does no t se e (given hi s construal) what Serapio n might have found
objectionable i n th e survivin g fragment. The puzzle , however, i s readily solved when
the tex t i s read throug h th e lense s provided b y th e polemica l concerns o f Serapion' s
day, rathe r tha n simpl y i n ligh t o f th e Synoptic s and th e Ol d Testamen t (McCant' s
own approac h t o construin g th e text) . W e kno w tha t Serapio n foun d th e documen t
objectionable fo r it s heretica l Christology an d tha t Gnosti c group s wer e maligned by
orthodox leader s fo r thei r separationist views . Ye t more significantly , w e kno w tha t
the "cr y o f dereliction " figure d prominentl y i n thi s controversy . Thus , becaus e th e
Gospel o f Peter  make s considerabl e sens e whe n rea d i n ligh t o f a  Cerinthia n Chris -
tology, th e traditiona l construal o f it s text retain s its heuristic force.

127. Vo n Harnack , "Problem e im Texte der Leidengeschichte Jesu."
128. Fo r a  briefe r discussio n of th e variant , see my article , "Th e Tex t o f Mar k

in the Hands o f the Orthodox."
129. A  numbe r o f scholar s hav e argue d tha t th e chang e i n th e Wester n tex t

actually represent s a  misunderstandin g of th e Hebre w wor d aaflaxOavi,  b y a  scrib e
who mistoo k i t a s a  transliteratio n of '3riD2?t , "revile. " Se e M. -J . Lagrange, Evangile
selon Saint  Marc,  9t h ed . (Paris : J . Gabalda , 1966 ) 43 3 an d th e literatur e cite d
there. Sinc e Mark i s th e on e wh o actuall y quotes th e Aramai c text , however , i t i s
unlikely that such a misunderstanding can be assigned to him (h e knew which word he
quoted).

130. Namely , tha t scribe s coul d no t abid e the notio n o f Go d "mocking " Jesus.
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In fact , th e notio n i s not s o difficul t t o construe , give n the dominan t influenc e o f th e
Suffering Servan t song s o f 2  Isaia h on th e developin g notion s o f atonement .

131. A t least Irenaeus did, the onl y one who bothere d t o mentio n the fac t (Adv.
Haer. Ill , 11,7) .

132. Alon g with th e corrector o f the eleventh-century manuscript 424.
133. Se e Zuntz, Text  o f th e Epistles  69 , " . .  .  173 9 represents a  manuscrip t

comparable, i n age and quality , to p46." See his discussion on pp. 69-84, 153-56 .
134. Jn . Com. 1.35; 28.18; 32.28.
135. Includin g Eusebius , Ambrosiaster , Ambrose , Theodor e o f Mopsuestia ,

Theodoret, Vigilius, Fulgentius, Anastasius-Abbot, Ps-Oecumenius , and Theophylact .
136. Se e the discussion o n "intentionality " in Chapter 1 , pp. 28-31 .
137. See , for example , F . F . Bruce , The  Epistle  t o th e Hebrews,  32 , n . 1 5 an d

the literatur e h e cites there .
138. "Whe n Jesus was Apart fro m God : A n Examination of Hebrews 2:9," 339.
139. Se e especially vo n Harnack , "Zwe i alt e dogmatisch e Korrekture n i m He -

bra'erbrief."
140. Alluding , perhaps, t o a  traditio n no t recorde d i n the canonica l Gospe l tra-

ditions. See the discussio n o f Harol d W . Attridge , Th e Epistle  t o th e Hebrews,  148—
52. The text does indicat e tha t h e was "heard" because o f his piety, but thi s does no t
mean tha t Go d intervene d on hi s behalf . I t mean s tha t God , th e one "who was abl e
to save him from death, " did so by raising him fro m th e dead afte r h e had experience d
his huma n passion . Misconstruin g th e sense , vo n Harnac k foun d a n incompatibilit y
between Hebrew s 2: 9 an d 5:7 , leading t o hi s famou s emendatio n o f th e latte r i n
which h e supplie d th e negativ e OVK,  s o tha t Jesu s "wa s not heard . .  .  . " Se e von
Harnack "Zwe i alte n dogmatisch e Korrekturen. "

141. Accordin g t o 13:12 , Jesus died "outsid e the gate," a statement often under -
stood a s a  historical recollectio n o f the plac e of Jesus' crucifixion . I t i s perhaps better ,
given the other emphase s o f Hebrews, t o interpre t it symbolically as referring to Jesus'
death i n the real m of shame and reproach , beyon d the purview of God's special favor ,
outside th e city that stand s unde r God's protection .

142. Th e passag e i s based, o f course , o n a  christologica l interpretation o f Psalm
2. Fo r a  mor e detaile d exposition , se e Attridge, Epistle  t o th e Hebrews,  69—102 .

143. A s Elliot t ha s pointe d out , this theolog y o f Christ' s passio n appear s t o b e
rooted i n Ol d Testamen t notion s o f deat h a s representin g a forc e tha t i s opposed t o
God, o r a n entit y remove d fro m God : "I n deat h ther e is no remembranc e of you" (P s
6:5). I t i s at leas t conceivable that th e autho r ha s Psal m 22 specificall y i n mind: "M y
God, m y God, wh y have you forsake n me?" I t should no t be overlooked tha t h e doe s
cite th e Psal m explicitly in the immediat e context (v . 12).

144. Text  o f th e Epistles,  43-45 .
145. O n th e hymni c character o f th e passage , se e Attridge , Epistle  t o th e He -

brews, 41, an d th e literature he cites there .
146. O n anothe r variant , see p. 96 .
147. I t wil l b e noted tha t p46, along with code x Beza e and 365, attests th e alter-

native for m o f the reflexive , Si ' avrov  rathe r tha n 81 ' eavrov,  which i s thus not t o b e
construed a s the persona l pronou n (amov).  Zuntz , Text  o f th e Epistles,  43—45 .

148. S o Zuntz, Text  o f th e Epistles, 44 , with referenc e to Polybius and Epictetus ,
noting a  particularly ap t paralle l in Polybius's description o f Hieron, kin g of Syracuse
(VII. 8.2) : K<xi  H.-T)V  OV K aTroKrsivas, o v (frvyaSevo-as,  o v Auirrjcra s ovdsva  T&V  TTO\-
IT&V, 81 ' avrov  ySacriAevs KarecrrT ) T&V  'JLvpotKOcriiav.

149. Depending , tha t is , on whic h for m o f the reflexiv e the y read .
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150. Indeed , ther e i s some evidenc e to sugges t tha t prio r t o Irenaeu s i t wa s th e
Gnostics mor e tha n th e proto-orthodo x wh o claime d Pau l a s thei r ow n apostle . Se e
especially Pagels , The Gnostic  Paul,  1-13 .

151. A s happens in X A C F G L  ̂33 8 1 OL copbo.
152. Again , I stress tha t rhetorica l effectiveness i s not th e issue ; a  Gnosti c coul d

well conside r thi s materia l world th e plac e "o f th e dead," so tha t Christ' s exaltatio n
could b e described a s a  resurrection fro m th e dead . Se e further, not e 104 .

153. Thi s tendenc y cannot b e used t o argu e for th e originality of "Jesus Christ"
in Roman s 8:34 becaus e of th e specifi c gramma r of th e verse ; if "Christ" were found
alone in the tex t there , i t could be taken to mea n precisely that h e did no t di e (see the
discussion o n pp . 151—52) . Amon g other things , this simpl y confirm s that th e ortho -
dox scribe s did not tak e any kind of rigid or mechanica l approach t o modifyin g thei r
texts, so tha t eac h instance needs to b e decided o n th e basi s of its own merits .

154. Othe r witnesse s read "th e bloo d o f his son" (124 3 an d on e Vg manuscript)
or "th e bloo d o f Jesus Christ" (i.e. , omit "hi s Son" ; p c Cass) .

155. Th e reading is not mentione d in UBSGNT3 or Metzger' s Textual  Commen-
tary.

156. G  039 12 4 230 26 2 syr c al. The Syria c repeats "Behold " before each title.
157. Th e varian t was evidentl y unknown to Irenaeus , who speak s o f the tex t i n

reference t o Christ , withou t howeve r citin g an y expresse d subjec t ("Fro m tha t tim e
he began .  .  ." ; so too X c 892 pc). He cites th e text, then , precisel y in order t o show
what th e varian t make s mor e certain , tha t "Christ " i s th e on e wh o suffere d (Adv.
Haer. Ill , 18 , 4).

158. Rarel y in Luke, but i n both Gree k and Lati n manuscripts (X 131 g2 1); more
frequently i n Mark ( W X A ® f13 33 56 5 70 0 89 2 co p got h ar m et h ge o al).

159. Her e I  might emphasiz e tha t b y the second century , proto-orthodox Chris -
tians could spea k o f "Christ's" passion almos t b y theological instinct , so that ther e is
no nee d t o posi t an y specia l "intentionality " abou t thes e changes . Thi s orthodo x re-
flex in itself , however, shoul d giv e us pause, a s i t attests th e importanc e o f th e proto-
orthodox emphasi s o n Christ' s rea l passion . Certainl y thos e disincline d to stres s (o r
even affirm ) thi s passion woul d no t b e expected t o creat e textua l modifications of this
kind. Fo r thi s reason , wher e suc h change s d o occur , a s sligh t an d natura l a s the y
might appear , the y can wel l be classified a s orthodox corruptions .

160. Tertullian , de resur.  44, referrin g to thi s text, speaks o f the "death of Jesus
Christ," i n orde r t o sho w tha t Chris t ha d rea l fles h lik e th e res t o f humanity . The
same form o f the tex t occur s i n Dc pc. Othe r modification s speak o f the "deat h of the
Lord Jesus Christ. "

161. A s migh t b e imagined , th e Institutio n narrativ e prove d importan t t o th e
orthodox oppositio n t o docetist s a s well . See Tertullian's sardoni c treatmen t i n Adv.
Marc. IV , 40. O n a  significan t corruptio n o f th e Luka n account, se e the discussio n in
Chapter 4 , pp. 198-209.

162. Se e note 159 . Example s o f thi s kin d o f corruptio n coul d easil y b e multi-
plied. On e o f particula r interes t i s Galatians 6:17 , wher e Pau l speaks o f bearin g th e
"stigmata o f Jesus" i n hi s body . A s migh t b e expected , som e scribe s hav e modifie d
the tex t t o spea k o f the "stigmata o f Christ" (P  ̂81 365 117 5 2464 pc) or of "th e
stigmata o f ou r Lor d Jesus Christ " ( X D* F  G it).

163. An d perhaps i n 4:1 wit h codex Sinaiticu s alone.
164. Compare , fo r example , th e Valentinia n notion tha t Jesus ' apparen t suffer -

ings on eart h wer e allegorical reflections of the catastrophic passion s o f Sophia within
the Plerom a (Irenaeus , Adv. Haer.  I,  8, 2).
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165. The  orthodo x emphasi s on  the  resurrectio n of  Jesus , of  course , relate s to
broader soteriologica l issue s in the Gnosti c controversies . A s we have seen, th e Gnos -
tics claime d tha t deliveranc e was t o com e from  th e body , th e materia l par t o f th e
human tha t imprison s th e spirit . Naturall y the y woul d no t stres s tha t Christ' s ow n
body was raised immortal . The orthodox urged jus t to the contrary tha t salvation was
of th e body , tha t th e Go d who ha d create d th e bod y would als o redee m it . For them ,
Christ's raise d bod y wa s th e firs t fruit s o f th e resurrectio n o f al l people , a  bodil y
resurrection anticipatin g th e physica l redemptio n o f th e world . I n Irenaeus' s words ,
"The Lor d observed th e law of the dead, tha t he might become the first-begotten from
the dead , an d tarrie d unti l the thir d da y 'i n th e lowe r part s o f the earth' ; the n after -
wards risin g in the flesh, so that h e even showed th e print of the nail s to hi s disciples,
he thus ascende d t o th e Father" (V, 31, 2) .

166. O n th e conflic t betwee n th e orthodo x an d Gnosti c view s o f th e resurrec -
tion, se e Pagels , "Gnosti c an d Orthodo x View s of Christ' s Passion. " Compar e als o
the discussio n o f docetic interpretation s o f the resurrectio n i n Chapter 4 .

167. A s has alread y been seen wit h respec t t o Roman s 8:34 . Se e pp. 151—52 .
168. Tha t th e simila r expressio n i n Act s 2:3 2 wa s no t similarl y change d i n th e

tradition (s o fa r a s w e know ) ma y b e du e t o th e lac k o f ambiguit y in th e context ;
verse 31 speaks o f th e "resurrectio n o f Christ" (Trspi  TJJ S araor<icrea>? TOV Xpiarot)),
which i s picked up by the demonstrative of verse 32, "This  Jesus , God raised" (rovrov
TOV 'lr)o~ovv  avecrrqcrsv  6  0eos).

169. Wit h a n inversio n o f word s i n code x Vaticanu s that i s immateria l for th e
present consideration : TO V Kvpiov TTJCTO V rf) s afaaracreeos .

170. P  * 049 956 0142 8 8 copsa syr h gig Byz al.
171. Surel y som e o f th e late r scribe s adde d a  referenc e t o Xpwrro ? t o th e tex t

because i t seeme d natura l t o d o so . A s I  hav e argue d before , however , th e chang e
would hav e seeme d "natural " only  becaus e b y th e tim e thes e scribe s ha d begu n t o
engage i n thei r labors , t o tal k o f th e resurrectio n o f "Jesu s Christ " wa s les s excep -
tional than t o spea k simpl y of the resurrectio n o f Jesus. This i s one o f the legacie s the
early proto-orthodox Christian s bestowed upo n thei r posterity . I t was, nonetheless , a
legacy acquire d through lon g an d har d battle s wit h groups o f Gnostic Christian s who
could admi t th e exaltatio n o f Chris t an d th e resurrectio n o f Jesus , bu t scarcel y th e
resurrection o f Jesus Chris t (a t leas t a s understood b y the orthodox) .

172. Joe l Marcu s ha s pointe d ou t t o m e tha t th e chang e i s provided a n addi -
tional kin d o f plausibilit y b y th e descriptio n i n Psal m 2  o f th e Davidi c king a s th e
Lord's "anointed " (X/DWTTO?) .

173. O r s o Irenaeus thought (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 16 , 9) . One ca n see from th e con -
text o f his arguments tha t hi s opponents di d no t agree .

174. S o UBSGNT 3. I n thi s th e Valentinian s agree with X * A B C D  8 1 173 9 a l
against S C K P ^ 3 3 8 8 1 8 1 2495 Byz al.

175. A s was seen , fo r example , with respec t t o Matthe w 1:18 , pp . 137—38 . For
other aspect s o f thei r interpretation of the verse , see Pagels, The Gnostic  Paul,  34 .

176. I t i s t o b e note d tha t Hippolytu s use d thi s corrupte d for m t o sho w tha t
there i s a  distinctio n betwee n Go d th e Fathe r an d Go d th e Son , becaus e on e per -
formed th e ac t o f raisin g upo n th e othe r (Adv.  Noet.  4) ; Tertullia n use s th e mor e
common for m o f the tex t t o th e sam e end (Adv.  Prax.  28) , a s well a s t o sho w Mar -
cion tha t Christ , a s one wh o wa s raise d fro m th e dead , ha d a  rea l bod y (Adv.  Marc.
V, 14) .

177. Ther e i s nothin g (suc h a s homoeoteleuton ) t o sugges t a n accidenta l omis -
sion.
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178. Similarly , in the longe r ending of Mark, Jesus upbraids his disciples for no t
believing thos e wh o ha d acknowledge d tha t "h e ha d bee n raised. " A  corruption o f
this secondary ending entered the tradition rather early (as evidenced by its attestation
in suc h witnesse s a s A  C * A  f 1-13 3 3 56 5 89 2 1241) . Her e Jesu s i s acknowledge d
again as having "been raise d fro m th e dead."

179. Contra  Metzger , Textual  Commentary,  71-72 .
180. K  B  D L  33 a  au r b  c  d e  f  if 1-2 g1 b 1  n vg syrP al ms.
181. Again , the language of "intention" is used advisedly; see especially my com-

ments i n not e 15 9 concernin g th e "natural " tendencie s o f proto-orrhodox scribe s t o
emphasize their Christology i n texts tha t spea k o f "Christ's" death. Mutatis  mutandi,
the sam e can b e said o f corruptions tha t refe r t o hi s resurrection.

182. Orthodo x corruption s tha t emphasiz e the notio n o f Christ' s parousi a wil l
be deal t wit h i n th e followin g chapter , a s thes e appea r t o emphasiz e mor e hi s rea l
contact wit h the real m of fles h an d bloo d tha n hi s unity within himself.

183. Manuscript s B  L W ®  f 1 33 56 5 syr h cop bo arm et h ge o al . To b e sure, th e
change reflects a harmonization with the parallel account in Luke. But here, as always,
one mus t as k wha t drov e scribes to creat e th e harmonization . We cannot simpl y as-
sume tha t i t was a  harmonizatio n for harmonization' s sake . Th e widesprea d attesta -
tion o f th e corruptio n demonstrate s tha t i t originate d i n th e perio d o f ou r concern .
Moreover, w e know tha t proto-orthodox Christians of this period acknowledge d Mark
as the Gospel o f choice amon g those who differentiate d between  Jesus and the Christ .
Given th e serviceabilit y of th e harmonize d tex t i n attackin g separationis t Christolo -
gies, on e mus t consider i t a t leas t plausible that th e tex t wa s change d i n ligh t o f this
historical context . O f som e interes t her e i s th e fac t tha t i n som e o f th e corrupte d
witnesses, including the earlies t among the Alexandrians (MS C), the change does no t
bring th e tex t int o harmon y wit h it s Luka n counterpar t bu t emphasize s ye t mor e
strongly the orthodox point , tha t Jesus "was the Chris t himself " (TOV  Xpioroj' avrov
elvai). I t appears tha t th e chang e can b e attributed t o th e theologica l propensitie s of
scribes.

184. avros  SO-TLV  TTJCTOV S 6 Xpicrnk; X 2 C  [D ] W By z OL syr h cop sa ms- bo al .
185. Trio~Tsv(t)  TO V viov TO V deov eivai  TO V 'Ir/crovv XpioToc ; atteste d wit h nu -

merous variations in 88 C 630 94 5 173 9 1877 c 1 (m) r  gig syrh ar m ge o an d father s a s
early a s Irenaeus and Tertullian .

186. I f the varian t were a n assimilatio n to Mar k 15:39 , on e woul d expec t th e
adverb to b e interpolated befor e the pronoun, rathe r tha n afte r th e verb.

187. I  should observ e tha t a  simila r addition o f th e articl e occurs i n th e eighth
century Alexandria n manuscrip t L of John 1:1 , so tha t th e tex t no w read s 6  0e6? TJV
6 Xoyos—makin g it clear that th e Word actuall y was Go d himsel f (no t simply divine).
I am somewhat reluctan t to exclude this singular reading from consideratio n here , but
am nonetheles s under the distinc t impression that i t derives from th e late r Aria n con-
troversies. A t th e sam e time , i t i s wort h pointin g out tha t Orige n alread y use d th e
absence of the articl e i n John 1: 1 to demonstrat e Christ' s subordinatio n t o Go d (/« .
Com 2.2.17-18).

188. Se e p. 154.
189. MS S D  F  G  al , including , interestingly, Irenaeus i n a  polemica l contex t

(Adv. Haer.  V , 13 , 4) .
190. Th e Theological  Tendency  o f Codex  Bezae,  61-63 , i n partia l relianc e o n

P. H. Menoud , "Th e Western Text an d th e Theology o f Acts."
191. A s can b e seen in the example s I cite below .
192. Moreover , eve n if a social context fo r this polemic can be located, one must
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still wonder whethe r th e titl e "our Lord Jesus Christ" actuall y suggests a moxe strongly
anti-Jewish positio n tha n an y other strin g of appellations .

193. Tha t is , rov 'Irjcro v become s rov Kvpiov  'iTjcroO .
194. vi e Aaui S becomes Kvpi-s  vi s Aaui 8 in manuscripts N f 13 892 C.
195. Wher e paft/Sowi  become s Kvpis  papfiowi,  D  OL.
196. 8 e becomes 8 s 6  Kvptos in syr c.
197. Wher e Kvpie,  eXeTjcr w / THJM<;, vio<;  Aavt8 become s Kvpie,  eXeT/cro f i^/xas ,

'Iria-ov vie  AaviS in L  892 cop bo sa mss pc .
198. Se e note 162.
199. D E 614 945 1739 1891 r (p) syr al.
200. C 61 90 181 322 323 326 464 pc.
201. Se e Chapter 1 , pp. 17-22 , especially pp . 18-19 .
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Anti-Docetic Corruptions  of  Scripture

Introduction: Docetic Christologies in Early Christianity
Although adoptionis m coul d rightl y claim th e oldes t pedigre e amon g chris -
tological heresies , th e representative s o f docetism prove d fa r more pestiferous
for th e second - an d third-centur y defender s of orthodoxy. l A s we have seen,
the ter m docetis m derive s fro m th e Greek SOKELV,  meanin g "to seem " or "t o
appear," and i s normally used to designat e Christologies tha t den y the reality
of Christ' s fleshly existence. Accordin g to thes e views, Christ onl y "seemed"
or "appeared " t o b e human an d t o experienc e suffering. 2 I n a  genera l way ,
of course , th e separationis t Christologie s w e have already examined could b e
said t o fi t this description sinc e they claimed tha t th e divin e Christ, contrar y
to appearances , departe d fro m Jesu s prio r t o hi s crucifixion . Ther e ha s con -
sequently been no shortage o f scholars who hav e chosen t o labe l this Gnosti c
view docetic.3 For our purposes , however , i t is better t o maintai n the distinc-
tion, sometime s drawn b y the orthodox polemicist s themselves, between sep-
arationist Christologies , whic h sa w Jesus an d th e Chris t a s distinc t entities ,
and docetism , which argue d tha t th e on e (indivisible ) Jesus Chris t wa s com -
pletely an d absolutel y divine, and fo r tha t reaso n no t a  rea l flesh and bloo d
human being. 4 Accordin g t o thi s view , Jesus Chris t wa s a  phantom , huma n
in appearanc e only .

Docetism wa s no t th e vie w of one particula r socia l group, bu t a  christo-
logical tendenc y that characterize d severa l groups, som e of the m unrelated. 5

As alread y seen, th e tendenc y wa s i n evidenc e among som e member s of th e
Johannine community , th e secessionist s denounce d b y th e autho r o f 1  John
near th e en d o f th e firs t century. 6 Severa l decades later , th e churc h o f Rom e
expelled Marcio n o f Pontu s fro m thei r fellowship , i n par t fo r advancin g a
similar view . There i s n o trac e o f a  historica l connectio n betwee n Marcio n
and the opponents o f 1 John. I n the intervening years, between the aspersions
of th e Johannine secessionists an d th e castigatio n o f Marcion , stand s th e shar p
polemic o f Ignatius , directe d i n n o smal l measur e agains t heretic s o f Asi a
Minor wh o maintaine d tha t Chris t onl y "appeared " t o b e a  huma n an d t o
suffer. Th e latte r grou p ma y wel l have been connected wit h certai n Gnostic s
denounced b y Irenaeus some sevent y years later , heretics  whos e Christolog y
moved alon g docetic rathe r tha n separationis t lines .

181
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Examining thes e variou s expression s o f docetis m wil l enabl e u s t o un -
cover thei r commo n characteristics , a t leas t a s thes e wer e perceive d b y th e
orthodox polemicists . A s we shal l see , th e debate s tha t ensue d playe d a  sig-
nificant rol e i n th e transcriptio n o f Scripture , a s scribe s altere d thei r sacre d
texts i n order t o highligh t the proto-orthodo x belie f tha t Jesus Chris t wa s a
flesh and bloo d human being who she d real blood an d experienced rea l deat h
for th e salvatio n of the world .

Docetism among  the  Johannine Secessionists  and the  Opponents
of Ignatius

I hav e alread y discussed th e Johannin e secessionist s a t som e lengt h an d d o
not nee d t o repea t m y analysis here.7 In seeking to understan d th e secession -
ists' Christology , however , i t ma y prove usefu l t o reflec t o n th e sociohistori -
cal factor s tha t influence d it s genesis . Th e matte r i s complex, an d her e I  can
do no more tha n sketc h th e views that hav e come to constitute a  fai r consen -
sus among Johannine scholars. 8

Whether o r not th e Fourth Gospe l i s itself "naivel y docetic"—the contro-
versial clai m o f Erns t Kasemann—ther e i s no rea l doub t tha t i t preserve s a n
understanding o f Jesus tha t i s distinctive amon g th e canonica l Gospel s an d
that thi s understandin g elevates his divine character.9 Furthermore , ther e ar e
reasons fo r thinking that thi s heightened Christolog y was linked to particula r
historical an d socia l condition s o f th e Johannine community , tha t is , tha t i t
was no t a  purel y theologica l developmen t (i f such a  thin g indee d coul d b e
imagined). More specifically , i t appears tha t th e Johannine community origi-
nally comprise d a  grou p o f Jews wh o worshippe d in a loca l synagogue , even
after havin g com e t o believ e in Jesu s a s th e Messiah . A t som e poin t i n it s
history, prio r t o th e pennin g o f th e Fourt h Gospel , th e group' s ne w se t of
beliefs create d frictio n wit h nonbeliever s among th e Jews. Th e resultin g ten -
sions eventuated i n a permanent estrangement : thos e who believe d that Jesus
was th e Chris t wer e "cas t ou t o f th e synagogue " (aTrocTwd-yo/yo? , John 9:22) .
More o r les s i n exile , thes e estrange d Christian s forme d thei r ow n insula r
community. A s a  consequence , thei r theologica l view s develope d withi n a
context o f rejectio n an d exclusion . On e resul t wa s a  Christolog y tha t ac -
counted fo r th e repudiatio n o f th e Christia n messag e b y Jew s outsid e th e
group. Wh y had "th e Jews " not accepte d th e messag e of Jesus? In the think-
ing o f th e estrange d party , i t wa s because  thos e wh o wer e accustome d t o
darkness could not se e the light ; those wh o belonge d t o this  world coul d no t
recognize the one who cam e fro m th e world above , the world o f God. A s the
Christology o f th e communit y developed , Jesu s cam e t o b e portraye d no t
simply a s a  Jewish rabbi , o r a s the Jewish Messiah , o r eve n as the Savio r of
the world . T o b e sure , he wa s al l these things , bu t h e was als o muc h more .
He was the one who cam e from God , th e very Word o f God made flesh, who
always existed wit h God an d was equal with him (e.g. , 1:1—14 ; 8:58; 10:30 ;
20:28), who ha d com e to cal l hi s own ou t o f this world by revealing to the m
the trut h o f Go d tha t coul d se t them fre e (e.g. , 8:31-32 ; 14:1-11) . A t th e
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same time , the identit y of this one sent fro m Go d was not publi c knowledge ;
only thos e wh o ha d experience d a  birt h fro m th e worl d abov e coul d recog -
nize him an d th e trut h o f his message , an d thereb y receiv e the salvatio n tha t
he had brough t (cf . 3:3, 5) .

The christologica l notion s embodie d i n th e Gospe l o f John, then , devel -
oped ove r a  period o f tim e an d represen t reflection s inspire d by the interna l
struggles o f a n ostracize d Christia n community . Moreover , neithe r th e com -
munity's histor y no r it s theologica l reflection s came t o a  standstil l wit h th e
completion o f the Gospel. To the contrary, a s Raymond Brown, in particular,
has shown , i t wa s precisel y suc h view s a s ar e encapsulate d i n th e Fourt h
Gospel tha t le d t o th e secessio n fro m th e communit y tha t w e hav e alread y
discussed.10 Som e member s o f th e grou p too k th e community' s hig h Chris -
tology t o a n extrem e deeme d inappropriat e b y others . An d so , sometim e prio r
to the writing of 1  John, th e community again split over christological issues,
with th e "extremists" (i n the vie w of the autho r o f 1  John) leaving the com -
munity t o for m a  grou p o f thei r ow n (2:18-19) . I n th e precedin g chapte r I
argued tha t th e Christolog y o f thes e secessionist s wa s i n fac t docetic, 11 tha t
they claime d tha t Jesus,  th e Savio r fro m above , wa s s o muc h th e equa l o f
God tha t h e coul d no t hav e been manifes t i n th e flesh i n an y rea l sens e (h e
only "appeared" to be fleshly) and that , a s a consequence, he did not actually
shed bloo d (h e only "appeared " to suffer) . Agains t these secessionis t claims ,
the autho r o f 1  John argue d tha t Chris t reall y di d come in the flesh (4:2-3),
that h e coul d b e sensibl y perceived (1:1—4) , tha t h e she d bloo d (5:6) , an d
that i t wa s thi s she d bloo d alon e tha t effecte d a  righ t standin g befor e Go d
(1:7; 2:2 ; 4:10) .

As we have also seen , th e position embrace d b y this author, an d presum-
ably b y hi s communit y a s well , finds a  clos e paralle l i n th e writing s of Igna-
tius, particularl y in his opposition t o th e heretic s o f Smyrna and Tralles. 12 I t
is difficul t t o determin e the historica l relationshi p o f these tw o groups ; ther e
is simpl y n o wa y t o know , fo r instance , whethe r th e secessionist s fro m th e
Johannine communit y (i n Antioch ? in Ephesus? ) eithe r founde d o r encour -
aged th e heretica l movement s tha t Ignatiu s attacke d i n Asi a Mino r o n hi s
road t o martyrdom. Bu t given the remarkable similarities between the polem-
ics of 1  John an d Ignatius , similaritie s that extend beyon d basi c conceptuali -
zations t o th e terminolog y itself, 13 on e ca n b e reasonabl y certai n tha t i f the
groups unde r attac k wer e no t linke d sociall y o r historically , the y a t leas t
represented comparabl e ideologica l development s and evoked comparabl e re -
sponses fro m proto-orthodo x opponents.14

In sum , b y th e beginnin g o f th e secon d century , proto-orthodox Chris -
tians activel y engage d i n polemic s agains t doceti c type s o f Christology . Th e
orthodox view stressed tha t Jesu s Chris t reall y was a  man; that he really was
born an d reall y did suffer , she d blood , and die ; an d tha t thi s passion prove d
salvifically efficacious . Thi s emphasi s o n th e tru e humanit y and sufferin g o f
Jesus becam e th e hallmar k o f the orthodox oppositio n t o docetis m through -
out th e second an d thir d centuries. 15
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Docetism among  the  Gnostics

Although Ignatiu s does no t cal l hi s opponent s Gnostic , mos t scholar s hav e
concluded tha t thi s i s wha t the y were. 16 A s I  hav e indicated , docetism wa s
one of two majo r possibilitie s for Gnostic Christians who wanted to maintain
that Chris t brough t redemptio n int o th e worl d withou t himsel f actuall y be-
longing to it . B y the latte r par t o f the secon d century , proto-orthodox pole -
micists attacke d a  wid e rang e o f Gnostic s fo r espousin g such a  view , occa -
sionally recognizin g i t a s par t o f a  fa r mor e comple x christologica l pictur e
that include d separationist elements as well.17 Chie f amon g the "purely" do-
cetic culprit s tha t th e heresiologis t Irenaeu s name s i s non e othe r tha n th e
father o f al l heretics, Simo n Magus. Accordin g to Irenaeus , Simon claimed t o
be Go d himself , com e dow n t o brin g salvatio n t o th e world . H e ha d previ -
ously appeare d a s Jesus, even though thi s was nothing but a n "appearance" ;
as Jesu s h e ha d no t reall y bee n a  man , an d ha d appeare d t o suffe r eve n
though h e had no t reall y suffered (Adv.  Haer.  I , 23, 3) . For Irenaeus this was
only th e firs t o f several , genealogically related doceti c Christologies . Simon' s
disciple was Menander , whos e two mos t notorious followers , Saturninus and
Basilides, were also docetists . According to Saturninus , Jesus came to destro y
the Go d o f the Jews and t o liberat e the sparks of the divine from thei r bodily
prisons. H e was not actuall y born and did not actuall y have a body, bu t was
only mistakenl y supposed t o b e a  material , visible being (Adv.  Haer.  I , 24 ,
2). The Christolog y of Basilide s appears t o hav e been somewhat mor e devel-
oped. Accordin g to Irenaeus, 18 Basilides claimed that one of the divine aeons,
Nous (Mind) , als o calle d Christ , appeare d o n eart h a s a  ma n i n orde r t o
bring salvatio n from th e power s tha t create d th e world . Bu t this appearance
was a  pur e deception , whic h climaxe d a t th e scen e of Jesus' crucifixion . On
his path t o crucifixion , Christ effecte d a  remarkable and (t o Irenaeus's mind)
cruel transformation , assumin g the appearanc e o f Simo n of Cyrene , the beare r
of hi s cross, while transforming Simon into his own likeness . Simon was then
mistakenly crucifie d i n Christ' s stead , whil e Chris t stoo d aside , laughin g a t
those h e ha d deceived . A s a  result , fo r Basilides , confessin g "the crucifie d
man" i s a n error ; thos e wh o d o s o (e.g. , th e orthodox ) worshi p Simo n of
Cyrene rathe r tha n Christ , an d sho w themselve s still to b e slaves , under th e
power o f the creato r wh o forme d bodies (Adv.  Haer.  I , 24, 3) .

Whether o r no t the historical Basilides actually held to such a remarkable
view i s les s germane to ou r discussio n than th e undispute d fact tha t severa l
of th e orthodo x churc h father s believe d he did. 19 I t i s nonetheles s striking
that precisely such an ide a ( a peculiar twist on the concept of vicarious atone-
ment!) ha s no w turne d u p i n some of the literatur e uncovered at Na g Ham -
madi. The so-calle d Secon d Treatis e o f th e Grea t Set h als o portray s a  Jesus
who miraculousl y exchanges place s wit h Simo n o f Cyren e an d mock s hi s
opponents wh o thin k the y hav e crucifie d him. 20 Othe r Gnosti c document s
known t o the orthodox polemicists advance comparably docetic views. 21
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Marcion ofPontus

Particular infam y surround s th e best-know n representativ e o f doceticism ,
Marcion o f Pontus. 22 N o othe r hereti c evoke d suc h vitriol , or , interestingl y
enough, prove d s o instrumenta l fo r counterdevelopment s withi n ortho -
doxy.23 I t i s strikin g fo r ou r deliberation s tha t Marcion' s view s develope d
independently o f th e earlies t form o f docetis m o f which w e ar e aware—tha t
of th e Johannin e community—an d almos t certainl y under a  differen t se t of
social an d ideologica l precedents. 24 Marcion' s relatio n t o th e Gnosti c doce -
tists i s a more dispute d matter , t o whic h we wil l tur n in due course. 25

None o f Marcion' s ow n writing s ha s survived , bu t fro m th e orthodo x
attacks agains t him , particularl y thos e o f Tertullia n and , les s reliably , Epi-
phanius, some biographica l details can be reconstructed with varyin g degrees
of certainty. 26 Marcio n cam e fro m Sinop e i n Pontus , wher e hi s fathe r wa s
allegedly a n orthodo x bisho p o f th e church . H e himsel f mad e a  livin g a s a
commercial shipper , an d a s a  youn g ma n amasse d a  smal l fortune . At som e
point i n hi s adulthood h e lef t Sinope ; according t o th e patristi c sources , whic h
are difficul t t o trus t o n thi s point, i t was under duress : hi s father excommun -
icated hi m from th e church for propounding devian t teachings.27 After spend -
ing some tim e in Asia Minor, Marcio n cam e t o Rome , probabl y around th e
year 13 9 C.E . Here h e gaine d admissio n t o th e churc h an d donate d t o it s
work a  substantia l sum—some 200,000 sesterces. 28 Littl e is known o f Mar -
cion's activitie s in Rome , althoug h there i s good reaso n t o thin k tha t h e de-
voted mos t o f hi s tim e t o developin g his theologica l syste m an d establishing
its basi s i n tw o literar y projects , th e productio n o f hi s ow n work , th e An -
titheses (s o name d becaus e i t se t th e work s o f th e Ol d Testamen t Go d i n
opposition t o th e Go d o f Jesu s an d Paul ) an d th e expurgatio n o f wha t h e
considered t o be heretical Jewish interpolations in the sacred text of Scripture
(comprising, for him, a  version o f Luke and te n Pauline epistles). Around th e
year 14 4 C.E. , Marcion chos e t o mak e his theological syste m public, possibly
with a  vie w to swayin g the churc h a t large.  H e calle d a  counci l o f Roma n
presbyters t o hea r hi s case , th e firs t such counci l on record . Th e outcom e o f
the proceedings, however , was not a t al l what he had envisaged . The Roma n
presbyters rejecte d hi s views , returne d hi s contributio n t o thei r work , (th e
200,000 sesterces) and excommunicate d hi m fro m th e church .

From thi s time on w e los e trac k o f Marcion , althoug h ther e ar e reason s
for thinkin g tha t h e returne d t o Asi a Mino r t o begi n a  serie s o f missionary
campaigns. I t is known tha t withi n a  few short year s he had acquire d a  con -
siderable following . B y 15 6 C.E. , Justin coul d sa y tha t h e ha d alread y de -
ceived "man y peopl e o f ever y nation" (Apol.  I , 26) . Marcion' s missionar y
success ca n b e gauge d b y th e exten t o f hi s opposition ; ove r th e cours e o f
three centurie s hi s view s wer e attacke d throughou t th e Mediterranea n Eas t
and Wes t b y such notable s a s Hegessipus , Justin, Theophilu s o f Antioch , Ir -
enaeus, Clement o f Alexandria, Tertullian, Ephraem , Epiphanius , Theodoret,
and Ezni k de Kolb.29

As can b e inferred fro m m y brie f descriptio n o f Marcion's literary activ-
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ities, h e i s best understood no t a s a  philosopher bu t a s a  biblica l theologian,
specifically a s an interprete r of the Apostl e Paul. His theologica l system took
its cues fro m th e Paulin e epistles, especiall y Romans and Galatians , in which
he found a clear and emphati c contrast betwee n the Gospel of Christ and th e
Law o f th e Ol d Testament , a  contras t eviden t abov e al l i n Paul' s violen t
opposition to those wh o sough t to follo w the Law after havin g come to fait h
in Christ. 30 For Marcion , thes e basi c dichotomies betwee n La w and Gospel ,
Jewish Christianity and Pauline Christianity, required yet other, mor e serious ,
dichotomies. I f the La w o f th e Ol d Testamen t i s a hindranc e to salvatio n in
Christ, the n Chris t mus t have no relation t o the God who inspired that Law ;
moreover, becaus e the God wh o inspire d the Law is also the God who mad e
the world , Chris t mus t hav e no relatio n to th e Creator . I n short, ther e mus t
be two Gods . One is the God of the Jews, who created the world, chos e Israel
to b e hi s people , an d gav e the m hi s law . Th e othe r i s th e Go d o f Jesus ,
previously unknow n befor e his coming int o th e world . Thi s i s also th e Go d
whom Pau l knew an d preached , a  Go d wit h n o relatio n t o th e Go d o f th e
Old Testament , a  Stranger bot h t o the world an d to its Creator.

Because Chris t cam e fro m th e Stranger-God , h e mus t hav e had n o rea l
ties with th e world o f the Creator . Thi s means , fo r Marcion, tha t Chris t wa s
not reall y a fles h an d bloo d huma n being, else he would shar e in the materi -
ality o f th e Creator' s realm . Chris t wa s therefor e not born . H e descende d i n
the appearanc e o f a  full-grow n ma n durin g the reig n of the Emperor Tiberius 31

and ministere d among hi s disciple s befor e bein g crucifie d unde r Pontiu s Pi -
late. I t is difficult t o know wha t Marcio n actuall y thought about th e crucifix -
ion, althoug h th e cros s remaine d a central component o f his system. I t would
appear, though , tha t Chris t di d no t reall y suffe r i n th e sens e that othe r cru -
cified human s suffered , i n tha t h e di d no t posses s a  rea l bod y o f fles h an d
blood. Thi s a t leas t wa s th e orthodo x construa l o f Marcion' s positio n (th e
only construal tha t matters fo r our purpose) , as evidenced in the anti-Marcionit e
polemic o f Tertullian : "Fo r H e suffere d nothin g wh o di d no t trul y suffer ;
and a  phantom coul d no t trul y suffer" (Adv.  Marc.  Ill , 8). 32

I hav e alread y discusse d th e implication s o f Marcion' s theolog y fo r hi s
canon an d tex t o f Scripture. 33 Marcio n wa s evidentl y the firs t to insis t o n a
closed canon , a  cano n tha t exclude d th e Ol d Testamen t i n it s entiret y an d
accepted onl y one Gospe l ( a form o f Luke) and te n letter s of Paul.34 Marcio n
edited eac h o f thes e book s heavily , not i n orde r t o "corrupt " the m bu t i n
order t o "correct " them—t o retur n the m t o th e pristin e stat e the y ha d los t
when transcribe d b y th e Christia n Judaizers , heretic s who inserte d passage s
that affir m th e goodnes s o f creatio n o r tha t quot e th e Ol d Testamen t a s a
work o f th e goo d Go d o r tha t sugges t tha t Chris t cam e in fulfillmen t o f th e
predictions o f th e Hebre w prophets . Marcio n delete d suc h passages  a s con -
taminations o f th e text . Amon g other things , thi s mean s that Marcion' s cano n
contained neithe r Luke' s birt h narrativ e no r Paul' s affirmation s o f th e Ol d
Testament, includin g his reflections on the parallels between Adam and Christ.35

As ca n wel l b e imagined , Marcion' s syste m proved problemati c fo r or -
thodox Christian s o n virtuall y ever y ground . I t divide d th e creato r o f thi s
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world fro m it s redeemer, i t treated Scriptur e capriciously (in Tertullian's words ,
Marcion di d exegesi s with a  knife), 36 an d i t made Jesus a phantom wh o merel y
appeared t o b e human. The christologica l charge s are particularly significant
for ou r purpose . I n the eyes of his orthodox opponents , Marcion denie d tha t
Christ wa s reall y born , tha t h e ha d rea l flesh , an d tha t hi s crucifixio n in -
volved rea l pain an d suffering. 37 I n no smal l measure, orthodo x scribe s wh o
altered thei r text s of Scripture did s o precisely to counte r suc h claims .

Anti-Docetic Polemics  and the  Orthodox  Corruption  of  Scripture

To su m up : A  numbe r o f Christia n individual s and group s wer e know n t o
oppose th e orthodo x notio n tha t Jesu s wa s a  rea l fles h an d bloo d huma n
being. The reason s tha t variou s docetists adopte d thei r views are not always
easy to discern . I n no cas e can we insist that th e matri x was purely ideologi -
cal o r purel y sociological , a s i f thes e represen t discret e categories . Wha t i s
clear i s that al l such groups wer e opposed b y proto-orthodox Christian s who
insisted tha t eve n though Chris t was divine , he nonetheless had a  real human
body, a  bod y tha t wa s actuall y born ; tha t becam e hungr y and thirst y an d
tired; tha t suffered , she d blood , an d die d fo r th e sin s of the world ; tha t wa s
raised fro m th e dead an d ascende d int o heaven ; and tha t wa s soon t o retur n
from heave n in glory .

As migh t be expected, orthodo x Christian s did no t restric t thei r opposi -
tion t o th e polemical treatise s the y produced. Amon g the docetists , Marcion ,
in particular , was know n t o appea l t o Scriptur e in suppor t o f hi s views and
was charge d wit h corruptin g it s text a s a  consequence. Th e charg e n o doub t
could b e sustained , even though scan t evidenc e of hi s transcriptions has sur -
vived th e copyin g practice s o f th e proto-orthodo x scribes . Wha t hav e sur -
vived ar e thei r ow n productions , manuscript s tha t attes t jus t th e opposit e
concerns. Indeed , i n a  numbe r of passages tha t migh t have proved critical to
the debate—i n statement s pertaining , fo r example , t o th e realit y o f Jesus '
flesh or t o hi s rea l sufferin g an d death—on e ca n fin d ampl e evidence of th e
orthodox perspective , embodie d i n the anti-doceti c corruption s o f Scripture.

The Christ Wh o Suffered in the Fles h
I begi n th e investigatio n wit h varian t reading s tha t g o t o th e hear t o f th e
debate over docetic Christologies , namely , those that emphasize that fa r fro m
being phantasmal, Christ' s suffering s wer e real : h e fel t pain , shed blood , an d
died.38 Non e o f thes e passage s ha s prove d mor e controversia l tha n th e nar -
rative o f Jesus' agon y i n th e garde n i n Luk e 22, a  complicated tex t tha t de -
serves a  relatively prolonged discussion .

Luke 22:43-44
The dispute d passag e occur s i n the contex t o f Jesus' praye r on th e Moun t o f
Olives prio r t o hi s betraya l an d arres t (Luk e 22:39—46) . Afte r enjoinin g hi s
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disciples t o "pray , les t yo u ente r int o temptation, " Jesus leave s them, bow s
to hi s knees, an d prays , "Father , i f it b e your will, remove this cup fro m me .
Except no t m y will , but your s b e done." I n a  larg e numbe r o f manuscript s
the praye r i s followed b y th e account , foun d nowher e els e among ou r Gos -
pels, of Jesus' heightened agon y and so-called "bloody sweat": "and a n angel
from heave n appeare d t o him , strengthenin g him . An d bein g i n agon y h e
began t o pra y ye t mor e fervently , an d hi s swea t becam e lik e drops o f bloo d
falling to the ground" (vv. 43-44). The scene closes (fo r all textual witnesses ,
regardless o f thei r attestatio n o f th e dispute d verses ) wit h Jesu s risin g fro m
prayer an d returnin g to hi s disciples to find them asleep . H e the n repeat s hi s
initial injunctio n fo r the m t o "pray , les t yo u ente r int o temptation. " Imme-
diately Judas arrive s with th e crowds , and Jesus i s arrested .

Several years ago , Mar k A . Plunkett and I  subjected th e textua l proble m
of 22:43—4 4 t o a  full-lengt h analysi s an d conclude d tha t th e verse s wer e
secondary t o th e account , tha t the y had bee n interpolate d b y second-century
scribes who foun d their emphati c portrayal o f Jesus experiencing real human
agony usefu l fo r thei r repudiatio n o f doceti c Christologies . Ver y littl e ha s
been don e t o chang e th e statu s o f thi s debate ; her e I  can simpl y summarize
the evidence that appeare d the n an d stil l appears no w to b e compelling.39

In thi s particula r instance , th e manuscrip t alignments prove inconclusive
for resolvin g th e textua l problem . Th e majorit y o f witnesses, includin g som e
of particula r textua l o r historica l merit , attes t th e verses (8*-b D L A* f1 56 5
892s"), bu t the y ar e omitte d b y th e earlies t Gree k manuscript s and b y mos t
of th e Alexandrian tradition, beginning with Clemen t and Orige n and includ-
ing suc h notabl e witnesse s a s p 66vid- 75 A  B  T W  579 . Mos t critics , i f com -
pelled t o conside r thi s externa l evidenc e i n isolation , woul d probabl y gran t
the shorte r tex t a  sligh t edge ; it s supportin g document s includ e the earlies t
and generall y superio r manuscript s o f th e Alexandria n family , alon g wit h
significant versiona l an d patristi c sources . A t the sam e time, othe r earl y wit-
nesses attes t th e longe r text , a  readin g distribute d ye t more widel y through -
out th e tradition . A s a result , argument s over external evidence are unable to
decide th e issue . Th e manuscrip t alignment s do, however , assis t i n on e re -
spect: the y sho w beyon d reasonabl e doub t whe n th e corruption—whicheve r
reading i s the corruption—mus t have been made . I f the verses are secondary ,
they mus t hav e been interpolate d int o Luk e by the middl e of the second cen -
tury, fo r the y ar e atteste d b y father s beginnin g with Justin an d Irenaeu s and
by early Latin an d Syria c witnesses. I f they are original , they must have been
deleted by roughly the same period, sinc e they are absent from Clemen t a t th e
end o f the secon d centur y and fro m othe r Alexandrian witnesses o f the early
third, witnesse s tha t represen t a  stream o f tradition tha t i s itself muc h older .

The ambiguitie s afforde d b y the manuscrip t alignment s are onl y height -
ened, not resolved , b y the styl e and dictio n o f the longe r text . Von Harnac k
argued fo r it s authenticit y o n jus t suc h grounds , notin g tha t angeli c appear -
ances an d construction s wit h yivecrdoa  ar e common i n Luke, whereas several
other word s an d phrase s occu r i n Luk e an d nowher e else : a><j>6ri  8 s od>r<a
a-yyeXo?, SVWJXVEIV,  an d sKTevecrTepov  Trpocrevxso'BaL. 40 Th e argumen t di d
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not prov e convincing to Lyde r Bran, however , who pointed ou t tha t mos t of
these "characteristicall y Lukan " ideas , constructions , an d phrase s ar e either
formulated i n uncharacteristically  Luka n ways 41 o r ar e commo n i n Jewis h
and Christia n texts outside o f the New Testament. 42 Moreover , a s Brun als o
pointed out , ther e i s an unusuall y high concentratio n o f hapa x legomen a in
these verses (ayatvia,  «5po>s , an d 6p6fjL/3o<> —three o f th e ke y words) , making
their Luka n character actuall y appea r somewha t suspect . A t th e en d o f th e
day, probabl y the mos t tha t ca n b e said i s that argument s based o n synta x
and vocabulary , as with those base d on external attestation , ultimatel y prove
inconclusive.43

Because the authenticit y of the verse s cannot b e determined on th e basi s
of thes e traditional kind s of text-critical arguments, we are compelled to turn
to other , more decisive, considerations. The fac t i s that thi s account o f Jesus'
heightened agon y i n th e fac e o f hi s passion—a n agon y tha t ca n b e amelio -
rated onl y b y a  ministerin g angel, tha t result s in hi s sweating great drops a s
if o f blood—thi s accoun t i s theologically intrusive in Luke' s Gospe l a s a  whol e
and literaril y intrusive in it s immediate context.44

With respec t t o theology , bot h withi n this passag e an d throughou t th e
Gospel, Luk e has gon e t o considerabl e lengths to counte r precisel y the view
of Jesus tha t these verses embrace. Rather than entering his passion with fea r
and trembling , in anguish over hi s coming fate , th e Jesus o f Luke goes to hi s
death cal m and i n control, confiden t of his Father's wil l unti l the ver y end. I t
is a  strikin g fact , o f particula r relevanc e to ou r textua l problem , tha t Luk e
could produc e thi s imag e of Jesus only by eliminating traditions offensiv e t o
it from hi s sources (e.g. , the Gospel according to Mark) . Only the longer text
of 22:43-44 stands out a s anomalous.

A simpl e redactional comparison wit h Mar k i n the pericope at han d can
prove instructive. As is well known, Luk e has omitted Mark's statement tha t
Jesus "bega n t o b e distresse d and agitated " (Mar k 14:33) , a s wel l as Jesus '
own commen t t o hi s disciples, "My sou l i s deeply troubled, even unto death"
(Mark 14:34) . Rathe r tha n fallin g t o th e groun d i n anguis h (Mark 14:35) ,
Luke's Jesus bows to his knees (Luke 22:41). In Luke, Jesus does not as k that
the hou r migh t pas s fro m hi m (cf . Mark 14:35) ; an d rathe r tha n prayin g
three time s fo r th e cu p t o b e remove d (Mar k 14:36 , 39 , 41) , h e ask s only
once (Luk e 22:42) , prefacin g his prayer , onl y in Luke , wit h th e importan t
condition, "I f i t b e you r will " (e i /3ouXei) . An d so , althoug h Luke' s source ,
the Gospel o f Mark, portrays Jesus in anguish as he prays in the garden, Luke
himself doe s not . Luk e has efface d Mark' s distinctive features and remodele d
the scen e t o sho w Jesus a t peac e i n th e fac e o f death . Th e onl y exception is
the accoun t o f Jesus ' "blood y sweat, " a n accoun t absen t fro m ou r earlies t
and bes t witnesses . Why would Luk e have gone t o suc h lengths to eliminate
Mark's portraya l o f a n anguishe d Jesus i f i n fac t Jesus ' anguis h wer e th e
point o f hi s story?

Luke i n fac t doe s no t shar e Mark' s understandin g that Jesus was i n an -
guish, borderin g on despair . Nowher e ca n thi s b e seen mor e clearl y than i n
their subsequen t accounts o f Jesus' crucifixion . Mark portray s Jesus a s silent
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on hi s path t o Golgotha . Hi s disciple s have all fled; even the faithfu l wome n
look o n onl y "fro m a  distance. " Al l thos e presen t derid e him—passersby ,
Jewish leaders , an d bot h robbers . Her e i s a man who ha s been beaten, mocked ,
deserted, an d forsaken , no t jus t by his follower s but finall y b y Go d himself .
His onl y word s i n th e entir e preceding com e a t th e ver y end, when h e crie s
aloud, "Eloi , Eloi , lema sabachthan i ('M y God, my God, why have you for-
saken me?'). " He then utter s a  loud cry and dies .

Of cours e Mar k ha s hi s reasons fo r narrating the event the way he does.
His portraya l o f Jesus i n agony an d doubt , rejecte d a t th e end b y his people ,
his followers , an d eve n hi s God , sets th e stag e fo r th e salvifi c event s tha t
transpire immediatel y upon hi s death: the tearing of the temple' s curtai n an d
the centurion' s recognitio n tha t h e was th e Son of God.45 As we will see in a
later context , Luk e modifie s both o f these subsequen t events in ways amena-
ble t o hi s ow n purposes . Wha t i s more importan t fo r ou r stud y here , how-
ever, i s the wa y h e ha s modifie d the portraya l o f Jesus' las t hour s itself , fo r
his change s reflec t a n altogethe r differen t understandin g of Jesus ' demeano r
in th e fac e o f death .

In Luke' s account , Jesu s i s fa r fro m silent . Indeed , th e saying s ascribe d
to hi m throughou t thes e proceding s sho w tha t h e i s stil l i n control , trustfu l
of Go d hi s Father , confiden t o f hi s fate , concerne d fo r th e fat e o f others .
Seeing a  grou p o f wome n bewailin g hi s misfortune , Jesus tell s the m no t t o
weep fo r him , but fo r themselve s and thei r children , because  o f th e disaste r
that i s soon t o befal l the m (23:27-31) . Whil e bein g nailed t o th e cross , h e
prays to Go d his "Father" to "forgiv e them , fo r they do not know wha t the y
are doing " (23:34). 46 Whil e o n th e cross , i n th e throe s o f hi s passion, Jesu s
engages i n a n intelligen t conversation with on e o f those crucifie d besid e him,
assuring him tha t the y will b e together tha t day i n paradise.47 Most telling of
all, rathe r tha n utterin g his patheti c cr y o f derelictio n a t th e end, Luke's Je-
sus, i n ful l confidenc e o f hi s standin g befor e Go d ("toda y yo u wil l b e wit h
me in paradise"!), commends his soul to his loving Father: "Father, into your
hands I  commend m y spirit" (24:46) .

It would b e difficul t t o overestimat e th e significanc e o f these changes fo r
the textua l proble m a t hand . A t n o poin t i n Luke' s passio n narrativ e does
Jesus los e control ; neve r i s he i n deep an d debilitatin g anguish over hi s fate .
He i s in charge o f his own destiny ; he knows wha t he must do and wha t will
happen t o hi m onc e h e doe s it . Thi s i s a  ma n wh o i s a t peac e wit h himsel f
and tranqui l in th e fac e o f death .

What, then , shal l we sa y abou t ou r dispute d verses ? These ar e th e only
verses i n th e entir e Gospe l tha t undermin e this clea r portrayal. 48 Onl y her e
does Jesu s agoniz e ove r hi s comin g fate ; onl y her e doe s h e appea r ou t o f
control, unabl e t o bea r th e burde n o f hi s destiny . Wh y woul d Luk e have
totally eliminate d all remnant s o f Jesus ' agon y elsewhere if he mean t to em -
phasize i t here in ye t stronger terms ? Why remov e compatibl e material fro m
his source , bot h befor e an d afte r th e verse s i n question ? Either thi s autho r
has arbitraril y redacted hi s material s with inexplicabl e disregard fo r hi s ow n
purposes, o r th e accoun t o f Jesus ' "blood y sweat " i s a  secondar y incursio n
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into hi s Gospel . Give n th e fac t tha t th e verse s ar e lackin g fro m th e earlies t
and bes t Gree k witnesse s an d tha t thei r ke y term s occu r nowher e els e i n
Luke's two-volume work , ther e shoul d b e increasing certitude concerning which
way th e corruption went .

And ye t the cas e agains t the verses can b e made even stronger . No t onl y
are they theologically intrusive in Luke's Gospel, but , as Plunkett and I  main-
tained earlier , the y ar e literaril y intrusiv e a s well . Th e argumen t over  th e
structure o f the passag e canno t i n itsel f carr y the da y in this debate , an d wa s
never mean t to . Bu t neithe r ca n i t b e ignored . Precisel y the tw o verse s that
prove t o b e s o problemati c o n othe r ground s ar e intrusiv e in a n otherwis e
clear literary structure. Luke' s account ha s been carefull y modele d a s a chias-
mus, a  structur e that , despit e th e exorbitan t claim s o f som e scholars , i s a
relatively rar e phenomeno n withi n th e pages  o f th e Ne w Testament. 49 Thi s
means tha t whe n a  clea r instanc e o f it s us e does occur , on e mus t d o some -
thing wit h it—eithe r den y it s presenc e o r it s significance , or admi t tha t a n
author ha s employe d a  literar y devic e i n orde r t o contribut e t o hi s overal l
purpose. I n this case, th e chiasmu s is nearly impossible to overlook . Jesus (a)
tells hi s disciple s t o "pra y les t yo u ente r int o temptation " (v . 40). He the n
(b) leave s the m (v . 41a) and (c ) kneels t o pra y (v . 41b). The cente r o f th e
pericope i s (d) Jesus' praye r itself , a  prayer bracketed by his two request s that
God's wil l b e don e ( v 42). Jesus the n (c 1) rise s fro m praye r (v . 45a), (b1)
returns t o hi s disciple s (v . 45b), and (a 1) findin g the m asleep , onc e agai n
addresses the m i n the sam e words , tellin g them t o "pra y les t yo u ente r int o
temptation" (vv . 45c-46).

The passag e the n i s structured a s follows.

(a) An d whe n h e cam e t o th e place , h e sai d t o the m "Pra y les t yo u ente r
into temptation. "
(b) An d he went awa y fro m them , abou t a  stone's throw ,

(c) an d bendin g his knees, he began to pray ,

(d) saying , Father , i f i t b e you r will , remove thi s cu p fro m me ,
except no t m y will bu t your s be done .

(c1) An d risin g up fro m prayer ,
(b1) h e came to hi s disciples and foun d the m sleeping;

(a1) an d h e said t o them , "Why do you sleep? Arise and pray , lest you enter
into temptation .

What i s significant her e i s not simpl y that on e ca n discove r som e kin d of
structure fo r th e passage . Tha t i s always possible, a s I  wil l have occasion t o
note i n a  late r discussion. 50 Wha t i s striking is that thi s particula r structur e
functions s o clearl y a s a n interpretiv e ke y t o th e poin t o f th e passage . Th e
pericope i s bracketed b y the two injunction s t o th e disciples to pra y so as to
avoid enterin g int o temptation . Prayer , o f course , ha s lon g bee n recognize d
as a  Luka n theme;51 her e i t come s int o specia l prominence . Fo r a t th e very
center o f the pericope i s Jesus' ow n prayer , a  prayer that expresses hi s desire ,
bracketed b y hi s greate r desir e tha t th e Father' s wil l b e don e (vv . 41c-42) .
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As the cente r of the chiastic structure, thi s prayer supplies the passage's poin t
of focu s and , correspondingly , it s hermeneutica l key . This i s a lesso n o n th e
importance o f praye r i n th e fac e o f temptation . Th e disciples , despite Jesus '
repeated injunctio n t o pray , fal l aslee p instead . Immediately the crowd come s
to arres t Jesus . An d wha t happens ? The disciples , wh o hav e faile d t o pray ,
do "ente r int o temptation" ; they fle e th e scene , leavin g Jesus t o fac e hi s fat e
alone. Moreover , thei r chie f representative , Peter , wil l soo n den y al l knowl -
edge o f his Lord. What about Jesus, the one who ha s prayed befor e th e com -
ing o f hi s trial ? Whe n th e crowd s arriv e h e calml y submit s to hi s Father' s
will, yielding himself u p t o th e martyrdom that ha s bee n prepared fo r him.

Luke's passio n narrative , a s wa s recognize d b y Dibeliu s long ago , i s a
story o f Jesus ' martyrdom , a  martyrdo m tha t functions , as d o man y others ,
to se t an example of how t o remain faithfu l unt o death.52 Luke's martyrology
shows tha t onl y praye r ca n prepar e on e t o die , a s i t provide s th e strengt h
that i s neede d t o embrac e one' s destin y an d no t fl y i n th e fac e o f it . Jesus ,
unlike hi s disciples , pray s befor e hi s tim e o f trial , an d throug h hi s praye r
finds the strengt h h e needs to confron t his fate. 53

What happen s no w whe n th e dispute d verse s are injecte d int o th e peri -
cope? O n th e literar y level , the chiasmu s that focuse s th e passag e o n Jesus '
prayer i s absolutely destroyed. No w th e cente r o f th e passage , an d henc e its
focus, shift s t o Jesus' agony , a n agony s o terrible as to requir e a supernatural
visitant for strengt h t o bea r it . As we have seen, this is precisely the imag e of
Jesus tha t Luk e ha s otherwis e remove d fro m hi s traditions . I t i s significan t
that i n thi s longer versio n o f the stor y Jesus' praye r does no t effec t th e cal m
assurance that h e exudes throughout th e res t of the account; indeed , i t is after
he prays "yet mor e fervently " that hi s sweat takes on the appearance of grea t
drops o f bloo d fallin g t o th e ground . Th e poin t i s no t simpl y tha t a  nic e
literary structure has bee n lost , althoug h that i n itsel f shoul d giv e us pause in
light o f th e clea r car e Luk e ha s take n t o redac t hi s Marka n sourc e here. 54

Even mor e important , however , i s th e wa y i n whic h th e characteristicall y
Lukan theme s ar e no w shifte d t o th e background , indeed , virtuall y remove d
from th e picture . N o longe r d o w e se e Jesus calme d b y hi s assuranc e o f hi s
Father's will , braced to meet his fate with equanimity and dignity. We instead
see a  non-Luka n Jesus, on e i n dee p an d heartrendin g agon y an d i n nee d o f
miraculous intervention .

As ha s happene d s o man y time s i n th e cours e o f ou r discussions , th e
arguments agains t thes e verse s mus t b e seen a s working together i n tandem .
In thi s case , th e verses that ar e lacking from ou r oldes t an d bes t manuscript s
and tha t happe n t o contai n a  numbe r of hapax legomen a als o violat e (theo -
logically) Luke' s understandin g of Jesus o n th e wa y t o hi s cross an d disrup t
(literarily) a  passag e tha t Luk e has carefull y crafte d t o conve y hi s character -
istic message . Th e accoun t o f Jesus ' "blood y sweat " di d no t belon g t o th e
original tex t o f the Third Gospel .

Whence, then , di d i t come ? Thi s i s wher e transcriptiona l probabilitie s
must b e taken int o account . Suc h probabilities cannot b e overlooked,55 even
if the y d o no t prov e decisiv e i n an d o f themselves : a s I  have repeatedl y ar -
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gued, rarel y does an y on e argumen t decid e a  textua l issue . Wit h respec t t o
these particula r verses , w e can almos t certainl y eliminate the possibilit y tha t
scribes effecte d th e chang e "b y accident. " Th e passag e i s too lon g an d to o
weighty t o hav e bee n interpolate d (o r fo r that matter , deleted ) b y oversight .
Much mor e fruitfu l i s a consideratio n o f th e theologica l attractivenes s o f th e
verses fo r earl y Christia n scribes . Ther e hav e bee n scholars , o f course , wh o
have argued that scribe s foun d the m theologically objectionable and s o omit-
ted them , leadin g t o th e shorte r tex t o f th e generall y superio r Alexandria n
witnesses. Certainly , give n th e scriba l proclivities alread y outlined , th e view
is no t t o b e rejected o n a  priori  grounds. 56 The merits , however , hav e to b e
weighed i n eac h individua l case . I n th e presen t instance , on e need s t o as k
whether scribes were ever  particularly reticent when it came to describing the
real an d tangibl e suffering s o f Christ . Quit e t o th e contrary , th e focu s o n
Jesus' rea l passion  occupie s a  centra l plac e i n earl y Christia n reflection s o n
the Gospels—at least in the orthodox circle s that have produced th e surviving
literature. Thi s the n raise s jus t th e opposite possibility—tha t th e verses wer e
interpolated int o th e Gospe l precisel y because the y portray s o wel l a  human
Jesus, on e wh o agonize s ove r hi s coming fat e t o th e poin t o f needin g super-
natural succor , a n agon y s o dee p a s t o caus e hi m t o swea t grea t drop s a s if
of blood .

Although thi s wa s no t a t al l the portraya l o f Jesus facin g hi s passion i n
the Gospe l accordin g t o Luke , i t wa s the vie w embraced widel y throughou t
early Christendom , a t leas t a s fa r bac k a s th e tradition s behin d th e Gospe l
according t o Mar k an d o n u p into th e middle ages.57 I t is particularly wort h
observing, i n thi s connection , ho w th e verse s i n questio n wer e use d i n th e
sources tha t firs t attes t them , source s that , a s I  indicated a t th e outset , dat e
precisely to th e perio d o f our concern . The y ca n b e found i n three writers of
the secon d century : Justin , Irenaeus , an d Hippolytus . Remarkably , in al l three
cases th e verse s ar e cite d t o th e sam e end , t o counte r an y notio n tha t Jesu s
was no t a  rea l flesh and bloo d huma n being. Thus, Justi n observe s tha t "hi s
sweat fel l dow n lik e drops o f bloo d whil e H e wa s praying, " an d claim s tha t
this shows "tha t the Fathe r wished Hi s Son really to undergo such suffering s
for ou r sakes, " so that w e "may no t sa y that He , bein g the So n of God , di d
not fee l wha t wa s happenin g t o Hi m an d inflicte d o n Him " (Dial.,  103) . S o
too, Irenaeus , in an attack o n th e docetic aspect s o f the Ptolemaean Christol -
ogy, argue d tha t i f Jesus were no t reall y a  man o f flesh, he would no t "hav e
sweated grea t drop s o f blood, " fo r thi s i s a  toke n "o f th e fles h whic h ha d
been derive d fro m th e earth" (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 22 , 2). 58 Somewha t later , an d
in a  somewha t differen t vein , Hippolytus use s the passage t o sho w th e Patri-
passianist Noetus 59 tha t Jesus "di d no t refus e condition s prope r t o hi m as a
man" i n that , a s a  human , he hungers, thirsts, sleeps , an d "i n a n agon y sweat s
blood, an d i s strengthened b y an angel" (Adv.  Noetum,  18) .

The conclusion  shoul d no w b e clear. We do no t nee d t o hypothesize  th e
usefulness o f thes e verse s fo r a n anti-doceti c polemic ; w e know  tha t th e verses
were put t o precisel y thi s use during the period o f our concern . Second-centur y
heresiologists use d Jesus' "blood y sweat" to attack Christian s who denied his
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real humanity . Give n th e othe r problem s tha t th e verse s hav e posed, ther e
can be little remaining doubt concerning their status. The story of Jesus pray-
ing i n ye t greate r agony , bein g strengthene d b y a n ange l fro m heaven , an d
sweating grea t drop s a s i f of blood , di d no t originat e with th e autho r o f th e
Gospel o f Luke . It was inserte d into the Third Gospe l some tim e in the early
second centur y (prio r t o Justin ) a s par t o f th e anti-doceti c polemi c o f th e
orthodox Christia n church.60

Other Examples

Having discussed this one textual problem at some length, I can now conside r
other varian t readings tha t als o highligh t the rea l sufferin g an d deat h o f Je-
sus. I  begin wit h a n interestin g corruption atteste d i n on e o f th e earlies t pa -
pyri. Prio r t o th e discove r o f p 66, th e witnesse s t o th e Fourt h Gospe l wer e
virtually invariant in their account o f Jesus' penultimat e words: "Jesus , knowing
that everything was already finished (TereAecrrai), in order tha t th e Scripture
might b e fulfille d (ir a TeXsiwflf ) T J ypa^Tj) , said , ' I am thirsty' " (19:28). Th e
third-century papyrus , however , omit s th e iva  clause . I n thi s witness , whe n
Jesus says he i s thirsty, i t is no longe r "i n orde r t o fulfil l th e Scripture. "

What i s one t o mak e o f thi s omission ? It doe s no t appea r t o hav e been
made accidentally , p66 i s notorious fo r leaving out singl e letters and particles
and othe r smal l words , bu t i s no t particularl y prone t o omission s o f entir e
phrases o r clauses. 61 Nor coul d a n acciden t be attributed t o homoeoteleuto n
or homoeoarcton . If , then , w e gran t th e possibilit y of a  deliberat e modifica-
tion, we might be tempted t o conjectur e a relatively innocent motive: a scribe
may no t hav e understood ho w Jesus coul d sa y he thirsted "i n orde r t o fulfill
the Scripture " (19:28b ) immediatel y after th e autho r ha s claimed that every-
thing ha d "already " bee n fulfilled  (19:28a). 62 A t th e sam e time , n o othe r
scribe appears to have considered this a problem; yet more puzzling, the same
scribe was apparently no t disturbe d by Jesus' final words o n the cross, word s
that shoul d hav e seemed equall y irregular: "When therefor e he had received
the vinegar , Jesus said, "I t i s finished " (o r "fulfilled " freTeXscrrai] , sam e wor d
as v. 28a) .

How the n ca n w e accoun t fo r thi s singula r omission? We woul d b e re -
miss i n thi s cas e t o overloo k th e theologica l possibilitie s of th e corruption .
When Jesus says he is thirsty "in orde r to fulfil l Scripture " (th e original text) ,
it migh t wel l appear t o a  reader tha t h e was i n fac t no t thirsty , but sai d tha t
he wa s simpl y becaus e h e wa s require d t o d o s o b y th e Scriptures . T o b e
sure, b y eliminating the Iva  claus e the scrib e has not a t al l compromised th e
interpretation o f the even t as fulfillin g Scripture . But he has mad e i t look les s
like Jesus  wa s sayin g that h e thirste d simpl y becaus e h e wa s suppose d to .
Now Jesus  reall y i s thirst y i n th e throe s o f death . Thi s i s a  real , human ,
suffering Jesus,  th e Jesus tha t proto-orthodox Christian s se t fort h i n opposi -
tion t o variou s docetic heresies .

Moving t o th e passion  narrativ e o f th e Firs t Gospe l on e find s a  bette r
attested readin g tha t i s of equa l interest . Prio r t o Matthew' s statemen t tha t
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Jesus "gav e u p hi s spirit " (27:50) , severa l earl y witnesse s inser t a  traditio n
otherwise know n fro m th e Gospe l o f John : "an d another , takin g a  spear ,
pierced hi s side , an d wate r an d bloo d cam e out" (MS S N B  C L  syrpaL msspc).
The stron g attestatio n o f th e vers e i n suc h high-qualit y manuscripts o f th e
Alexandrian tradition , alon g with it s support i n the Palestinian Syriac, shows
that th e varian t dates bac k t o th e perio d o f ou r concern . Bu t fe w scholar s
regard th e readin g as original. O n th e one hand, i t appears suspec t o n inter -
nal grounds ; Xoyx 7? and vv<rcr<o  occur onl y in this tradition i n the Ne w Tes -
tament, whether here or in John, whereas the term irXsvpd  occur s three other
times in John's passion narrative , but neve r elsewhere in Matthew. Transcrip -
tional argument s prov e ye t mor e decisive : one ca n understan d wh y scribe s
might inser t such a  familia r traditio n int o Matthew's account, 63 but wh y would
they omi t it ? An d wh y woul d the y d o s o i n Matthe w bu t no t i n John ? As
Metzger notes , i f scribes considered i t t o b e a  proble m that th e spea r thrus t
occurred afte r Jesus ' death i n the Fourth Gospel bu t prio r t o i t here, the y (or
at leas t on e o f them ) would hav e bee n mor e likel y t o transpos e th e episod e
to follo w Matthew 27:5 0 tha n t o delet e i t altogether . Becaus e the vas t bulk
of th e traditio n attest s th e shorte r text , i t i s ver y difficult , al l thing s con -
sidered, to regar d the longer tex t as original.

Why, though , wa s th e vers e inserte d int o th e Gospe l o f Matthew ? W e
should no t b e misle d int o thinkin g tha t th e chang e represent s a  "simple "
harmonization. Here agai n there is the matte r of disparate sequence: surely a
scribe wh o wante d t o mak e Matthew' s accoun t confor m more closel y with
John's would hav e situate d th e spea r thrus t after  Jesus ' death . Bu t what would
motivate a  scrib e t o inser t th e traditio n before  hi s death ? I n answerin g the
question, w e canno t affor d t o overloo k ho w th e traditio n helpe d orthodo x
Christians i n thei r struggle s agains t docetic Christologies . Irenaeu s refer s twic e
to th e wate r an d bloo d tha t issue d fro m Jesus ' pierce d side in order t o sho w
that Jesus was a  rea l flesh and bloo d huma n being who i n his passion expe -
rienced rea l pain an d suffering . Moreover , o n bot h occasion s h e direct s hi s
remarks agains t docetists , onc e agains t th e Ptolemaean s an d onc e agains t
Marcion.64 Interestingl y enough, precisely the traditio n o f Jesus' pierce d sid e
became a  poin t o f contention betwee n th e orthodo x an d thei r docetic oppo -
nents, a s evidence d even in doceti c source s suc h a s th e Acts  o f John:  "Yo u
heard that I  was pierced, yet I was not wounded .  .  .  that bloo d flowed from
me, ye t i t di d no t flow ; an d i n a  word , tha t wha t the y say o f me , I  did no t
endure, bu t wha t the y d o no t say , thos e thing s I  di d suffer " (Acts  o f John,
101).

The point shoul d be clear tha t orthodo x Christian s found the Johannine
tradition o f Jesus ' pierce d sid e an d th e subsequen t issuanc e o f wate r an d
blood t o b e of some us e in their debates wit h docetists . Moreover , whe n th e
tradition occur s before  Jesu s death (a s in Matthew) rather tha n after  i t (a s in
John), it suggests tha t Jesus really did suffe r an d shed bloo d whil e living, that
his wa s a  rea l bod y tha t bled , tha t hi s wa s a  rea l an d a  tangibl e death . I n
short, th e chang e wa s no t merel y a harmonizatio n bu t a n orthodo x corrup -
tion.
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Two othe r textua l corruption s o f Matthew' s Gospe l tha t occu r outsid e
of the passion narrativ e itself may also be attributed t o orthodox scribes who
sought t o highligh t and clarif y th e necessit y o f Jesus ' suffering . I n neithe r
instance can th e mor e patently orthodo x readin g make a viable claim to au -
thenticity. Th e Byzantin e tradition o f Matthew 20:22 , 2 3 present s a  harmo -
nization to the Markan parallel , in which Jesus asks James and John no t only
whether the y ar e abl e to drin k hi s "cup" bu t als o whethe r the y ca n endur e
his "baptism " (MS S C W  019 7 By z OL syr? - h  bo? 1, cf . Mar k 10:38-39) .
This could , o f course , represen t a  "pure " harmonization ; bu t a s w e hav e
seen, i t i s rathe r unusua l for scribe s t o harmoniz e the mos t familia r o f th e
Gospels, Matthew , t o th e on e leas t frequentl y rea d an d copied , Mark . Thi s
might lea d on e to suspec t som e other reaso n fo r the change . Although ther e
may b e slim evidence for claiming that a  proto-orthodox Christolog y "moti-
vated" th e alteratio n i n thi s instance , ther e ar e reason s fo r situatin g it i n a n
orthodox milieu . Here I  shoul d observ e tha t th e terminolog y o f "baptism "
traditionally prove d usefu l fo r orthodo x Christian s who wante d t o portra y
the completeness of  Christ's passion—hi s was a  baptism of blood.65 The pres-
ence of the motif in the parallel passage, then, may well have provided scribes
with just the rationale they needed to emphasize Jesus' passion yet more strongly
in a  passag e tha t alread y intimated it . I n thi s limite d sense, th e chang e may
be understood a s an orthodox corruption .

Of somewha t greate r interest i s the transposition of clauses firmly embed-
ded i n the Western text o f Jesus' famou s proclamatio n concernin g the Baptis t
in Matthe w 17:12—13 . I n it s mor e widely attested an d certainl y original form,
the text reads :

"But I  say to yo u tha t Elija h ha s com e already , and the y did not kno w him,
but the y di d t o hi m a s man y things a s the y desired . Thu s also  th e So n of
Man i s abou t t o suffe r a t thei r hands. " The n th e disciple s realized that h e
was speaking to them about John th e Baptist.

The proble m wit h thi s text, i f i t i s to b e construe d a  problem , i s that i t
could wel l b e interpreted a s saying that th e disciple s realized that Jesus ' word s
about th e sufferin g So n of Ma n wer e spoke n abou t Joh n th e Baptist . Given
the proclivit y of orthodox Christian s to emphasiz e the suffering s o f Christ,  i t
is no t surprisin g t o fin d tha t th e archetyp e o f th e Wester n traditio n trans -
posed th e fina l two sentences , s o that wha t i s now vers e 13 came to b e read
as a  parenthetic comment by the author , afte r whic h verse 12b resumed with
the concluding statemen t o f Jesus.66 Now th e text reads :

"But I  say to yo u tha t Elija h ha s come already, and the y did not kno w him,
but the y di d t o hi m a s man y thing s a s the y desired. " (The n th e disciples
realized tha t h e wa s speakin g t o the m abou t Joh n th e Baptist. ) "Thus als o
the Son of Man i s about t o suffe r a t thei r hands."

Here, as in so many cases of this kind, the poin t i s not tha t a n orthodox
scribe thought tha t b y changing the tex t h e would destro y th e confidenc e of
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a doceti c opponent ; i t i s instead tha t th e contex t withi n which suc h debate s
were bein g carried out , i n which certai n Christian s cam e to valu e more an d
more th e real , tangibl e suffering o f thei r Lord , le d certai n scribes t o chang e
their texts of Scripture to emphasize just those doctrines tha t helped t o defin e
"orthodox" Christianity ove r against other system s of belief. 67

The Christ Whose Bod y and Blood Brought Salvation
The anti-doceti c corruption s w e hav e considere d s o fa r hav e stresse d tha t
Christ experience d rea l pain an d sufferin g i n hi s passion. Thi s christologica l
doctrine ha d it s soteriological corollar y in the belie f tha t whe n Chris t died a t
the cros s h e she d rea l blood , an d tha t i t wa s thi s she d bloo d tha t brough t
redemption. Th e constan t reassertio n o f thes e notion s i n ou r second - an d
third-century source s suggest s tha t proto-orthodo x Christian s too k th e op -
posing positio n quit e seriously , th e doceti c vie w that denie d bot h th e reality
of Christ' s she d blood and , naturally , its salvific necessity.68 A clear statemen t
of th e orthodox position appear s i n Irenaeus' s strongly worded polemic :

But vai n i n ever y respec t ar e the y wh o despis e th e entir e dispensatio n o f
God, an d disallo w th e salvatio n o f the flesh . . .  maintaining that i t i s not
capable o f incorruption . But i f this indeed d o no t attai n salvation, then nei-
ther di d th e Lor d redee m u s with His blood , no r i s the cup o f the Eucharist
the communio n of his blood, nor th e brea d whic h we break the communion
of Hi s body . For bloo d ca n only come fro m vein s and flesh, and whatsoeve r
else makes u p th e substanc e of man , suc h a s the Word o f Go d wa s actuall y
made. B y His ow n bloo d h e redeeme d us , a s als o Hi s apostl e declares , "I n
whom w e hav e redemption, throug h hi s blood , eve n th e remissio n of sins "
(Adv. Haer.  V , 2, 2). 69

As can b e seen by Irenaeus's appeal to Colossian s 1:14 , orthodox Chris -
tians foun d thei r doctrin e o f th e salvifi c efficac y o f Christ' s bloo d alread y
embedded within the words o f Scripture.70 Orthodox scribes worked to make
this emphasi s ye t more plain , a s they occasionally imported th e doctrine int o
passages tha t originall y lacked it . The impac t tha t thi s scribal activit y made
on th e tex t o f Scripture can stil l be seen a t a  number of points i n our surviv-
ing manuscripts . Nowher e wa s th e impac t mor e jarrin g than i n th e textua l
history o f Luke' s narrativ e o f th e Las t Suppe r (22:19—20) , a  passag e that —
as I  wil l argue—originall y sai d nothin g abou t th e atonin g effec t o f Christ' s
body an d blood . To b e sure , no t al l scholars agre e with thi s assessment . In -
deed, sinc e th e publicatio n o f Westcot t an d Hort' s Ne w Testament  i n th e
Original Greek,  n o textua l proble m o f Luke' s entir e two-volum e wor k ha s
generated mor e critica l debate—or , on e migh t add , occasione d mor e schol -
arly confusion . I n ligh t o f th e exegetica l an d historica l significanc e o f th e
passage, w e d o wel l t o subjec t it s variou s complexitie s t o a n extende d ex -
amination.71
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Luke 22:19-20

Documentary Considerations
The Ne w Testamen t manuscript s presen t Luke 22:19—21 in six differen t form s
of text , four o f which can b e readily dismissed as altogether lackin g adequate
documentary suppor t an d interna l claim s to authenticity. 72 O f th e tw o re -
maining forms, one is conveniently labeled the "shorter text" because it lacks
verses 19b—20 , readin g (19a , 21) : "An d takin g bread , givin g thanks, h e brok e
it an d gav e it to them , saying , This is my body. Bu t behold, th e hand o f the
one who betray s m e is with m e on th e table. ' " The longer tex t include s the
familiar materia l (italicized ) betwee n thes e tw o sentence s (vv . 19b-20): "An d
taking bread , givin g thanks, h e broke i t an d gav e it to them , saying , 'This is
my bod y that  i s given fo r you.  D o this  i n m y remembrance.'  An d th e cu p
likewise after  supper,  saying,  'This  cup  is  the new  covenant  in  my blood  that
is poured  ou t fo r you.  Bu t behold , th e han d o f th e on e wh o betray s m e i s
with m e on the table.' "

The shorte r tex t i s on e o f Westcot t an d Hort' s famou s "Wester n non -
interpolations." A s th e ill-fame d designatio n suggests , i t i s a  tex t preserve d
only i n Wester n witnesse s ( D a d ff 2 i  1) that ha s (fo r Westcott an d Hort ) al l
the earmark s o f originality , despit e th e attestatio n o f a  longe r for m i n al l
other manuscripts , includin g those Westcot t an d Hor t labeled—wit h equa l
disingenuousness—"Neutral."73 Th e spars e suppor t fo r th e shorte r readin g
has naturall y led most othe r commentator s an d textua l specialist s to rejec t i t
virtually ou t o f hand. As I will argu e more full y i n the Excursus , however , t o
move too quickl y in this direction would be a mistake, for Westcott an d Hort
did no t depar t fro m thei r belove d Neutral witnesse s without compellin g rea-
sons.74 With respec t t o the present text , their reasons were rooted in intrinsic
and transcriptiona l probabilities , about whic h I  will be speaking momentar-
ily. Bu t here , a s with al l the Wester n non-interpolations , Westcot t an d Hor t
also foun d documentary  reason s fo r thinkin g the Western traditio n original ,
even thoug h the y understoo d i t normall y t o b e corrupt . Thi s i s because th e
shorter reading , whic h appear s t o be original on interna l grounds, represent s
the opposite pattern o f corruption evidence d elsewhere in its supporting doc -
uments. Th e "Western " tex t i s almos t invariabl y expansionistic , a s oppose d
to th e normall y succinct attestation s o f it s Alexandrian counterparts (includ -
ing Westcott and Hort's "Neutral" text). When Wester n witnesses , then , sup-
port an uncharacteristicall y shorter tex t i n the fac e o f an Alexandrian expan -
sion, th e readin g i n questio n mus t b e give n th e mos t seriou s consideration .
Westcott an d Hort' s decision t o accep t severa l such reading s a s original (not
all o f them, a s a  case mus t be made fo r eac h on th e ground s o f intrinsic and
transcriptional probabilities ) is commonly disparaged a s tendentious. In poin t
of fact , i t i s th e leas t tendentiou s aspec t o f thei r entir e system : thes e fe w
readings virtually proved thei r cherishe d notions abou t a  "Neutral" traditio n
mistaken.75

The upsho t i s that th e nearly unconscious tendenc y to discoun t reading s
found "i n onl y a  few " witnesse s mus t b e lai d asid e whe n dealin g with thi s
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kind o f manuscrip t alignment , i n which a  shorte r readin g find s it s chief sup -
port withi n th e Wester n tradition . I n suc h cases , bot h readings , th e shorte r
and th e longer , mus t hav e bee n availabl e to scribe s o f th e secon d century .
The externa l evidence , however , ca n g o bac k n o earlier ; i t cannot , tha t is ,
determine the readin g of the autograph . Th e investigation, then , must be moved
to th e real m o f interna l evidence . An d here , i n fact , i s wher e a  compellin g
case ca n b e mad e fo r th e originalit y o f th e shorte r readin g o f Luk e 22:19-
20. Th e botto m lin e wil l b e a n argumen t fro m transcriptiona l probability :
unlike the more commonl y atteste d reading , ther e i s no plausible explanatio n
for th e existenc e o f th e Wester n tex t i f it i s not original . Befor e drawing thi s
line, however , w e mus t firs t attend t o th e questio n o f which readin g i s more
intrinsically suite d t o Luke' s two-volum e work .

Intrinsic Probabilities:  Vocabulary,  Style,  and  Theology
It has sometime s bee n argue d tha t th e mai n difficult y wit h th e longe r text is
its non-Luka n vocabular y an d style. 76 Thi s i s probably overstatin g th e case ,
even thoug h th e concatenatio n o f non-Luka n feature s shoul d certainl y give
us pause. 77 Wha t i s eve n mor e striking , however , i s that precisel y the non -
Lukan feature s of the longe r tex t compris e it s key elements: th e phrase virsp
vfj,a>v ("fo r you" ) occur s twice  i n thi s passage , bu t nowher e els e i n al l o f
Luke-Acts,78 th e wor d fo r "remembrance, " avdfjLvrja-iv,  occur s onl y her e in
Luke-Acts,79 an d neve r elsewher e doe s Luk e spea k o f th e "ne w covenant, "
let alone th e new covenant "i n m y blood." Were the Gospel o f Luke our only
base of comparison fo r thi s distinctive vocabulary, the evidenc e might not b e
so telling; but give n the ampl e opportunit y afforde d the author t o refe r bac k
to th e momentou s even t of the Last Supper in his second volume , the absenc e
of an y subsequen t allusion s t o thes e significan t word s an d phrase s mus t b e
seen a s more than a  littl e discomforting fo r proponents o f the longe r text. 80

Even mor e importan t tha n th e mer e absence o f this vocabulary fro m th e
rest o f Luke-Acts is the matte r o f it s ideational content . I t is surely significant
that th e understandin g o f Jesus' deat h expresse d b y these word s an d phrase s
is otherwise absen t fro m Luke' s two-volum e work . Whe n Jesus say s in Luke
22:19b—20 tha t hi s bod y i s given "for you " (virep  vfjL&v)  an d tha t hi s bloo d
is shed "fo r you " (wrs p v^&v},  he i s stating what Luk e says nowhere els e in
his lon g narrative . Neither i n hi s Gospe l no r i n Act s doe s h e portra y Jesus '
death a s a n atonemen t fo r sins. 81 Even more significantly , Luk e has actually
gone ou t o f hi s wa y t o eliminate  jus t suc h a  theolog y fro m th e narrativ e h e
inherited fro m hi s predecessor , Mark . This i s a ke y factor i n recognizing th e
secondary characte r o f th e longe r text , a  facto r tha t ha s bee n surprisingl y
underplayed b y most previou s studie s of the problem .

The dat a ar e b y no w familia r an d her e I  wil l simpl y mention thos e tha t
are particularl y german e t o th e textua l problem . Neve r i n hi s tw o volume s
does Luk e sa y tha t Jesu s die d "fo r you r sins " o r "fo r you. " Significantly ,
when h e summarize s th e significan t feature s o f th e "Chris t event " i n th e
speeches o f Acts , h e portrays th e deat h o f Jesus wit h remarkabl e consistency
not a s a n atonin g sacrifice , bu t a s a  miscarriag e of justic e that Go d reverse d
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by vindicatin g Jesus a t th e resurrectio n (Act s 2:22-36; 3:12-16; 4:8-12 ;
7:51-56; 13:26-41) . The onl y apparen t exception—an d I  wil l late r argu e
that i t i s i n fac t onl y apparent—i s th e difficul t tex t o f Act s 20:28 . Befor e
turning ou r attentio n t o th e exceptional , however , w e d o wel l t o stres s th e
invariable. I n non e o f thes e speeche s i s Jesu s sai d t o di e "for " anyone, a
surprising fact , given the numbe r of opportunities Luk e had t o introduc e th e
notion. I n on e passag e i n particula r one migh t expec t som e reference , how-
ever distant , t o Jesus' atonin g death , onl y to find the expectatio n altogethe r
frustrated. I n Acts 8 , Luke portrays th e Ethiopian eunuch reading the tex t of
Scripture use d mos t widel y by earl y Christian s to explai n Jesus' deat h a s a
vicarious atonement : Isaia h 53 . Somewha t remarkably, however, when Luk e
cites th e passage , h e includes not a  word abou t th e Servant of the Lord being
"wounded fo r ou r transgressions " (Is a 53:5) , bein g "bruised fo r ou r iniqui-
ties" (53:5) , o r makin g himsel f "a n offerin g fo r sin" (53:10) . Luk e has in -
stead crafte d hi s quotation t o affir m hi s own vie w of Jesus' passion : h e die d
as a n innocen t victi m who wa s the n vindicate d (Act s 8:32—33). Particularly
telling is Luke's decision t o sto p jus t shor t o f the final statement of the Isaian
text he quotes , a  statemen t tha t doe s i n fac t intimat e the vicarious natur e of
the Servant' s suffering : h e was "stricke n fo r th e transgressio n o f m y people"
(53:8).82 I t shoul d no t b e overlooked , i n thi s connection , tha t Luke' s onl y
other allusion to th e Song of the Suffering Servan t also supports hi s view tha t
Jesus was unjustl y kille d but then glorified . I n Acts 3:13, Peter states tha t th e
God o f Israel "glorified hi s servant" Jesus (Isa 52:13), but say s nothing about
Jesus' atonin g sacrifice.

It is particularly important t o stress that Luk e has not simpl y overlooked
or avoide d makin g such references ; he ha s gon e ou t o f hi s way t o eliminate
notions o f atonemen t fro m th e on e sourc e w e ar e virtuall y certai n h e ha d
before him , the Gospel o f Mark. Mar k make s two poignant reference s to th e
salvific significanc e o f Jesus ' deat h an d Luk e change s the m both . Th e firs t
and mos t obviou s come s i n the famou s words o f Jesus in Mark 10:45 : "For
the So n o f Ma n cam e no t t o b e serve d bu t t o serve , an d t o giv e hi s lif e a
ransom fo r many. " I f Luke found thi s theology acceptable , i t i s virtually im-
possible t o explai n why he omitted th e verse altogether.83

The othe r referenc e is more subtle, bu t nonetheles s form s a  kind of linch-
pin fo r Mark's theolog y o f the cross. I t has to d o with the events surrounding
the momen t o f Jesus' death , an d t o recogniz e th e significanc e o f Luke' s por-
trayal of the event one ha s t o understan d how i t was presented i n his source .
As has alread y been observed , Mar k record s tha t Jesus ' deat h i s immediately
followed b y tw o sign s tha t demonstrat e it s meaning : th e Templ e curtai n i s
ripped i n hal f an d th e Roma n centurio n confesse s hi m t o b e "th e Son o f
God" (15:38—39). 84 The tearing of the curtain has been subject to two major
interpretations ove r the years, depending on whether it was the outer o r inner
curtain o f the Temple tha t wa s torn.85 Both interpretation s ar e plausible within
a Marca n context , the first probably indicating a divine judgment against th e
Temple, th e secon d a  no t unrelate d notio n tha t Go d no w come s t o human s
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(from th e Hol y o f Holie s behin d the curtain ) no longe r throug h templ e sac-
rifice bu t throug h th e deat h o f Jesus.86 The latte r interpretation i s perhaps t o
be preferred, because (a) the only other us e of the verb crxi£& > m Mark occur s
at th e baptis m (1:10) , wher e agai n th e ide a o f a  divin e advent occur s (th e
heavens rip an d th e Spiri t descends), and (b ) the second event of 15:38—39 —
the centurion' s confession—indicates a  moment of salvation rather than, purely,
of judgment . I f thi s interpretatio n i s correct , the n Mar k use s th e rippin g of
the curtain to indicat e that in the death of Jesus God ha s made himself avail-
able t o huma n beings , who correspondingl y no w hav e direc t acces s t o him .
And th e confession of the centurio n represents the firs t (and only) instance of
a perso n i n Mark' s Gospe l full y recognizin g who Jesu s is : h e i s the So n of
God wh o ha d t o die , whos e deat h wa s no t alie n to hi s divin e sonship bu t
was instea d constitutiv e o f it. 87 I n short , th e rippin g o f th e curtai n an d th e
confession o f the centurion reveal Mark's understandin g of Jesus' deat h a s an
atoning sacrific e (i n i t Go d make s himsel f availabl e to humanity , cf. 10:45 )
and a s the ke y to salvatio n (b y the profession of fait h i n the So n of God wh o
died).

Luke's accoun t o f Jesus ' deat h i s i n n o smal l measur e dependent upo n
Mark's.88 Her e ther e als o i s a tearing of the temple curtain and a  confession
of th e centurion . I t i s al l the mor e strikin g that bot h event s are modifie d s o
as t o transfor m thei r significance . The tearin g o f th e curtai n i n th e Templ e
no longe r result s fro m Jesus ' death , becaus e i n Luk e i t occur s before  Jesus
dies (23:45) . Wha t th e even t migh t mea n t o Luk e ha s bee n debated , bu t
because i t i s now combine d wit h th e eeri e darknes s tha t ha s com e ove r th e
land,89 i t appear s t o represen t a  cosmi c sig n tha t accompanie s th e hou r o f
darkness ("thi s i s you r hou r an d th e powe r o f darkness, " 11:43) . I t may ,
then, represen t th e judgmen t of Go d upo n hi s people wh o hav e rejected hi s
gift o f "ligh t t o thos e wh o si t in darkness an d th e shado w o f death" (1:79) ,
a judgmen t that fall s i n particula r on th e religiou s institution that his people
have perverted t o thei r own end s (Luk e 19:45—46).90 I n Luke' s accoun t th e
ripping of the Temple curtain does no t sho w tha t Jesus' deat h ha s opened u p
the pat h t o God; 91 i t now symbolize s God's judgmen t upon hi s own peopl e
who prefer t o dwel l in darkness.92

Luke also has changed the confession of the centurion. No longe r does i t
indicate a  professio n o f fait h i n th e So n o f Go d wh o ha s die d ("Trul y thi s
man wa s th e So n of God," Mar k 15:39) ; i t now coincide s with Luke' s own
understanding of Jesus' death : "Truly  thi s man was innocent" (SiKato? , Luke
23:47).93 The deat h o f Jesus i n Luke-Acts is not a  death that effect s a n aton-
ing sacrifice . I t i s th e deat h o f a  righteou s marty r wh o ha s suffere d fro m
miscarried justice , whos e innocenc e i s vindicate d b y Go d a t th e resurrec -
tion.94 Wha t matter s chiefl y fo r ou r purpos e i s not th e theologica l adequac y
of suc h a  view , bu t rathe r th e consistenc y with whic h Luk e has se t i t forth ;
he wa s abl e t o shif t th e focu s awa y fro m th e atonin g significanc e of Jesus '
death onl y b y modifying th e one accoun t o f tha t death which w e are certain
he ha d received . Wha t ha s thi s t o d o wit h ou r textua l problem ? A s I  wil l
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stress momentarily , only one of our tw o textua l variants , the shorter reading ,
coincides with the Lukan understanding of Jesus' death ; th e other attest s pre -
cisely the theolog y tha t Luk e has otherwise take n pain s to suppress .

Before returnin g to thi s text-critica l issue , however, I  must first deal wit h
Acts 20:28 , th e on e passag e tha t i s frequentl y treate d a s a n exceptio n t o
Luke's understandin g o f th e deat h o f Jesus. I n fact , the passag e i s an excep -
tion onl y i n appearance . Fo r eve n her e th e notio n o f atonemen t doe s no t
emerge fro m th e tex t bu t ha s t o b e imported int o it . I n hi s farewel l addres s
to th e Ephesia n elders , the Apostl e Paul urges them to "pastor th e churc h of
God, whic h h e obtaine d throug h th e bloo d o f hi s Own " (TO U ai'juaTo ? TOT )
idiov). Th e phrasin g i s enigmati c and , a s w e hav e alread y seen , ha s le d t o
several interestin g textua l modifications. 95 Despit e it s ambiguit y ("Hi s ow n
blood"? "Th e bloo d o f his unique [Son]"?) th e phrase almos t certainl y refers
to Jesus , whos e bloo d Go d use d t o acquir e a n ekklesia. 96 Bu t eve n here , I
must poin t out , th e text does not spea k o f Jesus' self-givin g ac t as an atonin g
sacrifice fo r sin , bu t o f God' s us e o f Jesus ' bloo d t o acquir e (NB , not "re -
deem") the church . An d so, strictly speaking th e thrust of the allusio n i s not
soteriological; th e foc i ar e God's prerogatives ove r th e church , which he ob -
tained throug h bloo d an d th e elders ' correspondin g nee d t o exercis e appro -
priate supervisio n over it . Onl y b y inference can one find a word concernin g
the expiator y benefit s o f Christ' s death ; eve n here there is no wor d o f atone -
ment, n o clai m that Chris t die d "fo r you r sake."

But wha t doe s i t mea n t o sa y tha t Go d obtaine d th e churc h throug h
Christ's blood ? The proble m interpreters have typically ha d wit h th e verse is
that the y hav e see n i n i t a  remnan t o f Paulin e soteriology, an d hav e con -
cluded fro m thi s either that Luk e did accep t the notion o f an atoning sacrific e
or tha t h e unwittingl y reproduced a n undigeste d fragment o f tradition. 97 I n
fact, neithe r conclusio n i s necessary , sinc e th e vers e make s perfectl y goo d
sense i f one suspend s an y previou s knowledge of (o r commitment to) Pauline
thought an d allow s i t to dra w it s meaning from it s Lukan context. O n onl y
one othe r occasio n doe s Luk e mention the "blood" of Jesus, and thi s shoul d
be th e firs t plac e t o tur n i n tryin g to understan d the referenc e i n 20:28 . I n
Acts 5:2 8 th e Jewish leader s i n Jerusalem accuse the apostle s o f working t o
make the m th e culprit s for "th e bloo d o f thi s man." Whe n Pete r hear s thei r
accusation, h e launche s into on e o f hi s patente d speeches , proclaimin g that
even though "Yo u kille d [Jesus] by hanging him on th e tree . Go d raise d him
from th e dead , exaltin g him to hi s right hand a s Ruler and Savior. " He the n
ties Jesus' reversa l of fortun e to a  typically Luka n notion o f soteriology. Go d
exalted th e unjustl y execute d Jesu s s o tha t h e coul d giv e "repentanc e an d
forgiveness o f sin s to Israel " (5:31) . I n ligh t of 5:28 , wha t doe s Luk e mean
in 20:2 8 tha t "Go d obtain s th e churc h through blood" ? Th e bloo d o f Jesus
produces th e churc h becaus e i t bring s the cognizanc e o f guil t tha t lead s t o

QOrepentance.
I shoul d poin t ou t tha t thi s understandin g of Jesus ' bloo d i s perfectl y

consistent wit h Luke' s soteriolog y elsewher e i n hi s two-volume work, i n which
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repentance an d forgivenes s of sin s ar e th e perennia l keynotes . Th e constan t
refrain o f the speeches o f Acts is: "You kille d Jesus, bu t Go d raise d him fro m
the dead. " I n eac h instanc e th e clai m represent s a n appea l t o repentance ,
which bring s forgivenes s o f sins." Failure to repent , o n th e othe r hand , re -
sults i n judgment.

Moreover, thi s construa l i s consistent wit h th e other reference s to "blood "
throughout Luke-Acts . Whil e th e wor d ca n certainl y refer neutrall y t o suc h
things a s the blood o f menstruation o r o f edible beasts (Luk e 8:43-44; Acts
15:20, 29; 21:25) or t o cosmic sign s of the eschaton (Act s 2:19-20), it mos t
frequently refer s t o th e unjus t an d violen t sufferin g o f th e peopl e o f God —
especially o f prophet s an d martyr s (Luk e 11:50 ; 13:1 ; Act s 22:20) . Strik -
ingly, Luk e sees Jesus himsel f as , abov e all , a  prophet an d martyr. 100 Some -
what ironically , th e ter m "blood " ca n als o symboliz e the fat e o f those wh o
refuse t o repen t when the y encounter th e apostoli c preachin g of Jesus (18:6) .
It i s worth notin g tha t th e ter m i s used in jus t this way within the immediate
context o f 20:28; Paul states his relief a t being guiltless of "the blood " of the
Ephesian elders—meanin g tha t h e fulfille d hi s obligatio n t o preac h t o the m
his messag e o f salvation , a  messag e tha t ca n sav e the m fro m th e comin g
judgment.101 Onl y i f hi s hearer s repen t whe n confronte d wit h Jesus ' bloo d
will they b e saved fro m spillin g their own .

This contextua l understandin g of Acts 20:28 show s that , a t leas t fo r Luke,
the traditio n tha t Go d obtaine d th e churc h throug h Jesus ' blood—i f i t i s a
tradition—has nothing to d o wit h th e Paulin e notion o f atonement. On e can
only conclud e that interpreters hav e read suc h a  notion int o the text becaus e
their knowledg e o f Pau l (an d of late r developments ) naturall y lead s the m t o
see atonement whereve r the y se e blood. Act s 20:28 neithe r require s no r inti -
mates suc h a  construal , however , s o tha t i t i s not a t al l the exceptio n t o a n
otherwise consisten t Luka n soteriology. Even thi s text makes good sens e within
the narrativ e o f Luke , an d th e sens e i t make s i s no t relate d t o th e ide a o f
vicarious suffering .

The resul t i s tha t i n n o cas e doe s Luk e understan d Jesus ' deat h a s a n
atonement fo r sins . A s I  hav e alread y said , thi s i s no t a t al l t o disparag e
Luke's ow n Christolog y o r hi s theology o f the cross . I t i s simply to sa y tha t
he understands th e death o f Jesus differentl y fro m bot h th e predecessor o f his
Gospel (Mark ) and th e her o o f his Acts (Paul) .

How doe s thi s consisten t reconstrua l o f th e salvifi c importanc e o f Jesus '
death affec t ou r quer y into the origina l text o f Luke 22:19—20? Onl y on e of
the tw o reading s conform s wit h th e theolog y o f Luke otherwise, an d specifi -
cally with his demonstrable handlin g of hi s Marcan source . The verse s of th e
longer readin g stres s th e atonin g significance of Jesus' deat h fo r hi s disciples .
How ca n they be original when they emphasize precisely what Luk e has gon e
out o f hi s way t o deemphasize  throughou t th e res t o f his two-volume narra -
tive? Ho w coul d Luk e hav e blatantl y eliminated fro m Mark' s accoun t an y
notion o f Jesus ' deat h a s a n atonin g sacrific e (Mar k 10:45 ; 15:39 ) onl y t o
assert suc h a  notio n her e i n yet stronger terms ? The conclusio n appear s un -
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avoidable: eithe r Luk e constructed hi s narrative with blindin g inconsistency
or h e penne d th e shorte r for m o f th e text , know n t o u s fro m th e Wester n
tradition.

Intrinsic Probabilities:  The  Structure of the  Passage
Before turnin g to th e argument s o f transcription that , i n my judgment, serve
to cinc h the argument , i t is neccessary to conside r on e other matte r o f intrin-
sic probability: th e competin g virtue s of th e passage' s structur e as presente d
in th e tw o form s o f th e text . I t i s here that advocate s o f th e longe r tex t fee l
confident i n the superiorit y o f their claims. Most frequentl y i t simply is noted
that withou t th e additio n o f verses 19b-2 0 the tex t appear s t o en d abruptly ,
so abruptl y that i t i s difficult t o imagin e a Christia n author no t supplement -
ing th e accoun t wit h additiona l material . As Earl e Elli s put s it , th e reade r
naturally expect s t o fin d a  wor d abou t th e cu p afte r th e wor d abou t th e
bread.102

One certainl y does expec t t o fin d suc h a  word , whic h i s exactl y wha t
makes thi s argumen t s o suspect . A s with mos t argument s o f thi s kind , th e
expectation o f a  reader ca n cut bot h ways . Reader s who ar e thoroughly con -
versant wit h th e eucharisti c liturg y fee l tha t somethin g i s "missing " whe n
Jesus' word s ove r th e brea d ar e no t followe d b y hi s passin g o f th e cup . O f
course, thi s i s no t onl y th e cas e fo r moder n critic s wh o assum e tha t Luk e
could no t hav e ended th e passag e wit h suc h abruptnes s but als o fo r ancien t
scribes who wer e equall y accustomed t o th e tradition s o f Jesus' Las t Supper .
How thi s prove s decisiv e fo r th e longer  tex t o f Luk e 22 , however , i s mor e
than a  littl e perplexing. Wha t woul d b e mor e natura l fo r scribe s conversan t
with wha t "reall y happened " a t Jesus ' las t mea l than t o supplemen t Luke' s
version wit h th e word s draw n fro m a  tradition wit h which the y were other -
wise familiar ?

Interestingly, this "other tradition " (i.e. , vv. 19b-20 i n the longe r text) is
not onl y anomalous withi n Luke' s Gospel itself , i t also ha s ver y fe w connec -
tions with Luke's source , th e Gospel of Mark. Instead , as has been frequentl y
noted, th e additiona l word s practicall y mirro r th e familia r accoun t o f th e
institution preserve d i n Paul' s firs t lette r to th e Corinthians. 103 The fac t tha t
the word s o f th e longe r tex t o f Luk e ar e no t precisely  those o f Pau l shoul d
not b e used, a s it sometimes is, to argu e that the y could not hav e been adde d
secondarily to the text o f the Gospel. No on e need think that a  scribe referred
to hi s manuscript of 1  Corinthians to check the accuracy of his interpolation
into Luke . Instead , th e additio n ha s al l th e mark s o f a  familia r narrativ e
based on , o r a t leas t paralle l to, Paul' s account o f Jesus' Las t Supper .

The questio n o f whethe r th e shorte r tex t o f Luke' s accoun t i s too trun -
cated t o b e considere d origina l ha s bee n treate d wit h greate r sophisticatio n
by J. H . Petzer  i n his recen t stud y o f the literar y structure o f the passage. 104

Petzer note s tha t whe n on e consider s th e broade r contex t o f verse s 15—20 ,
the longe r tex t preserve s a  numbe r o f literar y parallelisms that spea k i n it s
favor a s original . Accordin g t o Petzer , th e passag e evidence s a bipartit e par -
allel structure , eac h par t o f whic h comprise s tw o "signs " an d thei r "expla -
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nations": verse s 15-1 8 recor d a  firs t "sign" (eating ) and it s "explanation"
(it wil l b e fulfille d i n th e Kingdo m of God) , the n a  secon d "sign " (drinking)
and it s comparabl e "explanation " (i t too wil l b e fulfille d i n th e Kingdom) .
Corresponding t o thi s is the tex t o f verses 19—2 0 in its longer form , i n which
two "signs " (th e bread, v . 19a ; th e cup , v . 20 ) receiv e appropriate explana -
tions ("Thi s i s my body .  .  ." ; "This cup is the new covenant in my blood").
The passage ca n the n b e structured a s follows:

(A) (a ) T O Trdcrx a <j>ayeiv  sign : eatin g (bread ) (15 , 16a )
(b) rfi  /SacrtXei a explanation : Kingdo m (16b )

(B) (a' ) T O TTorripiov, TTIO J sign : drinkin g (cup) (17 , 18a )
(b') T)  /3a<TL\eia  explanation : Kingdo m (18b )

(A') (a" ) aprov  sign : brea d (19a )
(b") T O (r&jjia. IJLOV  explanation : bod y (19b )

(B') ( a + ) Trorripiov sign : cu p (20a )
(b+) T O alfj.a  pov  explanation : bloo d (20b )

For Petze r thi s structur e demonstrate s tha t th e longe r tex t i s original ,
because removing verses 19b-2 0 destroys th e bipartit e parallelism:

The structur e of th e passag e i s thus very muc h incline d in favour o f the long
reading. Thi s conclusio n i s no t reache d becaus e of th e mer e fac t tha t ther e
is a  structur e i n th e passage . I t i s surel y possible t o identif y a  structur e in
almost any given New Testamen t passage . I t is rather the nature of the struc-
ture which is convincing. Luke used a parallelism, a structure very well known
to th e author s o f bot h th e Ol d an d Ne w Testaments . Ha d an y othe r struc -
ture, no t a s commonly used a s the parallelism, been identified, th e argument
would hav e been muc h weaker.105

Petzer i s certainly righ t tha t on e can find a structure wherever one looks;
structural analyse s ar e ofte n a s fascinatin g fo r wha t the y revea l abou t th e
creativity o f th e criti c a s fo r wha t the y revea l abou t th e text . Bu t t o clai m
that th e structur e h e uncover s i s compellin g because  i t i s commo n i s really
rather har d t o evaluate. 106 A t an y rate , I  migh t observ e tha t i f w e simpl y
accept Petzer' s ow n categorie s o f sig n an d explanatio n bu t modif y hi s struc -
ture by removing the words o f the longer text , we have not simpl y eliminated
the bipartit e parallelism; we hav e also uncovere d a  chiasmu s ( A — B — A), a
structure tha t i s vying with parallelis m for mos t favore d status amon g Ne w
Testament exegete s wh o loo k fo r such things.107

The suggestio n o f a  chiasmu s in thi s case , however , i s probably a  dea d
end, i n par t becaus e (a s we shal l see ) Petzer' s categorie s d o no t wor k ver y
well fo r th e passage , an d i n par t becaus e vers e 19 a ha s t o b e considered i n
relation t o it s broade r context , specificall y verse s 21-22. I n fact , ther e ar e
clear reasons fo r seeing verse 19 a a s the beginnin g of the following  pericope ,
rather tha n th e conclusion'o f th e preceding . And , interestingl y enough, i t is
this pericop e (vv . 19a , 21—22 ) tha t i s shaped throug h a  parallelis m compa -
rable to wha t on e finds in verses 15—18 . Here agai n one may simply be find-
ing a  structur e whereve r on e looks , bu t i n thi s instanc e ther e ar e specifi c
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linguistic indicator s o f th e structure , indicator s tha t ar e misse d whe n vers e
19a i s isolated fro m th e verse s tha t follow .

To se t the structure of verses 19a-22 in its broader linguisti c context, we
do wel l to consider  Petzer' s analysi s of verses 15-18. He appears t o b e right
in claimin g tha t thes e verse s for m a  self-containe d uni t i n whic h Jesu s firs t
expresses hi s desir e t o ea t th e passove r wit h hi s disciples , describing his ac -
tion i n term s o f th e Kingdo m o f God , and the n distribute s th e cup , agai n
speaking o f th e Kingdom . The structur e i s suggested i n par t b y th e author' s
use o f th e phras e Asy& i yap V/JLIV  t o introduc e th e word s abou t th e kingdo m
in bot h verse s 1 6 an d 18 . Bu t i s the categor y o f explanation reall y th e mos t
suitable for understanding these words? Are the disciples to distribute the cup
because Jesus wil l drin k n o mor e win e unti l the kingdo m comes ? No , thes e
words instead indicate a  contrast betwee n Jesus' eatin g and drinkin g with his
disciples at thi s meal and hi s eating and drinkin g in the futur e Kingdo m (note
that h e speak s onl y o f himsel f i n th e "explanations") . O r t o pu t th e matte r
differently, th e contras t i s betwee n Jesus  sharin g foo d an d drin k wit h th e
faithful i n the present , an d hi s own eatin g and drinkin g in the eschatologica l
future.108

What woul d lea d on e t o tak e vers e 19 a a s the openin g o f the following
pericope (vv . 19a-22, withou t vv . 19b-20) ? I n brief , doin g s o reveal s a  for-
mally simila r parallelism: Jesus make s a  statemen t an d the n a  contrast . Bu t
now th e contras t doe s no t involv e his participation in the futur e Kingdo m as
it implicitl y relate s t o th e disciple s who shar e hi s fellowship ; i t i s instea d a
contrast betwee n Jesus ' ignominiou s fate o n eart h an d th e one followe r wh o
is responsibl e fo r deliverin g him ove r t o it . A s was th e cas e wit h th e earlie r
pericope, her e th e linguisti c indicato r o f th e structur e appear s i n th e repeti -
tion o f a key transitional ter m a t the beginning of each contrast . Wherea s th e
contrasts o f verse s 1 6 an d 1 8 wer e introduce d wit h th e word s Xey w -yap
vfjilv, her e they are indicated b y 7T\7Jv , one o f Luke's favorite conjunctions. 109

Furthermore, Jesus' opening statement i n each par t concern s hi s coming fate,
and i n eac h cas e th e contras t i s mad e t o th e on e wh o betray s hi m (vrapa-
8t8w/u,i both times):

(A) An d taking bread, giving thanks, he broke it and gave it to them, saying,
This i s my bod y (v . 19a)

(B) Bu t (Tr\-f]v)  behold , the han d of the on e wh o betray s (TO W irapaSidoiros)
me is with me on th e tabl e (v . 21)

(A1) Fo r (on , continuation!) th e So n o f Ma n goe s a s i t wa s ordaine d fo r
him (v . 22a);

(B1) Bu t (77X171' ) wo e t o tha t ma n throug h whom h e i s betrayed (TrapaSt -
'Sorai) (v . 22b)

This structure , a s indicated, i s able to accoun t fo r the repetitions o f ir\.r\v
and Trapa8i8(t)fjit,  i n th e passage , somethin g lef t ou t o f accoun t i n Petzer' s
analysis, an d serve s bette r t o highligh t th e contrastin g characte r o f th e tw o
pericopes (vv . 15-18, 19-22 ) whe n considered together. 110 In the first, Jesus
discusses hi s fat e i n ligh t o f th e comin g Kingdo m o f God , a fat e associate d
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with hi s faithfu l follower s wh o partak e o f thi s mea l wit h hi m (perhap s sug -
gesting tha t the y to o wil l shar e hi s vindicatio n a s the y continu e t o brea k
bread wit h him ; see , e.g. , Luk e 24:35); i n th e second , h e focuse s on hi s ap -
proaching martyrdom , i n whic h hi s bod y wil l be broke n becaus e o f th e be -
trayal o f a n unfaithfu l follower , whos e destin y i s no t th e joy s o f th e escha -
tological kingdo m bu t th e suffering s o f the eschatologica l woes .

The plausibilit y of thi s structur e i s only heightened b y th e circumstanc e
that i t avoid s th e word s an d theolog y o f th e longe r tex t tha t ar e foun d no -
where else in Luke-Acts .

It als o avoid s th e proble m of having to explai n how the tex t cam e to b e
changed in the course o f its transmission, a  problem tha t prove s insurmount -
able fo r al l advocates o f the longe r text . Petzer' s explanatio n of the omissio n
is as typical as i t i s illuminating: "A scrib e must have omitted thes e dispute d
words i n orde r t o avoi d th e difficul t cup-bread-cu p sequenc e s o tha t Luke' s
account o f the institution o f the Lord's Supper could b e harmonized with th e
other institutio n narratives." 111 A  remarkabl e comment , this , fo r precisel y
here i s th e problem : th e shorte r tex t neithe r solve s th e proble m o f th e se -
quence of the narrative nor effect s a  harmonization with the other three New
Testament account s o f the institution . Th e order of cup-bread occur s in none
of th e othe r passages , an d th e closes t verbal parallels with any of them occur
only i n the longer  text' s similaritie s to 1  Corinthians 11 . The shorte r tex t i s
by n o mean s a  harmonizatio n t o an y o f th e othe r accounts . Ho w ca n on e
explain a n omissio n i f the longe r tex t i s original?

Transcriptional Probabilities
In poin t o f fact , n o on e ha s bee n abl e to provid e a  convincin g explanation
for ho w th e shorter tex t came into existence if the longer text i s original. On e
of th e standard explanation s i s that a  scribe who eithe r could no t understan d
or di d no t appreciat e th e appearanc e o f tw o cup s i n Luke' s narrativ e elimi-
nated on e o f the m t o mak e th e accoun t coincid e bette r wit h al l th e others .
The explanatio n ha s prove d popula r becaus e i t ha s al l th e appearanc e o f
plausibility. Bu t i t i s only a n appearance ; ove r a  centur y ag o Hor t showe d
why th e theor y doe s no t wor k an d n o on e ha s bee n abl e to refut e hi s argu-
ments.112 I f a scribe was concerne d wit h harmonizin g the accoun t t o it s par-
allels, why di d h e eliminat e the second  cu p instea d o f th e first ? I t i s the firs t
that i s problematic , becaus e i t i s distributed befor e th e givin g o f th e bread ;
and i t i s the secon d tha t i s familiar , becaus e the word s o f institution parallel
so closely those o f Pau l in 1  Corinthians. Stil l mor e damaging , thi s explana-
tion canno t a t al l account fo r the omission o f verse 19b, wher e the cup i s not
yet mentioned. Why did the alleged scribe, concerned t o eliminat e the secon d
cup, tak e awa y wit h i t th e word s o f institutio n over th e bread ? Did h e jus t
happen t o excis e the word s an d theolog y tha t otherwis e appea r intrusiv e in
Luke's Gospe l bu t reflec t th e word s o f institutio n know n fro m Paul ? What -
ever th e motivatio n fo r th e change , i t wa s no t simpl y t o eliminat e the men-
tion o f a  second cu p or t o harmoniz e the accoun t wit h the others.

The frustratio n scholar s have had i n explaining the shorte r tex t i s partic-
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ularly evident in a theory tha t fo r al l its popularity represents littl e more than
a counse l i n despair . Advocate d originall y by Jeremias,113 th e theor y claim s
that scribe s abbreviated th e tex t t o kee p the sacre d words o f institution fro m
becoming a  par t o f th e publi c domain, les t the y be use d b y nonbeliever s for
insidious magica l purposes . I n Jeremias's hand s thi s theor y o f th e so-calle d
disciplina arcani  provided a  panacea fo r al l kinds of problems in the Gospels :
it explained why , fo r example, Mar k refuse d t o revea l the words Jesus spok e
to Sata n i n the wildernes s durin g the days o f his temptation i n Mark 1:12 -
13 and why he ended hi s Gospel a t 16: 8 withou t disclosing the parting word s
of Jesus t o hi s disciples . Apar t fro m thes e curiosities , one mus t ask how wel l
the theor y resolve s th e textua l proble m o f Luk e 22:19—20 . Who m exactl y
did thes e second-century scribes , fearfu l o f the misus e of the text , envisag e as
the user s of their gospels ? Were the y planning to sel l thei r manuscripts at th e
local boo k mart ? I f the word s o f institutio n wer e problematic , wh y di d th e
scribes in question not eliminat e them in their entirety? Why, that is, did they
leave vers e 19 a intact ? And , stil l mor e perplexing , wh y wa s th e same  moti -
vation no t operativ e i n the transmissio n historie s o f Matthew, Mark , an d 1
Corinthians, wher e the texts are liable to precisel y the same abus e but none -
theless survive d th e penknive s o f th e second-centur y scribe s unscathed? 114

Even mos t proponent s o f th e longe r text hav e failed t o b e convinced.
This leave s us , however , wit h ou r quer y concernin g th e origi n o f th e

shorter tex t i f the longe r on e i s original. Virtuall y th e onl y explanation tha t
might accoun t fo r i t i s that verse s 19b-2 0 droppe d ou t b y accident . Unfor -
tunately, thi s proves to b e as problematic a s the theory that th e text wa s cu t
on purpose . Fo r i t would b e remarkable indeed fo r thirty-two words t o dro p
out o f a  tex t fo r n o apparen t reaso n (suc h as homeoeteleuton) . Is it a n acci -
dent that thes e thirty-two words jus t happen to supply precisely what i s miss-
ing otherwise i n the account , a  notio n tha t Jesus ' bod y an d bloo d woul d b e
given o n behal f o f hi s disciples ? Is i t a n acciden t tha t thi s theologica l con -
strual, foun d i n thi s passage onl y i n the dispute d thirty-tw o words , i s other -
wise alie n t o Luke' s entir e two-volum e work ? I s i t a n acciden t tha t thes e
words, and onl y these words , paralle l the words foun d i n 1  Corinthians? An
intriguing accident indeed !

In short , i t i s well-nig h impossibl e t o explai n th e shorte r tex t o f Luk e
22:19—20 i f the longe r tex t i s original. But i t i s not a t al l difficul t t o accoun t
for a n interpolation  o f th e dispute d words int o Luke' s brief accoun t o f Jesus '
last suppe r wit h hi s disciples. 115 A s w e hav e seen, Luke' s two-volum e wor k
avoids al l mentio n o f Jesus givin g hi s bod y an d sheddin g hi s bloo d fo r hi s
followers (wrs p vfji&v);  Luk e eliminated or change d the Marcan reference s to
Jesus' atoning sacrifice ; he chose no t t o quote Isaiah 53 to depic t Jesus' deat h
as a n atonemen t fo r sins , eve n thoug h h e quote d th e passag e otherwise ; h e
referred bac k t o Jesus ' deat h i n th e boo k o f Act s simpl y a s i f i t wer e a  mis-
carriage o f justic e tha t Go d se t righ t i n raisin g Jesus fro m th e dead . T o b e
sure, thi s author' s accoun t o f Jesus ' confrontatio n wit h deat h prove d usefu l
for proto-orthodo x Christian s of th e secon d centur y who themselve s empha-
sized th e necessit y of martyrdo m an d th e nee d t o emulat e the tranquilit y of
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Jesus i n th e fac e o f it. 116 Bu t i t wa s no t a t al l usefu l whe n the y wante d t o
stress, in direct opposition to certain groups o f docetic opponents , tha t Chris t
experienced a  rea l passio n i n which his body wa s broke n an d hi s blood wa s
shed fo r th e sin s of the world .

It is no accident that Tertullian refers to Christ' s consecratio n o f the wine
as hi s bloo d t o disparag e Marcion' s vie w tha t h e wa s merel y a  phanto m
(Treatise o n the Soul, 17) , and on another occasion cite s the entire institution
narrative as known fro m 1  Corinthians 1 1 and the longer tex t o f Luke to the
same end:

[Jesus] declare d plainl y enoug h what He  mean t by  the bread , when He  called
the bread Hi s own body . He likewise, when mentioning the cup and making
the ne w testamen t t o b e seale d "i n Hi s blood, " affirm s th e realit y o f Hi s
body. Fo r no bloo d ca n belon g to a  body whic h is not a  body of flesh. Thus
from th e evidenc e of th e flesh , w e ge t a  proo f o f th e body , an d a  proo f o f
the flesh fro m th e evidenc e of the bloo d (Adv.  Marc. IV , 40).

In using the text in this way, Tertullian allied himself wit h other proto-orthodox
authors o f th e secon d century . Somewha t earlie r Irenaeu s to o ha d refute d
Marcion b y asking how hi s docetic Christolog y coul d b e reconciled wit h Je-
sus' insistenc e tha t th e brea d represente d hi s bod y an d th e cu p hi s bloo d
(Adv. Haer.  IV , 33 , 2) . Ye t mor e significantly , Irenaeu s attacke d othe r un -
named docetist s fo r refusin g t o se e tha t Christ' s she d bloo d alon e i s wha t
brings huma n redemption, an d tha t fo r thi s blood t o b e efficacious i t had t o
be real : rea l bloo d she d t o brin g rea l salvation , Christ' s rea l fles h give n t o
redeem ou r huma n fles h (Adv.  Haer. V, 2, 2) .

It i s precisely the emphasi s o n Jesus ' givin g of hi s ow n fles h an d bloo d
for th e salvatio n o f believers , as represente d i n th e physica l element s of th e
bread broke n "fo r you" and th e cup given "for you," that mad e th e longe r
text o f Luk e 22:19-20 s o attractiv e to th e proto-orthodo x heresiologists  of
the secon d century . An d i t i s the sam e theologica l concer n tha t ca n accoun t
for th e genesi s o f th e corruptio n i n th e firs t place . Wherea s Luke' s accoun t
served wel l t o portra y hi s own understandin g o f Jesus' las t mea l an d death ,
it did no t prov e a s serviceable for late r Christian s who wante d t o emphasize
the atonin g merit s o f tha t death , a  deat h tha t involve d the rea l sheddin g of
real bloo d fo r th e sin s of the world . An d s o the tex t was modifie d b y means
of a  partial assimilation to the familia r institutio n narrative reflected in Paul' s
letter t o th e Corinthians . I n changing the text i n this way, these scribes wer e
part of a  much larger phenomeno n tha t ha s lef t it s abiding mark throughou t
the manuscrip t record o f the New Testament .

Other Examples
We ar e no w i n a  positio n t o conside r mor e briefl y othe r varian t reading s
that similarl y stres s th e salvifi c significanc e o f Jesus' broke n bod y an d she d
blood.

I begi n wit h th e modification s of a  paralle l account, the narrativ e of Je -
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sus' Las t Supper found in Paul's first letter t o the Corinthians (11:23-24) . In
Paul's versio n o f th e story , Jesu s break s brea d an d says , "Thi s i s m y bod y
that i s fo r yo u (rovro  (JLOV  ECTTLV  T O crw/u.a T O inrep vfjL&v).  D o thi s i n m y
remembrance." Jus t as some scribes fel t tha t the saying of Luke 22:19a ende d
all too abruptly , others considered Jesus ' first sentence here ("This is my body
that i s fo r you" ) t o b e lackin g as well . Consequently , ove r th e cours e o f it s
transmission, th e statemen t cam e t o b e amplifie d throug h th e additio n o f a
participle, normall y taken fro m a  parallel passage (8i86fjLSi>ov) 11? o r fro m th e
immediate contex t (K^/JLEVOV,  cf . EK\acrev,  v . 24a). 118 Th e latte r addition ,
however, i s no t merel y an inadverten t completio n o f th e thought . No t onl y
does i t occu r i n a  numbe r o f scriba l corrections , showin g tha t i t wa s mad e
conscientiously rathe r tha n accidentally , i t als o provide s a  mor e vivi d state -
ment tha t Christ' s (real ) bod y was broke n lik e the bread o f the Eucharist , an
emphasis particularly germane fo r the proto-orthodox insistence on the phys-
ical natur e o f Jesus' passion . Stil l mor e clea r i s the theologica l implicatio n of
the singula r reading preserved in codex Bezae . Here Jesus i s recorded a s say-
ing, "Thi s i s m y bod y tha t i s broken  i n pieces  fo r you " (T O crw/n a T O VTTSP
V/J.&V QpwrrTOfjievov}.  I n thi s instanc e th e participl e ha s bee n draw n neithe r
from th e contex t no r fro m a  paralle l passage ; th e wor d dpvTrra)  occur s no -
where else in the manuscrip t tradition o f the New Testament . Moreover , th e
addition does not serve merely to round ou t Jesus' words concerning his com-
ing fate ; i t instea d provide s a  graphi c emphasi s on th e realit y of Jesus' pas -
sion.119

Other textua l variant s focu s less on Jesus ' bod y tha n o n hi s blood. Rathe r
than makin g a  ful l list , I  wil l simpl y consider a n interestin g example i n th e
scribal modificatio n of Colossian s 1:14. 120 I n a  phrase tha t closel y parallels
Ephesians 1:7 , Colossian s speak s o f Christ , "i n who m w e have redemption ,
the forgivenes s of sins " (ev  ( p EXOIASV  rr)v  aTroXwrpwatv , TJ]V  afyecnv  TO>V
afjiapriojv). Th e difference s fro m th e tex t i n Ephesian s are sligh t but signifi -
cant: th e latte r refer s t o "transgressions " (TrapaTTTajju.dTwi' ) rathe r tha n t o
"sins" an d make s the importan t additiona l statemen t tha t "redemption " come s
"through hi s blood" (810 : TOV  at^iaTO ? avrov).  I t i s perhaps not surprisin g t o
find that scribe s hav e occasionally interpolated thi s addition int o Colossian s
as well,121 and on e migh t suspect tha t i n doing s o they have either intention-
ally or subconsciousl y effected a  harmonization. But again one must ask what
kind o f scrib e would hav e done s o an d fo r who m th e emphasi s o n Christ' s
blood fo r redemptio n woul d hav e been s o important . Significantly , Irenaeu s
appears t o hav e the longe r tex t alread y in the secon d century , if we can trus t
the Lati n translation o f his magnum opus. Ther e he quotes th e passage, using
the distinctivel y Colossian for m o f "sins " an d proceedin g severa l sentences
later to introduc e a  quotation o f Ephesians by referring t o "Th e Blesse d Paul
in hi s Lette r t o th e Ephesians, " a s i f h e wer e citin g the epistl e fo r th e firs t
time i n hi s argumen t (Adv.  Haer.  V , 2 , 3) . I t would appea r tha t th e modifi -
cation o f Colossian s ha d transpire d alread y b y the mid-secon d century , an d
it i s perhap s o f n o smal l significanc e tha t Irenaeu s cite s th e modifie d tex t
explicitly agains t thos e wh o den y the salvatio n of the flesh, reasoning that if
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the flesh were no t t o b e saved , ther e woul d hav e bee n no purpos e i n Chris t
actually shedding his blood (V , 2, 2) .

A number of textual corruption s scattere d throughou t th e traditio n la y a
comparable stres s o n th e salvifi c necessit y o f Christ' s sufferin g an d deat h b y
interpolating such stoc k phrase s a s "fo r us, " "fo r th e sin s of the world, " o r
"for th e forgivenes s of sins " int o passage s tha t originall y lacke d them . I n
many instance s thes e interpolation s ar e brough t ove r fro m paralle l accounts .
Returning fo r th e momen t t o th e institutio n narratives , one finds two suc h
corruptions i n the Gospe l accordin g t o Mark . When Jesu s say s "This i s my
body," i n 14:22 , i t i s not surprisin g t o fin d tha t on e Ol d Lati n manuscrip t
has "completed " the thought : "Thi s i s my body, which i s broken (confringi-
tur) fo r man y fo r th e remissio n o f sins." 122 No r i s on e take n abac k tw o
verses late r t o find the sam e witness , this time in better company , addin g the
phrase "fo r the  forgivenes s of  sins " to  Jesus ' word s ove r the  cup : "Thi s is
my bloo d o f the covenan t poure d ou t fo r many " ( W f13 a).

Although John lack s a  narrativ e of the institution , a  comparabl e chang e
occurs earl y in his Gospel wher e some scribes , beginnin g at leas t i n the thir d
century, assimilate d th e statemen t o f th e Baptis t i n 1:3 6 t o wha t the y ha d
already copie d i n 1:29 , s o tha t no w th e tex t doubl y emphasize s tha t thi s
Lamb of God "take s away th e sins of the world" (p66 C  [W s] 892 124 1 pc).
Not altogethe r dissimila r i s th e scriba l chang e o f Paul' s familia r statemen t
that "Chris t ou r pascha l lam b ha s bee n sacrificed " ( 1 Co r 5:7) . A n earl y
corruption tha t prove d influentia l fo r Christia n liturg y add s v-rrsp  -Yj/ji&v,  s o
that no w Chris t i s said t o b e the paschal lam b sacrifice d "for us " (X 2 C 3 ^
Byz sy r sah bo ms). So , too, i n 1  Peter 4:1 , wher e Chris t i s said t o have "suf -
fered i n th e flesh, " a  vas t arra y o f witnesse s amon g th e Gree k manuscripts ,
versions, an d patristi c sources , i n a  variet y of ways , have inserted th e sam e
phrase t o th e sam e end , i n orde r t o sho w tha t Christ' s suffering s wer e "fo r
us."123

Christ, Raise d Bodil y fro m th e Dead
The anti-doceti c variant s considere d t o thi s poin t hav e al l related t o th e or -
thodox notio n tha t Chris t reall y did suffe r an d di e in the bod y an d tha t thi s
bodily sufferin g an d deat h wer e essentia l fo r th e salvatio n o f th e world . I
now shif t m y attentio n t o textua l corruption s tha t emphasiz e the necessar y
corollary (necessary , tha t is , fo r th e orthodox) , tha t th e Chris t wh o die d i n
the bod y was als o raise d i n the body . Th e importanc e o f Jesus' bodil y resur-
rection i s stresse d throughou t th e writing s o f th e earl y heresiologists. 124 I n
his attack o n Marcion, Irenaeu s ironically asks: "What body was it that thos e
who burie d him consigned t o the tomb? And what was that which rose again
from th e dead? " (Adv.  Haer.  IV , 33, 2) . Tertullian expresse s the logi c of the
orthodox view:

Now i f [Christ's ] deat h b e denied , becaus e o f th e denia l of Hi s flesh , ther e
will b e no certaint y o f Hi s resurrection . For H e ros e not , fo r th e ver y same
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reason tha t H e die d not , eve n becaus e H e possesse d no t th e realit y of th e
flesh, t o whic h a s deat h accrues , s o doe s resurrectio n likewise . Similarly , if
Christ's resurrectio n be nullified, our s also is destroyed (Adv.  Marc.  Ill , 8). 125

The representative s of proto-orthodoxy coul d appeal , o f course, t o writ -
ings o f th e Ne w Testamen t t o suppor t thei r claim tha t Chris t was raise d i n
the body . No t man y passages,  however , discus s the matter directly , and mos t
that d o ar e notoriousl y vagu e with respec t t o th e precis e natur e o f Christ' s
existence afte r hi s resurrection. Wa s i t his own physica l body tha t wa s resus -
citated an d mad e immortal , o r di d he live on i n a numinous state? A number
of heretica l Christians , t o th e consternatio n o f thei r proto-orthodox antago -
nists, assume d th e latter. 126 I n response , th e earl y heresiologist s urge d no t
only tha t Christ' s bod y wa s rea l while he lived , but als o tha t i t continued t o
be real after'he cam e back fro m th e dead.127 It is not m y intention t o evaluate
the exegetica l strength s o f these two positions . Fo r th e presen t purpose , i t is
enough t o not e tha t th e ambiguit y of th e biblica l teaching s abou t th e physi-
cality o f Jesus' resurrecte d bod y can help explain why proto-orthodox scribes
may hav e wante d t o inser t suppor t fo r thei r view s into significan t passages .
Some o f th e mos t dispute d corruption s o f thi s kin d happen t o occu r i n th e
final chapte r o f th e Gospe l accordin g t o Luke , i n a  serie s o f modification s
found almos t exclusivel y outsid e o f th e so-calle d Wester n tradition . I  begi n
my discussion b y looking a t on e o f the thornies t an d mos t debate d texts , the
account o f Peter' s visi t to th e tom b i n Luke 24:12.

Luke 24:12
Luke 24:9—1 1 tell s th e familia r stor y o f th e wome n returnin g fro m Jesus '
empty tom b t o repor t t o th e eleve n disciple s wha t the y ha d seen . Th e
disciples fin d thei r stor y ridiculou s (A7)po? ) an d refus e t o believ e them. Thi s
brief accoun t i s supplemente d i n th e vas t majorit y o f witnesse s wit h th e
addendum o f vers e 12 : "Bu t Peter , risin g up , ra n t o th e tomb ; an d stoop -
ing dow n h e sa w th e line n cloth s alone , an d h e returne d hom e marvell -
ing a t wha t ha d happened." 128 Th e vers e i s lackin g onl y i n ke y element s
of th e Wester n traditio n ( D a  b  d  e  1  r1)129 an d represent s anothe r o f
Westcott an d Hort' s "Wester n non-interpolations " (cf . Luke 22:19b-20), a
short Western tex t that , in their judgment, preserves the original reading, des -
pite th e attestatio n o f a  longe r for m i n al l othe r witnesses . A s i s th e cas e
with al l suc h "non-interpolations, " th e complexitie s o f th e textua l dat a d o
not permi t a  simpl e judgmen t to b e based o n th e externa l evidence ; despit e
the paucit y o f it s attestation , th e shorte r Wester n readin g almos t certainl y
derives fro m a  perio d n o late r tha n th e secon d century. 130 Moreover , in -
trinsic an d transcriptiona l probabilitie s spea k s o strongl y i n it s favo r tha t
its clai m t o represen t th e origina l for m o f th e passag e canno t b e easil y laid
aside.

Most recen t scholar s hav e laid i t asid e nonetheless, dismissin g the argu -
ments in its favor mor e or les s out o f hand.131 In the discussion tha t follows, !
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will tr y t o sho w wh y thi s emergin g consensus i s wrong. Th e presenc e o f th e
verse i n a  wid e rang e o f textua l witnesse s actuall y represent s a n orthodo x
corruption.

I begi n b y examinin g th e argument s typicall y adduce d i n favo r o f th e
longer text , arguments based no t only on it s superior externa l attestatio n bu t
even mor e o n it s intrinsi c suitability . Mos t o f th e recen t literatur e affirm s
Adolf vo n Harnack' s judgmen t that th e vers e represent s " a sentenc e i n goo d
Lukan style." 132 Th e mos t compellin g spokesperso n ha s bee n Joachim Jere -
mias, who cite s thre e feature s of the vers e as "characteristically Lukan" : th e
pleonastic us e of avacrrd^,  th e ter m Qav^at,eiv,  and th e phras e T O ysyovos.
The argumen t ha s proved influential , wit h few critics recognizing the forc e of
the countervailin g evidence. I n poin t o f fact , however , no t onl y ar e thes e
"characteristic" features problematic, bu t th e verse also contain s a n extraor -
dinary number of decidedly non-Lukan elements. Just fro m th e perspective of
language an d style , no t t o spea k ye t of th e broade r literar y contex t an d th e
problems o f transcription, i t i s difficult t o believ e that Luk e penned thi s brief
narrative of Peter's visi t to th e tomb .

It is certainly true tha t pleonasti c amcrrds, deprived, that is , of its literal
meaning, i s frequen t i n Luke , occurring ther e som e thirtee n times. 133 A t th e
same time , thi s usag e i s not a t al l unique  t o Luke , a s i t occur s elsewher e in
the Gospel traditions—some five times, fo r instance, in the much shorter Gos -
pel o f Mark . Ye t mor e significantly , th e usag e i n Luk e 24:1 2 i s absolutely
atypical, because , a s has sometime s bee n noted , thi s i s the onl y time in al l of
Luke-Acts tha t a  pleonasti c avaa-ras  follow s rathe r tha n precede s it s sub -
ject.134 Although thi s anomal y cannot b e used b y itself to indicat e that Luke
could no t hav e authore d th e verse , i t shoul d a t leas t pu t u s o n guar d con -
cerning claims tha t th e styl e is "characteristically" Lukan . What no w o f Jer-
emias's othe r data ? No t muc h ca n b e mad e o f hi s appea l t o Qav^a.t,Eiv  a s
"characteristically Lukan. " Th e Qavpa-  wor d grou p is , to b e sure , commo n
in Luke , wher e i t occur s twelv e times . Bu t i t occur s throughou t th e othe r
Gospels a s well , som e nin e time s i n Matthe w alone . A  bette r cas e ca n b e
made fo r T O yeyovos, which Luk e uses fou r time s outside th e presen t verse ,
although i t shoul d b e note d tha t i n on e o f thes e fou r instance s h e ha s bor -
rowed th e ter m fro m hi s source, th e Gospe l Accordin g to Mar k (Luk e 9:35 ,
Mark 5:14) . A t th e ver y least , then , thes e observation s relativiz e th e clai m
that th e vers e i s "characteristically " Lukan , i f b y tha t w e mea n "distinc -
tively" Lukan : of the data normall y used to establis h the claim, one is anom-
alous an d th e other s t o som e degre e ar e the commo n stoc k o f the New Tes -
tament writings .

One could , o f course , argu e tha t th e concatenation  o f suc h feature s cre-
ates a  kin d o f Luka n flavor . Eve n thi s conclusio n lose s muc h o f it s force ,
however, whe n on e consider s th e contrar y evidence . Fo r th e vers e contain s
an inordinat e numbe r o f won-Luka n feature s a s well . On e glarin g instanc e
struck eve n Jeremias, forcing him to compromise hi s claim that th e verse bor e
Luke's clea r imprint . Thi s i s the us e o f th e histori c presen t jSAeTret , a  usag e
that stand s a t odd s wit h Luka n styl e virtually everywher e else. Ho w rar e i s
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the histori c presen t i n Luke ? O f it s ninty-thre e occurrence s i n th e Marka n
material tha t Luk e reproduced , h e change d ninty-two. 135 Fo r Jeremias , th e
historic present i n 24:12 meant that th e verse was not exactly  Luka n in style:
Luke mus t have inherited the vers e from hi s tradition, seriously editing parts
of i t (implementin g his characteristi c style) , bu t leavin g other part s unedite d
(those tha t ar e uncharacteristic).

Other key features of the text are completely alien to Luke . Three word s
or phrases of this solitary verse occur nowhere else throughout his entire two-
volume work : TrapaKinlfas,  TO.  666via, and aTrf)\6ev  7rpo< ? eavrov.  I t woul d
be quit e a  stretc h t o argue , a s i s sometime s done , tha t thes e word s canno t
count agains t the Luka n authorshi p o f th e vers e becaus e they ar e "require d
by the nature of the material." 136 There ar e alternative words and idioms for
each o f the m an d Luk e was perfectl y free t o mak e us e o f whateve r vocabu -
lary h e chos e (especiall y i f h e edite d th e traditio n i n accordanc e wit h hi s
characteristic style) . I t i s surel y o f som e significanc e tha t Luk e does i n fac t
refer t o som e o f this "material" elsewhere—specifically, th e materia l of Jesus'
burial shroud—an d tha t whe n h e doe s s o h e use s on e o f thes e alternativ e
terms (cnvdutv,  i n 23:53) . A n interestin g resul t i s tha t i n th e dispute d vers e
the resurrecte d Jesu s ha s vacate d no t th e kin d o f garmen t i n whic h h e wa s
buried (crivddtv)  bu t a  kin d that Luk e has neve r mentioned (ra  bQovia}.

What al l investigators of this verse have noticed, of course, i s how closel y
it parallel s the muc h longer story o f the Fourt h Gospel , wher e Pete r an d th e
Beloved Discipl e rac e t o th e tom b t o fin d i t empt y (Joh n 20:3-10) . I t i s
particularly striking , i n thi s connection , tha t precisel y those word s tha t ar e
otherwise alie n to Luke-Act s (alon g with th e histori c present) are attested i n
the Johannin e story , wit h Joh n 20: 5 providin g a particularl y close parallel :
/cm irapaKvifias  fiKiire i Ksi^eva  rd  666via,  Amon g other things , as I  wil l
emphasize in a moment, thi s means that th e tex t tha t i s problematic i n terms
of Luka n style is also mor e closely harmonized with a  paralle l account; her e
again intrinsi c and transcriptiona l probabilitie s work i n tandem to favo r one
of th e tw o readings . Moreover , i t i s worth observin g that i f the natur e of th e
material constrained Luk e to us e the unusua l words an d phrase s of the verse
only here , i t di d no t a t al l affec t Joh n i n th e sam e way : th e dispute d term s
occur elsewher e in his account.137

In sum, the intrinsic probabilities appear to work against  the longer for m
of th e passage . I f Luke did edi t thi s verse fro m hi s source, moldin g it accord -
ing to hi s own characteristi c style, he did so in a remarkably haphazard way,
leaving a syntactical construction tha t h e eliminated virtually everywhere else
(the histori c present) , failin g t o revers e the sequenc e o f the pleonasti c parti -
ciple wit h th e subjec t i n accordanc e wit h hi s consisten t style , usin g a  wor d
for Jesus ' buria l clothes tha t doe s no t correspon d t o the word h e used jus t a
few verse s earlier, and employin g two othe r terms that occu r nowher e else in
his entire two-volume magnum opus.  Al l this in a single  verse.

When on e turns fro m intrinsi c to transcriptiona l probabilities, ther e can
be littl e question a s t o whic h o f ou r reading s i s to b e preferred . The word s
of th e longe r readin g ar e closel y paralleled i n anothe r Gospe l text ; ye t mor e
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importantly, i t i s nearl y impossibl e t o explai n thei r absenc e fro m a n earl y
stream o f th e traditio n here , i f in fac t the y were original . Wha t i s at stak e is
not simpl y the characte r an d qualit y of the witnesses tha t lac k the verse; i t is
even more a  question o f how on e accounts  fo r their omission . Th e on e thing
proponents o f th e vers e have never been abl e to explai n is why th e Wester n
scribe(s) migh t hav e deleted it. 138 Were th e word s droppe d b y accident ? There
are n o orthographi c ground s fo r thinkin g so, n o homoeoteleuto n o r hom -
oeoarcton, fo r example , that coul d explai n it. And i t is scarcely possible tha t
the Wester n scribe(s ) simpl y overlooked a  stor y o f such significanc e an d lengt h
(over twenty  words) . A n omission , then , woul d almos t certainl y have been
made deliberately.

Is it possible tha t th e verse was deleted becaus e of its slight discrepancie s
with th e Johannin e paralle l or wit h it s ow n literar y context ? I n th e Fourt h
Gospel Pete r doe s no t ru n alon e to th e tom b bu t i s accompanied b y the Be-
loved Disciple ; an d late r i n Luke' s ow n story , th e tw o disciple s on th e roa d
to Emmau s acknowledge tha t "som e of our number " (no t a n individual , Pe-
ter) had gon e t o corroborate the women's tal e of the empty tomb. Sinc e both
stories portra y a  pluralit y o f apostoli c witnesse s a t th e tomb , wherea s thi s
account speak s only of Peter, coul d aler t scribes have eliminated the problem
simply b y removing the verse? 139

This too seem s an unlikel y scenario. If a scribe were to find a discrepancy
with vers e 1 2 when h e copied vers e 24, h e would mor e likel y hav e changed
verse 2 4 (th e one h e copied second) , for example , by making it say that "one "
of u s o r "Peter " verified th e women' s story . Eve n if a  scribe were t o chang e
verse 12 , i t woul d surel y have bee n simple r fo r hi m t o ad d someon e else' s
name to th e text (t o explain "some of our number" ) tha n t o eras e the story
altogether. Whe n d o scribe s ever obliterate thei r sacre d tradition s whe n they
can s o easil y "correct" them? 140 The sam e migh t b e said i f the discrepancy
with Joh n wer e reall y th e issue : modifyin g th e tex t i n ligh t o f th e paralle l
might make sense—but eliminating it?

It i s wort h observin g tha t som e scholar s wh o accep t th e Wester n tex t
here, tha t is , who agre e tha t vers e 1 2 i s a  corruption , hav e though t tha t i t
was adde d precisel y in order t o provid e a n anteceden t fo r the clai m mad e in
verse 24—namely , t o allo w Luk e to narrat e th e apostoli c verificatio n of the
women's tal e that he claims has transpired. I n my judgment, this explanation
of th e textua l problem , althoug h righ t with regard t o th e corruption , i s wrong
with regar d t o it s motivation , fo r i t create s mor e problem s tha n i t solves .
Surely a  scribe concerned t o explai n th e "backwar d glance " o f verse 24 woul d
have "some" apostles examin e the tomb, rathe r tha n Pete r alone (cf. the Fourth
Gospel). Indeed , thi s i s anothe r majo r stickin g point , eve n fo r thos e wh o
think that vers e 1 2 is original. How coul d Luk e have used verse 12 to se t up
the backwar d glanc e o f vers e 24 , whe n th e latte r vers e claim s tha t severa l
persons hav e done wha t i n fac t onl y one has?

We ar e lef t wit h a  tex t tha t i s permeated wit h non-Luka n features , tha t
resembles a n accoun t o f th e Fourt h Gospel , tha t stand s a t odd s wit h it s lit-
erary context , an d tha t i s absent fro m a n a n earl y stream o f th e traditio n i n
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a way tha t ca n scarcely be explained if it originally formed par t o f the Lukan
narrative.

If w e wer e t o accep t th e secondar y characte r o f th e verse , ye t acknowl -
edge tha t i t was no t inserte d t o explai n th e statemen t o f verse 24, ho w els e
might w e accoun t fo r it s interpolation ? Eve n thos e wh o accep t th e vers e a s
original recogniz e it s tw o salien t points : Jesu s wa s bodil y raise d fro m th e
dead an d thi s wa s full y recognize d a t th e outse t b y Peter , th e chie f o f th e
disciples. To be sure, the women had earlie r beheld an empty tomb an d were
told b y "two men" tha t Jesus had been raised. Bu t this may indeed have been
a "sill y tale " o f hysterica l women; i t was, in an y case , understoo d thi s wa y
by th e disciple s themselve s (Luk e 24:11) , wh o migh t understandabl y pres s
for a  clarification of the report . Who wer e these two me n tha t the y could b e
trusted wit h suc h a n importan t revelation? 141 And what doe s i t mean to say
that Jesu s was "raised" ? Jus t suc h issue s proved importan t t o th e orthodox
understanding o f th e resurrectio n i n th e secon d an d thir d centuries , i n n o
small measur e becaus e proto-orthodo x Christian s insisted  tha t Chris t expe-
rienced a  particula r mod e o f resurrectio n (th e body tha t die d wa s itsel f re -
vived; i.e. , the resurrectio n wa s no t "spiritual " bu t "physical" ) an d claime d
that the leader s of the early (orthodox) Christia n movement, especially Peter,
were th e firs t t o embrac e suc h a  view. 142 Ou r vers e support s bot h notions .
Peter, patriarch of the orthodox, enters the tomb and finds indisputable proof
that hi s Lor d ha s indee d bee n raise d i n th e body , th e concret e physica l evi -
dence tha t th e wome n ha d no t seen : th e line n buria l clothe s ar e stil l i n th e
tomb.

It i s probably n o acciden t that thi s evidence of Jesus' bodil y resurrection
is given where i t is . Without thes e revelator y linens, Luke's subsequent tales
of th e resurrecte d Jesus can appea r more tha n a  littl e ambiguous, susceptible
to a  patently unorthodo x interpretatio n b y those wh o did not recogniz e tha t
the Jesus  who appeare d t o hi s disciples after hi s resurrection di d so precisely
in the body tha t had died . For Luke's resurrected Jesus seems to have powers
even beyon d thos e manifes t while he was living : he can no w chang e appear -
ances a t wil l (cf . the accoun t o f the roa d t o Emmaus , 24:13—32) an d appea r
out o f thi n ai r i n th e mids t o f a  crow d (24:36) . Doe s thi s no t indicat e tha t
Jesus' resurrecte d bod y wa s numinou s or spiritua l rather tha n physical ? I t is
a sensibl e conclusion, on e that th e disciple s themselve s draw ("thinkin g they
beheld a  spirit, " v . 37), until Jesus show s the m hi s hands an d fee t an d eat s
some o f thei r fish . We ca n observ e tha t Pete r i s evidently amon g this grou p
of th e incredulous , a  circumstanc e mor e tha n a  littl e curious i f 24:12 were
original. Onc e thi s earlie r verse has bee n inserte d int o th e account , Pete r a t
least (patriarc h o f th e orthodox! ) ha s alread y behel d th e truth : Jesu s wa s
raised i n body , precisel y th e bod y tha t ha d ble d an d die d an d bee n buried .
This i s th e distinctivel y orthodox understandin g o f th e resurrection , a s at -
tested b y Origen: "The church alone , i n distinction fro m al l the heresies that
deny th e resurrection , confesse s the resurrection o f the dead body . .  . .  For
if hi s bod y ha d no t becom e a  corpse , capabl e o f bein g wrapped i n a  grave-
cloth .  .  .  and being laid in a tomb—these are things that canno t b e done to
a spiritua l body" (Origen , Dial. Heracl.  132-33). 143
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To su m up : Luk e 24:12 doe s no t fi t wel l int o it s context , i t contain s a
remarkable number of non-Lukan features that do , however , occur i n a  par -
allel accoun t o f th e Fourt h Gospel , an d it s absenc e fro m a n earl y stream of
the traditio n ca n scarcel y be explaine d i f i t wer e original . But i t doe s stres s
the orthodox notion tha t th e rea l body o f Jesus that wa s buried was the real
body that wa s raised, and that this has always been the correct understanding
of th e faithful , beginnin g with Peter, head of the apostles.  Th e vers e appears ,
then, t o hav e bee n inserte d b y a n orthodo x scrib e a s a  hermeneutica l lens
through whic h th e storie s o f Jesus' post-resurrectio n appearance s in th e res t
of Luke' s account coul d b e read. Th e insertion was made early in the secon d
century, an d cam e the n t o infiltrat e a  sizable portion o f the textua l traditio n
of th e Thir d Gospel .

Other Examples  among  the  "Western  Non-Interpolations"

I ca n no w tur n t o othe r "heightenings " o f th e orthodo x vie w of Jesus ' res -
urrection tha t occu r withi n th e same Lukan context amon g th e same textua l
witnesses. Contrar y t o widesprea d opinion , ther e i s no reason t o tak e al l the
so-called Wester n non-interpolation s e n masse , a s i f the y al l stan d o r fal l
together. A s I  wil l poin t ou t i n th e Excursus , no t eve n Hor t di d this , eve n
though h e ha s occasionall y bee n faulted , somehow , fo r refusin g t o d o so .
Instead, each varian t must be considered o n it s own merit s and withou t prej -
udicing th e issue  b y claimin g tha t reading s foun d "only " amon g Wester n
witnesses cannot possibly b e original.144

All th e same , i t i s striking tha t a  pattern appear s t o b e emerging among
the so-calle d non-interpolation s considere d t o thi s point (Mat t 27:49 ; Luke
22:19—20; 24:12) : th e corruptio n i n each cas e represent s a n earl y interpola-
tion (outsid e of th e Wester n tradition ) tha t work s agains t a  doceti c for m o f
Christology. To m y knowledge, th e specificall y anti-doceti c character of these
corruptions, a s a  group , ha s neve r been full y recognized. 145 Remarkably , the
trend appear s t o continu e i n th e variant s I  wil l no w consider . Thi s ca n b e
done i n relativel y brief fashio n a s th e term s o f th e discussio n hav e already
been set .

I hav e suggested tha t th e tradition s o f Luke' s resurrection narrative proved
significant fo r orthodo x Christian s wh o emphasize d Christ' s rea l bodil y ex-
istence.146 Thi s significanc e is evidence d i n th e clos e parallel s foun d i n th e
writings o f Ignatius , who say s i n hi s lette r t o th e Smyrneans : "For I  mysel f
know an d believ e that eve n afte r hi s resurrectio n h e wa s i n th e flesh . An d
when h e came t o thos e aroun d Pete r h e said t o them : 'Take , handle me and
see that I  am no t a  disembodied spirit ' (OVK  si/A t Saifjioviov  acrw^arov) . An d
immediately the y touched hi m an d believed " (Ign . Smyrn.  3 , 2) . The literary
relationship o f thi s passag e t o Luk e 24:39-40 ha s long  intrigue d scholars ,
but ha s proved difficul t t o resolve. 147 On the one hand, Jesus' secon d injunc -
tion i s th e sam e i n bot h texts : "Handl e m e an d see " (tl/TjAa^Tjcrar s /A S KC H
t'SsTs).148 But the introductio n t o thi s exhortation differs , a s does the conclu-
sion tha t th e disciples are to dra w fro m havin g obeyed it. 149 Yet more signif -
icantly, Ignatiu s identifie s this a s a n inciden t tha t happene d whe n Jesus ap -
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peared t o thos e "aroun d Peter. " A s ha s bee n seen , Pete r i s no t explicitl y
mentioned i n the Luka n account .

These consideration s mak e it appear tha t Ignatiu s is not directl y quoting
Luke, bu t i s referring to a n inciden t that wa s independentl y known t o the m
both.150 Wha t matter s fo r ou r purpos e i s the meanin g that Ignatiu s draw s
from th e event : he uses it to sho w th e physica l character o f Jesus' bod y afte r
his resurrection. T o thi s extent he agrees with a  whole range of proto-orthodox
Christians, including Hippolytus of Rome, who conflate s Luke' s account with
the stor y o f doubtin g Thomas (Joh n 20:26-29) t o establis h that Jesus ' res -
urrection wa s in the body: "For He , having risen, and being desirous to sho w
that that same (body) had bee n raised which had als o died, when his disciples
were i n doubt , calle d Thomas t o Him , an d said , "Reac h here ; handl e me ,
and see : for a spirit does not have bone and flesh , a s you see that I  have.' "151

In ligh t o f thi s orthodo x emphasis , wha t i s on e t o mak e o f th e textua l
variations evidence d amon g th e witnesse s t o Luke' s account ? O f particula r
interest i s the fac t tha t code x Beza e an d a  numbe r of Ol d Lati n an d Syria c
witnesses do no t includ e Luke 24:40: "Having sai d this , he showed the m his
hands an d feet. " Her e agai n (cf . Luke 24:12) th e vers e i n questio n find s a
parallel i n the Johannine account : "and havin g said this, he showed the m his
hands an d side " (Joh n 20:20). m Ther e i s little doub t tha t th e additio n o f
verse 4 0 make s th e Luka n tex t asser t ye t mor e strongl y th e physicalit y o f
Jesus' resurrecte d body . No t tha t mos t interpreter s woul d doub t th e point ,
even withou t th e verse , give n verse 39 ("Handl e [me ] and se e . .  .") . With
verse 40 , however , Jesu s no t onl y urge s hi s disciple s to touc h him , bu t ac -
tually present s hi s hand s an d fee t fo r thei r inspection . Tha t thi s kin d o f
heightened emphasi s coul d prov e serviceabl e for th e orthodo x proponent s
of Jesus' rea l physica l resurrection i s evidenced by Tertullian's ironica l query
of Marcion , "Why , moreover , doe s H e offe r hi s hands and Hi s fee t fo r thei r
examination—limbs which consist of bones—i f h e had n o bones?" (Adv.  Marc.
IV, 43).153

One i s lef t wit h th e questio n o f ho w t o accoun t fo r bot h form s o f th e
text. Her e I  can as k a  tellin g transcriptional question: Whic h i s more likely ,
that a  scrib e took ove r a  traditio n know n fro m th e Fourth Gospe l and , mu -
tatis mutandi,  brough t i t int o th e Gospe l o f Luk e where i t coul d strengthen
the orthodo x interpretatio n o f the text , o r tha t a  scribe excised th e passage?
It i s in fac t extremel y difficult t o explai n an excision , a s becomes clea r when
one sees the explanations tha t ar e sometimes given . The verse would scarcely
have bee n delete d a s redundan t afte r vers e 39. 154 Whe n di d scribe s omi t
passages tha t emphasize d thei r cherishe d beliefs ? No r woul d th e apparen t
incongruence wit h Joh n 20:2 0 ("feet " instea d o f "side" ) hav e cause d a n
omission, bu t a t mos t a  simpl e harmonization.155 Jeremias strains all credul-
ity whe n h e argue s tha t th e vers e wa s omitte d becaus e i t contradict s Joh n
20:17 ("D o no t touch me , for I have not yet ascended to my Father"). Withi n
John itsel f Jesu s show s hi s body an d urge s others t o touc h it ! Why then, o n
this score , wer e John 20:2 0 and 2 7 not omitte d i n the tradition a s well?

There i s n o goo d reaso n t o thin k tha t th e accoun t o f Luk e 24:40 wa s
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excised. But given the orthodox insistence that Jesus was raised and appeare d
to hi s disciple s in a  rea l physical body, ther e ar e soli d grounds , s o to speak ,
for seein g the vers e as an interpolation .

Three othe r so-calle d Wester n non-interpolation s appea r t o demonstrat e
the same kind of scribal proclivity seen so far , although i n less clear-cut fash -
ion. I n Luk e 24:3 th e women ar e sai d t o com e t o th e tom b o f Jesus only to
find th e ston e rolle d away . "An d enterin g i n the y di d no t fin d th e bod y of
the Lor d Jesus. " Th e Syria c traditio n an d severa l late r Gree k manuscript s
(including the Alexandrian MS 1241) stat e onl y that th e women did not find
the "bod y o f Jesus" (i.e. , the y omi t Kvpiov);  mor e significantly , th e entir e
phrase "o f th e Lor d Jesus" i s lacking fro m th e "Western " tex t a s foun d in
codex Beza e and mos t o f th e Ol d Lati n witnesses . I s th e phras e origina l t o
Luke?

It i s worth observin g that it s occurrence her e is anomalous: i n n o othe r
verse of any of  the fou r Gospel s does an  evangelis t speak of "the Lor d Jesus"
(except for the long ending of Mark 16:1 9 anothe r scriba l addition!). The
phrase i s used, however, b y Luke in the boo k o f Acts , where i t occurs rathe r
commonly as an expression o f belief i n the resurrected Jesus.156 In Luke 24:3 ,
however, i t i s not use d as an expressio n o f belief , fo r th e wome n hav e yet t o
learn fro m th e heavenly witnesses that Jesus has bee n raised. The wording of
the disputed phrase, then, appears to run counter to established Lukan usage.

It doe s not , however , ru n counte r t o th e proto-orthodo x understanding
of th e resurrection (witnes s Mark 16:19) , leaving us again with a  shorter tex t
that ca n scarcel y be explained i f i t i s no t original . Wh y woul d a  scribe have
deleted thes e words? On the othe r hand , i t is easy to se e why one migh t have
wanted t o inser t them, namely, as a testimony to the orthodox belie f tha t th e
"body of the Lord Jesus" that wa s placed in the tomb was also the body that
left it .

A comparabl e heightenin g of emphasi s appears t o hav e been a t wor k i n
the transmissio n o f Luk e 24:6 . I n th e precedin g verse th e "tw o men " hav e
asked th e terrified wome n why they are "seeking th e living among the dead."
In th e Western traditio n the y continue by exhorting th e women t o "remem -
ber ho w h e spok e t o yo u whil e ye t i n Galilee , sayin g that th e So n o f ma n
must b e turne d over  t o th e hand s o f sinfu l people , an d b e crucified , an d o n
the third day be raised again" (v. 6). Outside the Western tradition, however ,
the heavenl y visitants prefac e thei r exhortatio n wit h a n unequivoca l state -
ment of Jesus' resurrection: "He i s not here, but has been raised." Once again
the sentenc e is absent fro m code x Beza e and mos t o f the Ol d Lati n witnesses,
and agai n on e mus t as k wha t migh t have compelled a  scrib e to delet e it . I t
surely wa s no t see n a s redundant : i t i s th e firs t clea r wor d tha t th e angel s
have spoken o f Jesus' resurrection fro m th e dead . And scribes were not a t all
inclined, a s w e hav e seen , t o eliminat e from thei r text s precisel y those em -
phases that the y were most eage r to find in them. Some scholars hav e argued
that th e backwar d glanc e of verse 23 ("an d the y had a  vision of angels, wh o
said tha t h e wa s alive" ) demonstrate s tha t th e angel s mus t hav e originally
proclaimed Jesus' resurrection , a s in the majorit y tex t o f verse 6.157 But verse
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23 ha s ver y littl e t o d o wit h th e dispute d tex t because  it s summar y of th e
angelic message state s tha t Jesus "lives," not tha t h e has "been raised," sug-
gesting that i t alludes to the question of verse 5 ("Wh y do you seek the living
among th e dead" ) rathe r tha n the disputed statement of verse 6.158

One i s lef t wit h fe w internal grounds on whic h to decid e the issue , but a
telling transcriptional point : wherea s there appears t o b e no good reaso n fo r
any scrib e o f an y tim e t o hav e deleted th e statemen t fro m a n accoun t tha t
originally ha d it , ther e wa s a  reaso n t o inser t it : th e interpolatio n explicate s
the orthodox notio n tha t Jesus ' body , which was no longer i n the tomb, ha d
been raise d fro m th e dead .

A simila r motivation ma y li e behind th e corruptio n o f vers e 36 . Thi s i s
the stor y o f Jesus ' sudde n appearanc e i n th e mids t o f th e disciples , wh o i n
their fea r mistak e him fo r a  "spirit" or a  "ghost."159 Outsid e of the Wester n
tradition, on e find s a  somewha t lengthie r account o f the scene ; i n mos t wit -
nesses Jesu s speak s t o hi s disciple s immediatel y upon hi s arrival : "An d h e
said t o them , 'Peac e b e t o you. ' " Only the n d o the y fea r th e phantasma l
presence. I n othe r witnesses , Jesus  attempt s t o cal m hi s disciple s b y making
it ye t cleare r tha t i t i s he ; i n thes e witnesse s he announce s upo n hi s arrival,
"Peace b e t o you . I t i s I  [eyc o et/^t] , d o no t b e afraid. " Th e disciple s ignore
his injunctio n an d becom e afrai d nonetheless .

Which o f thes e three form s of tex t i s original ? The longes t ha s th e weak -
est claim s t o authenticity , give n it s relativel y scattere d attestation 160 an d it s
obvious transcriptiona l appeal . Mos t critic s hav e see n i t a s a  glos s draw n
from Joh n 6:20. 161 But why wa s i t made? It clearly functions to identif y th e
resurrected Jesu s wit h th e on e who m th e disciple s knew to hav e been cruci -
fied ("I t i s I"), an d s o may be accounted fo r as a scribal attempt to emphasize
that identification . Given the versiona l support fo r the readin g an d it s pres -
ence i n tw o o f th e secondar y Alexandria n manuscript s (57 9 1241) , i t ma y
well dat e bac k to th e period o f our concern .

What no w o f th e tw o othe r readings ? Her e agai n the non-Wester n wit -
nesses presen t a  tex t tha t mirror s a  vers e fro m th e Fourt h Gospel, 162 a  tex t
that i s difficul t t o explai n a s a n origina l component o f th e Gospe l o f Luke .
On th e on e hand , i t appear s intrusiv e in it s context . Withou t i t (i.e. , i n th e
Western tradition) , on e ca n wel l understan d wh y th e disciple s ar e terrified :
they think they see an apparition , wh o t o thi s point ha s remained speechless .
Less understandabl e i s their fea r i n th e mor e commo n text , wher e Jesus speaks
peace immediatel y upo n appearin g amon g them . T o b e sure , eve n i n thi s
longer tex t Jesus ' subsequen t conversatio n show s tha t h e i s no t t o b e per -
ceived a s a  "spirit," bu t a s one wh o ha s "fles h an d bones " (v . 39). Th e dis -
ciples the n hav e erre d i n thei r initia l judgment. It i s less easy, though , t o see
why the y have erred ; i n the Wester n tradition , a t least , the y appea r justifie d
in thinkin g they se e a n apparitio n becaus e Jesus materialize s without wor d
or warnin g in thei r midst .

Orthodox Christians , o f course , use d thi s resurrection appearanc e t o sho w
that th e disciple s wer e mistake n i n thinking that Jesus ' post-resurrectio n ex -
istence wa s phantasmal . Tertullia n appeale d specificall y t o th e passage t o sho w
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that Jesu s shoul d hav e bee n recognize d b y hi s follower s a s havin g the sam e
body h e ha d whil e ye t livin g (Adv.  Marc.  IV , 53) . I n ligh t o f th e orthodo x
understanding of Jesus' resurrection , attested , s o i t was claimed , by this pas-
sage a s a  whole , i t shoul d b e fairl y obviou s why a  scrib e may hav e interpo -
lated th e half-vers e i n questio n fro m th e familia r traditio n o f John 20:19 . I t
clarifies a t th e outse t th e disciples ' foolis h mistake.  Afte r hi s resurrection Je-
sus wa s n o spirit ; th e Jesus wh o ha d bee n lai d i n a  tom b wa s th e on e wh o
had rise n fro m th e dead . Her e again , then , whil e one ca n posit  n o plausible
reason fo r a n omissio n o f thes e words , on e ca n se e a  clea r reaso n fo r thei r
insertion. Th e harmonizing interpolation function s as an anti-doceti c corrup-
tion.

What w e have seen in the preceding deliberations is that a  number of the
readings tha t Hor t isolate d a s Wester n non-interpolation s evidenc e a  theo -
logical Tendenz. 163 O r t o pu t th e matte r mor e accurately , th e non-Wester n
interpolations evidenc e this Tendenz;  fo r i n thes e cases , th e "Western " tex t
evidences n o scriba l tendency a t all , but simpl y attests th e origina l text tha t
came t o b e corrupte d i n anothe r strea m o f th e traditio n earl y on i n th e his -
tory o f it s transmission. Moreover , thes e secondar y corruption s of which th e
Western traditio n i s innocent al l work i n th e sam e direction : eac h function s
to counte r th e doceti c Christologie s tha t ca n b e date d t o th e tim e o f thei r
creation, th e early to mid-secon d century. 164

Other Examples

The precedin g discussion i s not mean t t o sugges t tha t th e Wester n traditio n
itself wa s isolate d fro m thes e controversies , o r tha t Wester n witnesse s es-
caped th e anti-doceti c biase s of orthodox scribe s as a rule.  Quite t o the con -
trary, w e hav e alread y see n precisel y thi s kin d o f corruptio n embodie d i n
significant variation s of th e Wester n tex t (se e Luke 22:43—44). No r ha s th e
Western traditio n survive d unscathed eve n within the resurrectio n narrative
of Luke . As an interestin g example drawn fro m th e textua l problem jus t dis -
cussed, code x Beza e stands alon e agains t al l othe r witnesse s o f Luk e 24:37
in saying that the disciples feared that they beheld a "ghost" (or "phantasm,"
faxmacrna) rathe r tha n a  "spirit." Lacking the suppor t o f an y versional evi-
dence, thi s reading has fa r less claim to bein g original, and ca n b e accounted
for b y it s more vivi d character ; jus t a s th e disciple s were a t faul t fo r consid -
ering Jesus a  phantas m afte r hi s resurrection , s o to o di d th e docetist s er r i n
subscribing t o thi s fals e belief . Tertullia n explicitl y quotes th e Luka n narra-
tive (Luk e 24:39) t o repudiat e heretics who understan d Jesus to hav e been a
phantom afte r hi s resurrection (Lati n "phantasma, " de came Christi  5) . Th e
disciples, a t least , were willin g to accep t correction. 165

Somewhat earlie r i n Luke' s narrativ e Western witnesse s agai n evidence
the anti-doceti c tendencies o f earl y scribes. I n chapter 2 3 Luk e describes th e
burial o f Jesus , observin g tha t Josep h o f Arimathe a place d hi m i n a  rock -
hewn tom b "wher e n o on e ha d eve r yet bee n laid" (23:53) . No t unexpect -
edly, som e witnesse s supplemen t th e accoun t wit h th e word s foun d i n th e
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parallel passage s o f Matthew an d Mark : "an d h e rolled a  grea t ston e befor e
the doo r o f th e tomb " ( U f 13 70 0 b o al) . Code x Beza e an d severa l othe r
witnesses g o ye t furthe r i n providin g a n interesting , i f apocryphal , detail :
"and havin g placed hi m [there ] he positione d befor e th e tom b a  ston e tha t
scarcely twenty people coul d roll" (D [0124] c [sa]) . The exaggerated empha -
sis on th e enormit y o f th e ston e serve s t o magnif y th e shee r physica l powe r
needed t o brin g Jesus forth fro m th e tomb . Give n this emphasis on the phys-
icality of Jesus' triump h over death , i t is perhaps bes t to see this detai l too a s
a kin d o f anti-docetic flouris h supplie d b y a n imaginativ e orthodox scribe .

One shoul d no t thin k tha t thi s kin d o f anti-doceti c emphasis , whethe r
Western o r non-Western , i s restricte d t o th e fina l chaper s o f Luke . Similar
modifications wer e mad e i n the text s o f other Gospel s a s well. There i s little
reason t o doubt , fo r example, tha t th e shortes t tex t o f Matthew 28: 3 is cor-
rect i n reportin g th e angel' s word s t o th e wome n a t th e tomb : "Come , see
the plac e wher e h e was laid " (s o X B 0 33 892* e  syrc cop) . Give n what ha s
been discusse d so far, however, i t i s not surprisin g to find scribes throughou t
the traditio n explainin g i n greate r detai l wha t mos t reader s wil l have take n
for granted . I n a large array of witnesses th e angel speaks of the place "where
the Lor d [rathe r than simpl y "he"] was laid" ( A C D L W 0148 f 1-13 Byz OL
al); on e witnes s o f th e sixt h centur y read s "wher e Jesus wa s laid " (<&) , an d
one othe r significan t bu t lat e witness provides precisely the anti-docetic stres s
on Jesus' body tha t on e might expect: "Come see where the body of the Lord
(TO acafjLa  rov  Kvpiov)  wa s laid " (M S 1424) .

A differen t kin d o f anti-doceti c corruptio n appear s nea r th e conclusio n
of th e Fourt h Gospel . Th e famou s word s o f Joh n 20:3 0 assur e th e reade r
that "Jesu s di d man y othe r sign s i n the presenc e o f hi s disciples tha t ar e no t
written i n this book." The verse has generated some considerable debate amon g
modern scholars ; i t i s widely thought t o hav e been drawn fro m th e conclu -
sion of the "Signs Source, " the pre-Johannine narrative of Jesus' miracle s tha t
provided muc h o f th e materia l fo r chapter s 1—11 . I f the vers e di d conclud e
such a  document , i t ha s bee n violentl y removed fro m it s origina l context i n
order t o serv e a s th e conclusio n o f th e entir e Gospe l her e (prior , that is , t o
the appendag e o f ch . 21). 166 Par t o f th e debat e ove r th e vers e i n it s presen t
context focuse s on whethe r Jesus ' appearanc e t o Thoma s itsel f constitute s a
"sign" an d whethe r th e "othe r signs " to whic h the autho r refer s wer e sign s
effected whil e Jesus wa s livin g an d "reveale d hi s glory" (2:11 ; i.e. , whethe r
they wer e th e sign s recounte d i n th e "Sign s Source" ) o r whethe r the y wer e
signs he did afte r hi s resurrection t o demonstrat e it s physical reality (cf. , e.g.,
Acts 1:3) . Th e latte r explanatio n ha s a kind of anti-docetic appeal to it , mak-
ing i t no surpris e t o fin d i t secured i n the textua l traditio n o f the verse by a t
least on e fifth-centur y scribe , wh o ca n almos t certainl y be assume d t o hav e
reproduced a n olde r tradition . I n th e word s o f manuscrip t e  of th e Gospels ,
Jesus di d man y other sign s "after h e had bee n raise d fro m th e dead. " Som e
two verse s later severa l other scribe s proceed t o complet e the statemen t tha t
"Jesus manifested himsel f agai n t o th e disciples " b y adding the word s "afte r
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having been raised fro m th e dead" ( F f 13 124 1 142 4 al) , thereby reasserting
the proto-orthodox emphasis on Jesus' resurrectio n "fro m th e dead."

EXCURSUS: WESTERN NON-INTERPOLATION S
In m y discussio n t o thi s poin t I  hav e deal t wit h a  numbe r o f th e so-calle d
Western non-interpolations , treatin g them a s discrete textua l issue s rather tha n
addressing the theoretical problem s that they pose as a group.167 These prob-
lems wil l no t g o away, however, and I  cannot simpl y refuse t o addres s them;
for i f th e non-interpolation s ar e rule d ou t o f cour t e n masse , a s the y some -
times are , m y cas e fo r th e anti-doceti c characte r o f th e longe r readings , th e
"non-Western interpolations, " i s obviousl y tarnished. 168 I  hav e decided ,
therefore, t o devot e a  separat e excursus to th e theoretica l problem s tha t ar e
involved i n accepting th e shorte r Wester n reading s as original.

My discussio n a t thi s stag e i s entirel y theoretical ; I  tak e a s a  guidin g
principle th e nee d t o evaluat e eac h o f th e reading s i n questio n o n it s ow n
merits, no t o n th e basi s of it s inclusion in a  cluste r o f variant s that scholar s
(in thi s case , Westcot t an d Hort ) hav e artificiall y created . Thi s distinctio n is
sometimes lost i n the literature , implicitly when commentator s refus e t o dea l
with th e intrinsic and transcriptiona l issues peculiar to eac h o f these readings
(on the grounds tha t Westcot t and Hort' s views no longer hold sway) 169 and
explicitly whe n scholar s faul t thes e nineteenth-centur y critic s fo r failin g t o
include other varian t readings in thei r group, whe n these also represen t shorte r
texts atteste d onl y amon g Wester n witnesses. 170 Thi s explici t demurre r has
sometimes bee n advance d wit h considerabl e rhetorica l force , a s i f Westcot t
and Hort were either willful o r ignoran t i n leaving vital data ou t o f the equa-
tion, dat a which , i f figured in, would demonstrate that shorter Western read -
ings canno t mak e an y clai m to bein g original. Fo r al l th e mileag e their op -
ponents hav e derive d fro m th e argument , i t nonetheles s turn s ou t t o b e a
straw man ; anyon e wh o ha s actuall y read Westcot t an d Hor t know s tha t
they did not overloo k thes e other dat a a t all , but carefull y incorporate d them
into thei r theory.

The theor y i n brie f i s tha t o n some  rare  occasions  "Western " textua l
witnesses hav e preserved th e origina l tex t agains t al l othe r witnesses . Thes e
instances, fo r Westcot t an d Hort , ar e text s i n which th e Wester n readin g is
shorter tha n it s alternative , a  circumstanc e tha t i s immediatel y strikin g i n
itself, give n th e genera l propensity o f thi s traditio n t o expand  th e tex t so as
to hel p clarif y it s meaning. Westcott an d Hor t did acknowledge tha t i n such
instances th e Wester n witnesse s migh t be culpable of reproducing accidental
or intentiona l omissions. Bu t given the expansionistic tendencies o f these wit-
nesses i n general , the y fel t justifie d i n harborin g som e initia l doubts. More -
over—and thi s i s th e ke y point—the y di d no t a t al l rejec t ou t o f han d th e
non-Western reading s i n thes e instance s simpl y becaus e the y wer e longer ;
they explore d th e intrinsi c and transcriptiona l probabilitie s i n eac h cas e t o
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determine whethe r th e word s i n question wer e bette r construe d a s interpola -
tions o r deletions .

In the end the y argued fo r three kinds of shorter Wester n reading s (i n the
Gospels): si x wer e deemed , o n interna l grounds , altogethe r unlikel y t o rep -
resent th e origina l tex t (Mat t 4:15 , 25 ; 13:33 ; 23:26; Mark 10:2 ; Luk e 24:9) ,
twelve others wer e considered a s possibly, but not probably , original reading s
(Matt 9:34 ; 21:44 ; Mar k 2:22 ; 14:39 ; Luk e 5:39 ; 10:41f ; 12:19 , 21 , 39 ;
22:62; John 3:32 ; 4:9) ; nin e others wer e regarde d a s probably origina l (thus
the "Wester n non-interpolations " int o Mat t 27:49 ; Luk e 22:19b-20 ; 24:3 ,
6, 12 , 36, 40, 51, and 52).171

In vie w o f thi s carefu l delineatio n an d th e insistenc e tha t each  o f th e
variant reading s b e determine d o n interna l grounds , i t simpl y will no t d o t o
accuse Westcot t an d Hor t o f arbitrarines s or inconsistenc y i n thei r selection
of nin e reading s with purel y Western attestatio n whil e overlooking s o many
others. Thei r argumen t wa s tha t som e suc h reading s migh t b e origina l bu t
not al l of the m ha d t o be . This stand s i n perfec t harmony with th e method s
of criticis m tha t ar e currentl y in vogue (whethe r termed "eclectic " or "local -
genealogical"), method s advocate d mos t strongl y precisely by those wh o have
detracted fro m Westcot t an d Hor t o n thi s score.172 Westcot t an d Hor t wer e
right t o conside r eac h readin g according t o it s own merits ; i t would b e fool -
ish t o adop t o r rejec t the m all—o r eve n jus t thos e tha t Westcot t an d Hor t
contended wer e original—en masse .

The othe r majo r argumen t levele d agains t th e theor y o f Westcot t an d
Hort's Wester n non-interpolation s relate s to manuscrip t discoverie s made sinc e
their time , specifically , th e discover y o f th e Ne w Testamen t papyri , Gree k
textual witnesse s tha t antedat e Westcot t and Hort's beloved code x Vaticanu s
by nearly a century and a  half . I n its simplest terms , th e argumen t is that th e
attestation o f th e longe r reading s i n questio n b y suc h earl y an d high-quality
witnesses a s p 75 remove s an y rea l doub t a s to thei r originality ; they ar e no t
only scattere d throughou t th e tradition , bu t ar e now databl e t o th e lat e sec -
ond centur y i n the bes t witnesse s available.

For al l it s commonsensica l appeal , i t i s curiou s tha t suc h a n argumen t
can carry any weight wit h anyon e already conversant with Westcott and Hort' s
understanding o f th e histor y o f th e text . Thei r nomenclatur e does clou d th e
issue, bu t th e conceptio n behin d i t i s at al l events clear , and th e discover y of
the papyr i ha s don e nothin g t o alte r it s forc e (wit h respec t t o th e issu e a t
hand).173 Hort , th e actua l autho r o f th e argument , maintaine d on th e basi s
of the evidence then availabl e to him that alread y by the second centur y there
had emerge d tw o stron g kind s o f textua l tradition , on e that late r cam e to be
embodied i n th e so-calle d Wester n witnesses , suc h a s code x Bezae , and th e
other tha t h e labeled Neutra l (fro m whic h derive d the Alexandrian) , embod-
ied especially in codex Vaticanus . The pictur e w e now dra w i s murkier over -
all, an d th e integrit y o f the Wester n traditio n i s subject to som e considerabl e
doubt. But as we shall see, thes e are not reall y the vital issues here. Accordin g
to Hort's model, on e of these two tradition s (th e Neutral) preserved th e orig -
inal tex t o f th e Ne w Testamen t i n virtuall y every instance ; th e othe r repre -
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sented a  kin d o f wil d an d uncontrolle d transcriptio n o f tha t tex t (meaning ,
among othe r things , tha t Hor t himsel f recognize d th e murkines s of the second -
century tradition) . I n man y instances , o f course , th e Wester n witnesse s als o
attested th e origina l text , whenever they did no t var y fro m th e Neutra l (which ,
after all , i s tru e fo r mos t o f th e word s o f th e Ne w Testament) . O n othe r
occasions, however—an d thes e wer e extremel y rare—th e Wester n traditio n
stood alon e i n preservin g th e origina l text . Thes e wer e case s i n whic h th e
"other" strea m o f traditio n ha d becom e corrupte d b y interpolation s a t a n
extremely earl y point i n it s history. I t jus t s o happened , b y a  kind o f histori -
cal quirk, that th e Western traditio n ha d broke n off as an independent strea m
of traditio n befor e thi s infrequen t exercis e i n interpolatio n ha d take n place ,
so tha t wher e i t di d occu r th e survivin g Western witnesse s coincidentally —
purely coincidentally—preserve the origina l text , while al l other form s of th e
tradition evidenc e contamination.174

Once th e discussio n i s put i n these term s (Hort' s own terms) , it become s
clear tha t th e papyr i hav e ver y littl e t o d o wit h hi s so-calle d Wester n non -
interpolations an d canno t b e used a s (additional ) evidence against thei r orig-
inality. Ho w ca n a n earl y Alexandria n witness suc h a s p75' a  predecesso r o f
codex Vaticanus , prov e Hor t wrong ? Wit h th e limite d evidence available to
him, Hor t alread y knew  tha t second - an d third-centur y Alexandrian manu -
scripts o f the highes t qualit y must have contained th e verses in question. Sub-
sequent finding s hav e simply shown tha t hi s intuitions were correct . The fac t
that w e now have the manuscript s that h e knew mus t have existed , an d tha t
these manuscript s sa y precisely  wha t h e sai d the y would , ca n scarcel y b e
taken a s an argumen t agains t hi s claim that th e corruption ha d crep t int o th e
text prio r t o th e end o f the second century .

Furthermore, one mus t not overloo k th e fact , which is obvious and there-
fore rathe r easil y overlooked , tha t th e papyr i tha t ar e currentl y (an d rightly)
lauded a s revolutionary al l derive fro m Egyp t and, b y and large , attes t t o th e
status o f th e Ne w Testamen t tex t there , i n Egypt.  Kur t Alan d i n particula r
has use d thes e earl y witnesses t o mak e sweepin g claim s abou t th e statu s o f
the tex t i n th e earl y centuries . T o b e sure , w e ar e n o longe r restricte d t o
hypothetical reconstruction s o f wha t tha t tex t "must " hav e looked like , be-
cause we now hav e some direc t evidence . Bu t the direc t evidence is not wide -
spread, an d w e cannot affor d t o ignor e it s constricted provenance . I n general
terms Alan d is certainly correct tha t th e papyri by and large do not attes t th e
kind o f tex t foun d amon g th e so-calle d Wester n witnesse s (bu t see below) .
The problem , however , i s that Hor t argue d tha t i t wa s precisel y i n Alexan-
dria tha t th e Wester n tex t ha d mad e ver y littl e headway . Would Hor t hav e
expected Egyptia n manuscript s o f th e secon d an d thir d centur y to attes t th e
type o f tex t evidence d elsewher e throughou t th e Christia n world ? No , h e
claims quit e t o th e contrar y tha t the y would not. 175 Doe s Alan d hav e direc t
evidence fo r th e textua l tradition s outsid e o f Egypt , sa y in North Africa , Syria ,
Asia Minor , an d Gaul , evidenc e tha t Hor t di d no t have ? No t i n the papyri .
Where the n doe s tha t leav e us ? Wit h second - an d third-centur y witnesses ,
manuscripts tha t sho w tha t th e earl y scribe s wer e no t overl y scrupulou s i n
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their habit s o f transcription, whic h Hort already knew, and tha t code x Vati -
canus represent s a  very ancient an d vastl y superior lin e o f Alexandrian text,
which Hor t devote d hi s learned Introduction  t o proving . I t i s difficult t o see
how p 75 an d it s earl y allie s can possibl y b e use d agains t Hort , whe n th e
burden o f hi s argumen t wa s t o demonstrat e tha t suc h a  manuscrip t mus t
have existed .

What no w o f the evidence  that Hor t di d have to reconstruc t th e textual
tradition o f the second centur y outside of the Neutral (ou r Alexandrian) text?
He indee d wa s to o bol d i n claiming that th e typica l manuscrip t of th e tim e
probably looke d mor e lik e code x Beza e than anythin g else. 176 Eve n today ,
however, wit h al l th e advance s sinc e Hort , n o on e ca n ye t den y tha t th e
Greek witnes s code x Bezae , the Ol d Lati n manuscripts , an d (often ) th e Ol d
Syriac tradition evidenc e wide-ranging agreements with one another an d tha t
these point s o f agreemen t ca n scarcel y b e explained except o n th e theor y of
their relativ e antiquity . I t woul d b e foolis h t o ignor e thi s confluenc e of tra -
ditions a s i f it no longe r mean s anything, now tha t w e happen t o hav e early
Alexandrian papyri. 177 Fo r certainly the New Testamen t textua l traditio n o f
the secon d centur y was no t restricte d t o Egypt . T o b e sure , th e agreements
among these Western witnesses ar e not a s statistically significant a s those tha t
obtain, fo r instance , betwee n code x Vaticanu s an d p 75; bu t neithe r shoul d
they b e expecte d t o be . W e ar e no w talkin g abou t witnesse s separated no t
only b y date bu t als o by geography an d language.

The so-calle d Wester n witnesse s occasionall y attes t reading s foun d nei -
ther amon g th e witnesse s o f the Alexandria n text no r amon g an y other wit -
ness. I n almos t ever y instanc e thes e variant s appear clearl y secondary: the y
are harmonizations , explanator y additions , o r paraphrases . Bu t what abou t
instances i n whic h a  Western varian t is shorter an d mor e difficult , wher e i n
fact th e text atteste d elsewher e does no t fit in its broader literar y context an d
can be explained as a harmonization or a n explanatory addition? Such West -
ern reading s canno t b e discounte d withou t furthe r ado . The y are , afte r all ,
evidenced i n witnesse s o f th e fourt h an d fift h centur y in Greek , Latin , an d
Syriac, s o tha t i f the y di d no t originat e i n th e autographs , the y mus t hav e
been generated i n quite early times, at leas t by the end of the second century .
Moreover, it should not be too quickly forgotten, as Hort's detractors appea r
to do , tha t severa l o f th e papyr i discovere d subsequen t to Hort' s investiga-
tions, despite thei r Egyptia n provenance, d o deriv e from jus t such a  Western
stream o f tradition . Eve n though thes e witnesse s are s o lamentably fragmen-
tary, the y provid e clea r evidenc e tha t entir e manuscript s o f thi s sor t wer e
produced an d use d i n th e period. 178 Tha t non e ma y have survived to attes t
this o r tha t textua l varian t with whic h w e ma y be concerned i s a mer e acci -
dent o f history .

In short , the case for or agains t the so-called Western non-interpolations ,
and, indeed , fo r al l the shorte r reading s of th e Wester n tradition , canno t b e
made simply on th e basi s of the paucity o f their documentary support. Thes e
readings must be judged on othe r grounds . W e are therefore justified i n turn-
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ing t o interna l evidence , tha t is , t o argument s base d o n a  consideratio n o f
intrinsic and transcriptiona l probabilities .

Christ: Ascended in Body
I have expended som e considerabl e effor t i n seeing how th e anti-docetic  em -
phasis on th e rea l and salvifi c sufferin g o f Christ , an d o n hi s bodily existence
both befor e an d afte r hi s death , cam e t o affec t th e transmissio n o f the Ne w
Testament text . Two corollarie s o f these notion s playe d a much slighter role
in th e debate s o f th e secon d an d thir d centuries , and correspondingl y o n th e
transcription o f th e sacre d text s ove r which , t o som e degree , thes e debate s
were waged. Nonetheles s I  must observe tha t fo r th e orthodox, Jesus' resur -
rection di d no t en d hi s story . Afte r h e was raise d fro m th e dead , Chris t as -
cended bodil y int o heave n t o si t a t th e righ t han d o f God , whence  h e wil l
come, bodily , to judg e the living and th e dead. For proto-orthodox heresiol -
ogists suc h as Tertullian, these convictions were part and parce l o f the regula
fidei that wa s believe d unquestioningly by al l Christians , bu t no t b y heretics
intent on wreakin g havoc by disputing the doctrines established by Christ.179

Luke 24:51-52
How di d th e proto-orthodox doctrine s o f Jesus' bodily ascension and return
in judgmen t affec t th e tex t o f Scripture ? I begi n b y considerin g a proble m
that proves particularl y difficult t o adjudicate , the las t o f the so-called West -
ern non-interpolations . Th e final verses of Luke's Gospel record Jesus' depar -
ture fro m hi s disciples : "An d i t happene d tha t whil e he wa s blessin g them,
he was remove d fro m the m an d wa s take n u p int o heaven . An d they , wor -
shipping him, returned into Jerusalem with grea t joy" (Luk e 24:51—52). Two
of th e ke y phrases of thi s climactic scene, however, are lackin g in significan t
Western witnesses : "an d h e was take n u p int o heaven " (v . 51) fro m manu -
scripts D  a  b  d  e  ff 2 1  (syrs) geo 1' alon g wit h (interestingl y enough) code x
Sinaiticus, an d "worshippin g him " (v . 52 ) fro m D  a  b  d e  f  f2 1  and syr s.
Without these disputed phrases w e have a very differen t conclusio n to Luke' s
Gospel. No w Jesu s simpl y leaves his disciple s (withou t ascending into heaven )
and the y do no t worshi p him when he does.

The textua l proble m i s complicated b y the circumstanc e that th e autho r
of th e Thir d Gospe l begin s his seque l in the boo k o f Acts by narrating (again?)
Jesus' ascen t int o heave n (Act s 1:1-11). As critics have long recognized, th e
two versions of the event are not a t al l easy to reconcile . On th e one hand, i t
will appea r od d t o thos e not intimatel y familiar wit h the geography of Judea
that th e Gospe l ha s Jesu s ascen d fro m th e tow n o f Bethan y (Luk e 24:50) ,
whereas in Acts h e doe s so fro m th e Moun t o f Olive s just outside of Jerusa-
lem (Act s 1:12). The contradictio n i s more imaginar y then real , however , a s
Bethany i s located o n th e slope s o f th e Mount. 180 Mor e seriou s i s the chro -
nological discrepancy; in the Gospe l Jesus ascends on th e da y of his resurrec-
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tion (i f the verse s in question ar e original) , whereas th e boo k o f Act s explic-
itly state s tha t h e di d s o fort y day s later (1:3) . Ye t more puzzling, Luke begins
his secon d volume—immediatel y prio r t o recountin g the event—b y claiming
that his former book ha d already  narrated "the thing s Jesus began to d o an d
teach unti l th e da y when , havin g through th e Hol y Spiri t commande d th e
disciples whom h e had chosen , h e was taken up " (aveX-^^dT),  1:2) .

Hence th e interna l complication s o f ou r textua l problem . Di d a  scrib e
who recognize d th e contradictio n wit h the chronolog y o f Acts 1: 3 delet e the
reference t o Jesus ' ascensio n i n Luk e 24:51 , thereb y creatin g th e Wester n
form o f th e text ? O r di d a  scrib e who kne w o f Luke' s backwar d glanc e in
Acts 1: 2 try t o mak e sense of i t by providing a point o f referenc e a t th e en d
of th e Gospel ? Or i s there som e other option ? Given the comprehensive anal-
yses of the proble m tha t ar e alread y available,181 I  will restric t mysel f her e t o
making a  fe w observations tha t contribut e t o a  ne w solution , on e tha t I  ad -
vance somewha t tentativel y i n vie w o f th e complexitie s of th e data : th e longe r
text o f Luk e 24:51 ma y bes t b e understood a s an interpolatio n mad e no t t o
resolve a  contradictio n bu t t o emphasiz e Jesus' bodil y ascension agains t do-
cetic Christologie s tha t denie d it .

Given m y earlie r discussion s of th e theoretica l viabilit y o f Wester n non -
interpolations, I  d o no t nee d t o delv e a t lengt h int o th e externa l merit s of
both readings. 182 I  should note , however , that i n this particular instance (24:51,
but no t 24:52 ) code x Beza e i s aligned with on e o f th e earlies t an d bes t rep -
resentatives of the Alexandrian text, codex Sinaiticus . Although in other por -
tions o f th e Ne w Testament , Sinaiticu s is a  clos e all y o f Bezae , here a t th e
end o f Luk e i t doe s no t appea r t o be; 183 a s a  result , i n thi s cas e w e hav e
stronger attestatio n o f a  shorte r Wester n readin g tha n fo r an y othe r con -
sidered s o far . This varian t tradition , a t least , enjoye d a place i n the tex t o f
early Alexandria , the majorit y of Alexandrian manuscripts notwithstanding.

More german e t o ou r discussio n o f th e shorte r readin g ar e th e variou s
intrinsic an d transcriptiona l probabilitie s that spea k i n it s favor . I  begi n b y
noting a  peculiarity in the wording of the longer text: the term used for Jesus'
"ascension," avatfrepw,  occur s onl y her e i n al l o f Luke-Acts . Its anomalou s
character i s heightene d b y severa l additiona l considerations . Th e onl y tim e
Luke reproduce s a  stor y i n which Mar k use s the word , h e change s i t (Mar k
9:2; cf . Matt 17:2 , Luk e 9:28) . Moreover , o n th e other occasion s tha t Luk e
explicitly describe s th e ascensio n h e use s differen t terms : TropEvo^ai  (Act s
1:10, 11) , o r compound s o f Xafiftdvo)  i n th e passiv e (Acts 1:2, 22) . The on e
exception i s Act s 1:9 , wher e eTnqpOr)  i s used , althoug h eve n this i s immedi-
ately followed by vecftsXir)  VTrsXafiev  avrov.  These data canno t b e pushed to o
hard, bu t the y shoul d certainl y give us pause, especiall y when th e references
in Act s tha t appea r t o loo k "back " t o th e accoun t o f th e ascensio n i n th e
Gospel d o no t i n fac t sa y that Jesus wa s "borne up" (avr\vex^t]}  bu t tha t he
was "take n up" (aveXy^O-r);  1:2 , 22). 184

At the same time, we need to ask whether thi s common construa l o f Acts
1:2 and  22  as  "backwar d glances " to  the  end  of  Luk e is either necessar y or
correct.185 I t i s remarkable tha t thi s exegetica l questio n ha s rarel y bee n ad -
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dressed, fo r i t i s centra l t o th e textua l issue: 186 i f th e autho r o f Act s does
mean t o mentio n hi s earlie r narratio n o f Jesus ' ascent , the n fo r al l o f it s
problems, th e longe r tex t o f Luke 24:51 mus t surely be original. Luk e would
scarcely claim to have narrated an event about whic h he has said not a  word.
But her e I  mus t tak e a  contrar y stan d an d poin t ou t tha t Luk e doe s no t
actually sa y tha t h e ha s previousl y narrated a n accoun t o f Jesus' ascension .
He state s onl y tha t h e ha s tol d o f th e thing s Jesu s bega n t o d o an d teac h
"until th e day" (axpi  r? s ijfjispas)  h e was "taken up." Neithe r the prepositio n
(dxpi) nor th e content o f the verse as a whole requires that the terminus  itsel f
has bee n previousl y narrated , bu t onl y tha t th e event s leading u p t o i t have
been. Give n the fac t tha t Luk e explicitly states tha t thi s termina l event tran -
spired fort y day s afte r Jesus ' resurrection , i t would b e more tha n a  littl e od d
for hi m to hav e placed th e even t fort y day s earlier.187 I t would b e even mor e
odd t o thin k tha t h e woul d admi t t o havin g don e so . Tha t i s t o say , th e
common understandin g o f Act s 1: 2 a s a  backwar d glanc e t o th e ascensio n
described i n Luke 24:51 generate s a  flat-ou t contradictio n betwee n th e Gos -
pel an d Acts , an d eve n worse , a  contradictio n withi n th e narrativ e o f Act s
itself, a  contradiction betwee n it s second an d thir d verses! 188

This contradictio n occurs , o f course , only  i f Act s 1: 2 i s take n t o refe r
back t o a n accoun t o f Jesus ' ascensio n i n Luke . I f i t i s no t t o b e take n thi s
way, the n Luk e does no t contradic t himsel f o n th e on e han d and , mor e im-
portantly fo r ou r purpos e here , h e ha s no t ye t describe d Jesus ' ascen t int o
heaven on the other.189

What no w o f transcriptional probabilities ? Is it conceivable that a  scribe
who read Act s 1:2 the way most moder n commentators d o realized that Luke
"must have" alread y narrated a n ascension account , an d so inserted one? To
be sure , thi s woul d argu e fo r th e shorte r text , whic h I  prefe r fo r othe r rea -
sons; bu t i t is not altogethe r satisfyin g a s an explanation o f our textua l data .
On the one hand, a scribe intent on reconciling the two accounts ca n scarcely
be expecte d t o creat e precisel y the contradictio n tha t make s th e longe r tex t
problematic in th e first place. O n th e other hand , thi s way o f explaining the
relationship betwee n Luk e and Act s assume s that scribe s share d th e moder n
perception o f thei r unity , a  perceptio n roote d i n th e circumstanc e tha t the y
were bot h penne d b y th e sam e author . Thi s assumptio n has ver y littl e basis
in fact . I t i s certainly true tha t earl y Christians kne w tha t Luk e had writte n
both volumes. 190 Bu t that mean t somethin g quite differen t fo r ancien t Chris -
tians tha n i t doe s fo r moder n critics . Fo r ancien t Christians , th e huma n au-
thors o f the Ne w Testamen t wer e importan t t o th e extent tha t the y guaran-
teed a n apostoli c traditio n tha t coul d b e traced bac k to Jesus' earlies t followers
(in thi s case , fro m Luk e back t o hi s traveling companion, th e Apostl e Paul).
But th e ultimat e author o f Scripture was th e Hol y Spirit , so tha t th e circum-
stance tha t on e man wrot e tw o book s di d not provid e any particular herme-
neutical ke y t o it s interpretatio n (unlik e i n modernis t mode s o f exegesis) . In
other words , a  supposed contradictio n betwee n Luk e and Act s was no mor e
severe than on e between Mar k an d Acts , for all were equally rooted i n divine
authority. That Luk e and Act s were not rea d togethe r b y the ancients a s they
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normally ar e toda y i s demonstrated b y thei r canonica l histories ; thei r sepa -
ration withi n th e biblica l cano n wa s neve r see n t o b e a  violatio n o f thei r
literary character . Wha t thi s means is that scribe s were probably no t inclined
to tur n th e page, s o to speak , fro m Luk e 24 to Act s 1 , and upo n findin g tha t
the autho r refer s bac k to his previous account decid e to provide the necessary
reference themselves .

At th e sam e time , an d fo r th e sam e reasons , i t i s equally unlikely tha t a
scribe wh o recognize d th e contradictio n i n sequenc e wit h Act s 1  would re -
move i t b y deleting th e referenc e to Jesus ' ascensio n i n Luk e 24 . Thi s i s the
most frequen t solutio n t o th e textua l problem , namely , to cal l i t a  "harmo -
nizing omission. " m I n poin t o f fact , quit e apar t fro m th e questio n o f the
authorial unit y o f Luk e and Acts , ther e i s almost n o evidenc e to sugges t tha t
scribes typically , if ever, harmonize d texts of the Ne w Testamen t b y excisin g
their contradictions , despit e th e popularit y o f th e charg e i n moder n treat -

1 9"?ments.
The othe r solutio n commonl y advance d t o accoun t fo r th e discrepan t

traditions o f Luke 24:51 i s to appea l t o th e possibility of an accidenta l omis -
sion occasione d b y homoeoarcton. Interestingly , the letter s NKA I begin bot h
the phras e i n question an d th e one tha t follows , so that theoretically a scribe
may wel l hav e copie d th e firs t and , whe n hi s ey e returned t o hi s exemplar ,
mistakenly picke d u p o n th e second , inadvertentl y leaving out th e dispute d
words. This solutio n i s as intriguing as i t i s common, bu t i t does no t appea r
to wor k fo r severa l reasons . Fo r one thing , th e sam e accidenta l error woul d
have to hav e bee n mad e independentl y b y the ancestor s o f both code x Beza e
(and it s Western allies ) an d code x Sinaiticus , unles s it b e though t tha t here ,
unlike th e res t o f Luk e 24 , thes e tradition s happe n t o g o bac k t o th e sam e
corrupted exemplar. Bu t even worse, i t hardly seems accidental that the omis-
sion comprise s a  complete sens e unit, that th e sense unit is absolutely vital to
the interpretatio n o f the passag e a s a  whole, an d that , perhaps most tellingly
of all , eac h o f th e witnesse s tha t attest s th e shorte r tex t o f vers e 52 ( a tex t
that canno t b e explained o n suc h grounds ) als o attest s th e shorte r tex t here .
This i s t o say , i t doe s no t appea r accidenta l tha t th e witnesse s whic h sa y
nothing o f th e disciple s havin g worshipped Jesu s ar e als o th e one s tha t sa y
nothing o f his having ascended int o heaven .

None of these difficultie s i s insurmountable, of course, an d i n this partic-
ular instanc e one mus t b e acutely aware o f th e nee d t o argu e on th e basi s of
probabilities rathe r tha n certainties . Al l the same, the cumulative case agains t
the claus e in question appear s t o b e mounting . Its key word occur s nowher e
else i n al l o f Luke-Act s and i s demonstrabl y no t th e wor d th e autho r use s
when referrin g to th e ascension ; th e autho r doe s no t thin k the ascension oc -
curred whe n th e longe r tex t say s it did; the accoun t i s lacking in a significan t
portion of the textua l tradition , an d it s exclusion cannot readil y be explained
either a s a  harmonizing omission or a s an accidenta l exclusion . Is there som e
other wa y t o accoun t fo r the textua l data ?

In a  thorough treatmen t o f the ascensio n account s i n the Western tex t of
Luke-Acts, Eldo n Ja y Ep p recognize d tha t i n relatio n t o othe r stream s o f
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tradition, th e Wester n witnesse s tende d t o minimiz e th e physica l natur e o f
the event. 193 The Tendenz  i s not evidence d with an y kind of rigorous consis -
tency, but variou s Western witnesse s nonetheles s appea r t o attenuat e th e Lu-
kan notio n o f a n observabl e ascensio n int o heaven . O n th e basi s of the dat a
he collected , Ep p hypothesize d a n origina l Wester n versio n o f Luk e 24:5 1
and Act s 1:1—11 , 22 , i n whic h al l reference s t o Jesus ' actua l ascen t wer e
eliminated. Th e Wester n non-interpolatio n i n 24:51 , then , i s instead a  ten -
dentious Western omission .

Epp's stud y i s in some ways a model analysis , attentive t o detai l yet con-
cerned t o relate th e data t o a  larger picture . M y reservations have to do with
whether th e pictur e i s drawn quit e larg e enough . T o begi n with , w e should
probably as k whether speakin g of "the origina l Western text " (i.e. , an arche -
type tha t ca n theoreticall y b e reconstructed ) i s the bes t wa y t o envisag e the
history o f th e tradition . Thi s i s by no mean s a  mino r point , a s i t affect s ou r
entire approac h t o th e data . The searc h fo r a n "original " Western tex t i s in
fact a  blind alle y tha t historicall y has cause d mor e confusio n tha n clarity; 194

there i s no reaso n t o posi t a n imaginar y manuscript o f the earl y second cen -
tury t o explai n thi s tradition. Eve n i n the text a t hand, th e fac t tha t Ep p can
isolate a  clea r "trend" and ye t not find i t consistently attested , eithe r amon g
the witnesse s or eve n withi n a  single one, shoul d b e taken t o sugges t tha t h e
has uncovere d a  Wester n tendency  rathe r tha n th e testimon y o f a  solitar y
Western archetype.  Muc h th e sam e ca n b e sai d abou t th e physiognom y of
the Western traditio n a s a whole, wher e one readily detects trend s bu t rarel y
a statisticall y significant leve l o f agreemen t eve n amon g witnesse s tha t attes t
them. Wha t w e appear t o have , then, i s a Western Tendenz  pur e and simple ,
an establishe d patter n o f transcriptio n evidence d amon g a  numbe r o f wit -
nesses tha t ar e loosely relate d to on e another .

Once on e ha s identifie d th e tendency , however , on e stil l ha s t o explai n
it. Thi s i s where , i n m y opinion , Epp' s stud y pull s u p short ; fo r on e i s lef t
wondering wh y a  scribe  o r grou p o f scribe s migh t b e incline d t o eliminat e
any referenc e t o Jesus ' actua l ascent . Withou t som e kin d o f sociohistorica l
explanation fo r th e phenomenon , th e dat a i n an d o f themselve s los e thei r
force a s evidenc e for th e priorit y o f on e for m o f th e tex t ove r another . Ep p
himself recognize s th e problem, a s he acknowledges th e possibility—one tha t
he admittedly sees as remote—that in fac t th e Western traditio n may preserve
the origina l text in these instances.195

In m y judgment , th e Wester n tex t i s original i n Luk e 24:51, an d thi s in
itself ma y contribute t o ou r understandin g o f the Tendenz  atteste d elsewher e
throughout th e tradition . Wherea s i t i s difficul t t o se e why Wester n scribe s
might have wanted t o minimize the physical aspects o f Jesus' ascension , ther e
are clea r and certai n reason s fo r thinking that othe r scribe s wante d t o heighten
them. Thi s doctrin e was , t o b e sure, no t th e mos t frequentl y use d weapo n o f
the orthodox arsenal , bu t i t nonetheless could  b e used, an d o n occasio n wa s
used precisel y i n th e proto-orthodo x confrontatio n wit h doceti c Christolo -
gies. Agains t th e Marcionite s Irenaeu s stresse d tha t Jesus ' physica l ascen -
sion—along with th e res t o f his entire life—represented a  literal fulfillmen t o f



232 Th e Orthodox  Corruption  o f Scripture

Old Testamen t prophec y (Adv.  Haer.  IV , 34, 3) . An d agains t certai n Gnos -
tics h e argue d tha t Jesus ' bodil y ascensio n reveal s th e natur e o f th e genera l
resurrection: i t i s t o b e a  litera l event , no t a  "spiritual " (i.e. , docetic ) one ,
meaning, amon g othe r things , tha t th e Gnostic s themselve s ha d no t ye t ex-
perienced i t (Adv.  Haer.  V , 31 , 11-12) . S o too fo r Tertullian , Jesus ' bodil y
ascension an d presen t statu s a s th e on e wh o sit s a t th e righ t han d o f Go d
demonstrates tha t eterna l lif e wil l com e t o believer s bodily (d e resur.  earn.,
51).

Given the non-Lukan phrasing of the verse , its apparent discrepanc y wit h
Luke's ow n chronolog y fo r th e event , an d it s nearl y inexplicable absence fro m
an earl y stream o f tradition , i t i s perhaps bes t t o se e the longe r tex t o f Luke
24:51 a s a  secondary additio n mad e i n the secon d centur y precisely in orde r
to elevate , s o t o speak , th e orthodo x emphasi s o n th e bodil y ascensio n o f
Jesus. Th e spiritualizin g "tendency" tha t Ep p ha s isolate d amon g Wester n
witnesses i n other  part s o f th e traditio n (no t Luk e 24:51—52 , a s thes e ar e
original) i s therefore no t t o b e see n a s a n attemp t t o eliminat e the objectifi -
able an d empirica l aspect s o f th e ascensio n pe r se . I t i s better construe d a s a
move t o confor m th e characterizatio n o f th e even t i n Act s wit h th e concep -
tualizations found elsewhere throughou t earl y Christianity (e.g., in the endin g
of eac h o f th e Gospels , includin g the Gospe l accordin g t o Luke) , in whic h
Jesus doe s no t physicall y "leave " eart h bu t simpl y "departs " fro m hi s disci-
ples.196

Other Examples
That scribe s wer e concerne d t o emphasize , t o som e degree , th e ascensio n of
Christ int o heave n i s demonstrated i n other, les s disputed , corruptions . Tw o
familiar example s occu r i n th e fina l chapte r o f th e Gospe l Accordin g t o Mark .
In Mar k 16: 4 th e Ol d Lati n manuscrip t Bobiensi s (O L k ) give s a n actua l
description o f Jesus ' physica l resurrectio n an d exaltatio n t o heaven , whic h
are apparently understoo d a s comprising a single event: "Bu t suddenl y at th e
third hou r o f th e da y ther e wa s darknes s ove r th e whol e circl e of th e earth ,
and angel s descende d fro m th e heavens , an d a s h e [th e Lord ] wa s risin g in
the glor y o f th e livin g God , a t th e sam e tim e the y ascende d wit h him ; an d
immediately i t was light."197 Unlike the Gospel  o f Peter,  which also narrate s
the actua l event s o f th e resurrection , her e on e find s a  repor t o f Jesus' litera l
ascent int o heave n whenc e hi s accompanyin g angel s hav e come. 198 Th e
manuscript itsel f derive s from th e late fourth century, although thi s particular
gloss appear s t o hav e originated durin g the earlie r period, when a n emphasi s
on Jesus' physica l ascen t wa s particularl y germane. S o too th e longe r endin g
of th e Gospe l accordin g t o Mark , whic h b y common consen t form s n o par t
of th e origina l text , attest s th e actua l ascen t o f Jesus into heaven : "Then th e
Lord Jesus , afte r speakin g t o them , wa s take n u p int o heave n an d sa t a t th e
right han d o f God " (Mar k 16:19) . Her e ther e ca n b e no doub t concernin g
the datin g o f th e tradition : i t i s attested i n th e mai n b y source s a s earl y a s
Irenaeus. What we have in these traditions , then , are corruptions tha t empha -
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size th e physica l characte r o f Jesus ' ascent , usefu l materia l for proto-orthodo x
Christians bent o n opposin g doceti c form s o f Christology .

Christ's Retur n in Judgment
Just a s the orthodox belie f i n Jesus' physica l ascent int o heave n played a role
in the transmissio n of the texts o f Scripture, so too di d its corollary, the belie f
that Jesu s wa s t o retur n bodil y fro m heave n in judgment . This doctrin e ca n
be foun d scattere d throughou t th e writing s of the second - an d third-century
heresiologists, mos t o f whom adopte d Justi n Martyr' s ide a tha t tw o separat e
advents o f Christ , on e i n humilit y and on e i n glory , ha d bee n predicte d b y
the Old Testament prophets. 199 For these representatives of proto-orthodoxy ,
in contradistinctio n t o heretic s like Marcion , th e predictions o f humilit y an d
exaltation referre d t o on e an d th e sam e Messiah . Jesu s ha d suffere d i n th e
body whil e o n earth , an d woul d retur n fro m heave n i n th e sam e bod y t o
bring in his kingdom an d t o wreak vengeance on those who rejecte d hi s mes-
sage.200 For th e orthodox, of course, heretic s were particularly liable.

The orthodox doctrin e o f Jesus' physical return in glory made some slight
impact o n th e tex t o f the Ne w Testament . In particular, passages tha t migh t
otherwise appea r t o spea k bu t tentativel y of thi s gloriou s even t wer e occa -
sionally modifie d s o a s t o eliminat e any uncertainty . A clear example occur s
in 1  John 2:28 , whic h originally read, "An d now , children , remain in him, in
order tha t i f he shoul d appea r (iva  kav  <f>avepat6i))  w e migh t have boldness
and no t b e put t o sham e by him in his coming." Interestingl y enough, the 'iva
clause i s frequentl y change d i n th e manuscrip t tradition , s o tha t th e autho r
no longe r equivocate s o n th e matte r o f Christ' s retur n bu t state s wit h bol d
assurance: " . .  .  in order tha t when  h e appears" (Iva  orav  (fravspcadfi). 201

Elsewhere on e finds textual interpolation s tha t emphasiz e Christ's physi-
cal return i n judgment . A clear example occur s i n the fina l scene of the boo k
of Acts , wher e th e Apostl e Pau l i s lef t unde r hous e arrest , "preachin g th e
Kingdom o f Go d an d teachin g th e thing s concernin g th e Lor d Jesu s Chris t
(TO: rrepi  TOV  Kvpiov  'Ijjcrov  Xpicrrov)  wit h al l boldness , unhindered " (Act s
28:31). O f th e variou s change s attested fo r th e verse, 202 th e on e mos t inter -
esting fo r m y purpos e i s foun d i n th e Ol d Lati n manuscrip t p , alon g wit h
several manuscript s o f th e Lati n Vulgat e and th e Harclea n Syriac . Here th e
content o f Paul' s teaching about Chris t is explicated mor e clearly in the mes -
sage tha t "thi s i s Jesus, th e So n o f God , throug h who m th e whol e worl d i s
about t o b e judged."203

The same orthodox emphasis affected th e New Testament tex t elsewhere
in fa r mor e subtl e ways. I n particular , w e should conside r th e familia r stor y
of Luk e 23, wher e Jesu s engage s i n conversatio n wit h on e o f th e criminals
who i s crucified wit h him . Afte r proclaimin g tha t Jesus ha s don e nothin g t o
deserve his fate , th e criminal asks: "Jesus , remember me when you come int o
your kingdom " (v . 42 , fivqcrdriTi  fjiov  orav  e\6r)<;  ei ? rr^v  /BacriXeiav  crov).
This, a t least , i s the for m o f hi s reques t a s i t occurs i n th e bes t o f ou r Alex -
andrian witnesses , p 75 an d B  (als o L  O L v g al) . Th e majorit y o f witnesses ,
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however, evidence a slight modification: the preposition ei s is changed to  EV,
so tha t no w th e crimina l requests, "Remembe r m e when yo u com e i n your
kingdom" ( X A C  K  W A  @ I I V  f 1 1 3 565 70 0 89 2 By z Origen al) . Whic h
of thes e reading s i s to b e preferred, and wh y was i t changed?

Here i s a  cas e i n whic h th e genera l superiorit y o f th e primar y Alexan-
drian traditio n coincide s with bot h intrinsi c and transcriptional probabilities .
It ha s bee n widel y recognized b y scholars sinc e Conzelmann that Luk e went
to som e length s to de-emphasiz e the futuristi c component s o f Jesus' teachin g
about th e Kingdo m o f God. 204 A s a  standar d exampl e tha t relate s t o th e
problem here , Luk e changed Mark' s claim that "Some o f those standing here
will no t tast e death unti l they see the Kingdo m of God having come i n power"
(Mark 9:1 ) b y eliminating the final participial clause (9:27). Indeed , for Luke
the disciple s d o se e the Kingdo m of God , bu t no t it s having come i n power .
In th e missio n o f th e seventy , th e kingdo m o f Go d ha s "com e near " (10:9 ,
11); i n Jesus ' ow n mission , i t i s sai d t o hav e "arrived " (11:20 ) an d thu s
already t o b e "i n you r midst " (17:21) . Eve n in Luke , though, thes e experi -
ences o f th e kingdo m ar e prolepti c o f th e fina l denouemen t i n whic h th e
kingdom i s to com e i n a  decisiv e act o f histor y a t th e en d o f th e ag e (Luk e
21:7-32). Th e tragi c experience s o f th e worl d prio r t o tha t comin g o f th e
kingdom ar e mirrored i n the experiences of Luke's Jesus, whose ow n traged y
comes i n his martyrdom. Moreover , jus t as the world experience s a prolepti c
vision of God's kingdom (i n Jesus' ministry ) prior t o th e eschatological woe s
that wil l finally usher i t in , so too Jesus  experiences an d manifest s thi s king-
dom befor e suffering an d "enterin g int o hi s glory" (24:26).

Jesus' repl y t o th e crimina l on th e cros s make s som e sens e give n thi s
context; aske d t o remembe r him whe n h e "enter s int o hi s kingdom," Jesus
speaks o f wha t wil l happe n momentarily : "Today yo u wil l b e wit h m e i n
paradise" (23:43) . Luk e then relate s thi s questio n an d answe r no t t o som e
future eschatologica l even t in which Jesus wil l manifest his glory by bringing
the kingdom to thi s earth in power, bu t t o the truly imminent event in which
Jesus wil l ente r int o tha t gloriou s reig n of Go d upo n th e completio n o f hi s
task.

Given thi s understandin g o f Luka n theology, which variant reading ap -
pears more appropriate ? Ther e ca n be little doub t o n thi s score tha t th e text
of p 75 an d B  are superio r o n al l counts. Her e Jesus is asked to remembe r the
criminal upo n hi s imminent entrance "into" his glorious kingdom .

What o f th e variant ? By the chang e o f a  prepositio n th e questio n no w
refers no t t o Jesus' destiny at death bu t to his glorious return in power, whe n
he bring s i n th e kingdo m o f God : "Remembe r m e whe n yo u com e i n (o r
with) you r kingdom. " Wha t w e hav e her e i s a  heightenin g of a n emphasi s
that Luk e has otherwise minimized , the physica l return o f Jesus in glory. As
we hav e seen , th e change , sligh t as i t ma y be , does no t synchroniz e particu-
larly wel l wit h th e Luka n contex t whethe r define d narrowl y ("Today"! ) o r
broadly ("i t wa s necessary fo r the Chris t t o suffe r an d ente r into hi s glory,"
24:26); but i t does harmonize perfectly well with the orthodox emphasis seen
throughout th e Ne w Testamen t textua l tradition , th e emphasi s on th e real ,
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tangible retur n o f Christ . Becaus e the varian t i s attested alread y b y Origen ,
this i s clearly a tex t tha t wa s modifie d during the perio d o f th e doceti c con -
troversies. Tha t w e ar e no t misguide d i n takin g thi s a s th e contex t withi n
which th e varian t was create d i s confirmed by one othe r readin g attested fo r
the passage , thi s on e preserve d i n codex Beza e alone. Ther e th e crimina l on
the cros s request s o f Jesus,  "Remembe r m e in th e da y o f your coming " (iv
TJI ritiepq  rfj s eXsvcrew s crov).

Christ, The Real Man of Flesh an d Blood
In m y considerations o f anti-doceti c corruption s o f Scripture , I have concen-
trated o n textual variants that stres s Christ's rea l bodily passion, resurrection ,
ascension, an d return . A  good dea l o f the orthodo x polemic , however , deal t
directly wit h wha t w e migh t cal l th e "metaphysical " issue , th e questio n of
the materialit y of Christ' s existence . A s opposed t o th e docetists , wh o claimed
that Chris t wa s a  phantom, a  man in appearance only , the orthodox insiste d
on hi s humanity , urgin g that h e wa s a  rea l ma n o f rea l fles h an d blood . I t
comes a s n o surpris e t o fin d a  numbe r o f textua l corruption s tha t serv e t o
advance thi s orthodox Christology , eithe r b y emphasizin g the fleshl y natur e
of Christ' s existenc e o r b y stressin g th e orthodo x clai m that h e wa s i n fac t
"a man. "

We hav e alread y see n tha t th e lette r o f 1  John i s directe d agains t th e
beliefs o f a  grou p o f secessionist s wh o claime d tha t Chris t onl y appeare d t o
be human . Th e letter' s emphasi s o n th e ide a tha t Jesu s ha d rea l fles h an d
shed rea l bloo d i s occasionall y heightene d b y orthodo x scribe s wh o foun d
this vie w amenabl e to thei r ow n theolog y an d sough t t o brin g i t ye t mor e
clearly to the fore . A striking example occurs i n the Latin tradition o f 1  John
5:20. Whe n th e author say s that "W e kno w tha t th e Son of God has come,"
several manuscript s of the Vulgat e add "an d [tha t he ] was clothed wit h fles h
for ou r sake , an d suffered , an d aros e fro m th e dead . An d h e too k u s t o
himself."205 This longe r text has no Greek attestation ; bu t because i t appears
in tw o differen t form s alread y in th e fourt h century, 206 Adol f von Harnac k
argued fo r a  Greek original tha t read something like the following : KOLL  ecrap-
KOTrotTJ^Tj (o r ecrap/c&>0T/ ) 8t' 7^0:9 xai BiroiOev  /cat aracrrd:? EK  vei<p&>v  Trpocr
edsgaro (o r TrpoarsKdfisTo)  i)fj.&s.  Moreover , vo n Harnac k date d it s formu-
lation t o th e controversie s o f th e lat e secon d o r earl y thir d centuries , when
an emphasi s tha t Chris t too k o n fles h an d suffere d enjoye d a certain promi -
nence.207 Soon thereafte r it would have been interpolated int o texts of 1 John
as a  fitting addition t o a  document alread y perceived as anti-docetic .

A comparabl e motivatio n ma y hel p t o explai n th e interpolatio n foun d
some verse s earlie r i n 1  John 5:9,  whic h speak s o f Go d wh o "ha s born e
witness concerning hi s son. " I n the fulle r tex t tha t appear s i n severa l of ou r
witnesses, th e autho r speak s o f ". .  .  his son whom [God ] sen t a s a  savior
upon earth . An d th e so n bor e witnes s o n eart h b y fulfillin g th e Scriptures ;
and w e bear witness becaus e we have seen him, and we proclaim t o you tha t
you ma y believ e for thi s reason."208 Amon g the orthodo x emphase s i n evi-
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dence her e ar e th e connectio n betwee n Chris t an d th e Ol d Testamen t Scrip -
tures, a  connection w e will consider i n more detai l later, an d the stress on his
having bee n "seen " a s a  basi s fo r faith , a  stres s tha t coincide s wel l wit h
original feature s of 1  John, such a s the prologue (1:1-4) . Rather than insert -
ing a doctrine foreig n to th e text , then, thi s interpolation appear s to magnif y
an anti-doceti c emphasi s tha t th e orthodox coul d clai m was alread y presen t
and availabl e for use.

Something simila r ca n perhap s b e sai d o f a  varian t tha t occur s outsid e
the Johannin e corpus , i n th e boo k o f Hebrews . T o b e sure , th e tex t o f He -
brews 2:14 as it stands can be taken a s anti-docetic: "Sinc e th e children have
shared bloo d an d flesh , eve n h e [i.e. , Christ ] likewis e partook o f th e sam e
things" (/c m auro ? TrapaTrXrjcrta) ? /j.eTsa~x ev ™ v &VT&V).  Bu t thi s under -
standing appears t o b e heightened by the additio n o f Tradrj/jidTutv  i n some of
the Wester n witnesse s (D * b  [t]) , so tha t no w th e tex t speak s o f Chris t par-
taking "o f th e sam e sufferings " or , perhaps , o f hi s enduring "the sam e ex -
periences" a s othe r humans . I n thi s case , i n fact , w e shoul d probabl y no t
construe th e varian t as a n attemp t t o elevat e the realit y of Christ' s sufferin g
on th e cross . For i n the immediat e context, bloo d an d fles h ar e said t o char -
acterize huma n existenc e itsel f a s a  kin d o f limitation , a  kin d o f suffering .
Christ, then , participate d full y i n thi s huma n existence , h e "partoo k o f th e
same sufferings " tha t everyon e mus t endur e as flesh and bloo d creature s o f
this world . Th e emphasis , then, fall s mor e o n Christ' s ful l humanit y than o n
his passio n pe r se .

A fina l example of a  varian t generated b y such polemical concerns i s th e
widely atteste d additio n t o Ephesian s 5:30. The varian t is intriguing in par t
because o f it s context : th e passag e a s a  whol e i s parenetic rather tha n chris -
tological. Nonetheless , i n the mids t o f hi s discussion of marita l relations, th e
author draw s a n analog y for a  husband' s treatment of hi s wife fro m Christ' s
treatment o f the church . A  husband should lov e his wife a s his own body , i n
imitation o f Christ , "fo r no on e hate s hi s own flesh, but feed s an d nourishes
it, jus t a s Chris t doe s fo r th e Church , fo r w e ar e member s of hi s body" (vv.
29-30). Th e autho r the n cite s Genesi s 2:24 to suppor t hi s argument : "For
this reason , a  ma n wil l leav e hi s fathe r an d mothe r an d cleav e to hi s wife ,
and th e two shal l become one flesh." There ca n be little doubt tha t thi s scrip-
tural citatio n was t o some degre e responsibl e for the modification of verse 30
("we ar e member s of hi s body") i n the vas t majority o f manuscripts , some of
which ca n b e date d al l th e wa y bac k int o th e secon d century . I n thes e wit-
nesses th e tex t affirm s tha t "w e ar e member s of hi s body , o f hi s flesh and o f
his bones. " Th e addition , o f course , echoe s Genesi s 2:23 : "The ma n said ,
This a t las t i s flesh of my flesh and bon e o f my bones.' "209 But the chang e
could scarcel y have been mad e simply  becaus e Genesis 2:24 is quoted subse -
quently. I t shoul d no t b e overlooked, i n thi s connection , tha t wit h the addi -
tion th e churc h i s said no t onl y to b e the bod y o f Christ , bu t als o to consis t
of hi s own flesh and bones . Doe s thi s not sugges t something of Christ' s ow n
body, tha t i t comprised flesh and bones?

At first sight this kind of connection betwee n the varia lectio  and a  proto-
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orthodox christolog y ma y appea r farfetched ; bu t i t receives a striking confir -
mation i n the earliest witness to th e longer text, the second-century Irenaeus,
who cite s th e vers e precisely to oppose a  phantasmal kind of Christology :

. .  .  eve n as the blesse d Pau l declare s i n hi s Epistle to th e Ephesians , tha t
'we are member s of His body , o f His flesh, of His bones.' He doe s no t spea k
these words o f some spiritua l and invisibl e person, fo r a  spirit has no t bone s
nor flesh; but [h e refers to ] tha t dispensation [b y which the Lord became] an
actual man , consisting of flesh, and nerves , and bone s (Adv.  Haer.  V, 2, 3) .

Here, i n conjunctio n wit h th e tex t o f Luk e 24:39, whic h w e hav e already
discussed, Irenaeu s uses the words o f the apostle—or rather , the words o f the
apostle's earl y interpolator—t o th e anti-doceti c end s tha t w e hav e com e t o
expect o f suc h corruptions . I t i s thus n o stretc h t o thin k tha t th e corruptio n
itself, whic h to b e sure may hav e been suggested by the Genesis citation, wa s
generated ou t o f jus t such a  context .

In additio n t o thes e textua l corruption s tha t stres s Christ' s possessio n of
real flesh , bones , an d blood , a  numbe r o f other s emphasiz e tha t Chris t wa s
in fac t " a man. " A s I  observed a t a n earlie r stage o f thi s study , variant s of
this kin d ar e particularl y enigmatic in tha t whil e they suppor t th e orthodox
position agains t th e docetists , the y coul d theoreticall y als o wor k against  th e
orthodox, i f they wer e presse d b y adoptionist s (wh o could , t o b e sure , us e
them agains t the docetist s a s well) . Here w e should recal l the dat a discusse d
in Chapter 2 . There w e found several anti-adoptionistic readings that stresse d
that Jesus wa s no t only  a  man , bu t non e tha t denie d he was a  ma n a t all . A
similar phenomeno n occur s her e a s well. Anti-docetic variants stress that Je-
sus was a  man bu t d o no t necessaril y indicate that h e was only  that . I f these
readings ca n b e take n i n thi s "heretical " way , i t i s simply due t o historica l
realities: orthodo x Christianity , with it s highly paradoxical Christology , ha d
to defen d itsel f o n tw o (an d more!) fronts a t once . Agains t docetists i t had t o
maintain tha t Jesus wa s a  rea l human being and agains t adoptionists tha t he
was fa r mor e tha n that , since he was als o God . I t is this kind o f paradoxica l
emphasis that le d some orthodox scribes to corrup t text s tha t coul d be taken
to sa y that Jesus  wa s "just" a  man , while other scribe s (o r perhaps eve n the
same ones) corrupted othe r text s t o emphasiz e that i n fac t h e was a  man.210

As few of th e textua l variant s in question ca n mak e any seriou s claim to
being original , I  wil l simpl y consider som e o f th e representativ e cases . On e
that ha s alread y bee n mentione d i s the singula r readin g o f code x Vaticanu s
concerning Pilate' s presentatio n o f Jesus to th e Jewish leadershi p in John 19:5 .
Whereas i n the vast majority of manuscripts the text reads "Behold th e man "
(iSou 6  cbflpomos) , Vaticanu s drop s th e article . No w Pilat e exhibit s Jesus ,
recently beaten an d mockingl y arrayed in purple , as a mere mortal : "Behold ,
a human being."211 The change, sligh t though i t be, serves both t o emphasize
Jesus' rea l humanit y and, perhaps , t o provid e a n additiona l sens e o f patho s
to a n alread y moving scene .

On othe r occasion s scribe s hav e simpl y interpolated reference s to Jesus '
"humanness" int o passage s tha t otherwis e sa y nothin g directl y abou t it . In
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John 7:46 , th e servant s o f th e hig h priest s an d Pharisee s retur n t o infor m
their leaders abou t Jesus: "N o ma n ha s eve r spoken thus" (OVOBTTOTE  eXdXTjcrs v
OVTOJS av9pu>Tro<;).  A s i t stands , th e tex t i s ambiguous with respec t t o it s con -
ceptualization o f Jesus: doe s i t mea n tha t amon g al l humans , he i s th e bes t
teacher, o r tha t hi s teaching s ar e no t thos e o f a  mortal ? Th e ambiguit y is
relieved b y th e chang e atteste d i n a  vas t arra y o f witnesse s a s earl y a s th e
third-century manuscrip t p 66. Her e th e servants state tha t "N o ma n has ever
spoken a s thi s ma n speaks " (ovdeTrore  OVTO> ? avQpdiTros  sXdXTjcre v w ? OVTO S
XdXei 6  ai>8porno?). 212 A  comparabl e chang e i s occasionall y atteste d i n
manuscripts o f th e Firs t Gospel , i n th e equall y ambiguous query o f th e dis -
ciples afte r Jesus calms the sea : "What sort is this one (TroraTro ? ka-riv OVTOS)
that eve n the wind s and th e se a obey him? " (Mat t 8:27) . Rathe r than allo w
the conclusio n tha t "whateve r h e is, " h e i s clearl y not human , severa l wit -
nesses mak e a  sligh t bu t patentl y orthodo x chang e b y addin g th e word s 6
ai>6p(t)iro<;, s o that no w th e on e wh o ha s the powe r ove r nature is still clearly
a man : "Wha t sor t of man is this .  .  . " (W Theodoret pc) .

This kind o f explicit designation o f Jesus a s a  man occur s in some text s
outside o f th e Gospel s a s well . I n hi s typologica l compariso n o f Ada m with
Christ i n Roman s 5:19 , Pau l contrast s th e "disobedienc e o f th e on e man "
(rfjs TrapaKor)<;  TO V evos av9pa)7rov)  wit h th e "obedienc e o f th e one " (TTJ S
UTra/cofj? TO V epos). Clearl y a n ellipsi s i s t o b e read , s o tha t i n th e secon d
instance a s wel l h e i s referrin g t o "on e man, " a s i n fac t h e make s explici t
some fou r verse s earlier when h e speak s of "th e on e ma n Jesu s Christ " (TOV
gvo? av6pd)TTov  Ttjcroi ) Xpicrroi) , v . 14) . Th e passag e prove d importan t t o
heresiologists suc h a s Irenaeus, who use d i t to sho w tha t jus t as Adam was a
flesh and bloo d huma n being , despit e hi s remarkabl e "birth," s o to o wa s
Jesus (Adv.  Haer.  Ill,  18 , 7) . An d s o i t i s perhaps somethin g mor e tha n a
stylistic change when scribe s hav e made the poin t mor e explici t by supplying
the wor d avQpu>Trov  t o th e text.213

Christ: Born Human
For th e orthodox , Jesus ' rea l humanit y was guarantee d b y th e fac t tha t h e
was actuall y born , th e miraculou s circumstances surroundin g tha t birt h not -
withstanding. Thi s mad e th e matte r o f Jesus ' nativit y a majo r bon e o f con -
tention betwee n orthodo x Christian s an d thei r doceti c opponents . Marcion ,
as w e hav e seen , denie d Jesus ' birt h an d infanc y altogether . I n response , Ir -
enaeus coul d ask , "Wh y di d H e acknowledg e Himsel f t o b e the Son of man ,
if H e ha d no t gon e throug h tha t birt h whic h belong s t o a  huma n being? "
(Adv. Haer.  IV , 33 , 2) . Th e questio n i s echoe d b y Tertullian , wh o cite s a
number o f passage s tha t mentio n Jesus ' "mothe r an d brothers " and ask s why ,
on genera l principles , i t i s harde r t o believ e "that fles h i n th e Divin e Being
should rathe r b e unborn tha n untrue? " (Adv.  Marc.  Ill , 11) .

In ligh t o f thi s orthodo x stand , i t i s no t surprisin g t o fin d th e birt h o f
Christ brough t int o greate r prominenc e in texts used by the early polemicists .
I ca n cit e tw o instances . I n both case s on e coul d argu e tha t th e similarit y of
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the word s i n questio n le d to a n accidenta l corruption . Bu t i t shoul d no t b e
overlooked tha t bot h passage s prove d instrumental in the orthodox insistence
on Jesus' rea l birth, makin g the changes look suspiciousl y useful fo r the con -
flict. I n Galatian s 4:4 , Pau l say s that Go d "sen t fort h hi s Son , com e fro m a
woman, com e unde r th e law " (ysvofjievov  BK  yvfaiKo? , ysvo^evov  inro  vo
/Hoi'). The vers e was use d b y the orthodox t o oppos e th e Gnosti c clai m tha t
Christ cam e through Mar y "a s wate r throug h a  pipe," taking nothin g o f its
conduit int o itself ; fo r here th e apostl e state s tha t Chris t was "made from  a
woman" (so Irenaeus, Adv. Haer.  Ill , 22, 1 , and Tertullian , de came Christi,
20). Irenaeu s als o use s th e tex t agains t docetist s t o sho w tha t Chris t wa s
actually a  man , i n tha t h e cam e fro m a  woma n (Adv.  Haer.  V , 21 , 1) . I t
should strik e u s a s od d tha t Tertullia n neve r quote s th e vers e agains t Mar -
cion,214 despit e hi s length y demonstratio n tha t Chris t wa s actuall y "born."
This ca n scarcel y b e attributed t o oversight , an d s o is more likel y due t o th e
circumstance that the generally received Latin text o f the verse does not spea k
of Christ' s birt h per se , but o f his "having bee n made" (factum  e x muliere).

Given it s relevance to jus t such controversies, i t is no surpris e t o se e that
the vers e was change d o n occasion , an d i n precisely the directio n on e might
expect: i n severa l Ol d Lati n manuscript s th e tex t reads : misi t deu s filium
suum, natu m e x mulier e ("God sen t hi s Son , bor n o f a  woman") , a  reading
that woul d hav e proved usefu l t o Tertullia n had h e known it . No r i s it sur-
prising t o fin d th e sam e chang e appea r i n severa l Gree k witnesse s a s well ,
where i t i s muc h easie r t o make , involvin g the substitutio n o f yevv(i)/jisvov
for yevofjisvov  (K  f 1 and a  number of late r minuscules).

A simila r corruptio n occur s i n Roman s 1:3-4 , a  passag e I  hav e already
discussed i n a  differen t connection. 215 Her e Pau l speak s o f Chris t a s God' s
Son "wh o cam e fro m th e see d o f Davi d accordin g t o th e flesh " (TOV  yevo-
ftevov BK  cTTrspjuaTo ? Aavt S Kara crdpxa).  Th e heresiologist s o f th e secon d
and thir d centurie s also foun d thi s text usefu l fo r showing tha t Chris t was a
real ma n wh o wa s bor n int o th e world . Tertullian , fo r example , claim s tha t
since Chris t i s related t o Davi d (hi s seed) because o f hi s flesh , he mus t hav e
taken flesh fro m Mar y (d e carne Christi  22 ; cf . Irenaeus, Adv. Haer.  Ill , 22 ,
1). Given the orthodox assumptio n tha t "havin g com e fro m th e see d o f Da -
vid" mus t refe r t o Jesus ' ow n birth—a n even t not actuall y described b y Paul—
one i s no t take n abac k t o fin d th e tex t o f Roman s 1: 3 change d a s earl y a s
the secon d century , a s atteste d b y th e citation s o f Origen , an d periodicall y
throughout th e histor y o f it s transmission (61 * syrP al- Byzmss OL mss acc to Au&).
As was th e cas e wit h Galatian s 4:4 , th e chang e was a  matte r o f th e substi -
tution o f a  wor d i n th e version s an d o f a  fe w simpl e letters i n Gree k (fro m
yevo^evov to yevvatfievov),  s o that no w the text speaks not o f Christ "com -
ing fro m th e see d o f David" bu t o f his "bein g bor n o f the see d o f David."

Jesus, the Chris t of the Ol d Testament God
We have seen tha t on e o f the majo r points o f controversy betwee n orthodo x
Christians an d Marcio n concerne d th e statu s o f th e Hebre w Scripture s an d
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Christ's relationshi p t o them . Man y o f th e Gnostic s rejecte d th e Ol d Testa -
ment a s well, in that fo r them, th e God i t describes i s not th e true or ultimate
God. Fo r Marcion , th e Ol d Testamen t Go d wa s indee d the Go d who calle d
Israel an d gav e i t hi s law . H e wa s als o th e Go d wh o create d th e worl d (a s
described withi n tha t law ) an d promise d a  Messia h t o redee m it , a  Savio r
who ha s not, however , ye t arrived. But this God was unrelated to the God of
Jesus Christ , th e Stranger-Go d o f love and redemptio n wh o sen t Chris t int o
the worl d i n orde r t o bu y human s bac k fro m th e jus t but hars h Go d o f th e
Jews. Fo r Marcion, a s for the Gnostics , Chris t di d not come from th e Creato r
but fro m anothe r God .

Orthodox Christian s mad e quite a  point o f saying just the opposite , tha t
there i s onl y on e God , tha t thi s Go d create d th e world , chos e Israel , gav e
them th e Scriptures , an d sen t hi s So n fo r redemptio n i n fulfillmen t o f th e
promises foun d withi n them . A s w e hav e grow n t o expect , thi s orthodo x
emphasis played som e rol e i n th e transmissio n o f th e Ne w Testament . Her e
again i t wa s no t simpl y a  matte r o f orthodo x scribe s importin g alie n doc -
trines int o thei r sacre d texts . Fro m thei r vantag e point , a t least , th e Ne w
Testament itsel f showe d tha t th e Go d o f th e Jewish Scripture s an d th e Go d
of Jesu s Chris t ar e on e an d th e same , an d tha t thi s Go d sen t Chris t a s pre -
dicted b y th e prophet s o f old . Bu t a s we hav e seen repeatedly , th e fac t tha t
their sacre d text s coul d b e rea d a s alread y supportin g a n orthodo x under -
standing di d no t a t al l prevent scribe s either fro m securin g thei r vie w mor e
firmly i n text s tha t migh t appea r t o equivocat e o r fro m introducin g i t int o
texts tha t originall y said no t a  wor d abou t it . Her e w e can conside r severa l
interesting examples .

Orthodox Christian s mus t surel y hav e bee n puzzled when the y rea d Je -
sus' claim s in the Fourt h Gospel : " I a m th e door o f the sheep . Al l who cam e
before m e ar e thieve s an d robbers " (TTO.VTE<;  ocro t r)\6ov  irpo  E/J.OV  KXsTrr m
eicriv Kai  Xflorai ; 10:7—8) . Wer e al l o f Jesus ' predecessor s entirel y wicked?
Is this not a  rathe r hars h indictment , fo r example , of the righteou s followers
of Go d whos e live s ar e presente d i n th e page s o f th e Ol d Testament ? W e
know fro m th e testimony o f Hippolytus tha t certai n Gnostics understoo d th e
passage i n precisely this way.216 The possibilit y of thi s construa l i s no doub t
what le d t o severa l textua l modifications . It i s difficul t otherwis e t o explai n
the omissio n o f Travre s i n on e strai n o f th e Wester n traditio n ( D d) . Wit h
the omission , Jesus ' clai m is not s o severe; now a t leas t he does no t castigat e
all o f hi s predecessors . S o to o wit h th e omissio n o f vrp o e//,oi ) atteste d i n
earlier an d mor e divers e witnesses (£ 45vid- 75 x * A  28 89 2 214 8 Byz pt O L vg
Syrs. P . h . pal C0psa. ach i ^217  j esus> sa ying i s no w mor e elusive, 218 bu t th e
alteration ha s a  salubriou s effec t a s well. In Bruce Metzger's words , th e chang e
works "t o lesse n th e possibilit y of takin g th e passag e a s a  blanke t condem -
nation o f al l Old Testamen t worthies." 219

A somewha t differen t motivatio n appear s t o li e behind th e modification
of Roman s 9:5 . Usin g a  strin g o f relativ e clauses, Pau l enumerate s th e pre -
rogatives o f "hi s compatriot s accordin g t o th e flesh, " who m h e identifie s a s
"Israelites, of whom i s the adoptio n an d th e glory and th e covenants and th e
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giving of th e la w an d th e servic e and th e promises , o f who m ar e th e fathers
and fro m who m i s the Chris t accordin g t o th e flesh " (&>v  o i vrarspe? Kai  e £
o>v 6  Xpicrro ? TO Kara crapKa}.  O n on e level , o f course , no t eve n Marcio n
could den y tha t Chris t cam e "from th e Israelites, " i n that h e lived and worke d
among them , eve n thoug h h e was th e representativ e o f th e Go d wh o wa s a
Stranger t o thi s peopl e an d it s history . Th e orthodox , however , coul d an d
did us e th e passag e t o argu e Christ' s essentia l connectio n wit h Israe l an d
consequently wit h it s Go d (thu s Irenaeus, Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 16 , 3) . Thi s con -
nection i s solidifie d i n severa l textual witnesse s ( F G f  g an d severa l patristic
sources) whos e tex t ca n b e dated bac k int o th e period o f our concer n b y the
citations o f Hippolytus (Adv.  Noet.  2 , 5) . In these witnesses, the conjunction
Kai i s simply omitted, s o that no w the text speak s o f the "Israelite s . . . of
whom ar e th e father s fro m who m (i.e. , fro m th e Jewis h patriarchs ) i s th e
Christ. .  .  . " Now Christ' s lineag e is more unequivocall y traced bac k to the
Jewish ancestors .

We ca n conclud e thes e deliberation s b y mentionin g one othe r tex t tha t
again, withou t an y assistanc e fro m th e scribes , appear s t o forg e a  close con -
nection betwee n Chris t an d th e Old Testament patriarchs . In Galatians 3:16,
Paul refer s to th e promise mad e t o Abraham' s "seed " (no t "seeds, " empha-
sizes Paul), "who i s Christ" (6? ea-nv Xpioros). It does not appea r accidenta l
that th e two principa l witnesses fo r the earlier corruption o f Romans 9:5 als o
attest a  similar change here. I n both F  and G  the relative pronoun i s changed
from th e nominative to th e genitive, so that rathe r than referring to the seed ,
it evidentl y refers directly to Abraham , "o f who m i s the Christ. " In an y event,
the textua l traditio n o f th e nex t vers e preserve s a  chang e tha t appear s t o
achieve th e sam e end ; notably , th e chang e i s attested agai n in th e sam e tw o
witnesses, althoug h thi s time , t o b e sure , i n somewha t bette r company . I n
Galatians 3:17 , wher e Pau l speak s o f th e (Abrahamic ) covenant tha t wa s
"ratified b y God, " severa l scribe s have made th e connectio n o f Chris t t o Is-
rael's covenan t mor e explici t b y addin g th e word s ei s Xpwrroi/ : "th e cove -
nant ratifie d by God unt o Christ" ( D F G I  Byz OL Sy r al).

Summary and Conclusions
Orthodox Christian s o f th e secon d an d thir d centurie s opposed a  number of
individuals and group s wh o espouse d doceti c view s of Christ . O f the various
representatives o f thes e views , we ar e bes t informe d about th e secessionist s
confronted b y the autho r o f 1  John, th e unname d opponent s o f Ignatiu s in
Asia Minor , several groups o f Gnostics attacke d b y a range o f heresiologists ,
and, abov e all , Marcio n o f Pontus , th e mos t infamou s and influentia l dissi -
dent of the period.

Although the docetic Christologie s embraced by these various individuals
and group s wer e no t identica l i n ever y respect , the y al l denie d tha t Chris t
was a  rea l flesh and bloo d huma n being , a  ma n wh o experience d pai n an d
suffering, wh o actuall y shed bloo d an d died , who wa s raised bodil y fro m th e
dead an d exalte d t o heaven . Som e o f thes e Christologie s denie d any kin d of
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birth t o Christ ; the y al l denied a  birt h i n which h e received his body fro m a
human mother . Man y o f th e representative s o f thes e views rejected the crea -
tion o f the worl d a s the ac t o f a n evi l o r inferio r deity; mos t o f them denie d
any rea l connectio n betwee n thi s God , the Go d o f th e Ol d Testament , an d
Jesus Christ. 220

The orthodo x oppositio n t o thes e view s wa s no t onl y rea d ou t o f th e
texts o f Scripture , i t wa s als o rea d int o them—commonl y i n th e proces s o f
interpretation, an d occasionall y in the process o f transmission. O f the textua l
corruptions tha t resulted , som e o f th e mos t interestin g occu r i n text s tha t
speak o f th e physica l reality o f Christ' s passio n (e.g. , Luk e 22:43-44; Joh n
19:28; Mat t 20:22 , 23 ; 27:49 ; Mar k 9:12 ) or o f it s salvifi c necessit y an d
redemptive effect (e.g. , Luke 22:19-20; 1  Cor 11:23; Col 1:14; Mark 14:22 ,
24; 1  Cor 15:50) . The y occu r n o les s frequentl y i n narrative s of Jesus' res-
urrection, passage s tha t showe d th e orthodox tha t Jesus wa s actuall y raise d
in th e body , makin g hi s postresurrectio n existenc e physica l rathe r tha n nu -
minous. I n particular , thi s emphasi s cam e t o affec t a  grou p o f text s tha t
Westcott an d Hor t labele d Wester n non-interpolations . Thes e text s ar e per-
haps better construed a s "non-Western interpolations, " fo r in them the West -
ern tradition stand s alon e in withstanding the anti-docetic tendencies o f early
scribes (e.g. , Luke 24:3, 6, 12 , 36, 39—40) . The Western traditio n itself , how-
ever, wa s b y n o mean s immun e t o suc h change s (cf . Luke 23:53 ; 24:37) ,
which i n an y cas e wer e no t restricte d t o th e narrative s of th e Thir d Gospe l
(cf. Mat t 28:3; John 20:30) .

The orthodox belief i n Jesus' bodil y ascension int o heave n made an anal-
ogous impac t o n Ne w Testamen t text s (Luk e 24:51—52 , Mark 16:4 ; 19), as
did th e notio n tha t h e would retur n i n judgment (1 John 2:28 ; Acts 20:31;
Luke 23:42). Moreover , severa l orthodox modification s speak directl y to th e
physical dimensio n o f Christ' s existenc e ( 1 John 5:9, 20; He b 2:14 ; Eph 5:30)
or stres s tha t h e was " a man " (John 19:5 ; 7:46; Matt 8:27 ) or emphasiz e
his rea l physica l birt h (Ga l 4:4; Ro m 1:3) . Finally, proto-orthodo x scribe s
occasionally modifie d thei r texts i n order t o link Christ more closely with th e
Old Testament an d the God of Israel (John 10:8; Rom 9:5; Gal 5:16, 17).221

In al l o f thes e textua l modifications , grea t o r small , we ca n detec t th e
anonymous working s o f proto-orthodo x scribes , unname d Christian s wh o
were ver y muc h involve d i n th e conflict s and struggle s of thei r day. Despite
the sligh t attentio n afforde d thes e combatant s i n moder n scholarship , th e al -
terations the y made in the text of the New Testamen t prov e to be significant ,
not onl y i n revealing the orthodox Christolog y in its early stages, bu t als o i n
showing how thi s Christology cam e to b e cemented in the evolving Christian
tradition an d thereb y endowed wit h canonica l authority .

Notes

1. Lik e th e adoptionists , docetist s argue d tha t thei r view s were origina l t o th e
faith. A s we shall see, Marcion, i n particular, made this claim an essential componen t
of hi s program .
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2. Th e most  exhaustiv e stud y t o dat e remain s a n unpublishe d dissertatio n b y
Peter Weigandt , "De r Doketismu s i m Urchristentu m un d i n de r theologische n En -
twicklung de s zweite n Jahrhunderts. " Othe r genera l studie s hav e pursue d bot h th e
descriptive tas k an d th e ques t fo r appropriat e definition . See especially, J. G . Davies ,
"The Origin s o f Docetism" ; Jiirgen Denker , Di e theologiegeschichtliche  Stellung  de s
Petrusevangeliums; Kar l Wolfgan g Troger , "Doketistisch e Christologi e i n Nag-
Hammadi-Texten"; Michael Slusser , "Docetism: A  Historical Definition" ; Edwi n M .
Yamauchi, "Th e Crucifixion an d Doceti c Christology" ; Norber t Brox , "  'Doketis-
mus'—eine Problemanzeige"; and McGuckin , "The Changing Forms o f Jesus." A good
deal o f discussio n ca n als o b e foun d i n th e literatur e o n th e Johannine secessionists ,
the opponent s o f Ignatius, th e apocrypha l Acts , and, especially, Marcion. O n th e lat-
ter, se e note 22 .

3. Se e the debat e summarize d u p t o 196 1 in Weigandt , "De r Doketismus i m
Urchristentum." A  recent advocat e o f this position i s Slusser, "Docetism." See further ,
note 17 .

4. Th e father s themselve s d o no t alway s mak e thi s distinction . Nonetheless , i t
can b e foun d i n importan t context s (e.g. , Irenaeus , Adv. Haer. Ill , 18 , 5—6) , and fo r
us to fai l t o mak e it simply muddles the picture. Scholar s who refus e t o acknowledg e
the differenc e betwee n thes e tw o view s fai l t o recogniz e th e "hybrid " quality o f th e
Christologies discussed alread y i n Chapter 3  (not e 17 ; see also not e 1 7 in thi s chap -
ter).

5. Hippolytu s doe s discus s a  grou p tha t h e label s the "Doketae, " eve n thoug h
he acknowledges , alon g with hi s fello w heresiologists , other heretica l groups tha t share
a docetic Christology . Se e Ref. 8 . 1— 4 (th e Doketae); 10 . 1 5 (succinctly, on Marcion) .

6. See , fo r example, not e 24 .
7. Chapte r 3 , pp. 130-34 .
8. Th e followin g have been among th e mos t significan t contributor s t o th e con-

sensus (with respect eithe r to the Fourth Gospel , th e Epistles, or both): Wayne Meeks ,
"The Ma n fro m Heave n i n Johannine Sectarianism" ; J . Loui s Martyn, History  an d
Theology i n th e Fourth  Gospel;  id. , Th e Gospel  o f John  i n Christian  History;  Ray -
mond E . Brown , Th e Community  o f th e Beloved  Disciple;  id. , Gospel  According  t o
John; id. , Epistles  o f John;  D . Mood y Smith , Johannine Christianity.  Th e effec t o f
this consensus i s evident in the detailed studies of the literature that constantly appear ;
see, fo r example , Aloi s Stimpfle , Blinde  sehen:  Di e Eschatologie  i m traditionsges-
chichtlichen Proze/3.

9. O n Kasemann , se e note 74 , Chapte r 3 . Fo r a  recen t disavowa l o f thi s view,
see Marianne Mey e Thompson , Th e Humanity  o f Jesus  i n the Fourth  Gospel,  nicely
reviewed b y Martinus C . d e Boer , "Revie w o f M. M . Thompson" ; a  les s compelling
case i s made b y Panackel , IAO Y O  AN0PQIIO2; se e my "Revie w o f C . Panackel. "
The exalte d Christolog y o f th e Fourt h Gospe l i s evident , fo r example , i n th e state -
ments tha t bracke t th e narrativ e (1:1—1 8 an d 20:28 ) an d i n th e word s o f Jesus re -
corded i n 8:58 ; 10:30; 14:6-9—logi a no t t o b e foun d o n th e lip s o f th e Synoptic
Jesus.

10. Fo r example, Th e Epistles  o f John,  69-103.
11. Agains t Brown , wh o construe s th e Christolog y o f th e secessionist s differ -

ently. See Chapter 3 , pp. 132-34 , especially notes 5 3 and 66 .
12. Se e the discussio n in Chapte r 3 , pp . 132—33 . Fo r a  luci d sketch o f the rele -

vant issues , see, above all, Schoedel, Ignatius o f Antioch;  of the growing literatur e on
important relate d issue s (th e authorship of th e Ignatia n letters, th e nature o f th e her-
esies h e attacks , hi s ow n plac e i n th e histor y o f earl y Christianity) , se e especially
Caroline P . Hammond Bammel , "Ignatian Problems. " Bammel' s work i s particularly
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useful fo r it s critica l evaluation of tw o revisionis t sketches, J. Rius-Camps , Th e Four
Authentic Letters  o f Ignatius,  th e Martyr,  an d Rober t Joly , L e dossier  d'lgnace
d'Antioche.

13. Se e pp. 132-33 .
14. Unfortunately , we are also unabl e to determine whether the heterodox Chris -

tians o f Smyrn a an d Tralle s develope d thei r view s unde r condition s comparabl e t o
those of the Johannine secessionist s (i.e. , because of social ostracism fro m a  dominan t
religious group) or whethe r ther e wer e other factor s a t work .

15. Som e scholar s hav e bee n fa r to o la x i n labelin g certai n document s o f th e
period doceti c simpl y on th e basi s of thei r miraculou s portrayals o f Jesus. Yamauchi ,
for example , cite s 'the traditio n o f Jesu s a s Wunderkind  i n th e Infanc y Gospe l o f
Thomas a s evidenc e of docetism , overlookin g th e fac t tha t Jesus  a s Wundermann  i n
the canonica l Gospel s run s int o precisel y the sam e problem . Furthermore , h e agree s
with othe r exegete s tha t i n Luke's resurrection narrativ e Jesus eats fish (and a honey-
comb) no t becaus e he needs to , bu t t o sho w tha t he is not a  phantom; h e then argues ,
however, tha t th e statemen t i n th e Acts  o f Peter  tha t Jesu s "at e an d dran k fo r ou r
sakes, thoug h h e wa s himsel f withou t hunge r o f thirst " (chap . 20) , represent s doce -
tism! See further not e 21 .

16. O r a t leas t "proto-Gnostic. " See note 12 . The ter m gnostikos i s not atteste d
in Christia n source s fo r anothe r hal f century ; see Smith, "History o f the Ter m Gnos -
tikos."

17. A  particularly instructive example of such a "hybrid" Christology appear s in
the grou p abou t who m Irenaeu s appear s t o b e bes t informed , th e Ptolemaeans , a n
offshoot o f th e Valentinians . Unlike other Gnostic s who m Irenaeu s attacks fo r a  purely
separationist Christology—fo r example , th e unname d group I  have alread y discussed
(Adv. Haer.  I , 30, 12—14)—th e Ptolemaeans maintained that even though Chris t wa s
a ma n wh o wa s born int o the world, h e did not hav e an actual human body; wherea s
all othe r human s hav e a  "hylic " o r "material " bod y tha t i s doomed t o annihilation ,
Christ arrive d i n th e worl d wit h a  "psychic " bod y tha t cam e "through " Mar y bu t
took nothin g "of " he r (I , 7 , 2) . Christ' s birt h wa s lik e wate r tha t flow s throug h a
pipe and take s nothin g o f the condui t with it . Subsequently, the spiritua l Savior came
from th e Plerom a int o th e psychic Christ a t hi s baptism an d departe d fro m hi m prior
to hi s crucifixion , leaving Christ t o di e alon e o n th e cros s ( a separationis t view) . But
even this sufferin g i n some senses wa s only apparent (sinc e even Christ's earthly body
was mad e b y a "specia l dispensation " o f the Demiurge , i.e., i t was no t reall y human),
and represente d a n imitation of events of the Pleroma , where the Aeon "Stauros" (the
"cross") was "stretched out " a s a protective boundar y fo r th e other aeon s (I , 7, 2) .

One migh t be tempted t o se e in this Ptolemaean vie w a movement away from a n
earlier an d separationis t Christolog y toward s a  docetis m tha t represent s a  mor e con -
sistent delineatio n o f th e Gnosti c notion s o f th e inferiorit y o f th e materia l world. I n
fact, i t appear s tha t th e mov e wen t i n jus t th e opposit e direction , awa y fro m a  pure
docetism toward s a  separationis t Christology . A t the ver y least , one can sa y that th e
Gnostics wh o allegedl y embraced doceti c view s were typically portrayed b y the ortho-
dox heresiologist s a s the progenitors o f the late r separationists . Here , a s elsewhere, o f
course, Irenaeus' s view s were simply adopted b y his successors .

18. O n th e difference s betwee n Irenaeu s and Hippolytu s on Basilides ' views, see
Chapter 3 , note 10 .

19. I n additio n t o Irenaeus , an d dependen t upo n him , se e Ps-Tertullian , Adv.
Haer. 1  and Epiphanius , Pan. 24 , 3 , 1.

20. Se e Han s Gebhar d Bethge , "Zweite r Logo s de s grofie n Seth, " an d Kos -
chorke, Di e Polemik  de r Gnostiker,  44—48.
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21. Th e notio n tha t Jesus coul d change forms occurs repeatedl y in texts tha t ar e
generally adjudged Gnostic. Th e most  notabl e example is the apocryphal Acts o f John,
(known, e.g., to Eusebius , Hist.  Eccl.  Ill , 25 , 6) , in which Jesus appears t o b e a  child
to th e Apostl e James bu t a  youn g ma n t o John ; whe n the y approac h him , h e look s
like a  bal d ma n t o Joh n bu t a  striplin g to James . Joh n the n recall s tha t Jesu s neve r
blinked, tha t hi s bod y di d no t alway s yield t o th e touch , an d tha t h e di d no t leav e
footprints whe n h e walke d (Acts  o f John,  88-93) . Here i t shoul d b e stressed , how-
ever, tha t th e ide a o f Jesus changin g forms i s not i n an d o f itsel f "heretical" ; a s w e
have seen, i t is found within the writings of proto-orthodox author s a s well (on Clem-
ent and Orige n se e note 35, Chapte r 1 ; even in the anti-docetic Epistula  Apostolorum,
Christ ca n b e everything at onc e [chap . 13] , and ubiquitou s even whe n i n th e bod y
[chap. 17]) . The proto-orthodo x adoptio n o f suc h views should com e a s no surprise ,
given th e New Testamen t witnes s to Jesus' miraculous activities both befor e and afte r
his resurrection (e.g. , whil e living, his transfiguration [Mark 9:2— 8 par. ] and walking
on wate r [Mar k 6:45-5 2 par.] ; afte r hi s resurrection , hi s sudden appearanc e insid e
locked room s [Joh n 20:19 ] an d hi s abilit y to assum e unfamilia r appearance s [Luk e
22:13-27]). The differenc e betwee n th e orthodox an d doceti c notion s i s nonetheless
clear; fo r orthodo x Christians , Jesus ' bod y wa s real , a  bod y tha t wa s bor n int o th e
world, tha t fel t hunge r an d thirst , tha t experience d pain , tha t she d blood , an d tha t
actually died  o n th e cross . Jesus—despite hi s remarkabl e abilities—wa s a  rea l man,
not a  phantom. Se e further McGuckin , "Changin g Form s of Jesus."

22. Th e mos t significan t study remains von Harnack , Marcion:  Da s Evangelium
vom fremden  Gott,  th e mai n tex t o f whic h (thoug h no t th e valuabl e appendices) is
available no w i n th e Englis h translatio n o f Steel y an d Bierma . (Unless otherwise in -
dicated, reference s will b e to thi s translation.) Other standar d monograph s include E.
C. Blackman , Marcion  an d Hi s Influence,  an d Joh n Knox , Marcion  an d th e Ne w
Testament. The revisionist study of R. Joseph Hoffmann , Marcion: O n the  Restitution
of Christianity,  ha s no t bee n wel l received . Se e especially the critica l assessments of
Caroline P . Hammond Bammel , in "Revie w o f R . J. Hoffmann, " an d Gerhar d May ,
"Ein neue s Markionbild? " Recen t studie s tha t hav e proved usefu l fo r various aspect s
of th e presen t stud y includ e the following : Barbar a Aland, "Marcion"; David Balas ,
"Marcion Revisited" ; Karlman n Beyschlag, "Marcion von Sinope"; Robert M. Grant ,
"Marcion an d th e Critica l Method" ; Stephe n G . Wilson , "Marcio n an d th e Jews";
and Pete r Lampe , Di e stadtromischen  Christen  i n de n ersten  beiden  Jahrhunderten,
203-19.

23. Se e von Harnack , whos e Marcio n i s for al l practical purposes th e founde r of
Catholicism: "[B] y mean s o f hi s organizationa l an d theologica l conception s an d b y
his activit y Marcion gav e the decisiv e impetus towards th e creation of the old catholi c
church an d provide d th e patter n fo r it . Moreover , h e deserve s th e credi t fo r having
first grasped an d actualize d th e ide a o f a  canonica l collection o f Christia n writings .
Finally, he was th e first one in the church afte r Pau l to mak e soteriology th e center of
doctrine, whil e the church's apologist s contemporar y wit h him were grounding Chris-
tian doctrin e i n cosmology" (p . 132).

24. Lik e th e earlie r Johannin e Christians , Marcio n als o experience d ostracis m
from a  larger religious community, was expelled, an d the n developed hi s own church .
But his theological view s appear t o have been formulate d while he was still very much
within th e large r community, an d no t upo n hi s separation fro m it ; an d thi s commu -
nity was , after all , Christian, no t Jewish . Moreover , ther e i s no convincin g evidence
that Marcio n ha d an y contac t wit h o r knowledg e o f th e communit y that produce d
the Johannine writings.

25. Not e 37.
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26. Se e Tertullian's magnu m opus i n five books, th e Adversus  Marcionem.  Epi-
phanius deal s with Marcio n an d hi s followers in th e Panarion,  Book 42 . Fo r a  brie f
statement o f man y of Marcion' s doctrine s tha t prove d mos t offensiv e t o th e heresiol-
ogists, se e Irenaeus , Adv.  Haer. I . 27 , 2—3 . Rathe r tha n overloadin g th e followin g
sketch wit h footnotes , I  simpl y refe r th e reade r t o th e standar d overview s o f vo n
Harnack, Blackman, and Knox , and th e recen t sketch b y Lampe, al l cited i n note 22 .

27. Henc e the enigmatic charge by the orthodox heresiologist s (e.g., Epiphanius ,
Pan. 42, 1 ) that Marcio n wa s expelle d fo r "seducing a  virgin," that is, the church.

28. Fo r a n assessmen t o f th e amoun t an d it s significance , se e Lampe, Die stadt-
romischen Christen,  207-09 .

29. An d others ; se e Hoffmann , Marcion,  33 , an d Lampe , Di e stadtromischen
Christen, 213 , for references . Theodoret and Ezni k de Kolb giv e firsthan d account s of
thriving Marcionite communitie s in Syria and Armeni a as late a s the fifth century.

30. Thu s Tertullian : "Th e separation o f La w an d Gospe l i s th e primar y an d
principal exploit o f Marcion. Hi s disciples cannot den y this, which stands a t the head
of thei r document , tha t documen t by which they ar e inducte d int o an d confirme d i n
this heresy . Fo r suc h ar e Marcion' s Antitheses,  o r Contrar y Oppositions , whic h ar e
designed t o sho w th e conflic t an d disagreemen t o f th e Gospe l an d th e Law , so tha t
from th e diversit y of principles between those tw o document s they may argue furthe r
for a  diversit y of gods" (Adv.  Marc. I.  19 ; translatio n by E . Evans , Tertullian's Ad -
versus Marcionem).

31. Thu s Tertullian : "I n th e fifteent h yea r o f Tiberiu s Casesa r Chris t Jesu s
vouchsafed t o glid e down fro m heaven , a salutar y spirit " (Adv.  Marc.  1 . 19; transla -
tion b y Evans) ; so too Hippolytus , i n one o f the fe w pieces of information he actually
gives about Marcio n i n hi s refutation (Ref.  7 , 20}

32. Nonetheless , fo r Marcion, Chris t did "shed blood" and "die" in some sense ;
this wa s apparentl y th e Stranger-God' s arrangemen t t o purchas e humankin d away
from th e Creato r God , who require d suc h a n expiatio n a s th e pric e fo r huma n sin.
This redemptio n the n was t o b e received by faith ; se e von Harnack , Marcion,  87—89 .

33. Above , pp. 19-20 .
34. Th e assumptio n o f Blackma n (Marcion  an d Hi s Influence,  43 ) an d other s

that Marcio n chos e Luk e because of th e traditiona l identification of it s author a s th e
traveling companio n o f Pau l i s weakene d b y th e circumstanc e that Marcio n appar -
ently never identified  th e Gospe l a s "Luke," but simpl y calle d it "the Gospel." It may
be tha t Luk e wa s mor e adaptabl e t o Marcion' s purposes , a s (o n th e surface ) les s
"Jewish" i n it s orientatio n tha n Matthe w an d John , o r i t ma y be tha t i t wa s simply
the Gospe l tha t wa s know n i n Marcion' s hom e churc h whe n h e wa s growin g up ,
before th e four-Gospe l canon ha d becom e standard . Thi s final option, urge d b y von
Harnack (Marcion,  29) , strikes m e a s th e leas t unsatisfactory . On th e physiognom y
of thi s Gospel, tha t is , whether i t was comparable t o the Luke that became canonized,
see David Salter Williams, "Reconsidering Marcion' s Gospel."

35. Tha t Marcio n wa s no t altogethe r consisten t i n eliminatin g such passage s i s
clear bot h fro m Tertullian' s incredulit y (as he concludes tha t Marcio n mus t have lef t
some thing s in so as not t o appea r tendentious ! [Adv.  Marc.  IV, 43]) and Epiphanius's
systematic collectio n o f text s o f Marcion' s ow n Bibl e tha t contradic t hi s theolog y
(Pan. 42 . 11—16) . Fo r recen t studie s o f Marcion' s text , se e D. Williams , "Reconsid -
ering," and John J. Clabeaux , A  Lost  Edition  o f th e Letters  o f Paul.

36. Prescription,  38 .
37. I t matter s littl e to m y discussion a s to whethe r on e should classif y Marcio n

as a Gnostic . Thi s i s an ol d debat e tha t nonetheles s continue s t o spar k livel y interest .
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For my part, Marcion's syste m appears t o diffe r s o radically from wha t i s essential t o
Gnosticism tha t i t i s difficul t t o se e them a s closely linked . To b e sure, Marcio n sep -
arates th e Ol d Testamen t Go d fro m th e God o f Jesus, bu t h e has only two gods , no t
a multitude . Correspondingly, ther e i s no elaborate mytholog y in his system, no com -
plex explanation s eithe r o f a  theogonic o r a  cosmogonic nature , and n o accoun t o f a
cosmic catastroph e tha t le d to th e entrapmen t o f element s of the divine . Indeed, th e
Gnostic anthropolog y i s fa r remove d fro m hi s thought : h e ha s n o conceptio n o f a n
imprisoned divin e spar k tha t need s t o b e liberated . Quit e t o th e contrary , fo r Mar -
cion, human s belong bod y an d sou l t o th e Creator , unti l Chris t effect s thei r redemp-
tion. And thi s redemption i s not throug h a  revelation of knowledge bu t throug h fait h
in Christ' s death; gnosis  plays no rol e i n this system! Moreover, althoug h while both
Marcion an d th e Gnostics se e the discrepancies betwee n th e Old Testament an d thei r
systems, their resolutions of this problem are poles apart : the Gnostics self-consciously
allegorize difficul t passages , wherea s Marcion vehementl y opposes anything but a  lit-
eral hermeneutic , insisting that litera l contradictions t o hi s system represent contami-
nations tha t ar e no t t o b e explaine d away . Fo r furthe r discussio n o f these muc h de-
bated issues , see especially Aland, "Marcion," 428ff .

38. Thi s aspect o f the proto-orthodox Christology i s attested i n extenso through-
out ou r period.  I t ca n b e foun d a t th e outse t i n Ignatius' s ters e bu t emphati c defa -
mation o f thos e "wh o sa y tha t h e onl y appeare d t o hav e suffered. " Suc h person s
themselves, commented Ignatius, "are bu t an appearance" (Ign . Smyrn. 2 . 1) . For him,
"Jesus Chris t .  . .  truly was persecuted unde r Pontiu s Pilate, truly was crucified an d
died .  . .  an d trul y was raise d fro m th e dead " (Ign . Trail. 9 . 1-2) . Earlie r still, of
course, on e find s a  comparabl e positio n advance d b y th e autho r o f th e Johannin e
epistles. Se e pp. 132—33 . Th e most  lavis h expressio n o f thi s view comes i n th e writ -
ings of Tertullian : "Th e So n o f Go d wa s crucified ; I  am no t ashame d becaus e other s
must need s b e ashame d o f it . An d th e So n o f Go d died ; i t i s b y al l mean s t o b e
believed becaus e i t i s absurd . An d h e wa s buried , an d ros e again ; th e fac t i s certain
because i t i s impossible . Bu t ho w wil l al l thi s b e tru e i n Hi m i f He wa s no t Himsel f
true—if H e reall y had no t i n Himsel f that which might b e crucified, migh t die, might
be buried , an d migh t ris e again? I  mean thi s fles h suffuse d wit h blood , buil t u p wit h
bones, interwove n wit h nerves , entwine d wit h veins , a fles h whic h kne w ho w t o b e
born, an d ho w t o die , human without doubt , a s born of a human being. It will there-
fore b e mortal in Christ, because Christ is man an d th e son of man" (d e came Christi,
5).

39. Se e Bart D . Ehrma n an d Mar k A . Plunkett , "The Ange l an d th e Agony. "
The argumen t we advance d i n thi s articl e was directe d i n n o smal l measure agains t
the broa d consensu s tha t ha d bee n buil t o n th e influentia l studie s o f vo n Harnack ,
"Probleme i m Texte de r Leidensgeschicht e Jesu," and Lyde r Brun, "Engel un d Blut -
schweiss." Whil e w e wer e conductin g ou r researc h anothe r importan t contributio n
appeared, whic h again argue d fo r th e authenticit y of th e passage : Jean Duplacy , "La
prehistoire du text e en Luc 22:43-44." To my knowledge, only one serious challenge
to ou r conclusion s ha s appeared , Jerom e Neyrey , Th e Passion  According  t o Luke,
55-57. In wha t follows , I  wil l tr y t o sho w wh y Neyrey' s position strike s m e as un -
convincing.

40. "Problem e i m Texte de r Leidensgeschicht e Jesu," 88 . fti$0i7 occurs thirtee n
times i n Luk e and Acts , onc e i n Matthew , onc e i n Mark ; th e entir e phrase di</>07 j Be
aiiTO) ayyeXo s occur s elsewher e only i n Luk e 1:11 ; kvurxyeiv  occur s i n Act s 9:19 ,
nowhere els e i n th e Ne w Testament ; sKrei'scrTepov  Trpoasi/xea-Oai  i s paralleled only
in Act s 12: 5 (cf . 26:7).
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41. Fo r example , eve n thoug h Luk e often speak s o f angeis , the y neve r occu r i n
the Gospe l outsid e o f th e birt h an d resurrectio n narratives . Moreover , nowher e els e
does Luk e us e th e phras e ayye\o s air ' ovpavov,  an d nowher e els e doe s a n ange l
remain silent .

42. Fo r example , bot h EKTev&s  (kv  sxTeveia)  an d -/ivecrOai  sv.  This highlight s
the proble m s o typica l i n studie s lik e von Harnack's—th e restrictio n o f stylisti c an d
vocabulary statistics t o the canonica l texts,  as if these have some kind of special statu s
in determinin g patterns o f usage . Se e Brun, "Engel und Blutschweiss, " 266-71.

43. Fo r a  fulle r treatmen t an d a  consideratio n o f othe r argument s similarl y at-
tempted i n previou s studies , includin g Brun' s ow n tou r d e force , se e Ehrma n an d
Plunkett, "Th e Angel and the Agony," 408-12.

44. I t is remarkable that Neyre y read th e argument tha t Plunket t and I  advanced
in "Th e Angel an d th e Agony " a s exclusivel y transcriptional, a s i f our onl y concer n
was to see which reading scribes would have preferred. To be sure, this transcriptiona l
question canno t b e ignored; Neyre y himsel f does so at hi s own expense . Bu t the bulk
of ou r argumen t focused precisely on th e non-Luka n characte r o f th e theolog y o f th e
verses an d thei r literaril y intrusive nature, th e latte r o f whic h Neyre y simpl y over -
looks.

45. Se e the discussion o n pp. 200-201.
46. A  passage I  take t o b e original , a s I  hope t o sho w i n a forthcomin g publica-

tion. Fo r a  brie f overview (and contrary opinion) , see Fitzmyer, Gospel According  t o
Luke, II. 1503—04 , and th e literatur e he cites there .

47. O n th e textua l proble m o f verse 42, se e pp. 233—35 .
48. Neyre y offer s a  defens e of th e Luka n character o f thes e verses , arguin g that

they are consistent wit h Luke' s notion o f Jesus' passio n as an athleti c contest (ayuvia)
from whic h Jesus emerges victorious. The disputed verses , then, portray Jesus as over-
coming hi s Satanic foe through strength , no t weakness . Neyrey has done a  commend -
able servic e in collectin g th e variou s a-ytavia  text s i n Stoi c an d othe r Greco-Roma n
documents, bu t ho w on e ca n rea d th e presen t passag e i n thi s way puzzle s me. A key
element o f the otyuivia  moti f is "courage," which is never mentioned here . Moreover ,
these verse s d o anythin g bu t portra y Jesu s a s "strong" : wer e h e stron g h e woul d
scarcely nee d th e suppor t o f a n ange l fro m heaven . Nor doe s th e ange l suppl y Jesus
with th e strengt h h e lacks ; i t i s only after  i t appear s tha t Jesu s begins to swea t grea t
"drops a s i f of blood." The ange l may , then, provid e succor t o a  sou l i n distress , bu t
it scarcel y effect s a  triumph . I t canno t b e replie d tha t th e angeli c appearanc e i s a
typical Luka n moti f because i n the on e other instanc e in which on e woul d expec t a n
angel t o appea r i n orde r t o strengthe n Jesus , th e temptatio n narrative , Luke ha s i n
fact omitted  th e referenc e to angeli c help found in his Markan sourc e (Luk e 4:13; cf.
Mark 1:13) ! And s o Neyre y i s righ t t o se e that Luk e is intent on portrayin g Jesus a s
strong an d i n control , bu t h e fail s t o se e that precisel y these verse s compromise suc h
a portrayal . Finally , i t i s importan t t o insis t tha t an y consideratio n o f th e intrinsi c
merit o f th e verse s no t b e conducte d i n isolatio n o f al l the othe r issue s (e.g. , literary
structure, transcription , etc. ) tha t relat e to a  textual problem of this complexity. Ney-
rey's analysis is regrettably lacking in thi s regard . Se e further, not e 55 .

49. Contra , for example, N. W . Lund , Chiasmus i n the New Testament.
50. Se e pp. 204-07.
51. 7Tpocrei)xo/u.a i occur s ninetee n times i n Luke , sixteen i n Acts ; i n relatio n t o

Jesus, se e especially Luke 3:21; 5:16; 9:18; 11:1.
52. Se e the discussio n of pp. 201-02.
53. No t throug h som e supernatura l interventio n such a s a ministerin g angel, a n
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intervention tha t Luk e elsewhere removes fro m hi s traditions abou t Jesus (i.e. , in th e
temptation narrative ; see note 48) .

54. Fo r a  complet e redactiona l analysi s of th e passage , se e Marion L . Soards ,
The Passion  According to  Luke.

55. A s they are i n fac t b y Neyrey , Th e Passion  According t o Luke.  I f one doe s
think these verses are original , their omission in such early an d high-qualit y witnesses
must be given a plausible explanation.

56. Se e Ehrman and Plunkett , "Th e Ange l and the Agony," 403-07.
57. Thi s i s not t o sa y tha t earl y Christian s generally thought tha t Jesu s los t al l

self-control i n hi s passion . Alon g wit h th e Gospe l o f Luke , fo r example , th e Fourt h
Gospel als o portray s Jesus  a s directin g his ow n destiny . The point , however , i s tha t
early Christian s di d no t sh y awa y fro m Jesus ' rea l agon y i n th e fac e o f hi s death ,
especially proto-orthodo x Christian s (wh o produce d ou r manuscripts ) for who m Je-
sus' rea l suffering becam e a centra l tenet o f the faith .

58. O n th e confluenc e o f doceti c an d separationis t feature s o f thi s Christology ,
see note 17 .

59. Fo r textual corruptions generated out of the context of this particular debate ,
see the discussio n of pp . 262—69 . That thi s particular variant proved usefu l i n such a
context bu t wa s no t generate d i n i t i s demonstrated b y it s occurrence alread y in th e
"Memoirs of the Apostles" known to Justin i n mid-century, prior t o the propagatio n
of th e view s of th e Patripassianists .

60. I t makes sense that thes e verses were inserted int o Luke' s Gospe l i n particu-
lar, give n precisely wha t I  hav e alread y shown : withou t them , Luke' s portraya l of
Jesus a s calm and collecte d doe s no t coincid e wit h what one expects o f a  man wh o i s
about t o b e naile d t o a  cross . I t shoul d b e furthe r note d tha t par t o f th e textua l
difficulty wit h the verse s results from th e fac t tha t f 13 relocates th e stor y b y placing it
in Matthew's Gospel (followin g 26:39) . This to o show s the instability of the tradition
and suggests tha t i t represents a "floating" narrativ e that has been inserted in differen t
Gospels fo r simila r reasons .

61. Colwell , Studies  i n Methodology, 115-18 .
62. I t might also be , a s Joel Marcu s ha s suggeste d t o me , that a  scribe wh o di d

not understan d which  Scriptur e wa s sai d t o b e fulfille d excise d th e statemen t alto -
gether. Th e proble m wit h thi s view is that earl y Christians rarely had troubl e rindin g
Old Testamen t passage s to suppor t thei r christologica l interpretations . I n the presen t
case, Psalms 22 and 6 8 both com e to mind as possible points o f reference. See further,
Brown, Gospel  According  t o John, II . 928-30.

63. I n vie w o f th e sligh t variations fro m th e Johannin e tradition , Metzge r sug -
gests an interpolatio n mad e simply from memory . See his Textual  Commentary,  71 .

64. Agains t the Ptolemaeans : I f Jesus ha d no t take n a  human body fro m Mary ,
blood an d wate r would no t hav e come from hi s side when it was pierced (Adv.  Haer.
Ill, 22 , 2) ; agains t Marcion : "An d how , again , supposin g tha t h e was no t flesh, but
was a  ma n merel y in appearance, coul d h e have been crucified , an d coul d bloo d an d
water hav e issued from hi s pierced side?" (Adv.  Haer.  IV , 33, 2)

65. Se e the word s o f Tertullian: "W e hav e indeed, likewise , a second fon t (itsel f
withal one with th e former ) o f blood, to wit ; concerning which the Lord said , ' I have
to be baptized with a baptism,' when He had been baptized already. For He had com e
'by mean s o f wate r an d blood, ' jus t as John ha s written ; tha t H e migh t b e baptized
by th e water , glorifie d b y th e blood , t o mak e u s i n lik e manner , calle d b y water ,
chosen b y blood . Thes e tw o baptism s H e sen t ou t fro m th e woun d i n Hi s pierce d
side, i n orde r tha t the y wh o believe d in Hi s bloo d migh t be bathe d wit h th e water ;
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they wh o ha d bee n bathe d i n th e wate r migh t likewis e drink th e blood " (d e Bapt.
16).

66. I t i s not tha t Joh n di d no t suffer , bu t proto-orthodo x Christian s were natu -
rally mor e intereste d i n emphasizin g that Chris t did . Th e chang e was probabl y no t
made i n reactio n t o th e follower s o f Joh n th e Baptist , wh o ma y hav e see n hi m i n
messianic terms , a s thi s controvers y wa s ver y muc h a  thin g o f th e pas t whe n ou r
discrepant manuscript s were produced .

67. Thi s understandin g o f th e wa y orthodo x scribe s ma y hav e worked ca n ex -
plain othe r textua l problem s a s well . I t ma y b e only coincidental tha t th e interesting
variant o f Mar k 9:1 2 als o occur s i n a  contex t o f Jesus' discussio n o f John a s Elija h
and o f th e nee d o f th e So n of Ma n t o suffer . B e that a s i t may , i t i s worth observin g
that som e witnesse s hav e changed Jesus ' question , "An d ho w [*a t TTWS ] is i t writte n
about th e Son of Man tha t h e should suffer man y things?" In the modifie d text , Jesus'
words ar e construe d a s a  statement , "Jus t a s [Ka0o>s ] i t i s written abou t th e So n of
Man tha t h e shoul d suffe r man y things" (MS S A K  M A  II). T o b e sure , ther e ar e
grounds fo r suspecting that thi s is a simple scribal blunder occasioned b y orthography
(/catTTtos / Ka0<us). Al l th e same , th e alteratio n emphasize s precisely the vita l issue of
Jesus' suffering ; h e no w declares  that i t comes i n fulfillmen t o f Scripture , rathe r than
questioning ho w thi s coul d b e so . On e canno t hel p suspecting , therefore , tha t th e
orthodox inclinatio n to stres s th e sufferin g o f Jesus contribute d t o th e corruptio n o f
the text .

A simila r conclusio n ma y b e draw n concernin g Act s 13:29 , i n whic h ar e de -
scribed th e event s of Jesus' deat h an d burial . Among its additions to th e text , code x
Bezae specifie s that Jesus ' opponent s aske d Pilat e t o hav e hi m "crucified, " a  wor d
otherwise absen t fro m th e account . Th e chang e ma y simply reflec t th e orthodo x pro -
clivity towar d emphasizin g Christ's rea l death (b y crucifixion). O n anothe r tendency
also a t wor k her e an d throughou t th e distinctivel y Bezan materials , se e Epp, Theo-
logical Tendency  o f Codex  Bezae,  41—51 .

68. A s we have seen, Marcion' s views on thi s score were somewhat exceptional .
See p. 186 .

69. Fo r a n earlie r statement, compare th e words o f Ignatius , "For h e suffered al l
these thing s on our account , tha t we might be saved. And he truly suffered .  .  .  not
as som e unbeliever s say, tha t h e merel y appeare d t o suffer " (Ign . Smyrn.  2 , 1) . For
Ignatius, apar t fro m th e bloo d o f Christ , ther e ca n b e n o salvation : "Le t n o on e b e
led astray: whether heavenly beings, the glory of angels, or ruler s visible or invisible —
if the y fai l t o believ e in th e bloo d o f Christ , the y wil l hav e t o fac e judgment " (Ign.
Smyrn. 6 , 1) .

70. Although , interestingl y enough, th e referenc e to "blood " i n Irenaeus' s tex t
of Colossian s i s itsel f nothin g bu t a n orthodo x corruption ! Se e the discussio n o f pp .
210-11.

71. I  have drawn the following discussion, slightl y revised , from m y article "Th e
Cup, the Bread, and th e Salvifi c Effec t o f Jesus' Deat h in Luke-Acts." Among the more
important discussion s o f the problem , i n additio n t o th e work s cite d i n note 73 , ar e
the following : H. Schiirmann , "Lk 22 , 19b—2 0 al s urspriingliche Textiiberlieferung" ;
Martin Rese , "Zu r Problemati k vo n Kurz - un d Langtex t i n Lu k xxii.!7ff" ; J . H .
Petzer, "Luk e 22:19b—2 0 an d th e Structur e o f th e Passage" ; id. , "Styl e an d Tex t i n
the Luca n Narrativ e o f th e Institutio n o f th e Lord' s Supper" ; Fitzmyer , Gospel Ac -
cording t o Luke,  1386—95 ; an d E . Earle Ellis , Th e Gospel  o f Luke,  254—56.

72. Se e the convenien t char t an d discussio n i n Metzger , Textual  Commentary,
173-77. Three of th e fou r reading s are each atteste d b y only one for m o f the Syriac,
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the fourt h b y tw o Ol d Lati n manuscript s ( b e) . Al l fou r ar e readil y understoo d a s
deriving fro m on e o r th e othe r o f th e tw o remainin g forms; al l fou r circumven t one
of th e majo r stumbling blocks o f the text b y reversing the sequence of cup and bread .

73. Se e Westcott an d Hort , The  Ne w Testament  i n the Original  Greek  II . 175—
77, an d th e genera l discussio n o f Metzger , Textual  Commentary,  191—93 . Amon g
those wh o cal l the entire theory of Western non-interpolation s int o question ar e Joachim
Jeremias, Th e Eucharistic  Words  o f Jesus,  84-106; Kur t Aland, "Di e Bedeutun g des
P7S fur den Text des Neuen Testaments";  and dependen t upo n thes e two , Klij n Snod -
grass, "Wester n Non-Interpolations." Se e further th e Excursus pp. 223-27.

74. Pp . 223-27.
75. I n anticipation o f my fulle r discussio n in the Excursu s (pp. 223—27), I should

also poin t ou t tha t Westcot t an d Hort' s dependenc e o n th e tex t o f code x Vaticanu s
was no t base d o n shee r prejudice in favor o f the oldes t manuscript , as i t i s sometimes
misunderstood t o be ; no r di d they blindly follow the Neutra l tex t withou t regar d fo r
other considerations . Th e tex t o f Vaticanus was judge d superior b y a  carefu l analysis
of th e internal  quality of it s readings; whenever clear textua l decisions could b e reache d
on th e basis of intrinsic and transcriptiona l probabilities , Vaticanu s was seen to attes t
the origina l text . Fo r Westcot t an d Hort , thi s suggeste d tha t i n ambiguou s cases it s
text wa s also likel y to b e correct . A s a whole, then , their system was no t buil t simply
on "external " or "documentary " evidence but o n a  thorough assessmen t of the inter-
nal qualit y of textual variation s and thei r supportin g witnesses .

76. Mos t recently by Joel Green , "Th e Deat h o f Jesus, God' s Servant," 4 .
77. I n additio n t o th e stylisti c feature s I  cit e here , se e th e lis t i n Green , "Th e

Death o f Jesus," 4. O n th e difficultie s o f basing a text-critical judgment solely on such
stylistic features, however, se e Petzer, "Styl e an d Text."

78. No r d o th e closel y related phrases avri  v/j.&v  o r v-rrep  TroKKa>v.
79. Nor , interestingly , does Luke preserve either of Mark's tw o uses of the verbal

form &vafj,ifjivr)(rK(i),  omittin g Mark 11:2 1 altogether fo r other reasons , an d changing
the word i n Mark 14:7 2 t o vifOfJu^v^o-Kd)  (22:61) .

80. Schiirman n ("L k 22,19b-20" ) i s followe d b y Elli s (Gospel  o f Luke)  i n ar -
guing tha t backwar d glance s t o th e longe r tex t i n th e subsequen t narrativ e demon-
strate it s presence in the origina l form of the text . But none of the proposed example s
proves a t al l convincing : ther e i s no reaso n t o thin k tha t th e TrXriv  1801 ) o f vers e 2 1
refers bac k to inrsp  vfj.&v,  o r tha t "thi s cup" o f verse 42 allude s to "th e cup " o f verse
20 (wh y no t v . 17!) , o r tha t th e verba l for m SicmSe/xc u i n vers e 2 8 require s th e
establishment o f th e diaOrfKri  i n verse 20 .

81. Scholar s traditionally have pointed t o Luk e 22:19-20 and Acts 20:28 as the
only tw o exception s t o th e rule . I  wil l dea l wit h th e latte r momentarily . In additio n
to th e commentaries , se e Richard Zehnle , "Th e Salvifi c Characte r o f Jesus' Deat h i n
Lucan Soteriology" ; Augusti n George, "L e sen s d e la mor t Jesus pour Luc" ; an d th e
consensus tha t i s reflected now i n the collectio n o f essays edited b y Sylva , Reimaging,
especially Green , "Th e Deat h o f Jesus,"; Ear l Richard , "Jesus ' Passio n an d Deat h i n
Acts"; and, abov e all , John T . Carroll , "Luke' s Crucifixion Scene."

82. Whethe r o r no t Luk e "borrowed" th e stor y fro m th e tradition , th e poin t i s
that a s it i s presented i n his Gospel, ther e is not a  word abou t th e Servant of the Lor d
suffering a s a n atonin g sacrifice.

83. Joe l Marcu s ha s suggested t o m e that instea d o f deleting Mark 10:45 , Luke
has placed i n its stead hi s characteristic understandin g of Jesus: "Bu t I  am among you
as one who serves" (22:27) . Se e further Soards , Th e Passion According t o Luke,  30 -
31.
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84. Se e p. 190 .
85. I n addition t o the commentaries , see , fo r example, Fran k J. Matera , Passion

Narratives an d Gospel  Theologies,  47 , an d th e literatur e that he cites . Mos t recently
Ulansey ("The Heavenl y Veil Torn") has argued tha t Mark refer s to the outer curtain ,
because o n i t wa s draw n a  likenes s of th e cosmo s (Josephus , Jewish Wars  5 . 5 . 4 )
that woul d the n correspon d symbolicall y to "th e heavens " o f Mar k 1:10 . Thi s i s
probably supposing to o muc h of Mark' s implie d readers , howeve r (i.e. , that the y would
catch th e allusio n tha t most  subsequen t interpreter s hav e missed) , reader s wh o oth -
erwise do no t evidenc e particular knowledge o f Palestinian Judaism (cf . 7:1—3!).

86. O r i t may be that th e emphasi s is to b e reversed, that with the ripping of the
curtain human s now hav e access t o Go d i n his holy place .

87. Throughou t Mark' s Gospe l Jesu s i s portrayed a s th e So n of Go d wh o mus t
suffer an d die , bu t wh o i s universally misunderstood. Hi s famil y think s he ha s gon e
mad (3:21) , th e Jewish leadershi p think s he i s inspired by the Devi l (3:22), his towns -
people thin k tha t h e i s simply the loca l carpente r (6:1-6) , an d hi s own disciple s are
never abl e t o understan d eithe r wh o h e i s or wha t h e mean s (6:52 , 8:1-14) . Whe n
they d o begi n t o understand , the y d o s o only partially at bes t (8:27—38) . When Jesu s
tells the m h e mus t g o to Jerusale m t o die , the y objec t (8:31—32) ; whe n h e describe s
his coming rejectio n by those i n power, they argue among themselves concerning wh o
is th e greates t (9:30-37 ; cf . 10:33-45) . A t th e en d o f th e Gospe l h e i s betrayed b y
one o f hi s disciples , denied b y another , an d deserte d b y al l the rest . H e i s crucified a
lonely, forsake n man , cryin g ou t i n hi s despair , "M y God , m y God , wh y hav e you
forsaken me? " befor e breathing hi s last (15:34—37) . Onl y then, i n his death, doe s his
identity becom e know n (15:39) .

88. Th e sourc e question s ar e particularl y difficul t here . I n additio n t o th e com -
mentaries, se e especially Franz Geor g Untergapmair , Kreuzweg  und  Kreuzigung  ]esu,
97-101.

89. Luk e has added a n explanation to Mark's ters e notation "ther e was darkness
over th e whol e eart h unti l the nint h hour," b y indicating that i t was because th e su n
had faile d (TOV  TjXio u SKXITTOITOS) . O n th e textua l problem an d meanin g of th e phrase ,
see, fo r example, Fitzmyer , Gospel According  t o Luke, 1517-18.

90. I n additio n t o th e commentaries , se e the divergin g opinion o f Denni s Sylva ,
"The Templ e Curtai n and Jesus' Deat h i n the Gospel o f Luke," an d th e more popular
treatment o f Donal d Senior , The  Passion  o f Jesus i n th e Gospel  o f Luke.

91. O r (dependin g on th e slan t one chooses t o pu t upo n it ) that i t has effected a
revelation o f God's grace t o hi s people.

92. A n alternative explanation ha s recentl y been se t forth by Susan Garrett , Th e
Demise o f th e Devil,  tha t th e darknes s indicate s the temporar y victor y o f Satan . Thi s
interpretation equall y distances Luke' s construa l o f th e event fro m Mark's .

93. Fo r a  stron g cas e tha t th e tex t shoul d b e rendere d "Trul y thi s ma n wa s
righteous," see Robert J . Karris , "Luke 23:4 7 and th e Luca n Vie w of Jesus' Death. "
In m y judgment , J. Carrol l ("Luke' s Crucifixio n Scene, " 116—1 8 an d notes ) i s mor e
likely correc t tha t on e shoul d no t pres s to o fa r th e differenc e betwee n "righteous "
and "innocent " because i f Jesus i s one, h e i s also th e other .

94. Se e especially Carroll , "Luke' s Crucifixio n Scene," 116-20 .
95. Se e p. 8 8 and p . 264 .
96. Contra  Waldema r Schmeichel , "Does Luk e Make a  Soteriologica l Statemen t

in Act s 20:28?", who argue s tha t TO V idiov refer s to Paul , who establishe s the church
by hi s self-givin g ministr y and eventua l death . Fo r Luke , however , th e churc h wa s
"obtained" well before Paul' s ministr y and sacrifice !
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97. I n additio n t o th e commentaries , se e the recen t stud y o f Lar s Aejmelaeus,
Die Rezeption  de r Paulusbriefe  i n de r Miletrede,  132—42 , wh o goe s ye t furthe r t o
claim a n actua l literar y dependenc e o f 20:28 o n 1  Thessalonians 5:9—1 0 an d Ephe -
sians 1:7 . This i s par t o f Aejmelaeus ' large r thesi s tha t Paulin e allusions i n Act s ar e
invariably du e to Luke' s knowledg e o f the Paulin e letters .

98. Se e Carroll, "Luke' s Crucifixion Scene," for the Lukan emphasis on guil t and
repentance. Eve n th e disciples , wh o evidentl y were no t amon g thos e wh o calle d fo r
Jesus' death a t hi s trial , had t o repen t i n light of his blood to becom e member s o f his
church; thei r unwillingnes s t o di e wit h hi m i n th e Gospe l i s then reverse d afte r hi s
death i n the boo k o f Acts .

99. See , fo r example , Luk e 24:47; Act s 2:38 ; 3:19 ; 5:31 ; 8:22 ; 17:30 ; 11:18 ;
20:21; 26:20.

100. Se e Carroll, "Luke' s Crucifixion Scene, " 113—20 , and th e literatur e he cite s
there.

101. Interestingly , h e als o predict s tha t "fierc e wolves " wil l b e se t loos e upo n
the congregation wh o wil l no t "spare the flock" (i.e. , who wil l bring them to a  violent
end) unles s the elders protec t the m (20:29) . Blood i s spilled when one does no t repen t
and believ e in the one Go d ha s vindicated .

102. Gospel  o f Luke,  254-55.
103. Wher e agai n Jesu s refer s t o T O crw/ua T O inrep vfj,wi>,  t o "doin g thi s i n m y

remembrance" (TOVTO  -rroielre  et s TTJV  sfj,riv  dwi/u.i'Tjaw) , t o hi s takin g "likewis e th e
cup afte r supper " (oKratmu ? Kai  T O TcoTr\piov /xer a T O bsiTtvrio'a.i), an d t o hi s pro -
nouncing tha t "thi s cu p i s th e ne w covenan t i n m y blood " (TOVTO  T O TroTripiov r]
Kaivf] duxOrfKri  [earriv]  sv  T&>  aifiari  fjLov).

104. "Luke22:19b-20. "
105. "Luk e 22:19b-20, " 251 (emphasi s his).
106. I f parallelism i s hal f agai n a s commo n a s some othe r structur e i n th e Ne w

Testament, wil l thi s argumen t fo r th e origina l tex t be hal f agai n a s valid?
107. Ther e ar e othe r problem s wit h Petzer' s structure . Fo r example , i t require s

the phras e T O Tfaa\a. (jiayelv  t o b e understoo d a s a  referenc e t o eatin g "bread," (a s
in v. 19) , whe n i n fac t i t appears simpl y to mea n "t o celebrat e th e Passover. "

108. Th e yap,  then , doe s no t functio n causall y bu t t o expres s continuatio n o r
connection. See BAGD, 151 .

109. Mar k use s i t once; Luke, in the Gospe l alone , use s i t fiftee n times .
110. I t should b e noted tha t th e sequenc e i n whic h the follower s are mentione d

is reversed: th e faithfu l wh o partak e wit h hi m i n hi s fina l meal ar e mentione d i n th e
first element o f each membe r o f the first pericope (vv . 15, 17) ; the unfaithfu l on e wh o
betrays hi m i s both time s name d secon d i n the pericop e tha t follow s (vv. 21, 22b) .

111. "Luke22:19b-20,"252 .
112. Westcot t an d Hort , Ne w Testament  i n th e Original  Greek,  I . Appendix ,

"Notes on Selected Readings, " 63-64.
113. Eucharistic  Words,  87-106 .
114. Jeremias' s solutio n t o thes e problem s wa s t o sa y tha t a  particula r scrib e

was aske d b y a  particula r paga n fo r a  cop y o f Luke' s Gospel , whic h h e produced ,
leaving ou t th e word s i n questio n (19b—20) . Bu t h e retaine d vers e 19 a a s a  hin t t o
Christian insider s o f wha t happene d nex t a t th e meal . I t i s a creativ e solution , bu t i s
nonetheless entirel y implausible . Wher e i s the evidenc e of suc h a n unlikel y sequence
of event s (Ho w man y pagans aske d scribe s fo r copie s o f Scripture? What scribe s were
fearful o f th e magica l abus e o f thei r texts? I f the tex t wa s fo r a  pagan , wh y wa s th e
hint of verse 19 a lef t in ? and s o on.)? Furthermore , Jeremias can stil l not explai n wh y
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similar motivation s playe d n o rol e i n th e transmissio n of othe r Ne w Testamen t pas -
sages tha t reflec t Christia n liturgica l passages, le t alon e th e othe r narrative s o f insti -
tution.

115. O n th e characte r o f th e Luka n redaction , i n whic h he change s Mark' s un -
derstanding o f th e mea l as th e institutio n of th e Lord' s Suppe r to depic t i t instea d a s
Jesus' las t Passove r mea l with his disciples, see Rese, "Zur Problematik. "

116. Se e the discussio n o f Luk e 22:43—44 above . O n differen t view s of martyr-
dom i n th e period , se e especiall y Elain e Pagels , "Gnostic  an d Orthodo x View s o f
Christ's Passion. "

117. I n Coptic witnesses; compare th e longe r tex t o f Luke.
118. I n a  wid e rang e o f Greek , Latin , an d Syria c witnesses , includin g Xc C c D c

OL syr p K  an d virtuall y th e entir e Byzantine tradition.
119. Tha t th e tex t originall y lacked an y participl e is demonstrated b y the attes -

tation o f th e shortes t an d mos t difficul t readin g i n th e earlies t and bes t manuscript s
of th e Alexandria n tradition (p 46 X* A B C* 33 1739 * Orige n pc) .

120. Anothe r exampl e occur s i n Hebrew s 10:10 , a  passag e tha t coul d wel l b e
taken as anti-docetic with either reading. Nonetheless , on e finds the "blood" of Christ
stressed her e i n a  varian t attested i n tw o otherwis e unrelate d witnesses : bot h D  an d
E (alon g wit h d  an d e ) substitut e ca/xaros fo r crcujuaTos , s o tha t "sanctification " i s
said t o com e fro m Christ' s offerin g hi s "blood" rather tha n hi s "body." This i s a case
where on e migh t suspec t a  simpl e confusion o f letters ; but her e again on e mus t as k
what kin d o f scrib e wit h wha t kin d o f theolog y woul d b e likel y t o mak e suc h a n
error. The question ca n be asked as well of a variant that is but poorly atteste d amon g
several Byzantin e manuscripts o f Act s 10:43 , wher e forgivenes s of sin s i s n o longe r
said to come through th e "name" (6f6/uaTos) of Jesus but through his "blood" (ai/xaros,
MSS 3 6 453) . Whethe r o r no t th e varian t antedates it s first extant occurrenc e i n th e
twelfth centur y is immateria l to m y overarching point, tha t orthodo x Christians , be-
ginning a t leas t wit h th e doceti c controversie s o f th e secon d century , began focusin g
on th e salvifi c importanc e o f th e rea l bloo d o f Chris t t o suc h a n exten t tha t the y
naturally "read" such thing s in (an d into) texts tha t originall y said not a  word abou t
them.

121. Fo r example , in manuscript s 614 63 0 2464 , th e Harclea n Syriac , and Cas -
siodorus.

122. Ol d Latin a. The manuscrip t dates fro m th e fourth century , although it may
be preserving an olde r tradition .

123. Her e agai n the shortes t tex t i s attested b y the earlies t and bes t manuscripts
(p72 B C ¥ OL copsa), and i s almost certainly original.

124. See , for example , Elain e Pagels, "Visions , Appearances , an d Apostoli c Au -
thority," and, o n a  more popula r level , id., Gnostic  Gospels,  3—32 .

125. Se e also, for example , Origen' s Dial.  Heracl.  132—34 .
126. See , for example , Irenaeus , Adv.  Haer.  I , 30, 13 ; Tertullian, de carne Christi,

5. This heretica l teaching relates , a s has bee n see n previously , to th e notio n tha t th e
afterlife o f thos e wh o hav e bee n save d wil l b e spiritua l rather tha n physical . Fo r a
proto-orthodox refutation , see Tertullian, de resur.  carne.

127. Fo r example, Tertullian , d e carne Christi,  especiall y Chap. 5 .
128. Th e witnesse s tha t attes t th e vers e ar e no t themselve s invariant, although

their difference s hav e littl e bearing on ou r presen t discussion . Kei/ne w i s attested b y
the bul k o f th e manuscripts , bu t no t b y suc h hig h qualit y and earl y witnesses a s p 75

X B  W 0124 syr s c  cop; juw a i s omitted b y X* A K 063 al .
129. Fran z Neirynck has convincingly shown tha t Marcion, the Diatesseron, an d
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the Palestinia n Syriac cannot b e cite d i n suppor t o f th e Wester n tex t here , despit e
their appearanc e i n mos t o f th e apparatuses . Se e his "L c xxi v 12 : Le s temoin s d u
texte occidental. "

130. Th e "certainty " i n thi s cas e i s provide d b y th e confluenc e of a  relatively
early Greek witness with a  number of Old Lati n manuscripts. See further th e excursus
on Western non-interpolation s (pp . 223—27).

131. I n additio n t o th e standar d commentaries , whic h generall y reproduce th e
conventional ground s o f rejectio n (i f any a t all) , see the followin g importan t studies :
J. Jeremias , Eucharistic Words,  145-52 ; K . Aland, "Die Bedeutung des P7S"; Snod -
grass, "Wester n Non-Interpolations" ; Georg e E . Rice , "Western Non-Interpolations :
A Defense of the Apostolate" ; F. P. G. Curtis , "Luk e xxiv.12 and John xx.3-10"; P.
Benoirt, "Marie-Madelein e e t le s disciple s a u tombea u selo n Jo h 20,1-18" ; Joh n
Muddiman, " A Not e on Readin g Luke xxiv. 12"; Franz Neirynck, "The Uncorrected
Historical Presen t in Lk. xxiv.12"; id., "Lk. xxiv.12."

132. Marcion,  247 * (German edition).
133. I t is frequent i n Acts as well, although adding up statistics from bot h books ,

while usefu l fo r determining Luke's own "style, " is deceptive when trying to compare
that styl e wit h thos e atteste d i n muc h shorte r book s (Luke-Act s together compris e
well ove r a  fourth of the entir e New Testament) .

134. S o alread y Kirsopp Lake , Th e Historical  Evidence  fo r th e Resurrection  o f
Jesus Christ,  95.

135. I t i s true that Luk e uses the histori c present in severa l passages tha t h e did
not tak e ove r fro m Mar k (als o traditional?) ; nearl y al l o f these , however , involve
verbs o f "saying" (Xe-ye t seve n times, </>TJ/I U once , ou t o f a  tota l o f eleven).

136. Fo r example, Jeremias, Eucharistic Words,  150.
137. A s noted b y Jeremias: bdoviov  i n 19:40 ; 20:5, 6, 7 ; irctpa.KV'jTTKiv  i n 20:5,

11. Otherwise , th e precis e significanc e o f th e Johannin e paralle l is much debated. I n
view o f th e growin g consensu s that neithe r Luk e nor Joh n ha d acces s t o th e other' s
work pe r se , mos t o f th e recen t scholar s wh o subscrib e to th e originalit y of Luk e
24:12 hav e argue d fo r it s presenc e i n a  commo n source , whic h bot h author s hav e
redacted fo r their own purposes .

138. A s acknowledged, fo r example, by Snodgrass, "Wester n Non-Interpolations, "
373. I t i s worth notin g tha t man y of th e supporter s o f th e vers e have no t eve n tried
to explai n the Western "omission. " Compar e Jeremias , Eucharistic  Words,  149-51 ;
K. Aland "Die Bedeutung des P75" 168.

139. As , for example , Muddiman claim s was don e b y a "logic-chopping" West -
ern scribe , in an articl e that serve s the modifie r wel l ("A Note on Readin g Luke xxiv.
12").

140. O n th e infeasibilit y o f th e contrive d categor y of "harmonizin g omissions,"
see note 192.

141. O f course , th e astut e reade r knows; se e 9:30 and Act s 1:10.
142. Se e especially Pagels, "Visions, Appearances, and Apostolic Authority," an d

Gnostic Gospels,  3—32 .
143. Translatio n by John E. L. Oulton an d Henry Chadwick, Alexandrian Chris-

tianity (Library  o f Christian  Classics  II; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1954) .
144. Se e pp. 223-27.
145. S o far as I know, the only scholar who come s close to broachin g the subjec t

is Mikea l Parsons , " A Christologica l Tendenc y i n P 75," wh o see s thes e reading s as
changes tha t th e scrib e of p 75 himself create d i n order "t o accen t a n alread y exalted
Christology," i n oppositio n t o Gnosti c Christologie s o f earl y third-centur y Egyp t (p.
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476; se e als o hi s book , Th e Departure  o f Jesus  i n Luke-Acts,  29—52) . Parson s i s
certainly t o b e commende d fo r movin g along th e righ t track , an d I  d o no t wan t t o
detract fro m th e merit s o f hi s wor k b y m y criticisms . At th e sam e time , hi s articl e
lacks precisio n i n identifyin g bot h th e nature  o f thi s "exalted " Christolog y an d it s
appropriateness fo r attackin g "the heretica l tendencies of Gnosticism" (p . 475). Thes e
non-Western interpolation s d o no t appea r t o counte r Gnostic Christologies i n general
(which, i n an y case , ar e anythin g bu t monolithic ) bu t specifi c doceti c tendencie s i n
particular, tendencie s tha t ar e sporadicall y atteste d i n Gnosticis m bu t ar e atteste d
more frequentl y elsewher e (e.g. , Marcion) . Moreover , th e Christologie s countere d b y
these change s ar e themselve s about a s exalte d a s the y com e (Chris t i s no longe r hu -
man). Thi s i s not a  cas e o f scribe s fighting fire with fire ; th e interpolation s oppose  a
high Christology. Finally , I doubt seriousl y whether we can think in terms of a  solitary
surviving manuscript as the actua l source o f corruption fo r virtuall y th e entir e manu-
script traditio n o f th e Gree k Ne w Testament , p 75 wa s on e o f hundred s (thousands?)
of manuscript s of it s age . I t survive s purely  b y accident . Ar e w e t o thin k that i t jus t
happens t o b e the smokin g gun?

146. I t should b e noted tha t Tertullian directly quotes Luk e 24:39 agains t Mar -
cion t o demonstrat e th e poin t (d e carne Christi  5 ; cf . the us e of 24:40 i n Adv. Marc.
IV, 43, discusse d below) .

147. Se e the clea r discussio n of Schoedel , Ignatius  o f Antioch,  225-27, and th e
literature he cites there .

148. O n th e us e of the pronoun i n the Luka n text , see note 153 .
149. Th e introduction i n Ignatius is "Take," in Luke, "Behold m y hands and my

feet, tha t i t i s I." Th e inferenc e t o b e drawn i n Ignatiu s is that Jesus i s not a  "disem -
bodied spirit, " i n Luk e "that [o r because ] a  spiri t doe s no t hav e fles h an d bone s a s
you se e that I  have."

150. Thu s Schoedel , Ignatius  o f Antioch,  227.
151. Fragmen t III (letter to an unname d queen); in ANF, V. 240, slightl y altered .

See also Tertullian , d e carne  Christi,  5 .
152. Except , o f course, tha t i n the Lukan version Jesus shows his feet rathe r than

his side . Th e chang e i s not surprising : Luke record s n o spea r thrust , a s bot h h e an d
his scribes know ful l well .

153. A  similar kind o f strengthenin g of th e poin t ca n b e seen i n th e additio n of
the pronou n /u e t o non-Wester n witnesse s i n vers e 39 . No w th e disciple s ar e in -
structed b y Jesus t o "handl e me and see. "

154. Contra  K . Aland, "Die Bedeutun g des P7S," 169 .
155. Contra  Snodgrass , "Wester n Non-Interpolations, " 373 .
156. Se e for example , F . W. Farrar , The  Gospel  According  t o Luke,  358; Snod -

grass, "Wester n Non-Interpolations, " 375 .
157. Snodgrass , "Wester n Non-Interpolations, " 375 .
158. Othe r scholar s hav e argued tha t th e antithetical character ("no t .  . .  but" )

of the statemen t indicate s that i t is original because this kind of phraseology i s lacking
in th e Matthean an d Marka n parallel s (e.g., Jeremias, Eucharistic Words,  149) . Ther e
is n o reason , however , t o thin k tha t a  scrib e wanting t o inser t the phras e woul d b e
bound t o follo w eithe r o f th e othe r Synopti c account s verbatim : these  account s ar e
not aligne d perfectly eve n with each other .

159. (f)dvTacrfjia  occur s onl y i n code x Bezae , as I  wil l hav e occasion t o mentio n
below. Al l other witnesse s read irvsv/j-a.

160. P  (W 579) 124 1 v g syr?- h bo? 1.
161. S o Metzger, Textual  Commentary,  186 .
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162. Luk e 24:36: "and he said to them, 'Peac e be to you' "; compare John 20:19
"And h e said to them, 'Peac e be to you.' "

163. Th e two Wester n non-interpolation s I  have not ye t discussed (Luk e 24:51,
52), mov e along relate d lines , as I  shall show o n pp . 227-32.

164. A s I  hav e alread y indicated , som e o f th e theoretica l problem s involve d in
accepting the Western tex t a s original in these cases have been taken u p in the Excur-
sus, pp . 223—27 .

165. Th e wor d irvevfjux  wa s no t change d i n verse 39 , perhap s becaus e there th e
word function s clearl y as a  synonymn of <j>ai>Tacr(i,a  an d work s bette r i n th e contras t
with crap£ .

166. Th e influentia l opinio n o f Bultmann, The Gospel  o f John,  697-99.
167. I  wil l discus s th e anti-doceti c characte r o f th e remainin g instances (Luk e

24:51, 52 ) o n pp . 227-32 . For anothe r attemp t t o resuscitat e thes e issues , se e Par-
sons, " A Christologica l Tendenc y i n p75."

168. Thoug h no t altogethe r so : i f the longe r tex t i s to b e construe d a s original
in thes e passages, on e migh t explore th e usefulnes s o f thes e text s for th e doceti c con-
proversies, an d speculat e concerning th e reason s fo r thei r deletio n fro m th e Wester n
tradition.

169. Thi s appears to b e the position, fo r example , o f Fitzmyer , Gospel  Accord-
ing t o Luke,  1.130—31 , who see s the materia l gai n of the papyr i since Westcott an d
Hort's da y a s sufficien t reaso n t o overtur n thei r theories . O n thi s se e further below ,
pp. 224-27.

170. A s i s done , fo r example , b y K . Aland, "Die Bedeutung des p75," compar e
Metzger, Textual  Commentary,  192 .

171. Hor t wa s quit e candid tha t h e delivered this judgment strictly on th e basis
of intrinsi c an d transcriptiona l probabilities . The shorte r reading s foun d withi n th e
Western witnesse s i n thes e case s coul d no t b e plausibl y explained apar t fro m th e
theory o f thei r originality . This shoul d no t b e construe d a s inconsisten t wit h Hort' s
theory concerning the vast superiority of the Neutral text , however , as this superiority
was itsel f ultimatel y established on precisel y such grounds .

172. Metzger , Textual  Commentary,  passim;  B . Aland and K . Aland, Text o f th e
New Testament,  i n whic h thei r eloquent defens e of th e "local-genealogica l method "
amounts to an apologia  fo r the method of considering the "genealogy" of each textua l
variant on th e basi s of its own merits . Despite their protestations (p . 34), this is simply
eclecticism unde r a  differen t name .

173. Tha t is , th e feasibilit y o f origina l reading s bein g preserved onl y i n "West -
ern" witnesses . Compar e Westcot t an d Hort , New Testament  i n the Original  Greek,
I. 176-77 .

174. Se e note 171.
175. Ne w Testament  i n the Original  Greek,  I . 126—30 .
176. Ne w Testament  i n the Original  Greek,  I . 148—49 .
177. A s K. Aland appear s t o do , "Die Bedeutung des p75," 171-72 . Fo r an in-

sightful an d sobe r evaluatio n of th e significanc e o f the papyr i generally, see now Epp ,
"The Significanc e o f th e Papyri. "

178. Thi s is especially true where the Western tex t is most distinc t fro m th e othe r
forms o f tradition , tha t is , i n th e boo k o f Acts . Th e papyr i belongin g to th e grou p
include p29-m 48.

179. Prescription  o f Heretics,  13 . As my graduate student fro m Duk e University,
John Brogan , ha s pointe d ou t t o me , the doctrin e o f Jesus' bodil y ascension playe d a
surprisingly scan t rol e in the debates wit h heretics , particularly with Marcion . Tertul -
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lian, fo r example , scarcel y mentions i t throughout his entire five-book refutation, where
otherwise h e bars no hold s and slight s no texts . Interestingly enough, i t occurs no t a t
all wher e on e woul d expec t t o fin d it , a t th e en d o f Tertullian' s expositio n o f th e
Gospel o f Luk e in Boo k IV . In thi s boo k Tertullia n works throug h th e Thir d Gospe l
passage b y passage i n orde r t o refut e Marcio n fro m hi s own tex t an d t o malig n the
excisions h e has made . I t is somewhat curious , then , tha t he ends the exposition wit h
the narrativ e of Jesus' resurrection , saying not a  word concernin g his ascension. Thi s
lacuna i s difficul t t o explai n apart fro m th e conclusion tha t neithe r Marcion no r Ter -
tullian ha d th e firs t varian t I  wil l b e examinin g i n thei r Gospe l tex t ("An d h e wa s
taken u p int o heaven, " Luk e 24:51), a  conclusio n tha t make s additional sens e whe n
one consider s th e Western characte r o f the shorte r text .

180. Se e Fitzmyer, Gospel According  t o Luke 2. 1248 , 1589-90 .
181. Se e esp. Eldo n J . Epp , "Th e Ascensio n i n th e Textua l Traditio n o f Luke-

Acts," and th e literatur e he cites there . Fo r a  summar y of the issue s surrounding th e
comparable textua l problem i n Acts 1:2 , se e Metzger, Textual  Commentary,  273—77 ,
and Parsons , Departure o f Jesus,  124-34 .

182. Se e the Excursus .
183. A s it supports non e o f the other distinctivel y Beza n readings (e.g., the West -

ern non-interpolations) . It s alignments here, then, contras t with its text i n the openin g
chapters o f John. Se e Fee, "Codex Sinaiticu s in the Gospe l o f John."

184. Wit h regar d t o intrinsi c probabilities , one argumen t tha t i s frequentl y pu t
forth i n favor of th e longe r tex t strikes m e as particularly weak (se e Jeremias, Eucha-
ristic Words  151 ; Marshall , Commentary  o n Luke,  909) , namely , that becaus e th e
sentences i n 24:5 0 o n th e on e han d an d 24:52 f o n th e othe r bot h compris e tw o
coordinate clause s (i.e. , two clauses joined with Kai),  on e should expect th e same kind
of sentenc e i n th e intervenin g verse 51 . N o on e wh o advance s this argument , s o fa r
as I  am aware , eve r tells us why w e should expec t thre e sentences in a row lik e this—
the argumen t i s neve r se t i n th e contex t o f an y discussio n of Luka n styl e (o r Gree k
composition generally) . Does Luk e normally strin g thre e such sentences together ? Yet
more t o th e point , eve n a  cursor y glanc e a t th e passag e show s tha t we are no t a t all
dealing here with a  carefully crafte d unit whose structure serves to unpack its meaning
(contrast, e.g. , 22:39—46) . Non e o f th e five unquestioned clauses uses th e sam e syn -
tactical structure ; th e entir e uni t simply comprises five (or six) clauses strung togethe r
with KO.L  Th e loos e characte r o f th e constructio n i s easily demonstrate d b y consider -
ing the secon d claus e of each undispute d pair o f coordinates (vv . 50, 53) . Th e second
clause o f vers e 5 0 begin s wit h a  subordinat e participl e (sTrapa?) , followe d b y a n
object (rd ? xeipas) , an d picke d u p b y th e mai n ver b (svX6yr)crei>)  wit h it s objec t
(avTOvs); in verse 53 th e coordinat e claus e begins with the main verb (f)(rav)  followe d
by tw o prepositiona l phrase s (810 : Trai'TOs, sv TU  iep&).  I f the fina l words ar e original ,
the clause ends with a  subordinate participia l clause (evAoyowre?). Where i s the craf t
in this ? I  should poin t ou t tha t i n th e secon d sentenc e (i.e. , v . 51) , wit h o r withou t
the word s i n question , ther e i s n o participl e a t all . Thi s i s no t a  highl y structured
passage. Wh y shoul d on e suppos e tha t Luk e create d a  triumvirat e of suc h loosel y
constructed pair s of coordinate clauses?

185. O f course , 1:2 2 ca n b e take n t o refe r t o th e even t describe d i n 1:9—1 1
rather tha n th e one described i n Luke 24:51.

186. Th e issu e wa s seriousl y considere d b y Wilhel m Michaelis, Da s Neue  Tes-
tament verdeutscht  un d erldufert,  II . 7, whos e view s were rejecte d out o f hand, mor e
recently, b y Haenchen , Acts  o f th e Apostles,  138 . Mos t majo r commentator s d o no t
address th e proble m (e.g. , F . F. Bruce, The Acts  o f th e Apostles,  66) .
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187. Fo r commo n explanation s o f why he did so , based o n th e assumptio n tha t
he has don e so , se e Parsons, Departure  o f Jesus,  189—99 . See further not e 188 .

188. Th e commo n explanatio n i s that Luk e intended t o narrat e two ascensions ,
not becaus e he believed Jesus actuall y ascende d twice , bu t i n order t o provid e bot h a
fitting end to Jesus' earthl y ministry (the account i n the Gospel) and a  fitting beginning
to tha t o f th e churc h (th e accoun t i n Acts) . I t i s an expedien t solution , wit h al l th e
force o f a  virtue born o f necessity . The rea l question i s whether ther e i s any necessity .
Who ha s decided, fo r example, that a  physical ascent into heaven is "fitting" fo r either
event? Certainl y n o othe r write r fro m th e firs t centur y appear s t o hav e though t so ;
Luke i s the only surviving author wh o narrate s th e incident.

189. Th e frequen t objectio n tha t onl y th e ascensio n ca n mak e sens e o f Luk e
24:52b, tha t th e disciple s returne d t o Jerusale m with grea t jo y (see , e.g. , K . Aland ,
"Die Bedeutun g des p75," 170) , is particularly puzzling. Were the disciples in Matthew
and John no t elate d tha t their Lord ha d bee n raise d fro m th e dead?

190. A s acknowledged, fo r example, i n the Muratorian cano n and patristi c writ-
ers beginning with Irenaeu s (Adv.  Haer.  Ill , 14 , 1) .

191. Cite d a s on e o f th e tw o majo r possibilities , fo r example , b y Jeremias, Eu -
charistic Words,  151 ; Snodgrass , "Wester n Non-Interpolations, " 375 ; an d Metzger ,
Textual Commentary,  189-90 .

192. Fo r example , Jeremias , throughou t hi s treatmen t o f Wester n non -
interpolations. T o chec k m y claim, one nee d simpl y loo k a t text s tha t appea r t o pre-
sent glaring discrepancies an d se e whether omissions hav e occurred t o reconcil e them.
There ar e no "omissions" made to square Jesus' comman d for Mary not to touch him
in John 20:1 7 wit h his command fo r Thomas to d o s o ten verses later; n o omission s
to squar e Paul' s clai m that h e did no t confe r with th e apostle s i n Jerusalem afte r hi s
conversion (Ga l 1:16—17 ) wit h Luke' s claim tha t h e did jus t tha t (Act s 9:26-30); n o
omissions t o squar e th e variou s account s i n Act s o f wha t happene d t o Pau l o n th e
road t o Damascus , tha t is , whether hi s companions wer e knocke d t o th e groun d o r
left standin g (9:7 ; 26:14) , whether the y heard th e voic e bu t sa w nothin g or sa w th e
light bu t hear d n o voic e (Act s 9:7 ; 22:9) ; n o omission s even in the "ascension" pas -
sages currentl y unde r revie w (i n witnesse s tha t attes t the m both) , fo r example , t o
square th e apparen t discrepanc y i n geography ove r whethe r the ascen t wa s fro m jus t
beyond th e cit y wall s on th e Moun t o f Olive s or fro m th e tow n o f Bethany . In point
of fact , whe n scribe s do not e difference s betwee n passage s an d wor k t o resolv e them ,
this i s almost alway s don e b y additio n o r transformation , no t omission . On e think s
of th e varian t forms of th e Lord' s Prayer in Matthew an d Luke , in which the textua l
tradition show s a  consisten t augmentatio n o f th e latte r accoun t t o mak e i t conform
with th e fulle r versio n of the former , with the revers e process occurrin g almos t never .
And s o th e contradiction s an d textua l discrepancie s tha t hav e so motivate d moder n
scholarship functione d muc h differentl y i n ancien t Christianity , although eve n ther e
one canno t spea k i n term s o f a  monolithi c approach . On e wa y suc h discrepancie s
appear no t t o hav e functioned , however, was a s a  motivatio n t o harmoniz e the tex t
through omissions .

193. "Th e Ascensio n i n the Textua l Traditio n o f Luke-Acts. "
194. I n hi s mor e recen t study , "Th e Significanc e of th e Papyri, " Ep p take s a

more usefu l approach , speakin g o f textua l "trajectories " fro m th e earl y period on ,
rather tha n "originals " of the sundry text types .

195. A s his stud y di d no t involv e establishing the origina l text , bu t rathe r wa s
compelled t o assum e it , he did not moun t a n argumen t eithe r way.

196. Thus , fo r example , Wester n scribe s ma y hav e change d Act s 1: 2 t o avoi d
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making it appear that Luke was referrin g back  t o an even t that he was about t o relate
in verse s 9—11 .

197. Followin g th e textua l emendation s an d translatio n o f Metzger , Textual
Commentary, 121—22 .

198. Metzger , Textual  Commentary,  122 . T o b e sure, in the Gospel  o f Peter,  the
heads o f th e angel s "reache d t o heaven, " whil e th e hea d o f Jesu s "overpasse d th e
heavens." Thi s i s no allusio n to th e ascensio n pe r se , however , bu t a n indicatio n of
the exalte d majest y o f th e angeli c beings and th e ye t mor e exalted majest y o f Christ ,
through th e stoc k techniqu e o f usin g extraordinary heigh t to indicat e divine stature .
See Denker, Di e theologiegeschichtliche  Stellung  de s Petrusevangeliums,  96—102.

199. Dial.  32 ; 52; 110 .
200. Thi s doctrin e coul d b e rea d wit h som e ingenuit y into al l sort s o f passages

of Scripture . I n hi s castigation o f Marcion' s doceti c Christology , fo r instance , Tertul-
lian proffer s a n interpretatio n o f th e tw o goat s use d o n th e Da y o f Atonement , a s
described i n Leviticu s 16 : "The y wer e o f lik e size , an d ver y simila r in appearance ,
owing t o th e Lord' s identit y of aspect ; becaus e He i s not t o com e i n an y other form,
having to b e recognised b y those b y whom H e was also wounded an d pierced " (Adv.
Marc. Ill , 7).

201. Uncial s K L and most  o f th e Byzantin e tradition.
202. Other s involv e the omissio n o f Xptcrroi ) (X * al), th e chang e of "concernin g

the Lor d Jesus" to "concernin g th e Kingdom of Jesus" and "boldness" to "salvation"
(P74).

203. ori  OV7O 5 ktmv  TTJCTOV S 6  vio ? ^ov  Osoii,  SC  o v /aeXXs i oXo s 6  /cocryao s
KpivBfrOai. O L p  als o omit s TO.  Trspi rot ) Kvpiov  TTJCTO V Xpiaroi). O n othe r variations
among th e witnesses , se e Donatien d e Bruyne , "Le dernie r verset des Actes, un e var-
iante inconnue."

204. A  majo r contentio n o f hi s groundbreakin g work , Th e Theology  o f Saint
Luke. See now John T . Carroll , Response  t o the End o f History,  whos e correctives to
Conzelmann's positio n I  fin d persuasive . For a  histor y o f research , se e his discussio n
on pp . 1—30 .

205. e t carnem induit nostri  causa  et passus es t et resurrexit  a  mortuis adsumpsit
nos.

206. I n additio n t o Pseudo-Augustin e an d th e Ol d Lati n d  (eight h century?) ,
both o f whic h attes t th e traditiona l for m (excep t quoniam  fo r quia  i n d) , Hilar y of
Poitiers cite s th e tex t wit h quod  fo r quia,  concarnatus  es t propter  no s fo r carnem
induit nostri  causea,  and resurgens  de mortuis  fo r resurrexit  a  mortuis.  See von Har -
nack, "Zu r Textkritik un d Christologi e de r Schrifte n de s Johannes," I . 149—51 .

207. Becaus e o f th e phras e di  T)/u.a s vo n Harnac k see s i t a s havin g originated
within a  creeda l formula ; the exclusio n o f an y mentio n o f Jesus ' "death " (i.e. , th e
movement directl y from sufferin g t o resurrection ) strikes hi m a s Roman.

208. quern  misit salvatorem super terram,  et filius testimonium perhibuit in terra
scripturas perficiens,  et  nos testimonium perhibemus quoniam vidimus eum  et  adnun-
tiamus vobis  u t creadatis  e t ideo  (Vg mss arm mss [derive d from th e Latin] , and th e eighth-
century Beatu s of Libana).

209. Mos t critic s judge thi s longer readin g to b e almost certainly secondary. De-
spite it s widespread suppor t amon g the manuscripts (S2 D F G  ̂Byz OL) it is lacking
in a  numbe r o f widel y distribute d witnesses , includin g those tha t ar e normall y ad -
judged superio r fo r th e Paulin e epistles (p 46 K * A B  33 8 1 1739 * 188 1 cop sa bo al) .
Moreover, whil e there ar e scan t interna l grounds fo r considering it original, there ar e
plausible arguments for it s having been interpolated int o th e text .
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210. Se e the discussion i n Chapter 6 , Conclusion .
211. Se e the discussion o f p. 94 .
212. Th e additio n i s expressed i n a  variet y o f way s amon g th e numerou s wit -

nesses tha t preserv e it. None o f these variant s is germane to the discussion here .
213. A s early as Irenaeu s himself. Also , manuscripts D F G.
214. H e doe s cit e Galatian s 4:4a i n Adv.  Marc.  V , 5 an d 8 , bu t no t th e word s

in questio n ("com e fro m a  woman") .
215. Se e pp. 71-72.
216. Ref.  6 , 30 . Hippolytu s i s speaking her e o f th e Valentinians , which show s

among other things that the variant could just as easily be seen as an "anti-separationist"
corruption. Th e particula r vie w Hippolytu s mentions , however , i s mor e commonl y
associated wit h Marcion .

217. Th e longer text i s attested i n p66 X' A  B D K L W II * f13 33 700 Byz? ' bo,
Clement, Origen , an d a  rang e of other witnesses . Thi s superior attestation , th e ambi-
guity of the shorter text , and th e ready explanation of an omission combine to sugges t
that th e phrase is original.

218. I f Jesus i s no t referrin g t o thos e wh o cam e "befor e him, " wha t migh t h e
mean by "all thos e who came" ?

219. Textual  Commentary,  230 .
220. I  am no t construin g th e rejectio n of creation o r o f th e Ol d Testamen t Go d

as necessarily docetic, but a s inferences that were often draw n by docetists fro m othe r
aspects o f thei r system s o f belief . A s I  hav e shown, othe r kind s o f Gnostic s share d
similar views.

221. Se e note 220 . Thes e fina l change s coul d conceivabl y have bee n directe d
against othe r kind s of heretics (e.g. , Gnostics ) as well.
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Anti-Patripassianist Corruptions
of Scripture

I wil l devot e a  relativel y brie f discussio n t o "Patripassianism"—sometime s
known a s "modalism"—because th e controvers y was relativel y limite d in scop e
and generate d fa r fewe r textua l corruption s tha n th e adoptionistic , separa -
tionist, an d doceti c heresie s w e hav e considere d s o far . The reason s fo r thi s
sparsity ar e no t difficul t t o discern , a s we shal l see momentarily. Before turn -
ing t o th e textua l issue , however , w e mus t examin e th e position s take n b y
the Patripassianist s and se e why the y prove d s o objectionable to som e of th e
representatives o f proto-orthodoxy.1

Patripassianism and Its Orthodox Opposition
Because th e Patripassianist s centere d thei r theolog y aroun d th e notio n o f God's
absolute unity , orthodo x heresiologist s sometime s likene d the m t o th e Ro -
man adoptionists , th e follower s of Theodotus the Cobbler. 2 As we have seen,
the adoptionists maintaine d their "monarchian" views by denying that Chris t
was himsel f God . Th e Patripassianist s attaine d th e sam e theologica l en d b y
espousing th e opposit e christologica l claim ; fo r them , Chris t wa s Go d th e
Father himself , com e dow n t o eart h i n human flesh .

At firs t sigh t thi s ma y appea r closel y relate d t o docetism , th e vie w tha t
because Chris t wa s full y God , h e wa s no t reall y human . An d i n fac t on e
prominent docetist , th e arch-hereti c Marcion, wa s sometime s accuse d o f af -
firming "modalistic" views , of maintainin g that Chris t was simpl y one "mode"
of existenc e fo r th e Father. 3 Nonetheless , th e similaritie s are mor e apparen t
than real . Marcio n himsel f wa s patentl y ditheistic , and mos t othe r docetist s
(e.g., certain Christia n Gnostics ) maintained that becaus e Chris t was God, h e
did no t reall y suffer , she d blood , an d die. 4 This , however , wa s precisel y the
claim mad e b y the Patripassianists : "Th e Fathe r Himsel f came dow n int o th e
Virgin, was Himsel f born o f her , Himsel f suffered , indee d wa s Himsel f Jesus
Christ."5 Henc e th e pejorativ e label : "Patri-passianist, " "on e wh o believe s
the Fathe r suffered." 6

As i t i s presented b y th e orthodo x opponents , th e logi c o f th e Patripas -

262



Anti-Patripassianist Corruptions  o f Scripture  26 3

sianist system appears quit e simple. 7 Scripture repeatedly affirm s tha t there is
only on e Go d (e.g. , Is a 44:6 ; 45:18) . I f Christ i s God, the n h e mus t b e tha t
One. Fo r Patripassianists , t o understan d Chris t a s something othe r tha n th e
incarnation o f Go d Himsel f i s t o rever t t o ditheism. 8 Th e firs t outspoke n
proponent o f the view was Noetus, a  Smyrnean whose idea s were propagate d
in Rom e a t th e en d o f th e secon d centur y b y two disciple s name d Epigonu s
and Cleomenes . Th e Noetia n Christolog y enjoye d a  war m receptio n amon g
leaders o f the Roma n church . According to Hippolytus , bot h Zephyrinu s and
Callistus, bishop s a t th e en d o f th e secon d centur y an d th e beginnin g of th e
third, joine d the majorit y o f Roman Christian s in embracing the heresy . This
provoked a  violent reaction fro m Hippolytus , wh o no t onl y polemicized against
these views, 9 bu t als o se t himsel f u p i n oppositio n t o Callistu s a s history' s
first anti-pope .

Hippolytus claime d that Callistu s excommunicated a  certai n Sabellius in
order t o thro w th e scen t of f hi s ow n heretica l leanings . A s th e firs t t o b e
excommunicated o n suc h grounds , Sabellius' s notoriety fa r outpace d hi s ac-
tual historica l significance : althoug h h e i s virtuall y unknow n otherwise , th e
Patripassianist heres y itsel f commonl y goe s unde r hi s nam e (Sabellianism).
Another obscur e figure in the controvers y i s Praxeas, th e allege d opponent o f
Tertullian wh o i s not mentione d elsewher e i n th e ancien t sources. 10 Because
Tertullian treate d hi m a s a leading proponent o f this heresy and claime d tha t
he wa s responsibl e fo r it s sprea d i n Rome , som e moder n scholar s hav e con -
sidered th e nam e a  ciphe r ("evil-doer")  fo r either Epigonu s or Callistu s him-
self.11

As I have mentioned, thes e controversie s appea r no t t o hav e made a  ma-
jor impac t o n th e text of the New Testament . Th e reasons ar e not difficul t t o
find. On th e one hand , thi s i s a "heresy" that spran g up amon g th e ranks of
the orthodo x themselves . Tha t i s to say , bot h side s o f thi s conflict—th e so -
called Patripassianist s an d thei r opponents—agreed that Chris t was one being
not two , an d tha t he was both huma n and divine . They bot h subscribed , tha t
is, t o orthodo x christologica l affirmations . Give n th e paradoxica l natur e of
these affirmations , th e proble m wa s (an d continue d t o be ) knowing ho w t o
reconcile the m wit h on e another . Th e Patripassianist s devise d on e wa y o f
understanding the orthodox mystery , and thei r view s found widesprea d pop -
ular support. 12 Tertullia n speak s forthrightl y of th e "majorit y o f believers "
who hav e difficult y acceptin g th e notio n tha t th e "on e onl y God " i s to b e
understood a s a  trinity within hi s "economy" (Adv.  Prax.  3). Moreover , a s I
have alread y mentioned , eve n th e Roma n leadershi p a t th e highes t echelon s
found suc h view s entirely palatable,13 whereas opponents (especiall y Hippol-
ytus) were , fo r th e tim e being , seriously marginalized.

Indeed, i t wa s onl y i n rejectin g the modalis t optio n tha t thinker s lik e
Hippolytus an d Tertullia n bega n to formulate the orthodox idea of the trinity
in a  seriou s way. 14 I n response t o thei r modalisti c opponents , bot h heresiol -
ogists insiste d tha t Go d i s distinctively thre e i n expressio n eve n thoug h on e
in essence : i n Tertullian' s formulation , h e i s thre e i n degree , no t condition ;
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in form , no t substance ; i n aspect , no t power . A s Hippolytus put s it , "wit h
respect t o th e power , Go d i s one ; bu t wit h respec t t o th e econom y (oiKov-
ofjiiav], th e manifestatio n (e77i8et^t? ) i s triple (rptx^??) " (Ref.  8 , 2) .

The ke y point fo r my discussion is that the modalis t view was not widely
seen to be a problem during the second an d early third centuries. Most Chris-
tians, includin g most Christia n leaders , had no t begu n t o mak e the fine dis-
tinctions betwee n Go d an d hi s Son that cam e to characteriz e the christologi-
cal debate s soo n thereafter . When thes e distinction s di d gai n i n importanc e
for orthodox y a t large , i n the early third century , the textua l traditio n o f the
New Testament , a s we hav e seen , ha d alread y begun to solidify . Tha t i s t o
say, i t wa s onl y durin g th e latte r hal f o f th e perio d unde r ou r consideratio n
that w e woul d expect  t o fin d evidenc e o f anti-Patripassianis t corruption s o f
Scripture, a s i t wa s onl y the n tha t th e positio n wa s beginning to appea r he -
retical; bu t thi s wa s precisel y the tim e whe n orthodo x corruption s wer e o n
the wane , a s scribe s bega n t o guar d thei r tradition s mor e closel y and t o in -
troduce deliberat e changes i n them with fa r les s frequency .

Nonetheless, ther e are several instances of scribal corruptions that appea r
to hav e bee n generate d i n oppositio n t o a  Patripassianis t Christology, an d
these deman d ou r attentio n a t thi s stage . Fe w o f th e varian t readings I  will
discuss ca n mak e an y rea l claim to bein g original, allowing me to kee p these
deliberations relatively brief.

Anti-Patripassianist Corruptions o f Scriptur e
I have already discussed one varian t reading of some relevance to our presen t
concerns. Som e scribe s o f Act s 20:2 8 modifie d th e phras e "th e churc h o f
God, whic h h e purchase d wit h hi s ow n blood " t o rea d "th e churc h o f th e
Lord, whic h h e purchase d wit h hi s ow n blood." 15 Give n the controvers y I
have jus t outlined , th e chang e make s som e considerabl e sense : scribe s op -
posed t o th e ide a tha t Go d th e Fathe r himsel f she d hi s bloo d woul d hav e
wanted t o clea r up an y ambiguity. It was the "Lord" (Jesus ) wh o purchase d
the churc h wit h hi s blood , no t Go d (th e Father). With respec t t o th e dat e of
the variant , th e confluenc e of Greek , Coptic , Syriac , and Lati n witnesse s i n
its support i s difficult t o explain , apar t fro m a  third-centur y provenance .

Other variants , som e o f them quit e interesting , work t o distinguis h God
the Fathe r fro m th e divin e Christ (withou t necessarily implying a differenc e
in "substance"). 16 We kno w fro m Hippolytu s that Noetu s appeale d t o Joh n
14:9 i n support of his view that Chris t wa s God himself : "Whoeve r ha s see n
me ha s see n th e Father " (Ref.  7 , 4 ; cf . Tertullian, Adv.  Prax.  20) . Fo r th e
modalist, th e verse is to b e taken quit e "literally": seeing Christ i s seeing the
Father. Hippolytu s disposes o f thi s interpretation by providing an exegesis of
the entir e context (Ref.  7 , 5—7) , i n which, he claims , the Fathe r an d So n ar e
clearly differentiated . Scribe s roughl y contemporaneou s wit h Hippolytu s
achieved a  simila r result b y takin g a  differen t tack , tha t is , b y alterin g th e
text. Thus , on e o f ou r third-centur y papyri , alon g wit h severa l othe r wit -
nesses, inserts an adverbia l Kai afte r th e main verb, so that now Chris t replies
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to Philip : "Whoeve r ha s see n me , ha s see n th e Fathe r also"  (ecopctKe v Ka i
TOP TTOiTEpa}.  Th e tex t no w reflect s th e orthodo x view : Chris t an d Go d ar e
two persons , an d Chris t reveal s the Father .

The nee d t o differentiat e Chris t fro m Go d i s also eviden t in th e interest -
ing varian t a t Hebrew s 1:8 , on e o f th e fe w Ne w Testamen t passage s tha t
appears t o designat e Chris t a s "God." Th e autho r quote s Psal m 44:7 as a
declaration o f Go d t o (irpos ) Christ : "You r thron e O  Go d i s foreve r an d
ever; an d th e righteou s scepte r i s the scepte r o f your kingdom. " Interpretive
problems aboun d i n the passage , i n part becaus e th e nominativ e 6 0eo?, nor-
mally construed a s a vocative ("O God") , could als o be taken as a predicate .
In that case , th e introductory claus e would b e rendered, "You r thron e i s God
forever an d ever , .  .  . " Understood i n this way, the text n o longer calls Christ
"God."

For a  variet y o f contextua l reasons , however , th e majorit y o f scholar s
prefer t o understan d th e nominativ e as a vocative. 17 Recognizing the exeget -
ical issue , however, make s the textua l proble m a t th e en d o f the vers e all the
more interesting . For the second perso n pronou n aov  ("your " kingdom) has
been change d t o th e thir d perso n airrov  i n som e o f th e bes t Alexandria n
witnesses from th e third-centur y on (p 46 X B). With thi s reading, the kingdom
is said no t t o b e Christ' s bu t God's . The chang e affects th e interpretatio n of
the firs t elemen t o f th e dystic h a s well ; now i t mus t be God's  thron e tha t i s
"forever an d ever." In other words , th e textual change at the end of the verse
naturally leads one to understand the earlie r nominative 6 dsos a s a predicate
rather tha n a  vocative , s o tha t no w th e vers e read s "Go d i s you r thron e
forever an d ever ; th e righteou s scepte r i s the scepte r o f hi s kingdom."

Most scholar s rejec t th e Alexandria n reading becaus e i t doe s no t fi t a s
well int o the context.18 Why, though, wa s the change made in the first place?
It date s t o th e perio d o f ou r concer n an d appear s t o resolv e a  problemati c
feature o f th e verse . Chris t i s n o longe r identifie d a s th e on e Go d ( 6 0eo? )
himself, bu t i s i n som e sens e (i n th e economy! ) mad e subordinat e t o him:
"God [himself ] i s your throne."19

There are, of course , othe r Ne w Testamen t passage s tha t have tradition-
ally bee n understoo d t o designat e Chris t explicitl y as God. 20 I t i s interesting
to observe that the same manuscripts that evidence corruption i n Hebrew 1: 8
do s o i n Joh n 1:1 8 a s well , on e o f thes e othe r passages . I n thi s instance ,
however, the chang e is much better attested. 21 Moreover, a s I  observed in my
earlier discussio n o f th e verse , w e ar e no w dealin g not wit h a  corruptio n o f
the origina l text bu t wit h a  corruption o f a  corruption .

In Chapte r 2  I  argued tha t th e prologu e o f th e Fourt h Gospe l ende d b y
referring t o Chris t a s "the unique Son ( 6 povorysvi]*; vios ) wh o i s in th e boso m
of th e Father" ; th e tex t widel y preferred by textua l critic s today ( 6 yu-ovayeiT}?
0£O9, "th e uniqu e God" ) represents a  modificatio n tha t aros e durin g th e
adoptionist controversies . Th e issu e t o b e addresse d no w concern s th e ab -
sence o f th e articl e in a  numbe r of th e witnesse s that otherwis e evidenc e the
corruption. Her e I  can pres s home the poin t I  made earlier: the origina l form
of th e corruption appear s t o have had th e article.22 Why would a  subsequent
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scribe decid e t o delet e it ? Th e chang e make s sens e i n ligh t o f ou r presen t
discussion: th e articl e ma y wel l hav e bee n delete d b y a  scrib e earl y i n th e
third century because of its Patripassianist implications. 23 In the earlies t form
of corruption , Chris t i s directl y identifie d a s "th e on e an d onl y God " ( 6
H.ovoysvf)<; 0so? ) himself ; with th e chang e th e identificatio n is les s exalted :
he is uniquely God, bu t les s explicitly "the" on e an d onl y God.24

Another passag e tha t ca n b e taken t o sugges t tha t Chris t i s "God" him -
self (i.e. , 6  0£os, with th e article ) occur s nea r th e en d o f th e Fourt h Gospel ,
and her e agai n one should no t b e surprised to find scribes modifying th e text.
Upon seein g the resurrecte d Jesus , Thoma s exclaims , "My Lor d an d m y God "
(6 0eo ? fjiov).  Th e passag e ha s cause d interpreter s problem s ove r th e years ;
Theodore o f Mopsuesti a argue d tha t th e word s wer e no t addresse d directl y
to Jesus bu t wer e uttere d i n prais e o f Go d th e Father. 25 Moder n commenta -
tors hav e als o foun d th e phrasin g problematic, becaus e unlik e the statemen t
of 1:1 , wher e th e Wor d i s 0sos (withou t th e article) , here Jesus i s expressly
entitled 6  0eo? . Ho w ca n on e avoi d drawin g fro m thi s designatio n th e con -
clusion that he is the one and only "God"? Several scribes of the early church
adroitly handle d th e matte r i n what ca n b e construed a s an anti-Patripassianis t
corruption: th e predecesso r o f code x Beza e an d othe r Gospe l manuscript s
simply omitte d th e article . Jesus i s divine, but h e i s not th e one "God " him -
self.

The sam e motivation appear s t o hav e been a t work i n passages i n which
Jesus i s not explicitl y referred to a s God , bu t i n which the inference , for th e
orthodox, wa s nonetheles s quit e strong . I n Mark 2: 7 th e Pharisee s object t o
Jesus' pronouncemen t tha t the sins of the paralytic are forgiven. In their view,
only the On e Go d (si ? 6 0eos) ca n forgiv e sins . For orthodox interpreters , o f
course, Jesu s wa s himsel f divine , and s o wa s perfectl y abl e t o forgiv e sins .
But a t th e sam e time , h e wa s no t "th e one " God. 26 An d s o i t come s a s n o
surprise to find one o f our earlie r manuscripts, codex Beza e again, modifyin g
the tex t t o allo w fo r the orthodox construal . I n this case the change has been
made simpl y b y omittin g th e emphati c s!<? . Now , b y implication , Chris t i s
still divin e (contra  th e adoptionists) , ye t h e i s no t th e embodimen t o f th e
Father himself .

A simila r kind o f variation ma y be found in manuscripts of Mark 12:26 ,
where Jesus  refer s t o th e word s o f Go d spoke n t o Mose s fro m th e burnin g
bush: " I a m th e Go d ( 6 0eos) o f Abraham , th e Go d ( 6 0eo?) o f Isaac , an d
the Go d ( 6 0s6s) o f Jacob."27 Orthodox Christian s often interprete d th e pas -
sage a s referring to the pre-incarnate Chris t wh o spok e t o Moses; indeed, fo r
them, al l o f God' s "manifestations " o n eart h com e throug h Chris t th e So n
(Tertullian, Adv. Prax.  16) . Smal l wonder, then , tha t som e manuscript s allo w
for th e orthodo x vie w tha t Chris t a s divin e coul d appea r an d spea k t o th e
faithful o f old , withou t himself , however , bein g "the " on e God . Thi s the y
have done by eliminating the article s i n the passage , s o that th e divin e voice
identifies himsel f as 0eos but no t 6  0eds.28

Somewhat differen t i n natur e i s the chang e atteste d i n manuscript s o f 2
Peter 1:1 , whic h speak s o f "th e righteousnes s o f our Go d an d [our? ] Savio r
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Jesus Christ " (TO£ > #eo C Tj/na w KO.L  crc<m)po< ? 'iTjcro v Xpiorov) . Becaus e th e
article i s not repeate d befor e 'IrjcroO , i t would b e natural t o understan d bot h
"our God " an d "Savior " i n referenc e t o Jesu s (ou r "Go d an d Savior") . I n
view o f th e orthodo x insistenc e tha t Go d an d Jesu s ar e t o b e differentiated,
however, i t is worth observin g a  reading preserved amon g Greek , Latin , Cop -
tic, an d Syria c witnesses, whic h chang e "God " t o "Lord, " s o tha t no w th e
text speak s unambiguousl y of "ou r Lor d an d Savio r Jesus Christ " (rot ) Ki>p -
iov fi/ji&v  Kai  crwnjpo ? 'Irjtrov  Xpioroi)). 29 A  simila r problem occur s i n th e
next verse , which speak s o f "the knowledg e of God and ou r Lor d Jesus" (rov
QROV Ka i 'Ir)<rov  roii  Kvpiov  TJ/X.WI') , agai n withou t repeatin g th e article . I n
this case, a s we have seen i n an earlie r context , a t leas t one early scribe made
the identificatio n explicit by deleting the Kai , so that Jesus i s said t o b e "God,"
perhaps i n respons e t o adoptionisti c Christologie s tha t claime d h e was not .
But give n th e late r problem s raise d b y th e Patripassianists , i t i s also n o sur -
prise to find scribes takin g a n opposite course o f action a s well. Some manu-
scripts simpl y omit th e problematic phrase and speak no w of "the knowledg e
of ou r Lord." 30

An analogou s situatio n occur s i n the textua l traditio n o f Colossian s 2:2 .
Critics are relatively certain tha t th e reading attested i n the early Alexandrian
manuscripts p 46 an d B  is to b e seen a s original: the autho r speak s here of th e
knowledge ro v jUuoTTjpio v ro v Osov  \picrrov.^  Bu t i t i s difficul t t o kno w
how t o constru e th e synta x o f the phrase ; doe s i t mea n the "myster y o f th e
Christ o f God"? O r th e "myster y o f God , namel y Christ"? O r "th e myster y
of th e Go d Christ " (i.e . of God , wh o i s Christ)? Not onl y the ambiguity , but
also, I  would argue , the Patripassianis t potential o f the phras e i s what le d t o
the plethor a o f change s i n th e tradition . Som e fourtee n variation s ar e at -
tested, virtuall y all o f the m eliminatin g the possibilit y o f understandin g th e
verse a s equatin g Chris t wit h Go d ( 6 0eos) [th e Father ] himself. 32 Thus , w e
have manuscript s tha t spea k o f "th e myster y of God, " o r "th e myster y of
Christ," or "th e myster y of God whic h (neuter , referring t o mystery ) is Christ,"
or "th e myster y of God th e Fathe r o f Christ," etc .

A comparabl e motivatio n ma y wel l li e behind th e textua l varian t found
in Alexandria n manuscript s o f 1  John 5:10 . In the first part o f the verse the
author speak s o f "th e on e wh o believe s in th e So n o f God, " i n antithetical
parallel t o "th e on e wh o doe s no t believ e God" ( 6 /j.r)  TTLCTTSVCDV  r&>  Oe&).
Perhaps t o avoi d th e equatio n tha t th e paralle l may imply , that is , between
the "So n o f God " an d Go d himsel f (6  0so?) , severa l manuscript s hav e ex -
changed nomina  sacra  i n th e secon d lin e o f th e parallelism , TO > vi w fo r T& >
0so>, s o tha t no w bot h element s o f th e vers e spea k o f belie f i n th e So n o f
God.33 A  simila r concer n ma y explai n th e chang e o f Act s 16:3 4 i n som e
manuscripts. I n thi s passag e th e Philippia n jailer is urge d t o believ e in "th e
Lord Jesus " (v . 31) ; h e complie s b y "believin g i n God " (TreTrtcrreuKw s T&
0£(£>). Greek , Latin , and Copti c witnesse s have changed th e final statement s o
as t o eliminat e the identificatio n of Jesus  a s 6  Oeos  himself : no w th e jaile r
comes t o believ e "in th e Lord."34

Something comparabl e ma y li e behind change s of Luke' s Gospe l i n pas -
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sages wher e i t i s ambiguou s a s t o whethe r reference s to 6  Oeos  ma y i n fac t
be taken to designat e Jesus. Afte r Jesu s raises the widow's so n at Nain (Luk e
7:11—15) th e crowd s begi n t o proclai m tha t "Go d (b  0eos ) ha s visite d his
people." A number of textua l witnesses mak e the expected modification : it is
"the Lord " ( 6 Kvpio?) wh o ha s visite d his people.35 S o too, i n the following
chapter, wher e Jesu s enjoin s th e ma n h e ha s jus t heale d t o "declar e wha t
God ha s don e fo r you, " severa l witnesse s hav e modifie d the injunctio n t o
have th e ma n "declar e wha t th e Lor d ha s don e fo r you " (8:39 ; C * 2643 b
syrc); i n anothe r witness , Jesu s give s the interestin g exhortation t o "declar e
what Jesus ha s done fo r you" (M S 213).36

In additio n t o scriba l alteration s tha t serv e to preven t an absolut e iden -
tification o f Chris t wit h Go d th e Father , there ar e others tha t wor k t o "sub -
ordinate" him to Go d withi n the divine economy. Thes e variant s are also t o
be construe d a s th e remnant s o f proto-orthodoxy , eve n though th e explici t
claim tha t Chris t wa s no t full y equa l wit h Go d woul d a t a  late r dat e b e
condemned a s heretical. 37 T o b e sure , eve n fo r th e proto-orthodox , Chris t
was i n on e sens e equal  wit h Go d (althoug h not identical  with him) . But thi s
involved an equality of substance, no t o f function withi n the divine economy;
with respec t t o th e latter , th e Fathe r was , t o us e th e word s o f th e Fourt h
Gospel, "greater " tha n Christ . No t s o fo r th e Patripassianists , who sa w Chris t
as Go d himself . Certain change s withi n the Ne w Testamen t manuscrip t tra -
dition work t o dissociat e th e tex t fro m suc h a  view by clarifying th e relation-
ship betwee n Chris t an d God .

An interestin g example occur s i n th e well-know n Christ hymn of Philip-
pians 2:6-11, i n which , a t hi s exaltation, Chris t i s said t o b e awarded "th e
name tha t i s above ever y name." Bu t "the" nam e abov e al l others i s surely
that o f Go d th e Fathe r himself , a  nam e that , i n the orthodox understanding
of th e hymn , Christ was no t give n when made "Lord" over al l creation. An d
so we fin d i n witnesses as early as the Alexandria n fathers Clemen t and Ori -
gen, alon g with a  number of Western an d Byzantin e manuscripts, the chang e
that clarifie s Christ' s exaltation . B y eliminating the articl e these witnesse s stat e
that Chris t wa s give n " a name " tha t i s above al l others.38 Althoug h no t t o
be identified as the Father , Chris t i s made Lor d o f al l else.39

The priorit y o f Go d th e Fathe r ove r Chris t i s als o hel d u p i n a n earl y
modification o f Ephesian s 4:15 , wher e th e autho r speak s of "growin g u p i n
every wa y int o hi m wh o i s th e head , Christ, " (au^ijcrw^te v st ? avrov  TO.
Trdvra, 6 ? ecrnv  i]  Ke^aXTJ , Xptoro?) . Elsewhere in th e Ne w Testamen t Chris t
is spoken o f a s the "head" of the churc h (Ep h 1:22; 5:23 ; Co l 1:18 ) o r o f a
"man/husband" ( 1 Cor ll:3a ) o r o f ever y "rule an d authority " (Co l 2:10).
For orthodox Christians , however, i t was importan t t o affir m th e teaching of
1 Corinthian s ll:3 b a s well , tha t Chris t wa s not th e absolut e hea d ove r all
things, becaus e ove r hi m stoo d God , th e "head " o f all . Without a  qualifier ,
Ephesians 4:1 5 i s to o readil y construe d a s givin g Chris t th e positio n tha t
belongs t o Go d th e Fathe r alon e (h e is "the" head) , so tha t i t come s a s n o
surprise t o fin d ou r earlies t manuscrip t o f th e letter , penne d alread y i n th e
third century , modifyin g th e statement t o eliminate the possible misconstrual.
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In p46 Christians are said t o "grow up in every way into him who i s the head
of Christ"  (i.e. , God ; T/ Ke4>a\r)  rov  Xpioroi)). 40 Othe r variant s achiev e a
similar end , eliminating the absolut e character o f Christ' s "headship " simply
by deletin g th e articl e befor e KScfraXr). 41

The issu e of God' s priorit y over Chris t ma y als o b e responsibl e for th e
changes atteste d i n th e nex t chapte r o f Ephesians , wher e th e autho r speak s
of "the inheritance in the Kingdo m of Christ an d God" ({SacnXsiq ro v Xpur-
TOV Kai  ©eor> , v . 5) . Th e wordin g o f thi s unusua l phrase ma y itsel f hav e le d
scribes, a t leas t as early as the early third century, to change i t to the standard
"Kingdom o f God" (p46' Tertullian), or t o the sequence mor e to be expected ,
the "Kingdo m o f Go d an d o f Christ " ( F G al) . Bu t the mov e t o familiariz e
the phrase does not accoun t fo r othe r change s attested somewha t late r i n the
tradition (change s that themselve s ma y deriv e fro m earlie r sources) ; fo r ex -
ample, "th e Kingdom o f th e Chris t o f God" (1739* et h Theodoret) , "the
Kingdom o f Christ " (38* 90) , or "th e kingdom of the So n of God" (1836).
Furthermore, on e shoul d no t overloo k wha t al l of thes e changes , even thos e
that brin g the phrase int o conformit y with th e mor e familia r phrasin g of the
Synoptics, provide for the orthodox scribe. I n the text tha t i s almost certainly
original ("th e Kingdom o f Chris t an d God") , Chris t appear s t o b e give n a
certain kin d o f priorit y ove r Go d himself . Thi s proble m i s resolved by al l of
the changes, whethe r attested earl y or late . I t may be, then, that the orthodo x
need t o presen t Chris t a s subordinate within the divin e economy i s what led
to the change.42

Many of the modification s I have discussed in this chapter ar e susceptibl e
of othe r explanations ; some , fo r example , may appea r a t firs t glance to rep-
resent unconsciou s harmonization s o f passages t o thei r parallels or improve -
ments o f thei r grammar or sense . Bu t in no cas e ca n we overlook ho w thes e
changes ma y hav e functione d theologicall y a s well . To b e sure , change s of
this kin d d o no t appea r a s frequentl y a s th e other s w e hav e considered .
Nonetheless, th e Patripassianis t controvers y o f th e earl y thir d centur y occa -
sionally le d scribe s t o corrup t th e tex t o f Scriptur e i n vie w o f thei r proto -
orthodox convictio n tha t althoug h Chris t wa s divine , he wa s als o distinc t
from and , within the divine economy, subordinate to, Go d th e Father .

Notes

1. No t t o all , as w e shal l see. A masterfu l surve y of th e literar y materials can
still b e foun d i n von Harnack , History  o f Dogma  III . 51-118. For a  re-evaluatio n of
the evidence , see M. Slusser, "The Scope of Patripassianism. "

2. Fo r example , Hippolytus , Ref.  9 , 12 ; 10 , 27; Adv.  Noet. 3 , 1 . For th e same
reason, Tertullia n (Adv.  Prax.  31 ) liken s the Patripassianist s to th e Jews , wh o simi -
larly rejec t th e So n of God i n order t o affir m th e unit y of God .

3. Se e Blackman, Marcion, 98—99 , and th e mor e nuance d statement of von Har -
nack, History o f Dogma  III . 53-54, note 3 .

4. Se e pp. 181-87 .
5. Tertullian , Adv. Prax. 1 ; compare Hippolytus , Adv.  Noet. 1 : "[Noetus ] said
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that Chris t wa s th e Fathe r Himself , and tha t th e Fathe r Himsel f was born , an d suf -
fered, an d died."

6. Slusser , "Scop e o f Patripassianism, " insist s that modalis m i s a  mor e generi c
heresy, with Patripassianis m one for m o f it . H e observe s tha t onl y rarel y ar e modal -
istic monarchians accused o f saying that th e Fathe r actuall y suffered, an d urge s there -
fore tha t th e term Patripassianis m be applied only to those whom w e know fo r certai n
made th e claim . I  hav e chose n i n m y treatment , however , t o us e th e term s inter -
changeably, bot h becaus e i t i s difficul t t o se e how anyon e wh o though t tha t Chris t
was th e Fathe r coul d avoi d drawing th e conclusion tha t th e Fathe r suffere d an d die d
(unless, o f course , the y were docetists , whic h none o f the persons i n question appear s
to hav e been) , and mor e importantl y because th e proto-orthodo x source s themselve s
labeled representative s o f the broade r heres y as Patripassianists—rightly or wrongly —
and i t i s with th e orthodox perception  o f heres y tha t I  am concerne d i n this study .

7. Although , interestingly , bot h Hippolytu s an d Tertullia n ar e force d t o admi t
that thei r opponent s hav e a  muc h mor e nuance d vie w tha n thei r ow n caricature s
allow (Ref.  9 . 7 ; Adv. Prax. 29). As I  have indicated before , however , w e nee d onl y
be concerne d wit h th e perception  o f heres y fo r th e presen t study , a s i t wa s thei r
perceptions tha t le d orthodo x scribe s t o modif y thei r texts . Fo r a  discussio n o f th e
real philosophical complexitie s o f th e modalis t theology , se e von Harnack , History  o f
Dogma, III. 51-73.

8. Th e charg e levele d b y Popes Zephyrinu s and Callistu s against thei r orthodo x
detractor, Hippolytus (Hippolytus , Ref.  9.6 , 8).

9. Hi s Adversus Noetum  attack s th e heresy head on ; moreover , Koschork e (Hip-
polyt's Ketzerbekampfung)  ha s plausibl y argued tha t Hippolytus' s entir e Refutation
of Al l Heresies  wa s designe d t o discredi t Callistus personally.

10. Th e only exception : Ps-Tertullian , Adv. Omn. Haer. 8 , 4.
11. Se e Timothy Barnes , Tertullian:  A  Historical  an d Literary  Study,  278-79 ,

and th e literatur e he cites there .
12. Agains t Slusse r ("The Scope o f Patripassianism") , who claim s that th e views

were embrace d b y a  narro w ban d o f Christians . This judgmen t is more o r les s force d
upon him , again, becaus e h e chooses (fo r methodological reasons ) to restric t th e ter m
Patripassianist t o thos e wh o actuall y ar e known  t o hav e said, "The Father suffered "
(see not e 6) . Th e modalisti c vie w i n general , however , a s Slusse r admits , wa s muc h
more widespread , an d i t i s this broader vie w that I  am concerned wit h here .

13. I n additio n t o Hippolytus' s statement s abou t Zephyrinu s an d Callistus , w e
have th e enigmati c statemen t o f Ps-Tertullian , Adv.  Omn. Haer.: "Praxeas  quidem
haeresim introduxit quam  Victorinus  corroborare  curavit,"  sometime s take n t o mea n
that Pop e Victo r wa s als o incline d in thi s direction . Se e the argument s o f vo n Har-
nack, History  o f Dogma  III . 60, not e 3 .

14. Se e von Harnack , History  o f Dogma,  III. 70 .
15. Manuscript s p 74 A C* D E * 33 1739 gig p cop syrh m« Iren lat Lcf.
16. T o us e Tertullian's categories : Go d an d Chris t ar e two i n number bu t one in

substance. See pp. 263-64.
17. Se e most recentl y Attridge, Epistle  t o the Hebrews, 58-59 , an d the literature

he cite s there .
18. Se e Metzger, Textual  Commentary,  662—6 3 fo r th e issue s involved. Cf. als o

Attridge, Epistle  t o th e Hebrews,  58—59 .
19. O f course , th e orthodo x coul d us e th e vers e eve n a s i t stand s agains t th e

Patripassianists, b y noting that in the text God the Father addresses Go d th e Son, an d
presumably wa s no t simpl y talking to himself . See, fo r example, Tertullian , Adv. Prax.,
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who refer s explicitly, however, t o the text o f the Psalm rather tha n t o it s quotation i n
the boo k o f Hebrews . Nonetheless , th e poin t i s tha t a t leas t on e scrib e evidence s a
similar concern bu t too k a  differen t rout e t o implemen t it, by requiring the modifica-
tion o f the address o f Chris t a s "the [on e an d only ] God. "

20. Fo r a  judicious survey, see Brown, Jesus: Go d an d Man,  1—38 .
21. p 66 X* B C* L syr Irenaeu s Origen .
22. Se e p. 80 . I t i s to b e note d tha t thi s for m o f th e tex t i s attested b y the bes t

early witness , p 75- Moreover, i t would hav e been th e easies t t o creat e ou t o f th e orig -
inal text , simpl y b y changin g 0eos t o vios , th e chang e o f a  singl e letter (sinc e thes e
would have been abbreviated a s nomina sacra: 02 / Y2), withou t deleting the article.

23. Wit h p 66 and Origen , th e third-century dat e i s secure.
24. I t cannot b e replied tha t becaus e the tex t even with th e articl e differentiates

between the Father and the Son who dwell s in his bosom, orthodo x scribes would no t
have fel t impelle d to mak e th e change . W e kno w tha t th e Fourt h Gospe l wa s a  rea l
battleground betwee n Patripassianist s an d th e orthodox: th e follower s of Noetus ap -
pealed specificall y t o thi s Gospe l t o suppor t thei r notio n tha t Chris t wa s Go d th e
Father, the onl y God (cf. , e.g. , Hippolytus , Ref.  6  and 7) .

25. Se e Brown, Gospel  According  t o John, 1026.
26. Compar e th e orthodo x insistenc e of Origen i n the Dialogue  with  Heraclides

[122—29] tha t Jesu s an d th e Fathe r ar e bot h God , s o tha t ther e ar e i n a  sens e "tw o
Gods," eve n thoug h the y ar e absolutel y united i n power . H e i s divine, but no t Go d
the Father .

27. Althoug h the fina l tw o occurence s o f th e articl e may no t b e original . Given
their omission i n manuscript s B  D and W , th e NA 26 place s the m i n brackets . Onl y in
B, however, i s the articl e given before the firs t 0eos. In this manuscript , then , all three
references t o "God " ar e definit e (th e final two drawin g on th e article o f the first), so
that whethe r th e archetyp e o f D  an d W  atteste d on e articl e or three , th e omission(s)
functions t o rende r th e entire phrase indefinite .

28. Fo r example , manuscript s D  W . Se e note 27 . Th e cautionar y not e I  have
sounded throughou t thi s study applies in th e present cas e a s well : given the fragmen-
tary natur e o f ou r survivin g evidence an d th e tendenc y o f late r scribe s t o preserve ,
rather tha n create , corruptions , w e should no t b e surprised to find thi s kin d of mod -
ification occurrin g only sporadically throughout th e tradition . Th e sam e kind o f chang e
appears no t t o hav e affected th e parallel passages o f Matthew an d Luke .

29. X  ¥ pc vgmss syr ph sa.
30. Manuscript s P  "9  185 2 246 4 pc . O n th e proble m o f conflictin g tendencies ,

the tension , tha t is , between anti-adoptionis t an d anti-Patripassianis t corruptions, see
the discussio n of pp. 87—88 .

31. Se e the discussio n i n Bruc e M. Metzger , Th e Text  o f th e Ne w Testament,
236-38.

32. Convenientl y listed in Metzger, Text  o f th e Ne w Testament,  236—37 .
33. Manuscript s A  81 322 32 3 62 3 124 1 173 9 246 4 vg syrh m» al.
34. Manuscript s 5 1 61 326 441 460 618 d Lect sa.
35. Thu s f 1 and th e Ol d Lati n witnesses aur c  1.
36. A s I  note d i n a n earlie r discussion , par t o f th e intrigu e of thi s passag e in -

volves th e subsequen t narrative. I n th e origina l text , afte r enjoine d t o declar e wha t
"God" ha d don e fo r him , th e ma n wen t abou t proclaimin g what "Jesus " ha d don e
for him . Confronte d wit h th e proble m tha t th e tex t coul d b e take n the n t o identif y
Jesus a s th e on e Go d himself , severa l textua l witnesse s (04 7 34 3 716 ) hav e simply
deleted thi s fina l statement altogether . Othe r manuscript s (f 1 57 9 co p pc ) resolve th e
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same problem b y substituting 0eos for 'Ir)<rov<;  i n the final phrase: no w th e ma n doe s
not relat e wha t "Jesus " ha s don e fo r hi m afte r bein g enjoine d t o tel l wha t "God "
had.

37. Subordinationis m came to b e seen a s a heresy onl y i n the late r christologica l
developments of the fourth century. During the first three centuries, most  o f the proto-
orthodox, whil e acknowledgin g tha t Chris t wa s full y divine , nonetheles s affirme d
that withi n th e "economy " h e wa s subordinat e t o Go d th e Father , whos e wil l h e
did. Se e von Harnack , History  o f Dogma,  III . 70 , wh o argue s tha t th e christologica l
theses o f Tertullia n an d hi s theological allie s were completel y dependent o n thei r op -
position t o th e modalists . Thi s oppositio n reveal s itself , abov e all , in thei r stric t sub -
ordination o f th e So n t o th e Father , fo r b y positin g suc h a  relationshi p withi n th e
Godhead coul d the y repel th e charge , made by their opponents, o f teaching that ther e
were tw o Gods.

38. Manuscript s D F G  ̂Byz.
39. Th e proto-orthodox understandin g of the relationshi p o f the Lor d Chris t t o

God th e Fathe r ma y als o li e behind simpl e changes introduce d int o th e Ne w Testa -
ment quotation s o f Psal m 110:la . This psal m wa s a  favorit e o f th e earl y Christians ,
who sa w i n i t a  prophecy o f Christ' s exaltatio n t o lordship . (Se e especially David M .
Hay, Glory  a t th e Right  Hand:  Psalm  11 0 i n Early  Christianity  [SBLM S 18 ; Nash -
ville: Abingdon , 1973]. ) In the Synopti c triple tradition, Jesus himsel f quote s th e tex t
to mak e a  christologica l poin t (Mat t 22:44 ; Mar k 12:36 ; Luk e 20:42), whereas hi s
apostle, Peter , use s i t t o a  differen t en d o n th e da y o f Pentecos t i n Acts 2:34 . O n al l
four occasion s th e quotation i s the same: "[The ] Lor d said to m y lord, si t at m y right
hand .  .  . " (etire v «vptos TO > Kvpita  /j.ov  KaOov  BK  ds^i&v  ftov).  I n none of th e Syn-
optic accounts , an d possibl y no t i n th e origina l tex t o f Acts , i s the articl e used wit h
the firs t occurrenc e o f jcupio? , despit e th e fac t tha t th e contex t indicate s tha t thi s i s
God himsel f speakin g t o th e Kvpto ? (o f David) . Possibl y in orde r t o clarif y th e rela -
tionship o f the two Kvpioi,  tha t is , in order t o solidif y th e point orthodox interpreter s
would dra w fro m th e context , numerou s scribe s fro m earl y time s supplied the article
in eac h cas e (e.g. , i n Mat t 22:44 , MSS L W 0 f 1 - 1 3 Byz ; in Mark 12:36 , 8 L W 0 V
f1 u  Byz ; in Luke 20:42, K  L  W R ©  ̂f °  Byz; in Acts, p 74 S c A Bc C E  ̂Byz).
Now i t is clearly th; Lord, Go d himself , who is instructing the Lord Chris t concerning
what h e is to do .

40. Takin g th e genitive as possessive rathe r tha n epexegetical .
41. Manuscript s D * F  G. Othe r variant s omit the article before Xpioros , a change

that doe s no t affec t th e theologica l characte r o f the passage .
42. On e migh t suspect a  similar motivation behind variants that stres s the ortho -

dox vie w that Jesu s wa s actuall y God's Son,  a  vie w tha t onl y became a n issu e when
challenged b y th e Patripassianists . Th e emphasi s o n Jesus ' sonshi p i s indirectl y at -
tested i n changes tha t speak o f God a s Jesus' own father . I n many cases, these variants
represent harmonization s eithe r wit h othe r verse s in the contex t o r wit h paralle l pas -
sages, showin g tha t wha t w e have here ar e heightening s of emphases that th e ortho -
dox coul d alread y fin d withi n thei r texts . Thus , perhaps , Matthe w 18:1 4 (chang e
"your" fathe r t o "my " father , a s i n v . 10) ; 24:3 6 (ad d IJLOV,  t o rea d "my " father) ;
26:39 an d 4 2 (i f the shorte r reading s atteste d i n th e papyr i ar e take n a s original) ;
Rev. 2: 7 (ad d fjiov,  s o tha t Chris t refer s t o "my " God) ; an d a  numbe r of Johannin e
passages i n which the word Trcmj p i s added t o reference s that speak o f "th e on e wh o
sent me " (e.g. , 6:38-39; 7:16 ; 16:5) . Because such change s occur wit h relativel y fre-
quency in both direction s (especiall y in the text o f the Fourth Gospel) , probabl y noth -
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ing can b e definitively state d concernin g an orthodox Tendenz.  Bu t in the one passag e
in whic h Jesus actually claims a unit y wit h God , i t is worth observin g tha t th e text is
sometimes change d t o allo w a  notio n o f som e kin d o f subordination : " I an d m y
Father ar e one " (10:30 ; MS S W A  e  syr s p  co p pc) . Eve n here , however , w e ma y
simply b e dealing with a  harmonization t o vers e 29a .



6
Conclusion:

The Orthodox  Corruptors  of  Scripture

The wide-rangin g diversit y o f earl y Christianity , wit h it s variegate d socia l
structures, practices , an d beliefs , wa s matche d onl y b y th e diversit y o f th e
individuals wh o comprise d it . Amon g the m wer e th e unname d transmitter s
of thei r texts, scribes who themselves , no doubt , constitute d n o monolith. We
unfortunately d o no t kno w wh o thes e person s wer e an d ar e scarcel y in -
formed abou t thei r leve l o f education , class,  rank , o r socia l status , eithe r
within th e Christia n communit y o r without. 1 The y ar e nameless , faceless ,
transcribers o f texts , text s tha t became , an d i n thei r mind s probably already
were, th e sacre d Christia n Scriptures . Ou r knowledg e o f wh o thes e person s
were an d wha t the y stoo d for , wha t the y hope d an d feare d an d cherished ,
can b e discerne d onl y fro m wha t the y chos e t o reproduc e an d fro m th e dis -
tinctive feature s o f thei r fina l products . T o understan d th e scribes , w e ca n
only stud y thei r transcriptions .

This ha s bee n on e o f th e goal s o f th e presen t study , to lear n somethin g
more abou t th e early transcribers of the New Testament an d the socia l worl d
within whic h the y worked . M y focus , o f course , ha s bee n narrowl y define d
by a  se t o f debate s tha t occupie d Christian s o f th e secon d an d thir d centu -
ries—or a t leas t th e educate d elit e wh o lef t u s ou r sources : th e theologica l
controversies ove r th e natur e o f Christ , hi s humanity , his divinity , an d hi s
unity. A s w e hav e seen , thes e debate s canno t b e construe d a s purely  theo -
logical, a s i f they bor e no relatio n to sociopolitica l realities . In no smal l mea-
sure, debate s over  doctrin e ar e debate s ove r power , an d decidin g wha t i s
"correct" to believ e means decidin g who ca n wield tha t power . At the sam e
time, th e debate s were  carrie d out , an d t o som e exten t resolved , o n the idea -
tional plane . Here , a s i n mos t case s o f socia l conflict , a n entir e nexu s o f
social, economic , political , cultural , historical, and ideologica l factors wer e a t
work, an d reducin g th e debate s t o jus t on e se t of factor s skew s th e perspec -
tive. For practica l purposes , howeve r (i.e. , to produc e a  manageable study), I
have focuse d m y attentio n o n on e componen t o f thes e debate s an d worke d
to se e some o f it s wide r implications . M y overarchin g concer n ha s bee n t o
determine how th e debates ove r Christology affecte d th e transcriptions o f the
sacred text s ove r which , i n part, they were waged .

274
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I ca n no w restat e m y genera l conclusion s an d asses s thei r significance . I
will not , however , provid e a  blow-by-blo w summar y o f th e analysi s itself .
Each o f th e previou s chapter s end s b y recapitulatin g th e dat a tha t ar e dis -
cussed an d th e specifi c inference s that ca n b e draw n a s a  consequence . Dif -
ferent scholars , o f course , wil l evaluat e som e o f thes e dat a differently , an d
not everyon e will be convinced by the argumen t a t ever y point. I  nonetheles s
take m y overarchin g thesi s t o b e established : proto-orthodo x scribe s o f th e
second an d thir d centurie s occasionall y modifie d thei r text s o f Scriptur e i n
order t o mak e the m coincid e mor e closel y with th e christologica l view s em-
braced b y the party tha t woul d sea l it s victory a t Nicea an d Chalcedon .

These view s developed i n response t o aberrations fro m differen t quarters ,
as proto-orthodox Christian s engage d i n a  serie s of conflict s wit h competin g
views—or better , wit h competin g groups that held contrary views . In the eyes
of th e proto-orthodox , thes e outsider s typicall y urged on e christologica l ex -
treme t o th e exclusio n o f another. 2 Som e "heretics, " lik e the Ebionite s an d
the Theodotians, claime d that Chris t was a "mere man" an d therefore not a t
all divine ; in response , th e proto-orthodox insisted  tha t h e was God . Others ,
like Marcio n an d th e opponent s o f Ignatius , claime d tha t Chris t wa s com -
pletely Go d an d wa s thu s huma n i n appearanc e only ; th e proto-orthodo x
responded tha t h e wa s a  rea l ma n o f fles h an d blood . Ye t others , lik e th e
Valentinian Gnostics , maintaine d tha t Jesu s Chris t wa s tw o beings , th e man
Jesus an d th e divin e Christ; th e proto-orthodo x argue d t o th e contrar y tha t
he was a  unifie d person , "on e an d th e same. " The proto-orthodo x Christol -
ogy, then , emerge d a s a  direc t respons e t o thes e alternativ e perspectives an d
was distinguishe d b y th e paradoxe s o f it s pedigree : Jesu s Chris t wa s bot h
God an d man , on e indivisibl e being , eterna l yet bor n o f the virgi n Mary, a n
immortal wh o die d fo r the sin s of the world. 3

While these christological issue s were under debate, before any one grou p
had establishe d itsel f a s dominan t an d befor e th e proto-orthodo x part y ha d
refined it s christologica l view s with th e nuanc e tha t woul d obtai n i n the fourt h
century, th e book s o f th e emergin g Christia n Scripture s were circulatin g in
manuscript form . Th e text s o f thes e book s wer e b y no mean s inviolable ; to
the contrary , the y wer e altere d wit h relativ e ease an d alarmin g frequency .
Most of the changes wer e accidental , the resul t of scribal ineptitude, careless -
ness, o r fatigue . Others wer e intentional , and reflec t th e controversia l milieux
within which the y were produced .

To be sure, it is impossible to establish an argument on scribal intentions;
the scribe s ar e n o longe r availabl e fo r questioning , an d eve n i f the y were ,
their intention s migh t wel l li e beyond ou r reac h (an d theoretically , eve n be-
yond theirs) . Al l the same , i t is possible to evaluat e the frui t o f their labors—
by determining , tha t is , ho w th e tex t appeare d befor e the y copie d i t an d
seeing ho w i t ha d bee n altere d onc e i t lef t thei r hands . B y establishing th e
earliest for m o f th e tex t w e ca n construc t a  functiona l taxonom y o f it s sub-
sequent modifications : some serv e to improv e th e gramma r o f a  text , other s
to eliminat e discrepancies , stil l other s t o effec t harmonizations . An d other s
change th e text' s meaning , o r t o pu t a  differen t slan t o n it , "improve " it s
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theology. I t is not onl y thinkable that scribe s would  mak e such changes , i t is
manifest tha t the y did . Scribe s altered thei r sacre d text s t o mak e the m "say "
what they were alread y known t o "mean."

This i s the thesi s o f the study , an d I  take i t to b e demonstrated. What , in
conclusion, ca n w e say about it s significance ?

The questio n mar k o f significanc e has lon g bedevile d analyse s o f thi s
kind. Fo r the past centur y many textual scholar s have stood beneath th e mes-
merizing gaz e o f th e might y Hort , wh o judge d tha t apar t fro m Marcion ,
scribes di d no t effec t theologica l change s i n thei r copie s o f Scripture . Natu -
rally, othe r scholar s hav e dutifull y demurred , an d produce d interestin g i f
scattered example s o f jus t thi s dispute d phenomenon . Bu t apar t fro m th e
investigation o f a  solitar y manuscript— a critica l and ground-breakin g study 4—
and isolate d analyse s of rando m samples , n o full-lengt h investigation s hav e
been forthcoming. 5 No r i s th e reaso n har d t o find : eve n thos e wh o hav e
recognized th e phenomenon hav e underplayed its scope.6

If significanc e wer e t o b e measure d simpl y by numbers , the n th e dat a I
have amasse d ma y no t appea r significan t t o "th e bi g picture"—depending ,
that is , on wha t tha t bi g picture migh t be . But significance canno t simpl y be
quantified; i t i s pointless , fo r example , t o calculat e the numbe r o f word s o f
the Ne w Testamen t affecte d b y such variation s or t o determin e th e percent -
age o f know n corruption s tha t ar e theologicall y related. 7 Whe n on e gauge s
significance i n this way, by far the most "consequential " variations are ortho-
graphic. Bu t beyon d thei r shee r quantity , wha t d o suc h divergence s signify,
except tha t peopl e i n antiquity could spel l no bette r than people today? 8 The
importance o f theologicall y oriente d variations , o n th e othe r hand , fa r out -
weighs their actua l numerica l count.9

We ca n begi n by reflecting o n thei r implication s for exegesi s an d th e rise
of Christia n doctrine . Th e textua l problem s w e hav e examine d affec t th e
interpretation o f man y of th e familia r an d historicall y significant passage s o f
the New Testament : the birt h narrative s of Matthew an d Luke , the prologu e
of th e Fourt h Gospel , th e baptisma l account s o f th e Synoptics , th e passio n
narratives, and othe r familia r passage s i n Acts, Paul, Hebrews, an d th e Cath -
olic epistles. I n some instances, the interpretations o f these passages—and th e
books withi n whic h the y ar e found—hing e o n th e textua l decision; 10 i n vir-
tually ever y case , th e varian t reading s demonstrat e ho w th e passage s were
understood b y scribe s wh o "read " thei r interpretation s no t onl y ou t o f th e
text but actuall y into it , as they modified th e words i n accordance wit h wha t
they wer e taken t o mean. 11

It migh t also b e observed that a  numbe r of these textua l problem s affec t
broader issue s that hav e occupied Ne w Testamen t scholar s for the better par t
of ou r century . Th e followin g lis t i s suggestiv e rathe r tha n exhaustive : D o
the preliterar y creeda l an d hymni c fragment s cite d b y th e Ne w Testamen t
authors preserv e a n adoptionisti c Christology ? Conversely , d o the y portra y
Jesus, alread y i n the 30 s o r 40 s C . E. , as divine ? Ho w doe s Mark entitl e his
Gospel? Ho w doe s he understan d Jesus ' baptis m a t th e beginning of his nar-
rative, o r th e cr y o f derelictio n nea r th e end ? Doe s Luk e have a doctrin e o f
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atonement? Does he envisage a "passionless Passion" ? Jus t how "high" is the
Christology o f the Fourt h Gospel ? Wh y di d the secessionist s leav e the Johan-
nine community? Is Jesus eve r actually called Go d i n the Ne w Testament ?

In sum , the passages  I  hav e examined an d th e natur e o f th e issue s they
raise provid e a  kin d o f innat e significanc e t o th e study—innate , tha t is , fo r
scholars intereste d i n issue s pertaining to th e interpretatio n o f the Ne w Tes-
tament and the development of Christian doctrine . Wha t ca n be said, though ,
about th e significanc e o f m y particular conclusions?

We can first consider th e broade r implication s of the stud y for New Tes-
tament textua l research . Textua l critic s hav e long  impose d a  se t o f unneces-
sary restriction s o n th e parameter s o f thei r discourse , blinder s tha t preven t
fruitful dialogu e with scholar s in other fields and, as a consequence, ske w th e
results o f thei r labors . T o engag e i n a  stud y o f th e tex t require s a  muc h
greater awarenes s o f th e sociohistorica l contex t o f scribe s tha n i s normally
envisaged. I t i s simply no t enoug h t o thin k i n term s o f manuscript s a s con-
veyors o f data ; manuscript s wer e produce d b y scribe s an d scribe s wer e hu -
man being s wh o ha d anxieties , fears , concerns , desires, hatreds , an d ideas —
in othe r words , scribe s worke d i n a  context , an d prio r t o th e inventio n of
moveable type , thes e context s ha d a  significan t effec t o n ho w th e text s wer e
produced.

Moreover, thi s stud y ha s reinforce d th e notio n tha t theologicall y moti -
vated change s o f th e tex t ar e t o b e anticipate d particularl y during the earl y
centuries of transmission, when both th e tex t an d th e theology o f early Chris-
tianity were i n a  state o f flux , prio r t o th e developmen t of a recognized creed
and a n authoritativ e an d (theoretically ) inviolable canon o f Scripture . I t should
be emphasized , however, tha t th e instabilit y of the tex t i n the earl y centuries
is equale d b y th e instabilit y o f th e scribes , wh o di d no t effec t th e change s
that on e migh t expec t wit h an y kin d o f rigo r o r consistency . W e hav e de -
tected suc h inconsistencie s i n text s tha t ar e change d a t rando m throughou t
the tradition . I t i s equall y eviden t i n text s tha t migh t b e expected  t o hav e
been altered , bu t tha t apparentl y escape d th e pen s o f th e earl y scribe s un -
scathed.12 Throughou t th e cours e o f th e stud y I  have considered reason s fo r
these kind s o f inconsistency ; I  will not prolon g thes e concludin g remark s by
repeating thos e discussion s here.13

I should , however , reiterat e tw o les s prominen t conclusion s concernin g
scribal "trends." First , despite th e irregularity of their changes, i t appears tha t
scribes wer e mor e likel y t o modif y text s tha t coul d serv e as proo f text s fo r
the oppositio n tha n thos e tha t had , in thei r origina l form , littl e bearin g o n
the debates . Thi s i s to say, scribes were apparently more incline d to "correct"
or "improve " a  passag e tha n t o interpolat e int o i t a  notio n tha t wa s previ-
ously wanting. 14 Th e reaso n fo r thi s relativ e (not absolute) frequenc y i s no t
difficult t o locate : passage s wit h n o obviou s relatio n t o th e conflic t ar e al -
ready eas y t o constru e i n orthodox ways . O n th e othe r hand , passage s tha t
appear, o n the surface, to support a n opposing opinio n requir e more extraor -
dinary measures . Th e secon d poin t i s perhaps les s expected, bu t nonetheles s
in equa l evidence : scribe s wh o mad e suc h alteration s o f difficul t passage s
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were, i n man y cases, sensitiv e to thei r literar y context. Passage s tha t appea r
problematic onl y in isolation ar e less likely to b e changed than thos e tha t ar e
problematic eve n in situ.15

A fina l poin t concernin g th e text-critica l implications o f thi s stud y de -
serves t o b e restate d wit h al l du e force , particularl y in ligh t of it s usefulnes s
for futur e investigations . Theologicall y oriente d change s coincid e with , an d
in a  sens e highlight , the paradoxica l natur e o f th e proto-orthodo x Christol -
ogy itself . A s I  have just now stresse d again , proto-orthodox Christian s ha d
to defend—a t on e and th e same time—Christ's deity against adoptionists, hi s
humanity agains t docetists , an d hi s unit y agains t separationists . This , an d
primarily this , I  woul d argue , i s wh y scribe s modifie d th e Ne w Testamen t
text i n seemingly contrary directions : som e textua l changes wor k t o empha-
size aspect s o f Christ' s huma n natur e whereas other s wor k t o de-emphasize
it; som e wor k t o heighten  hi s divinity, whereas others work t o diminish  it . It
was precisel y th e paradoxica l characte r o f th e proto-orthodo x Christolog y
that produce d suc h seemingl y contradictory impulses : texts tha t appeare d t o
compromise Christ' s humanit y were jus t as subject t o alteratio n a s texts tha t
seemed t o compromis e hi s deity.16

Two fina l observations should b e made about thi s conclusion. First, i t in
no wa y disparage s th e analysi s itself , fo r th e difficult y result s directl y an d
inevitably fro m th e paradoxical natur e of the orthodox Christolog y tha t hap -
pened t o emerg e a s victorious . Secon d (a n observation tha t perhap s require s
special emphasis) , even thos e change s tha t de-emphasiz e Christ' s humanit y
do no t preclud e i t altogether (i.e. , they do no t appea r to b e "docetic" changes),
just a s thos e tha t emphasiz e his humanity do no t serv e t o absolutiz e it (i.e. ,
they ar e no t "adoptionistic") . So far a s I  have been able to judge , orthodox
changes "mollify " th e extreme s (namely , that Chris t i s God bu t no t man , o r
man bu t no t God) ; rarel y do they attack on e extreme by embracing another .

Given th e clos e tie s o f thes e text-critica l conclusion s t o question s con -
cerning the natur e o f nascen t Christianity , what ca n we say about th e signif -
icance o f thi s study fo r th e historia n o f the period?

The textua l variant s I  have considered constitut e har d dat a fo r a  field of
inquiry tha t i s otherwise sparsel y attested: th e natur e of the internecin e con-
flicts o f earl y Christianity , especially as thes e affecte d proto-orthodo x Chris -
tians outsid e th e rank s o f th e heresiologists. 17 Th e socia l locatio n o f thes e
data, insofar as it can b e surmised, is itself o f some significance: i t shows tha t
the controversie s transcende d th e rarified atmospher e o f the Christian literati.
The heresiologists who produce d th e better known sources—for example , Justin,
Irenaeus, Tertullian , Clemen t o f Alexandria , an d Origen—clearl y enjoye d a
rhetorical education. 18 Eve n though scribe s too wer e by and large among th e
literary elit e (the y could a t leas t write , an d ha d th e leisur e to d o so) , there is
nothing t o sugges t tha t the y wer e all , o r eve n mostly , a t it s highes t levels ,
that is , amon g th e intelligensi a of th e faith. 19 Give n the qualit y of som e o f
their transcriptions , an d th e enormou s amount s o f tim e they mus t hav e de-
voted t o such menial labor, quite the reverse appears likely . This means , then,
that the early christological controversie s affecte d fa r more than the orthodox
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polemicists, whos e report s might otherwise b e taken to reflec t simpl y the con -
cerns o f a  handfu l o f Christian intellectuals .

Significantly, thes e dat a als o revea l tha t theolog y itself , th e ideationa l
content o f th e faith , playe d a  significan t rol e (eve n i f not a n absolut e one ) in
these debates , th e opinion o f some scholar s notwithstanding. 20 This theology ,
moreover, wa s a  biblical  theology , wit h th e interpretation o f Scripture stand -
ing a t th e hear t o f th e conflicts , eve n when contestant s disagree d concernin g
the scop e o f th e cano n an d appropriat e mode s o f exegesis. 21 Thes e conclu -
sions ar e significan t no t onl y fo r th e churc h historia n intereste d i n the inter -
nal developmen t o f earl y Christianity , bu t als o fo r fo r th e historia n o f lat e
antiquity concerned t o identif y distinctiv e aspects o f this religion in its Greco -
Roman context . Fo r non e o f the paga n religion s emphasized th e importanc e
either o f "right " doctrin e o r o f "authoritative " texts. 22 Proto-orthodo x
Christianity placed a  high premiu m on both , eve n though thi s dua l allegiance
occasionally create d th e difficultie s tha t generate d th e dat a w e hav e investi-
gated—when, tha t is , the authoritativ e text s di d no t appea r t o affirm , o r t o
affirm strongl y enough , th e "right " doctrines . A s a  result , i t i s neve r easy ,
from th e historian' s perspective , t o determin e whether th e text led Christians
to embrac e a  doctrin e o r whethe r th e doctrin e le d Christian s t o modif y th e
text (eithe r in their minds or on the page) . I n this religion, in particular, text s
and belief s coalesc e int o a  mess y symbioti c relationship, no t alway s suscep -
tible to th e discret e conceptua l categorie s o f the historian .

What no w ca n w e say about th e actua l polemica l functio n o f the ortho-
dox corruption s o f Scripture ? As I have mentione d throughou t th e cours e of
the study , i t appear s tha t the modificatio n of sacred text s mus t b e construe d
as a  secondary for m o f polemic, a n offshoo t o f th e theologica l controversies ,
not a  primary mode o f engagement with the adversaries themselves. I t is scarcely
conceivable tha t an y scrib e o f any persuasio n actuall y thought tha t b y mod -
ifying hi s tex t o f Scriptur e h e woul d conver t hi s opponents . I t i s (an d was)
well know n tha t intereste d partie s wer e widely suspected o f "corrupting" th e
text unde r th e guis e o f "correcting " it . W e ca n b e fairl y certain , therefore ,
that varian t texts favorin g on e poin t o f view over anothe r wer e rathe r easil y
dismissed a s aberrations. I f the scribe s did inten d thei r transcriptions t o influ -
ence thei r reader^—a n "if " tha t i s virtually swallowe d u p b y our inabilit y to
fathom intentions—the y mor e likel y woul d hav e sough t eithe r t o influenc e
Christians wh o wer e vacillatin g between opposin g camp s o r t o edif y thos e
who alread y shared thei r ow n predilection s bu t wh o welcome d th e certitud e
that suc h alteration s coul d provide . I n fact , however , ther e i s scarce nee d t o
posit an y kin d o f ulterio r motiv e fo r thi s kind o f scriba l activity. It i s enough
to recogniz e tha t whe n scribe s modifie d thei r texts , the y di d s o i n ligh t of
what the y already believe d their Scripture s taught .

What, though , wer e scribe s actuall y doing whe n the y effected thes e mod -
ifications? Thi s i s the questio n I  raised a t th e outse t o f th e study , an d i t ha s
lost non e o f it s force i n the intervenin g pages. Th e proposa l I  advanced ther e
may no w b e restated wit h th e benefi t o f the data accumulate d i n the interim.
In n o instanc e o f scriba l corruptio n tha t w e hav e examined , eve n th e mos t
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blatant amon g them , hav e w e uncovere d evidenc e t o sugges t tha t proto -
orthodox scribe s acte d ou t o f shee r malic e o r utte r disregar d fo r th e con -
straints o f th e text — tha t is , that the y strov e t o mak e the tex t sa y precisely
what the y kne w i t did not. Quit e t o the contrary, i t appears tha t thes e scribe s
knew exactl y wha t th e tex t said , o r a t leas t the y though t the y kne w (whic h
for ou r purpose s come s t o th e sam e thing) , and tha t th e change s the y mad e
functioned t o mak e thes e certai n meaning s all the mor e certain. 23

In some  respects , then , th e scribe s wh o enacte d thei r change s wer e n o
different fro m an y reader wh o interpret s a  text . It is a striking fact o f human
experience tha t those who rea d text s rarel y think tha t they are engaged i n an
act o f "interpretation " pe r se . Fo r mos t people , readin g an d understandin g
simply involv e making sense o f th e words , seein g wha t the y say , explainin g
their straightforwar d meaning ; understandin g a  tex t (t o simplif y matters ) in -
volves puttin g i t "i n othe r words. " Anyon e wh o explain s a  tex t "i n othe r
words," however, ha s altered th e words.

This i s exactly wha t th e scribe s did : the y occasionall y altere d th e word s
of th e tex t b y putting the m "i n othe r words. " To thi s extent , the y were tex -
tual interpreters . A t the sam e time , by physically alterin g the words , the y did
something quit e differen t fro m othe r exegetes , an d thi s differenc e i s b y n o
means t o b e minimized . Whereas al l reader s chang e a  tex t whe n the y con -
strue i t i n thei r minds , th e scribe s actuall y change d th e tex t o n th e page . A s
a result , the y create d a  ne w text , a  ne w concatenatio n o f words ove r whic h
future interpreter s woul d dispute , n o longe r havin g acces s t o th e word s o f
the origina l text , th e word s produce d b y th e author . I t i s onl y fro m thi s
historical perspectiv e tha t thes e scriba l activities ca n b e sai d t o constitut e a
unique hermeneutical enterprise . Correspondingly , onl y fro m th e distanc e af -
forded b y our ow n temporality , a s readers who ar e ourselves situated i n time
and space , ca n we evaluate the causes an d recogniz e the effect s o f these kinds
of scriba l modifications , and s o designate them "th e orthodo x corruptions of
Scripture."

Notes
1. W e cannot writ e a proper prosopography , an d ou r question s concerning their

identity ar e me t onl y wit h wid e stretche s o f silenc e i n ou r survivin g sources . Di d
scribes enjo y a  high status withi n their own Christia n communities? Within the worl d
at large ? Wha t kin d o f occupation s di d the y have ? The y wer e almos t certainl y better
educated tha n most—the y coul d a t leas t write , an d presumabl y read, bot h o f which
required n o littl e training . And they appea r t o hav e had th e leisur e to d o so . But did
second- an d third-centur y scribes generally, or ever , enjo y a  rhetorica l education? Were
any o f them actuall y paid for thei r labors? Were non-Christian copyists ever employed
to cop y th e Christia n sacre d texts ? I s i t conceivabl e that wealth y Christian s migh t
have had thei r texts copie d b y their own (non-Christia n or uninterested ) slaves? If so,
what doe s thi s say about differen t kind s of corruptions that on e finds more frequentl y
in som e manuscript s than i n others (e.g. , the relativ e frequency o f harmonization s t o
the immediat e context a s compared t o paralle l passages; o r of harmonizations to par -
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allel passage s i n th e Ne w Testamen t a s compare d t o th e Old) ? Wha t doe s i t tel l u s
about ideologica l corruptions ? Moreover , ho w migh t the socia l historie s o f particular
communities, fo r example , Jerusalem , o r Antioch , o r Alexandria , o r Rom e (t o pic k
the one s w e are bes t informe d about) have affected th e ways local scribes copied thei r
texts? Question s lik e these hav e rarely been asked—whic h i s not surprising , given th e
dearth o f evidence—bu t advance s i n th e socia l science s an d th e stud y o f th e socia l
history o f earl y Christianit y a t leas t mak e i t thinkabl e tha t the y ca n b e asked , an d
desirable tha t the y should . I  hop e t o undertak e a n assessmen t o f jus t thes e kind s of
issues in a  future monograph . Se e further th e insightfu l stud y of C. H. Roberts , Manu-
script, Society,  an d Belief.  Fo r a  discussion o f the broade r issue s pertaining to literacy
in lat e antiquit y (i.e. , no t jus t amon g earl y Christian scribes) see William V. Harris ,
Ancient Literacy,  especiall y 175—337.

2. Thi s i s no t t o say , of course , tha t the y faile d t o recogniz e the confluenc e o f
views in a  number of groups. O n suc h hybrid Christologies, se e note 1 7 in Chapte r 3
and not e 1 7 in Chapte r 4 .

3. Se e th e statemen t o f th e Definitio n of Chalcedon , cite d i n not e 3  i n Chap -
ter 1 .

4. Epp , Theological Tendency  o f Codex  Bezae.  Epp' s stud y o f th e tex t o f code x
Bezae i n Act s wa s extended , with les s spectacula r results , int o th e Gospe l o f Luke by
George E . Rice "The Alteration of Luke's Tradition b y the Textual Variant s in Code x
Bezae," an d int o th e Gospe l o f Matthe w b y Michae l W . Holmes , "Earl y Editoria l
Activity an d th e Text o f Codex Beza e in Matthew."

5. Devoted , tha t is , to thi s particular issue fro m th e point o f view adopted here .
For earlie r effort s tha t move d i n a  simila r direction, an d other s tha t ar e significan t i n
and o f themselves , see note 94 i n Chapte r 1 .

6. A s is implicit, for example , in the commen t tendered b y a textual scholar who,
having learne d o f m y researc h fo r thi s book , opine d tha t i t woul d b e " a ver y slim
volume indeed."

7. A  convicte d felo n coul d a s wel l reaso n tha t o f th e fiv e billio n peopl e i n th e
world, h e ha s robbe d onl y twelve . Scholar s wh o tr y t o quantif y significanc e in thi s
way have tended t o do so for ahistorical reasons , most  typicall y to assur e their readers
both o f th e nobl e intentions o f scribe s and o f the reliabilit y of the textua l tradition. A
clear-headed challeng e t o suc h attempt s ca n b e foun d alread y i n suc h earlie r studies
as K . W . Clark , "Textua l Criticis m an d Doctrine. " Se e also th e othe r work s cite d i n
note 9 4 i n Chapte r 1 .

8. Orthographi c change s d o assis t us , o f course , i n determining how Gree k wa s
pronounced a t certai n periods , a s th e regula r confusion s o f certai n letter s an d diph -
thongs (i.e. , "itacisms" ) demonstrat e beyon d reasonabl e doub t tha t the y mus t hav e
sounded alike .

9. Fo r thos e wh o ar e interested i n numbers , the variant s I  have examined i n th e
course o f m y stud y ar e no t difficul t t o calculate : i n eac h o f th e mai n chapters , the y
number i n th e dozen s (normall y five or si x dozens) , no t th e thousands . Her e agai n I
should emphasiz e that th e relativ e paucity of christologica l corruption s (relative , that
is, in numerica l terms) result s i n n o smal l measur e fro m th e relativ e paucity o f Ne w
Testament verse s that relat e to Christology .

10. Fo r example , jus t fro m th e Gospel s conside r m y discussion s o f Luk e 3:22;
22:19-20 (an d the other "Wester n non-interpolations") ; 22:43-44; Mar k 1:1 ; 15:34 ;
John 1:18 , 34.

11. Naturally , the same data relat e to the basic doctrinal concerns of early Chris-
tians—theologians and , presumably, layperson s alike : Wa s Jesu s th e Messia h pre-
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dieted i n th e Ol d Testament ? Wa s Josep h hi s father ? Wa s Jesu s bor n a s a  human?
Was h e really tempted? Was h e able to sin ? Was h e adopted t o b e the Son of God a t
his baptism ? At hi s resurrection? Or wa s h e himsel f God? Was Jesus Chris t on e per-
son o r tw o persons ? Di d h e hav e a  physica l bod y afte r hi s resurrection ? And man y
others. The way s scribe s answere d thes e question s affecte d th e wa y the y transcribed
their texts . And the wa y the y transcribed thei r text s ha s affected , t o som e degree , th e
way moder n exegete s an d theologian s hav e answered these  questions .

12. Wit h a n emphasi s o n "apparently. " T o tak e a  clea r example , Hebrew s 3: 2
describes Chris t a s faithfu l "t o th e on e wh o made  him,"  a statemen t surel y puzzling
to thos e wh o subscribe d t o th e eterna l generatio n o f th e Son . To th e bes t o f m y
knowledge, however , i n none o f our survivin g witnesses has the tex t experience d cor-
ruption. O n a  similar situation in the boo k o f Acts , see p. 71 .

13. Se e for example pp. 56—58 , 68, Chapter 2 , note 185, and Chapter 5 , note 28 .
14. I  do no t mea n this judgmen t to b e quantified i n the sense that i f one wer e t o

add u p th e corruption s w e hav e discussed , ther e woul d b e mor e correction s tha n
interpolations. Rather , wha t I  mean i s that a  substantial  proportion  o f the "question -
able" passage s hav e bee n change d (outstandin g examples : Mar k 1:10 , 15:34; Luk e
3:22, 24:12 ; Joh n 1:34 ; the reference s t o Josep h a s Jesus ' "father" ; He b 2:9 ; for
exceptions, se e not e 12) , whereas b y n o stretc h o f th e imaginatio n have mos t othe r
passages. Moreover , man y of th e problemati c passages hav e been changed s o widely
as virtually to remov e the origina l reading from th e tradition afte r ou r period .

15. See , fo r example , pp . 56-58 especiall y note 67 , and pp. 6 8 and 71 .
16. Th e interesting result is that some of the anti-adoptionistic corruptions I have

set fort h her e coul d conceivabl y be construe d i n doceti c o r Patripassianis t term s b y
those inclined in tha t directio n a t th e outset , jus t a s many of th e anti-doceti c corrup -
tions were no doub t palatable for adoptionists . A t the same time, I should re-emphasize
that thi s circumstance cannot easil y be attributed t o the work o f docetic or adoption -
istic scribes, a s I  will note again below . To som e degree, o f course, th e differen t kinds
of change s may simply have resulted fro m th e individualit y o f the scribes , who, unde r
their ow n uniqu e circumstances, ma y have fel t incline d to emphasiz e one componen t
of Christolog y ove r another . I t strike s m e a s equall y likely , howeve r (an d her e w e
simply hav e no evidence to lead u s in one direction or the other), that the same scribe
may hav e seen differen t kind s o f problem s i n differen t text s an d mad e th e requisit e
changes depending o n hi s perceptions an d mood s a t th e momen t of transcription .

17. Othe r aspect s o f th e topi c hav e foun d ne w life , o f course , wit h th e discov -
eries a t Na g Hammadi , a s scholar s no w hav e a  fulle r pictur e fro m on e (o r better ,
some) o f the othe r combatants . Se e especially note 8  in Chapte r 3 .

18. Fo r Justin, Tertullian , Clement o f Alexandria, and Origen , th e point i s fairl y
obvious; fo r Irenaeus , se e Robert M . Grant , "Irenaeu s an d Hellenisti c Culture," an d
more recently , William Schoedel, "Theologica l Metho d i n Irenaeus. "

19. Se e note 1 .
20. Se e note 24 i n Chapter 1 .
21. See , for example , Brox , Offenbarung,  Gnosis,  un d gnostischen  Mythos,

39-45.
22. No r di d Judaism , prio r t o th e codificatio n o f th e Mishnah , circ a 20 0 C.E.

Even afterwards , doctrin e itsel f playe d only a  minima l role i n the developmen t o f th e
religion, an d a s a  consequence , th e sacre d texts , althoug h construe d i n a  sens e a s
inviolable, functioned differentl y fro m th e wa y the y did i n Christianity. For a n acces -
sible overview, see Shaye Cohen, From  the Maccabees  t o th e Mishnah,  60—103 , 174—
213.
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23. I t i s striking in thi s connectio n tha t whe n th e orthodo x autho r o f the Littl e
Labyrinth accuse d th e Theodotia n scribe s o f corrupting thei r texts , h e observed tha t
they believed they were actually "correcting" them. The case is patently the same with
Marcion a s well , th e mos t renowne d proponen t o f surgica l criticism . Ther e i s n o
reason t o thin k tha t th e scribe s o f th e orthodo x persuasio n understoo d thei r ow n
activities any differently . Se e my article, "Theodotians as Corruptors o f Scripture."
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