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ABSTRACT

This study examines Tertullian’s references to the New Testament outside the Gospels, in
order to determine whether he was citing from a Greek or Latin copy of these writings. A new
collection of these references was undertaken and is explained in the Appendix. The conclusion
of the analysis is that Tertullian was quoting the New Testament writings using Greek exemplars
and translating anew in most instances. Tertullian was one of the first Christians to have
undertaken such translation work. It is proposed that Tertullian was participating in and
influenced by a broad cultural-linguistic movement called the Second Sophistic. Latin writers
like Cicero, Quintilian, Varro, and Apuleius were also participants, and their translation of Greek
works into Latin likely formed Tertullian to become a literary translator. A contribution to
textual criticism is offered in a textual analysis of selected references. The conclusion that
Tertullian’s references are translations rather than copies of an extant Latin text is evidenced by
the large proportion of singular readings which match no other known Latin version. Several
readings among these references suggest an affiliation with a particular Greek manuscript and

thus present a very early form of the Greek text.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION & LITERATURE REVIEW
1.1 Introduction

Diese communicatio goéttlicher und menschlicher idiomatum ist ein Grundgesetz

und der Hauptschliissel aller unsrer Erkenntnis und der ganzen sichtbaren

haushaltung. ... Weil, der hochsten philosophischen Wahrscheinlichkeit gemas,

der Schopfer dieser kiinstlichen Werkzeuge (die Sprache) auch ihren Gebrauch

hat einsetzen wollen und miissen: so ist allerdings der Ursprung der menschlichen

Sprache gottlich. Wenn aber ein hoheres Wesen, oder ein Engel, wie bey Bileams

Esel, durch unsre Zunge wirken will; so miissen alle solche Wirkungen, gleich

den redenden Thieren in Aesops Fabeln, sich der menschlichen Natur analogisch

dussern, und in dieser Beziehung kann der Ursprung der Sprache und noch

weniger ihr Fortgang anders als menschlich seyn und scheinen.

Johann Georg Hamann, the contemporary, interlocutor, and occasional disputant of Kant
and Herder, once asked whether language had a divine or human origin. He answered in the
affirmative on both accounts. Healthy debate and discussion of this timeless question continues
on even into our day.” And yet, Hamann reached all the way back to the early Christian writer

Tertullian for an intellectual advocate.® He added as a footnote this quote from Apologeticum

11.7: inuenisse dicuntur necessaria ista uitae, non instituisse, quod antea’ inuenitur, fuit, et quod

! “This commucation of divine and human attributes is foundational and the main key to all our knowledge and to
the entire visible economy. ... Since, in accordance with the highest philosophical probability, the Creator of these
artistic tools (of language) has also wanted and was required to employ their use, the origin of human language must
therefore certainly be divine. If a higher being or an angel, as in the account of Balaam’s donkey or even the talking
animals in Aesop’s Fables, wants to work through our tongue, so must all such working be expressed analogically
according to human nature. In this respect, the origin of language, and even less its continuation, must be and appear
to be nothing other than human.” (translation mine)

Johann Georg Hamann, “Des Ritters von Rosencreuz letzte Willensmeynung iiber den géttlichen und menschlichen
Ursprung der Sprache,” in Sdmtliche Werke, ed. Josef Nadler, vol. 3 (Wien: Thomas-Morus-Presse im Verlag
Herder, 1949), 27.

2 Most recently Charles Taylor has pointed back to Hamann and others to ground his discussion of language’s
origins. Charles Taylor, The Language Animal: The Full Shape of the Human Linguistic Capacity (Cambridge,
Massachusetts: Belknap Press: An Imprint of Harvard University Press, 2016).

3 Werner Jaeger also refers to this age-old debate in the introduction to his Early Christianity and Greek Paideia,
(London: Oxford University Press, 1962), 3.

4 This word is Hamann’s adaptation or perhaps a reading of the edition he was using which has since been
abandoned. Dekkers, however, lists no textual variant for this word in his apparatus. Dekkers’ critical edition of
Apologeticum has autem rather than antea here. CCSL 1:108. Tertullian goes on to write after Hamann’s quoted
section, erat enim antequam inueniretur.



fuit, non eius deputabitur qui inuenit, sed eius qui instituit.” Hamann’s reading of this statement
included language itself as one of those things which had been created prior to the creation of
humanity, and he therefore asserted its divine origin. Hamann must have known that Tertullian
would also come to his side in affirming the other half of the assertion. After all, Tertullian had
elsewhere argued: quomodo repudiamus saecularia studia, sine quibus diuina non possunt (De
idololatria 10.4). Though many human things were stained with idolatry, Tertullian conceded
that Christians must be permitted to receive instruction from fellow human beings, even from
non-Christians, because human language is needed for the study of divine language.® The
paradox for Hamann was that if God spoke to humans in language they could understand, then
this language could be said to be both of divine and human origin. This ability to hold language’s
source as divine and human, and as a corollary to hold revelation and natural theology together,
was a unique position in Hamann’s day. Debate about these matters has often been fierce and
taken up by the some of the most renowned theologians of their day: Barth and Brunner,’

Hauerwas and Williams.?

That Tertullian, of all theologians, was for Hamann one who stood in such a middle
ground is perhaps surprising when many contemporary conceptions of Tertullian have held him

to be decidedly one-sided, that is, antagonistic to non-Christian culture or the human side of the

> Hamann 1949, 27 n. 1. Hamann also added De testimonio animae 5 as another locus where Tertullian argues that
all language is of divine origin. To this could also be added Tertullian’s dismissal of the tale of Psammetichus who
attempted to discern which nation had spoken the first language as the first race (4d nationes 1.8).

¢ Tertullian develops a similar position at De corona 8.

7 Emil Brunner and Karl Barth, Natural Theology: Comprising Nature and Grace by Professor Dr. Emil Brunner
and the Reply No! By Dr. Karl Barth, Reprint of 1946 Edition (Eugene, Or: Wipf & Stock Pub, 2002).

8 Stanley Hauerwas has been skeptical of ‘theological translation’ and has instead called for Christians to learn the
church’s language. Stanley Hauerwas and William H. Willimon, Resident Aliens: Life in the Christian Colony: A
Provocative Christian Assessment of Culture and Ministry for People Who Know That Something Is Wrong
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1989), 21, 97; Stanley Hauerwas, Working with Words: On Learning to Speak
Christian (Eugene, Or: Cascade Books, 2011). Williams on the other hand has held out hope for a natural theology
which embraces the humanity of language. Rowan Williams, The Edge of Words: God and the Habits of Language
(London: Bloomsbury Continuum, 2014).



equation. Richard Niebuhr may have been the most popular denizen of this position when he
chose Tertullian to be his archetype for ‘Christ Against Culture’.” Charles Cochrane’s
assessment was similar in his renowned study Christianity and Classical Culture in which
Tertullian is portrayed as singularly hostile to the classical world and its culture, to reason and
‘science’.!” For many students of early Christianity, Tertullian is known and understood by his
oft quoted but ill understood quip ‘What has Athens to do with Jerusalem’? If these views
accurately described the early Christian theologian and philosopher, we might conclude that his
ideology would lead him to treat the text of the Bible in very particular ways. He should be
highly suspicious of any human or cultural influence on divine writings. We might expect to see
him protecting divine wording with every care possible. We might even conclude that he would
oppose translating biblical books from their inspired original language into the vulgar tongues of

non-Christian cultures.'!

Though many may view Tertullian in this light and use him simplistically either as a
model or foil for life today, this study seeks better to understand Tertullian within his own
culture and as answering perhaps timeless questions but within his unique and particular world.
A number of Tertullianists have taken up a similar project in the last 50 years. In his review of
the work of Fredouille, Frend contextualized Fredouille’s work on Tertullian among a number of

other similar studies:

% H. Richard Niebuhr, Christ and Culture, Reprint edition (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1975).

10 Charles Norris Cochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture: A Study of Thought and Action from Augustus to
Augustine (New York: Oxford University Press, 1968), 213-260.

' Neuschifer began his investigation of Origen the philologist by reminding the reader of the popular conception of
Origen as a theologian who was oo much given to philosophy and thus became a heretic. Tertullian the montanistic
anti-philosophy theologian is just the opposite. Like Neuschéfer’s investigation of Origen and his use of Greco-
Roman literarary culture, this study will seek to dispel the popular understanding of Tertullian and his use of the
same. Bernhard Neuschéfer, Origenes als Philologe, Schweizerische Beitrdge zur Altertumswissenschaft, Heft
18/1-2 (Basel: Friedrich Reinhardt Verlag, 1987), 11-12.

3



Fredouille's study may be placed alongside the recent work of R. Klein, T. D.

Barnes, and R. D. Sider, all of whom have contributed towards establishing the

classical background of Tertullian' s thought. Like Barnes, Fredouille has set out

to demonstrate that Tertullian did indeed take his classical inheritance into the

Christian Church and thereby sought to resolve the antithesis between Athens and

Jerusalem, the Academy and the Church. This is a most valuable contribution to

the study of Latin Christianity at the turn of the third century. One would hesitate

only in suggesting that the last word on the subject had been spoken.'?
The eschatological word has, of course, not been spoken. To this list can also be added the work
of Geoffrey Dunn to continue the rhetorical studies of Tertullian’s writings begun by Sider.!?
Many additional studies will be engaged throughout these pages. These studies explored the
topic of Tertullian’s relationship to the classical Greco-Roman world through a number of
different lenses: by examining his overt statements on the subject of the classical world (Klein),
through linguistic and literary analyses (Fredouille and Barnes), and rhetorical analyses (Sider
and Dunn). These studies have concluded that Tertullian carefully and critically but nevertheless
constructively used Greco-Roman culture to communicate the Christian faith, a theme which is
now found throughout many early Christian approaches to the Bible. Lewis Ayres, following the
work of Frances Young among others, has argued that the earliest Christians adopted and

adapted Greco-Roman literary cultural practices into their use of the Bible.'* This general

conclusion will be examined, explored, and tested throughout this study.

12W. H. C. Frend, review of Tertullien et la conversion de la culture antique, by Jean-Claude Fredouille, The
Journal of Theological Studies 24, no. 1 (1973): 249-51. The works referenced by Frend are the following: Jean
Claude Fredouille, Tertullien et la conversion de la culture antique (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1972); Richard
Klein, Tertullian und das romische Reich, Bibliothek der klassischen Altertumswissenschaften, neue Folge, 2.
Reihe, Bd.22 (Heidelberg: C. Winter, 1968); Timothy David Barnes, Tertullian: A Historical and Literary Study
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1971); Robert D. Sider, Ancient Rhetoric and the Art of Tertullian, Oxford Theological
Monographs (London: Oxford University Press, 1971) .

13 Geoffrey D. Dunn, Tertullian’s Aduersus Iudaeos: A Rhetorical Analysis, Patristic Monograph Series / North
American Patristics Society, v. 19 (Washington, D.C: Catholic University of America Press, 2008).

14 Lewis Ayres, “Irenacus vs. the Valentinians: Toward a Rethinking of Patristic Exegetical Origins,” Journal of
Early Christian Studies 23, no. 2 (2015): 153—187; Lewis Ayres, “Continuity and change in second century
Christianity : a narrative against the trend” in James Carleton Paget and Judith Lieu, eds., Christianity in the Second
Century: Themes and Developments (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2017), 106—121; Lewis Ayres,
Nicaea and Its Legacy: An Approach to Fourth-Century Trinitarian Theology (Oxford: Oxford University Press,

4



Indeed, some earlier studies of Tertullian’s use of the Bible have not considered his
relationship to the wider culture of early Christians or even less to that of non-Christian authors.
Literary theorists of the late 20 century invited renewed attention to the intertextuality of texts.
Elizabeth A. Clark has noted that “Roland Barthes, Jacques Derrida, and Julia Kristeva, among
others, understand texts as ‘tissues of quotations’ (‘citations, references, echoes, cultural
languages ... antecedent or contemporary ... cut across [them] through and through in a vast
stereophony’), as dialogues among various ‘voices.””!> In New Testament studies, Richard Hays
has pioneered a rich hermeneutical methodology which takes seriously the “complex intertextual
relations with Scripture.”'® These hermeneutical innovations in related fields are an invitation to
read Tertullian again in order to hear even more his vast dependence not only on the Scriptures
but also on other early Christian writers and their own scriptural use. It is also an invitation to
listen again for Tertullian the exegete’s dependence on Jewish, Greek, Roman and African

writers who either pre-dated Christ or were not followers of him.

These more general approaches to Tertullian and to early Christian use of Greco-Roman
culture for interpreting the Bible will be utilized to explore a particular research question which
has vexed scholars for centuries. Did Tertullian use a Latin or Greek copy of the New Testament
and how did his cultural background shape him in handling the text of the New Testament? What
follows is a technical analysis of Tertullian’s use of the Bible’s text and language. Questions of
textual criticism, translation theory, biblical exegesis, and linguistics will be addressed as we

explore over three thousand individual uses of some portion of the New Testament writings.

2004), 31-40; Frances M. Young, Biblical Exegesis and the Formation of Christian Culture (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997).

15 Elizabeth A. Clark, History, Theory, Text: Historians and the Linguistic Turn (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard
University Press, 2004), 132. Cf Clark, 285 n. 8—10 for bibliography on these theorists.

16 Richard B. Hays, Echoes of Scripture in the Letters of Paul (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989), xi.
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What will emerge at the end of this study is a new way of understanding how Tertullian wrestled
with some of the biggest questions of humanity and divinity. Its goal is to present a richer
understanding of the enigmatic, paradoxical, and eminently quotable Tertullian and his use of the

New Testament.

This first chapter presents the history of research on the question of Tertullian’s New
Testament citations and whether he used Greek or Latin copies of the New Testament writings.
Particular attention is given to text critical methodology and methodological issues in studying

linguistic phenomena.

The second chapter examines Tertullian’s writings for his general attitudes and
statements on the New Testament writings. Attention will be given to Tertullian’s stated
awareness of issues including the material culture of the Bible, biblical textual variation, the
process of textual production, issues of canonicity, and the nature of communal reading culture

among early Christians and non-Christians in Roman North Africa.

In the third chapter, attention will also be given to Tertullian’s textual and linguistic
practices including his use of citations as they varied among his numerous works, his use of the
Latin language, and his appropriation of textual practices which were present in ancient Roman
culture. “Code-switching” is proposed as a strategy Tertullian employed in order to navigate the

intersection between Greek and Latin textual cultures.

The fourth chapter summarizes issues related to the dating, genre, textual transmission,

its effect on biblical references, and the number of biblical references in each work. Each of



Tertullian’s 31 extant treatises are briefly discussed according to these issues in order to lay a

solid foundation for the following chapter’s analysis.

The fifth chapter presents the analysis of the primary data collection. This is the most
substantial chapter of the dissertation. A text critical and linguistic analysis of Tertullian’s
biblical references to New Testament writings outside the Gospels is presented as a verse-by-
verse textual commentary using current methodology. This commentary seeks to answer the
primary research question, whether Tertullian used Greek or Latin manuscripts of the New
Testament, by including the linguistic significance of Tertullian’s quotations and any interesting
parallels in surviving Greek and/or Latin biblical manuscripts. Contributions toward the field of

textual criticism are noted.

The concluding sixth chapter presents an overview of the results of the study and

suggests further avenues for research.

1.2 Literature Review
In his recent biography of Tertullian, Geoffrey Dunn summarized the research question

of this dissertation and commented briefly on the history of its research.

The question of what version of the Scriptures (Tertullian) used has long been
debated. Did he translate from Greek to Latin himself or did he make use of an
already existing Latin text? If he had a Latin text, are we able to detect it in one of
the surviving later versions of the Old Latin? Finding the answer requires the
highly specialized skills of textual critics, and the conclusions that they have
reached are painstaking, complex, difficult to follow and, not surprisingly, not
uniform.!’

17 Geoffrey D. Dunn, Tertullian, Early Church Fathers (London; New York: Routledge, 2004), 20.

7



The following literature review attempts to chart the history of these answers and conclusions.
Though Dunn is correct to say that there have been many and diverse attempts to answer the
research question, a coherent history of scholarship on the issue still seems possible and certainly
necessary as a foundation for a new study. The puzzle of Tertullian’s text of the New Testament
has been raised numerous times throughout the history of scholarship. Recently though, new
approaches in cognate fields have opened up possibilities for a new study. In fact, in the most
recent survey of the use of Latin Christian writers for New Testament textual criticism Hugh
Houghton comments, “A reassessment of Tertullian’s citations, drawing on the linguistic insights
of these (recent) studies, is long overdue.”'® This dissertation then will answer the call for such a
reassessment by drawing on said linguistic studies of the history of Latin along with insights
from modern translation theory, the social, cultural, and theological context of Tertullian’s
biblical citations. Once this has been done, an exhaustive and properly informed analysis of

Tertullian’s use of the New Testament text will be undertaken.

Although numerous topics and seemingly disparate approaches have been employed in
the history of scholarship on the issues at hand, it still seems best to proceed in this review in a
basically chronological manner. In many ways, the approach that has been taken in collecting
specimens for this chapter has been a reverse chronological process. Recent studies of
Tertullian’s language and text have provided a starting point. Histories of scholarship,

bibliographic reviews, and handbooks contributed a number of helpful references.!” Working

¥ H.A.G. Houghton, “The Use of the Latin Fathers for New Testament Textual Criticism” in B.D. Ehrman and
M.W. Holmes (edd.), The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary Research: Essays on the Status Quaestionis
(second edition; NTTSD 42), Leiden: Brill, 2012, 375.

Y9 1bid.; Chronica Tertullianea et Cyprianea 1975—1994 (edd. Braun, Chapot, Deléani, Dolbeau, Fredouille,
Petitmengin. Paris, 1999); Robert D. Sider, ‘Approaches to Tertullian : A Study of Recent Scholarship, The Second
Century: A Journal of Early Christian Studies, 2 (1982), 228-260; Roger Pearse, “The Tertullian Project”

http://www.tertullian.org.
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backward from the most recent studies has led to the identification of their interlocutors and

predecessors back to the seventeenth century.

The history of modern scholarship on Tertullian’s use of Greek or Latin copies of the
New Testament starts with Dom Pierre Sabatier.?’ His Bibliorum Sacrorum Latinae Versiones
Antiquae seu Vetus Italica was published posthumously in 1749 and was thereby the first to
critically examine the Latin tradition. In this milestone of scholarship, Sabatier presented an
edition of the Latin Bible with the Vulgate text in one column and the text of an Old Latin
witness in the other with an apparatus of variant readings at the bottom.?! This critical work on
the Latin versions prior to the Vulgate created a thread of scholarship that continues today in the

work of the Vetus Latina project which will be discussed later in this chapter.

The prodigious philologist Karl Lachmann who set the course for textual scholarship on
Homer, German philology, several Latin authors, and Shakespeare also devoted himself to a
study of the text of the New Testament. In an 1830 article explaining his methodology for
reconstructing the early history of the Latin New Testament, he mentioned the importance of
early Christian writers as witnesses and that he himself gave them more attention than had
Sabatier. He especially saw Cyprian, Hilary, and the Latin translation of Irenaeus as critical for
his project, since their text closely matched the early manuscripts in his opinion. Though

acknowledging the important witness of the fathers, he admits, ‘I have not risked working on

20 For more on Sabatier, cf H. A. G. Houghton, The Latin New Testament: A Guide to Its Early History, Texts, and
Manuscripts, First edition (Oxford, United Kingdom ; New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2016), 113—15.

2! Pierre Sabatier, Bonifatius Fischer, and Vincent de La Rue, eds., Bibliorum Sacrorum latince versiones antiquce:
seu vetus italica, et ceeterce queecunque in codicibus mss. & antiquorum libris reperiri potuerunt: quce cum Vulgata
latina, & cum textu greeco comparantur. Accedunt preefationes, observationes, ac notee, indexque novus ad
Vulgatam e regione editam, idemque locupletissimus, 3 vols. (Turnhout, Belgium: Brepolis, 1981). Cf also Thomas
O’Malley, Tertullian and the Bible: Language, Imagery, Exegesis (Nijmegen, 1967), 4; Gerhard Jean Daniél
Aalders, Tertullianus’ Citaten uit de Evangelién en de oud-latijnsche Bijbelvertalingen (Amsterdam: H. J. Paris,
1932), 2.



Tertullian.’?> Whether because of the inconsistent nature of Tertullian’s text or simply the vast
number of Scripture references within his writings, scholarship would have to wait another 40

years for an exhaustive study of Tertullian’s text.

In the introduction to Das Neue Testament Tertullians, Hermann Ronsch acknowledged
that his study was the first exhaustive treatment of its kind.?*> Unfortunately his analysis did not
have the benefit of the best critical editions. He lamented that Corpus Scriptorum
Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum had not finished work on Tertullian (the first volume would not be
published until 1890). Thus he depended primarily on Franz Oehler’s critical edition of
Tertullian’s works, although he notes that he examined several earlier printed editions as well.?*
He also highlighted Semler’s appended dissertation on Tertullian’s citations in which it was
argued that Tertullian did not use any Greek New Testament manuscripts at all (especially based
on an examination of John 1:13; Gal. 2:5; Rom. 5:14; Heb. 6:5; and John 3:6).%° Rénsch thought
however that Semler was completely wrong. As for Ronsch’s presentation of the evidence, he
gave the New Testament citations of Tertullian in two columns. On the left were what he saw as
direct citations and on the right those that he believed were allusions. He presented the data for
the most part according to the normal canonical ordering of the books of the NT with some
discussion of what Tertullian’s canon might have looked like in the introductions to each biblical
book. After presenting the citations, he then included notes on the citations as a sort of

commentary. It will become increasingly clear that the commentary approach seems preferable

22 An Tertullian habe ich mich nicht gewagt.¢ Karl Lachmann, “Rechenschaft iiber seine Ausgabe des Neuen
Testaments,” Theologische Studien und Kritiken 3, no. 3 (1830): 837.

23 Hermann Ronsch, ed., Das Neue Testament Tertullian’s (Leipzig: Fues, 1871).

24 Franz Oehler, ed., Quinti Septimii Florentis Tertulliani quae supersunt omnia, 3 vols. (Leipzig: T.O. Weigel,
1853).

25 Ronsch 1871, 38; Johann Salomo Semler and Christian Gottfried Schiitz, eds., Q. Septimii Florentis Tertulliani
opera (Halle Magdeburg: Joh. Christian. Hendel, 1770).

10



to a presentation of raw data easily divided into pure citations and allusions. This will be further
discussed in the chapter on methodology. Having thoroughly examined Tertullian’s evidence,
Ronsch came to some conclusions which have since been debated. Ronsch did not doubt that
Tertullian used a Latin edition in many cases and perhaps even preserved in his citations the
earliest form of the Latin translation of the NT. In a footnote on this opinion, he notes the
potential relation between Irenaeus’ and Tertullian’s texts of the NT but admits that because little
work had been done on Irenaeus’ text that the questions could not be sufficiently resolved.?® A
thorough study of Irenaeus’ text would not be completed until 1923 which enabled some
provisional comparative work.?’ It was in Ronsch’s other significant tome Itala und Vulgata, that
he laid out some arguments for his belief that Tertullian had Latin versions of the New
Testament at his fingertips. In order to support this thesis, he cites two passages from
Tertullian.”® These passages along with several others will be treated later in the dissertation. At
this point, it is enough to say that these two passages have not been convincing enough to assure
subsequent scholars of the correctness of his thesis. Ronsch also argued that Tertullian’s
inconsistent citations were due to faulty memory. This position too will be examined critically

later.

26 Rénsch 1871, 43.

27 William Sanday, Cuthbert Hamilton Turner and Alexander Souter eds., Nouum Testamentum Sancti Irenaei
Episcopi Lugdunensis: Being the New Testament Quotations in the Old-Latin Version of the Elegchos Kai
Paratropé Pseudonymos Gnoseos, Old-Latin Biblical Texts, no. 7 (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1923). Cf. also F.
C. Burkitt, “Dr Sanday's New Testament of Irenaeus, with a Note on Valentinian Terms in Irenaeus and Tertullian”.
The Journal of Theological Studies 25, no. 97 (1923): 56—64, 64-67.

2 TE Marc 2.9 Inprimis tenendum quod Graeca scriptura signavit aflatum [Genes 2:7] nominans non spiritum.
Quidam enim de Graeco interpretantes non recogitata differentia nec curata proprietate verborum pro afflatu
[mvon] spivitum ponunt. TE Marc 5.4: haec sunt enim duo testamenta sive “duae ostensiones” [Gal. 4:24] sicut
invenimus interpretatum. Hermann Ronsch, Itala und Vulgata. Das Sprachidiom der urchristlichen Itala und der
katholischen Vulgata, unter Beriicksichtigung der romischen Volkssprache, durch Beispiele Erldutert (Marburg;
Leipzig: N. G. Elwert’sche Universitits-Buchhandlung, 1869), 2 n. 3.
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Ronsch’s study also had an index of Tertullian’s Latinity. This early exploration into the
language of Tertullian as an addition or complement to the study of his text is a theme which we
will see again. In order to explain the complex, often controversial, and still renowned sayings of
Tertullian and their reception, Ronsch found the cause of their complexity ‘theils der Sprache
seiner Heimath theils den Irrthiimer seiner Abschreiber zur Last féllt und welch bedeutende
Schwierigkeiten ihm, der dem Christentum aus punischem Latein eine Literatur errang sich
entgegenstemmen’.?’ Rénsch went on to say that much can be learned from Tertullian’s eloquent
style, especially if his readers will not take his pithy statements out of context but read them as
part of the larger whole of his writings. He further noted that the Latinity of Commodian’s
Carmen is nearly identical to that of the Latin translations of the Scriptures.*’ In attempting to
characterize Tertullian’s style, Ronsch saw three genres of writing: the juridical, the
ecclesiastical, and the popular. He held Tertullian to have been a lawyer, a position which
scholarship has subsequently dismissed.>! Whether this is true or not, Ronsch argued that
Tertullian must have known expressions from Roman law, buzzwords from the Forum, and from
his own learned register. In regards to his biblical writings (namely the biblical, dogmatic, and
ethical writings), he argues that Tertullian knew the texts of the Old and New Testaments and the
apocryphal writings so well that he could paraphrase them and in so doing create all kinds of
innovative expressions.*> Ronsch held that Tertullian was so at home with the people of his
hometown that he was able to speak the register of popular Latin, which he argued was spoken

all over the ancient Roman world but is often referred to as African Latin.>?

2 Ronsch, Das NT Tertullian’s, 1-2.

30 Ronsch, Das NT Tertullian’s, 31.

3! Barnes, Tertullian (1971), 22-29.

32 Rénsch, Das NT Tertullian’s, 32.

33 Ronsch, Itala und Vulgata, 471-482.
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In 1896, F.J.A. Hort built upon the research of Ronsch and others when he noted that
“The statements of Tertullian leave no doubt that when he wrote, near the beginning of the third
century, a Latin translation of the New Testament was already current in North Africa.”** When
Hort laid out the classification of three main Old Latin text types, the first type, the African, was
defined as that group of texts which most closely resembles Tertullian and Cyprian.*> This
alignment between the text of these two early African Christian writers will appear below as

conversation and debate concerning Tertullian’s text continued into the new century.

This theme of regionality and its influences on the biblical text and its language would be
picked up at the turn of the century by Monceaux. He remarked that Tertullian was anything but
consistent in his citation of the Scriptures: “Souvent, dans des ouvrages différents, il se réfere
aux mémes versets: deux fois sur trois, ses citations présentent de notables variantes.”*® He
argued, however, that it was only in Tertullian’s apologetic and disciplinary works that he quoted
from memory and mixed his personal reflections with the text which he was more informally
producing.’” In his theological and polemical treatises, though, Monceaux argued that Tertullian

was much more careful.

Further, he put forward some evidence that appeared to demonstrate that Tertullian used
both Greek and Latin copies of NT writings. He argued that Tertullian had Latin translations of
the four great prophets, Psalms, Proverbs, Luke, John, Acts, and the Paulines but that he

regularly checked Greek manuscripts too. His proof that Latin copies existed was that Tertullian

34 Brooke Foss Westcott and Fenton John Anthony Hort, eds., The New Testament in the Original Greek, Second
Edition (Cambridge: Macmillan, 1896), 78.

35 Ibid.

36 Paul Monceaux, Histoire littéraire de I’Afrique Chrétienne depuis les origines jusqu’a l'invasion Arabe, vol. 1
Tertullien et les Origines (Paris, Bruxelles: Culture et Civilization, 1901), 107.

37 Ibid., 109.
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sometimes supposedly corrected Latin texts with the Greek (4du. Marc. 2.9, 4.14, Mon. 11).
Like Hort before him, Monceaux also compared Tertullian’s text to Cyprian’s. When there was
agreement, this was proof for Monceaux that Cyprian was using the same Latin text which had
been used by his predecessor.*® This similar text of Tertullian and Cyprian was the basis of the
African text of the Latin NT. Building on Monceaux’s earlier use of Tertullian’s own comments
to prove that Tertullian had a Latin text which he was correcting with the Greek, De Labriolle
listed ten places in Tertullian’s works, primarily in Aduersus Marcionem, in which he found

evidence of a Latin version of the NT.*°

Meanwhile, a theological battle was raging between Theodor Zahn and Adolf von
Harnack over a number of issues in New Testament studies. A number of rejoinders and counter-
volumes were produced during this lively, sometimes ad hominem, but nevertheless productive
exchange over the history of earliest Christianity. Harnack argued vigorously for the historical
evolution of early Christianity and critiqued Zahn’s position as ahistorical and far too traditional.
For Harnack, Zahn’s position on the general stability and antiquity of the mapddocic &yypapoc
smacked of as much unhistorical reliance on tradition as the Roman Catholic teaching of the
stability of the mapéadooic dypagpoc.*® Harnack argued for a late date for the canonization of the
New Testament. In support of this, he said Montanism could never have risen up if there had

been a definitive understanding of a normative canon.*!

38 Ibid., 109-118.

3 Pierre De Labriolle, “Tertullien a-t-il connu une version latine de la Bible?,” Bulletin d’ancienne littérature et
d’archaeologie chrétiennes, 1914, 210-13.

401 am following here the analysis of Kurt Nowak, “Historische Einfiihrung,” in Adolf von Harnack als Zeitgenosse:
Reden und Schriften aus den Jahren des Kaiserreichs und der Weimarer Republik (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1996),
30.

41 Adolf Harnack, “Das muratorische Fragment und die Entstehung einer Sammlung apostolisch-katholischer
Schriften,” Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte 3 (1879): 406. Cf also Zahn’s response: Theodor Zahn, Geschichte des
neutestamentlichen Kanons, vol. 1 (Erlangen: A. Deichert, 1888), 12.
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In 1888 Zahn brought forth the first volume of his Geschichte des Neutestamentlichen
Kanons. In the introduction, he asserted that the development of the canon and the state of the
text of its writings had been sufficiently researched. The second century, however, still lay in the
dark awaiting further research.*? It was especially the last two decades of the second and the first
decade of the third century that formed the biggest puzzle.*’ Because the issue of Bible
translation and particularly which books were being translated had been overlooked as evidence
for this early history of the canon, Zahn interested himself in issues surrounding the Latin
translation of what would become New Testament books.** He surmised from the evidence that
Tertullian must have been translating rather freely from Greek manuscripts of the NT and that a

true African Latin NT only first appeared with Cyprian.*’

Adolf von Harnack responded in 1904 in his Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur that
he held the first Latin translation of the NT to have already been available by around 180 AD and
subsequently was used by Tertullian.*® He argued that Zahn’s position had surprised those
studying the history of the Latin New Testament and put forward a number of examples to
demonstrate his position. First, since there were parallels between Tertullian’s and Cyprian’s NT
text, and since it was not possible for Cyprian to use Tertullian’s citations, therefore they must

have both been dependent on a common Latin translation.*’ Second, Tertullian seems to show

42 Theodor Zahn, Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons, vol. 1 (Erlangen: A. Deichert, 1888), 1.

43 “Eg bilden die letzten Jahrzehnte des zweiten und die ersten des dritten Jahrhunderts, etwa die Zeit der
Amtsverwaltung der drei romischen Bischofe Eleutherus, Victor, und Zephyrin (174-217), eine Periode, in welcher
wir aus den vergleichsweise reichlich fliessenden Quellen die begriindete Vorstellung einer wesentlich
Gleichmassigkeit und Abgeschlossenheit in Bezug auf die kirchlichen Zusténde tiberhaupt und die Geltung der
neutestamentlichen Schriften insbesondere schopfen.” Zahn, Geschichte, vol. 1, 3.

44 Zahn, Geschichte, vol. 1, 32.

45 Zahn, Geschichte, vol. 1, 51-60.

46 Adolf von Harnack, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius, vol. 2.2 (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1904),
296-302.

47 “Brwiesen ist es und die Nachweise werden immer zahlreicher dal umfangreichere Schriftzitate bei Tertullian in
einigen Fallen auch kiirzere so enge und wortliche Parallelen in den Schriftzitaten spéterer lateinischer Autoren von
Cyprian ab (doch s. schon Acta Perpet.), sowie in alten lateinischen Bibelhandschriften haben, dafl an Zufall nicht
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evidence that he had a Latin Bible text which he had not produced himself which he sometimes
argued with and reverted back to the Greek to make his point.*® Capelle*” and Vogels®® agreed
that Tertullian must have known a Latin New Testament. Capelle nevertheless argued that

13

Tertullian regularly looked back to the Greek as well.”" Vogels explored Tertullian’s references

to the Apocalypse.

Hermann Von Soden further developed this thesis when he argued that Tertullian was the
first witness to an African translation. He was less certain, however, about comparing
Tertullian’s text with Cyprian’s because there was as yet no critical text of Tertullian. In a
footnote, Von Soden hoped for an updated reworking of Ronsch’s work based on critical texts.>
An exhaustive study never came to be. Von Soden did contribute a brief study of 18 Greek words

which were translated in different ways between the African and European Latin text types.>?

In addition to the regionality of the textual witness of Tertullian and the Old Latin copies
of New Testament writings, Hort was also interested in how Tertullian’s text of the NT might

have related to the Latin translation of Irenaeus. Prior to Hort, Massuet had argued that Tertullian

gedacht werden kann. Da aber auch die Annahme, jene Autoren hédtten Tertullians Zitate abgeschrieben,
ausgeschlossen ist, so ist der Schlufl unvermeidlich, dal dem Tertullian — mindestens fiir eine betrdchtliche Anzahl
biblischer Biicher — bereits lateinische Ubersetzungen vorgelegen haben und er sie ausgeschrieben hat.” Adolph von
Harnack, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur, 300.

“8 Harnack, Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur bis Eusebius, 299.

4 Paul Capelle, Le texte du Psautier latin en Afrique, Collectanea Biblica Latina, v. 4 (Rome: F. Pustet, 1913), 5.
Capelle lists the following examples where he argues that there are too many similarities for it to be pure
coincidence that Tertullian and some Latin version agree: Gal 3:26 cited in Marc 5.3; Dan 7:14 in Marc 4.39; Ps
71:17-19 in Marc 5.9; Prov 9:2 in Scorp 7; Matt 27:9 in Marc 4.40; Ps 77 in Marc 4.11.

50 Heinrich Joseph Vogels, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der lateinischen Apokalypse-Ubersetzung (Diisseldorf:
L. Schwann, 1920), 125.

3! Capelle, Le texte, 20. “Les variations du texte biblique de Tertullien peuvent s'expliquer par le recours au grec et
I'emploi de plusieurs versions latines, mais le plus souvent par la négligence propre aux citations de mémoire. La
proportion suivant laquelle tous ces facteurs ont agi est évidemment impossible a déterminer.”

2 Hans Soden, ed., Das lateinische Neue Testament in Afiika zur Zeit Cyprians: nach Bibelhandschriften und
Viiterzeugnissen mit Unterstiitzung des Kgl. Preussischen Historischen Instituts, Texte und Untersuchungen zur
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur. Reihe 3, Bd.3. Der ganzen Reihe, Bd.33 (Leipzig: J.C. Hinrichs, 1909), 6 n.
1.

33 Ibid., 66-77.
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used the Latin Irenaeus in his Aduersus Ualentinianos.>* Had the Latin translator of Irenaeus
depended on an Old Latin translation and if Massuet was right, this would have identified a Latin
New Testament translation prior to Tertullian. Massuet’s theory, however, was completely
dismantled by Hort in his introductory chapter to Sanday, Turner, and Souter’s study of Irenaeus’
text of the New Testament.>> What had looked like convincing similarities to Massuet between
Latin Irenaeus and Tertullian, Hort showed to be only common translation decisions. He further
showed that there were significant differences between the two which proved that Tertullian was
translating Greek Irenaeus for himself rather than depending on a Latin translation. Merk would
later dispute Massuet’s claim that Tertullian used Latin Irenaeus, following the later date found

by Hort, though he thought that the end of the fourth century was too late.*®

The next major work on Tertullian was undertaken by G.J.D. Aalders who argued in his
1932 book and his 1937 article that Tertullian did not use the African version of the Old Latin
but rather was translating from Greek. Aalders stated that ‘in an inquiry into Tertullian’s
quotations of Holy Scripture the accent falls on the translation of the separate words’.>’ Though
he made this remark, Aalders was able to say repeatedly that Tertullian had a ‘better sentence’
than surviving OL mss which slavishly followed the word order of the Greek. He proceeded with
caution stating that on the one hand, this does not prove that Tertullian was always translating on

his own from the Greek without any knowledge of Latin translations but on the other, it certainly

>4 Renatus Massuet, Irénée contra haereses libri V (apud Franciscum Pitterium, 1734), 89-90.

>3 Fenton John Anthony Hort, “Did Tertullian Use the Latin Irenaeus?,” in Nouum Testamentum Sancti Irenaei
Episcopi Lugdunensis: Being the New Testament Quotations in the Old-Latin Version of the Elegchos Kai
Paratropé Pseudonymos Gnoseos, ed. W. Sanday, Alexander Souter, and C. H. Turner, Old-Latin Biblical Texts, no.
7 (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1923), xxxvi-lvi.

3 August Merk, “Der Text des neuen Testaments beim hl. Irenaeus,” Zeitschrift fiir Katholische Theologie 49, no. 2
(1925): 303.

57 Gerhard Jean Daniél Aalders, ‘Tertullian’s Quotations from St Luke’ Mnemosyne, Third Series, vol. 5, fasc. 4
(1937), 251; Aalders, Tertullianus’ Citaten uit de Evangelién en de oud-latijnsche Bijbelvertalingen (Amsterdam: H.
J. Paris, 1932).
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did not argue in favor of Tertullian’s use of a Latin manuscript. Aalders gives an example of how
and why he disagreed with von Soden when he discussed Luke 12:22 and Tertullian’s translation
of 11 aynte. Von Soden had argued that Tertullian only uses the ‘vulgér’ expression manducare
when he is citing Scripture and otherwise does not use it in his writings. Aalders concludes: ‘So
according to von Soden and Wobbermin there is a difference between Tertullian’s own language
and the language of his bible-quotations, which is not his own speech. And their conclusion is:
Tertullian uses a Latin Version of the bible.” Aalders then discussed the evidence throughout
Tertullian’s NT citations and did not find the consistency that led von Soden to his conclusion.
Aalders concluded that Tertullian mostly used a Greek text, perhaps with some affiliation to the
Greek base of the Syriac text. He did not rule out the possibility that Tertullian may have known
of a Latin translation but was confident that he did not cite directly from it. He also highlighted
Tertullian’s supposed faulty memory in several places where Tertullian seems to conflate,

harmonize, or flatten Synoptic variants.>’

Higgins used his disagreement with Aalders to re-examine the issue. As he argues,

It is a pity that Aalders deliberately leaves out of account the quotations Tertullian
supplies from Marcion’s version of Luke in Adv. Marc. IV. This is a mistake. The
proper method is the one adopted by von Soden in LPMT. While Tertullian often
quotes in an allusive and indirect wayj, it is usually possible to distinguish the
Catholic translation from his own paraphrases, with the Marcionite quotations as
the starting point.*°

The key, then, for analyzing Tertullian’s use of biblical material is to include both overt citations

and allusions or paraphrases in order to process all of them.

38 See Hans von Soden, Das lateinische NT in Afvika zur Zeit Cyprians, (1909) and Hermann von Soden, “Der
Lateinische Paulustext Bei Marcion Und Tertullian,” in Festgabe fiir Adolf Jiilicher zum 70. Geburtstag 26. Januar
1927 (Tibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1927), 229-81.

9 G. J. D. Aalders, “Tertullian’s Quotations from St Luke,” Mnemosyne 5, no. 4 (1937): 282.

0 A. J. B. Higgins, “The Latin Text of Luke in Marcion and Tertullian,” Vigiliae Christianae 5, no. 1 (1951): 4.
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The research question concerning Tertullian’s Latinity in his own writing versus that of
his biblical references was significantly developed in the early 1930’s. Joseph Schrijnen posited
that early Christian Latin was a so-called Sondersprache, a special Christian language with its
own vocabulary, syntax, and idiom.®! Following Schrijnen’s research, Christine Mohrmann took
up a similar position but did not hold Tertullian to have been the earliest proponent of such a
language. Instead, she argued that there was an early Christian Latin which preceded Tertullian.?
Their project was primarily to understand the beginnings of this language and thus they were not
so interested in Tertullian’s text of the Bible. They wanted, rather, to discern the earliest stages
of Christian Latin as it was reflected in Tertullian’s biblical citations. When Tertullian used
words in his biblical citations which were also present in early Latin manuscripts, that was
evidence for Mohrmann that Tertullian was using a Latin version of the Scriptures. And yet, she
was well aware of the novel vocabulary and syntax of his other citations. She then listed a
number of words which were innovative and those which were supposedly borrowed from an
early Latin version of the biblical writings.®® This approach to understanding Tertullian’s use of
the Bible, that is, through studying Tertullian’s Latinity versus his biblical citations is a theme
which garnered interest through much of the rest of the twentieth century as will become evident
below. Schrijnen and Mohrmann’s approach was influenced by the then en vogue theory of
structural linguistics as developed by Ferdinand de Saussure.%* Saussure’s structural linguistic

approach has been superseded or at least has been paired with cultural studies.®> The cautions of

81 Joseph Schrijnen, Characteristik des altchristlichen Latein. Nijmegen: Dekker & van de Vegt, 1932.

62 Christine Mohrmann, “Inleiding,” in Apologeticum en andere geschriften uit Tertullianus’ voor-Montanistischen
tijd. (Utrecht & Brussel: Het Spectrum, 1951), LXXXVI-LXXXVIII.

0 Ibid., LXXXIX, n. 1.

% Denecker has noted that Schrijnen studied under Saussure and was influenced by his structural linguistic theory.
Timothy Denecker, “The Nijmegen School and Its ‘Sociological’ Approach to the So-called ‘Sondersprache’ of
Early Christians: A Preliminary Historiographical Study,” in Latomus, vol. 77 (Peeters Publishers, 2018), 335-357,
esp. 336, 339, 349.

%5 For more on Saussure, cf. Clark, History, Theory, Text, 44—47.
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late twentieth and early twenty-first century philosophers and theorists toward such Saussurean

approaches will encourage new paths of research in the chapter on methodology.

Gilles Quispel thought that Tertullian was translating from both a Greek copy of
Marcion’s Antitheses and also from a Greek copy of Luke and Paul’s epistles. Early in his study
of the sources of Tertullian’s Aduersus Marcionem, Quispel alludes to this position.®® Then in
Chapter 6 he lays out the evidence from Book 5 that Tertullian’s translations stem from a Greek
source rather than as copies of a Latin text.%” Later, Quispel introduced a number of helpful
cautions and careful methodologies which will be useful for this new study.%® For example, he
argues that more attention must be paid to textual variants between Tertullian, Marcion, and the

testimony of D, F, and G as witnesses of the “Western Text”.%

In 1949, a massive new publishing project officially began with the publication of the
first volume of introductory material by Bonifatius Fischer for the Vertus Latina edition of the
Latin Bible.”® Study of the Old Latin manuscripts of the New Testament and the citations of
early Christian writers had previously been taken up by Joseph Denk in preparation for a “new
Sabatier”.”! This work resulted in the creation of thousands of index cards, now housed at the

Vetus Latina-Institut of the Archabbey in Beuron, Germany. In Fischer’s introductory volume

% «Volgens Tertullian (IV, 1) bestond er een nauwe samenhang tusschen de ‘Antithesen’ en den Marcionitischen
Bijbel: dus mag, tendzij het tegendeel bewezen wordt, ook aangenomen worden, dat Tertullian dezen laatzten in het
Grieksch las.” Gilles Quispel, De Bronnen van Tertullianus’ Adversus Marcionem (Leiden: Burgersdijk &
Niermans, 1943), 83 n. 2.

7 Quispel, De Bronnen, 104-42.

%8 Cf. Chapter 5.

% Gilles Quispel, “Marcion and the Text of the New Testament” in Gnostica, Judaica, Catholica: Collected Essays
of Gilles Quispel, ed. J. van Oort, Nag Hammadi and Manichaean Studies, v. 55 (Leiden ; Boston: Brill, 2008), 271—
83; originally published in Vigiliae Christianae 52 (1998): 349-60.

70 Bonifatius Fischer, Verzeichnis der Sigel fiir Handschriften und Kirchenschrifisteller, Vetus Latina 1 (Freiburg
Breisgau, Germany: Herder, 1949).

"I Houghton, The Latin New Testament, 116.
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after preliminary research, Fischer’s view was, like Billen, that Tertullian’s text often looks more
like the European recension than the text form of Cyprian.”? This view, that Tertullian’s and
Cyprian’s biblical references do not have much in common, is a view that has only been more

confidently asserted as the project has progressed.

Walter Thiele produced the first New Testament volume of the Vetus Latina edition, on
the Catholic Epistles.” Thiele did not assign a specific siglum to Tertullian’s text. Rather, he
argued that Tertullian’s text was too independent and was thus not helpful for understanding the
earliest history of the Latin version of the Bible. For Thiele, Tertullian’s textual citations went
back to his own translations.”* Thiele was dependent on Lagrange who had studied the citations
of 1 John in De Pudicitia and concluded that the vocabulary of the citations had matched
Tertullian’s own vocabulary. He thus argued that Tertullian was not citing from memory but
from a Greek version of 1 John which was in front of him as he cited.’”” This insight led Thiele to
pay less attention to Tertullian’s 1 John citations for the purposes of establishing the earliest
Latin New Testament. Thiele argued that while Tertullian was aware of an African Old Latin
manuscript, he regularly disagreed with it and sided instead with a text that had fewer Western

additions than Cyprian’s Bible had.”

72 Fischer, Vetus Latina 1/1, 17.

73 Walter Thiele, ed., Epistulae Catholicae, Vetus Latina: die Reste der altlateinischen Bibel, 26/1 (Freiburg: Herder,
1956).

7 1bid., 67*, 79*.

75 Marie-Joseph Lagrange, Introduction a I’étude du Nouveau Testament. Deuxiéme Partie, Critique Textuelle (11,
La Critique Rationnelle) (Paris: Librairie Lecoffre, 1935), 540—42.

76 Walter Thiele, Die lateinischen Texte des 1. Petrusbriefus, Vetus Latina. Die Reste der altlateinischen Bibel. Aus
der Geschichte der lateinischen Bibel 5 (Freiburg: Herder, 1965), 34-37; Thiele, Epistulae Catholicae, 79*.
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Prior to his work on the Vetus Latina project, Frede wrote his dissertation on the textual
history of Ephesians.”” From the years 1962 through 1991, Frede produced critical editions of the
Vetus Latina versions of Ephesians, Philippians, Colossians, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, 1 and 2
Timothy, Titus, Philemon, and Hebrews — totalling 2,641 pages.”® In the introduction to his first
Vetus Latina volume on Ephesians, Frede asserted that there was possibly one early translation
of the entire Latin NT already in the 2" century, probably made in Rome. He was astounded by
the uniformity of the translation of the Pauline letter collection and cites as evidence the
translation of Adyog in Eph. 1:13; 5:6 vs. 4:29; and 6:19 and the translation of yov] in Eph. 5:22,
23, 24, and 33b vs. 5:25, 28a, 28b, 31, and 33a. He also argues as “fact” that all forms have at
their base a foundation of typical terminology which lay in the coming together of a Christian
Sondersprache. Nevertheless, Frede recognized that even if there was such a thing as a Christian
Sondersprache, it did not act as a rule for early biblical translation activity nor prevent different

readings from cropping up.”

Frede marked Tertullian’s text in his edition with the siglum X and in his text block put it
always as the top line of Latin text-types just under the Greek original.®* Included in the
¢ 81

introduction is also a one page description of the basic state of research on Tertullian’s tex

There, he admits that Tertullian’s text often goes in unilateral directions and is probably evidence

77 Frede, Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der lateinischen Ubersetzung des Epheserbriefes (Unpublished
Dissertation; University of Bonn, 1958). This work has now been superseded by his Vetus Latina volume on
Ephesians.

8 Hermann Josef Frede, ed., Epistula ad Ephesios, Vetus Latina : die Reste der altlateinischen Bibel, 24/1 (Freiburg:
Herder, 1962-64); Ibid., ed., Epistulae ad Philippenses et ad Colossenses, Vetus Latina : Die Reste der
altlateinischen Bibel ; Bd. 24/2 (Freiburg: Herder, 1966—71); Ibid., Epistulae ad Thessalonicenses, Timotheum,
Titum, Philemonem, Hebraeos, Vetus Latina : Die Reste der altlateinischen Bibel 25 (Freiburg: Herder, 1975-91).
7 Ibid., 29*.

80 For an overview of the Vetus Latina editions and especially for a discussion of bold letters to indicate text types,
cf. Philip Burton, “The Latin Version of the New Testament,” in The Text of the New Testament in Contemporary
Research : Essays on the Status Quaestionis, ed. Michael W. Holmes and Bart D. Ehrman, New Testament Tools,
Studies, and Documents (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 167-200; Houghton, The Latin New Testament, 120-25.

81 Tbid., 30*.
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for translation direct from Greek copies. He nuanced this position when he argued that Tertullian
translated the longer portions himself while the shorter passages seem to be sourced from some
other foreign text source. Likewise, on the question of Tertullian’s text and his use of Marcion’s
in Aduersus Marcionem, Frede argues that scholars did not achieve their goal in trying to prove
that Tertullian’s and Marcion’s texts were Latin translations. Further, he distrusted the many
arguments which had tried to isolate Tertullian’s virtuosic manner of writing from the style of
vocabulary and syntax used in his biblical references. Frede said that these arguments conflicted
with the facts of the matter. Finally, Frede disputed the already waning thesis that Marcion was
the creator of the so-called Western text. Rather, he argued that Marcion’s famous changes to the

text were omissions and trimmings which appear nowhere else in the tradition.

A few years later, Thomas O’Malley, following in the footsteps of Mohrmann, tied the
question of Tertullian’s New Testament text to issues of Tertullian’s Latinity. He states, “It is of
considerable interest to know what Tertullian owed to the world of translation in the church of
his time and area, and what is due to his innovation, in order to place him more accurately in the
development of Christian Latin”.®* O’Malley’s treatment of Tertullian fits well into the project of
Schrijnen, Mohrmann, and the Nijmegen School’s opinion on the development of how Latin was
used by the earliest Christians. He lays out his thesis thus:

This chapter, then, would do two things; examine the classic texts which have

been thought to show Tertullian’s awareness of Latin renderings which were not

of his own making, and to show his reflex awareness that the language and style

of the Bible, and the language of the Christian community was different, other

than the Latin of non-Christian contemporaries’.*?

82 0’Malley 1967, 2.
8 O’Malley 1967, 3.
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How are we to think of the language and style of the Bible itself? One of the strong arguments in
favor of O’Malley’s thesis that Tertullian is dependent on Latin renderings is that Tertullian
argues a polemical point based on Latin wording as if the Latin wording is authoritative, in and
of itself. ‘It is striking how he carries on the argument of his Latin works almost as if the original
text of the Scripture was in that language. He does, of course, appeal to the Greek. But
arguments from Latin words are very frequent’.3* O’Malley is right to hazard an answer to the
research question by setting Tertullian in the wider context of the African church and their use of
Latin in the late second and early third centuries. This approach was not taken as
comprehensively in earlier studies. One side item in O’Malley’s study worth noting is the link he
makes between citational practice and the presumed attitude toward the Scriptures which the
practice embodies. He notes Tertullian’s predilection to cite and allude to Scripture with “great
freedom and variety” and ties such an attitude suggestively to his supposed view of Scripture.®’
The suggestion seems to be that Tertullian must have had a looser view of the Bible, especially
when O’Malley follows this up with a comment that the canon had not yet been sharply defined.
To corroborate his position, he cited Capelle who said, “En réalité c’est a un certain mépris des
détails, si bien d’accord avec sa fougue et son emportement, qu’il faut attribuer cette anomalie du
grand lutteur africain”.®® The view that Tertullian did not take seriously the details of the
Scriptures does not hold in the face of the evidence which will be presented later. A new
explanation, one that still links Tertullian’s citation practice and his views of the Bible, is needed

to make better sense of the evidence and will be provided later in the study.

8 He cites as examples of this at de praescr. 25.8-9; de spect. 3.4-6; de orat. 211f. O’Malley 1967, 4.
8 Ibid., 2.
8 Capelle, Le texte, 19.
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In 1972 Kurt Aland published a volume on the old translations of the New Testament,
patristic citations, and lectionaries. Two essays touched on Tertullian’s text of the New
Testament. In his report on the Latin New Testament, Fischer reported that Tertullian definitely
used a fixed Latin version of the NT but that its wording was not authoritative for him.*’ Fischer,
aware of Mohrmann’s approach, points to the need for a full analysis of language in translation
technique. This insight also depends on the earlier methodological developments pioneered by
Vogels. He discussed the variety of translation possibilities and referred to these possibilities as
Ubersetzungsfarbe.®® As applied to the early history of the Latin Bible, Fischer remarks,

Hier miisste man eigentlich auf die Sprache der lateinischen Bibeliibersetzung

eingehen. Aber wir unterlassen das, weil dieses schwierige Gebiet noch ganz

ungeniigend beackert ist. Selbst Christine Mohrmann hat bisher diesen speziellen

Teil der christlichen Latinitdt nicht so ausfiihrlich behandelt wie andere Aspekte.

Es wire allerdings ein mehrbindiges Werk notwendig, um den alten Hermann

Roénsch in einer Form wieder entstehen zu lassen, die der modernen

Sprachwissenschaft entspriche.®
Fischer renews the call for a revision of Ronsch but this time requests an exhaustive treatment of
Tertullian’s language along the lines of Mohrmann. Such study has since taken place but with
necessary revision to Mohrmann’s approach. This will be discussed below. Also in this volume,
Frede was able to summarize much of his initial work on the Latin biblical citations.

Tatsdchlich zitieren die lateinischen Kirchenschriftsteller den Bibeltext mit

bemerkenswerter Treue, genauer als die Griechen; Tertullian und Hieronymus
sind mit ihrer freien Zitationsweise Ausnahmen. Im allgemeinen ldsst sich, liegt

87 “Um 200 liegen Tertullian in Afrika sicherlich fixierte lateinische Bibeltexte vor, die fiir ihn aber keine Autoritit
sind.”

88 Heinrich Joseph Vogels, “Ubersetzungsfarbe als Hilfsmittel zur Erforschung der Neutestamentlichen
Textgeschichte,” Revue Bénédictine 40 (1928): 123-29.

8 Bonifatius Fischer,“Das Neue Testament in lateinischer Sprache” in Beitréiige zur Geschichte der Lateinischen
Bibeltexte, Freiburg, 1986, 175—6; originally published in Kurt Aland, ed., Die alten Ubersetzungen des Neuen
Testaments: Die Kirchenviterzitate und Lektionare; Der gegenwdrtige Stand ihrer Erforschung und ihre Bedeutung
fiir die griechische Textgeschichte, Arbeiten zur Neutestamentlichen Textforschung, Bd. 5 (Berlin, New York: De
Gruyter, 1972), 1-92.
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nur geniigend Material vor, ziemlich sicher feststellen, was echter Bibeltext ist
und was auf das Konto freien oder gedichtnismissigen Zitierens geht.”

The likening of Tertullian’s citation methods to Jerome’s because of their similar free approach
to citation is interesting and will prove helpful later in this study. The differentiation that Frede
found between Tertullian’s “free” citations or “slips of the memory” and his original Bible text
will be called into question so as to destablize the certainty Frede had found concerning such

differences. This will be re-conceptualized in Chapter Five.

The next major study of Tertullian was René Braun’s Deus Christianorum: Recherches
sur le Vocabulaire Doctrinal de Tertullien. He argued that the Latin Bible was already in
existence by 180 (the date of the Scillitan martyr trial) and that Carthage had by that point been
swept up by latinization. Without doubt, Tertullian was catechized in Latin and later preached in
Latin.”! Depending on the work of Gustav Bardy, Braun asserts that Carthage was probably also
the first to have a Latin liturgy.?> On the other hand, Barnes notes that Carthage was at
Tertullian's time a city familiar with the Greek language. He observes that a quarter of the
magical tablets found there were written not only in Greek letters but in the Greek language. He
also notes the high proportion of Greek inscriptions in Carthage. He concludes that a “substantial
part of the populace” spoke Greek “habitually”.”® He also noted that Apuleius' declamations
which were delivered in Carthage after 160 demonstrate a “high degree of learning” in both

Latin and Greek in the city at that time. Tertullian must have benefited from this highly educated

% Hermann Josef Frede, “Die Zitate des Neuen Testaments bei den lateinischen Kirchenviitern,” in Die alten
Ubersetzungen des Neuen Testaments: Die Kirchenviiterzitate und Lektionare; Der gegenwdrtige Stand ihrer
Erforschung und ihrve Bedeutung fiir die griechische Textgeschichte, ed. Kurt Aland and Matthew Black, Arbeiten
zur Neutestamentlichen Textforschung, Bd. 5 (Berlin, New York: De Gruyter, 1972), 462.

°l René Braun, “Deus Christianorum”: Recherches sur le vocabulaire doctrinal de Tertullien, Publications de la
Faculté Des Lettres et Sciences Humaines d’Alger 41 (Paris: Presses universitaires de France, 1962), 20.

92 Braun, Deus Christianorum, 20. Gustave Bardy, La question des langues dans I’ Eglise ancienne, Etudes de
Théologie Historique (Paris: Beauchesne, 1948), 60.

9 Barnes, Tertullian (1971), 68.
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town. Following Harnack, Labriolle and others, Braun believed that there was enough evidence
to demonstrate that Tertullian knew and used Latin versions of the biblical writings. Braun
undertook a study of Tertullian’s terminology and found that he was not the innovator some have
though him to have been. Instead, Braun argued that Tertullian was drawing on a larger tradition

of Latinization which had already occurred in his hometown.**

In connection with the Vetus Latina edition, Pierre Petitmengin undertook a study of
Tertullian’s use of an Old Testament book. He concluded from his research on Tertullian’s Isaiah
citations that Tertullian seems to have been more informal when quoting the text from memory

but then re-translated in a detailed manner when it was an extended quotation.”®

Pierre-Maurice Bogaert put forward an interesting biblical reference by Tertullian to 2Tm
2:17. Tertullian wrote et sermones serpentes uelut cancer (TE hae 7.7) which Bogaert took to be
a biblical reference, though misunderstood, to o¢ yéyyporva vounv &gt. The Latin tradition had
ut cancer serpit which seems to be evidence for Bogaert that Tertullian must have been using a

Latin version of 2Tm here.”® This will be further explained and addressed later.®”’

In 2000 a study of the Old Latin Gospels was published which examined various Old
Latin traditions or text types. Philip Burton helpfully points out the complicated nature of the

study of evidence for the Latin text of the New Testament and its potential correspondence to the

% Braun, Deus Christianorum, 547.

9 Petitmengin, P, “Recherches sur les citations d’Isaie chez Tertullien” in Colloque organisé é Louvain-la-Neuve
pour la promotion de H. J. Frede au doctorat honoris causa en théologie le 18 avril 1986. Ed. par R. Gryson et P.
M. Bogaert. Recherches sur 1I’Histoire de la Bible 19. Louvain-la-Neuve 1987, 28-30.

% Pierre-Maurice Bogaert, “La Bible latine des origines au moyen 4ge. Apercu historique, état des questions
(Premiere partie),” Revue Théologique de Louvain 19, no. 2 (1988): 143.

97 Cf. Chapter 5.2.12.
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original Greek.”® Burton’s methodology for examining citations of the Old Latin Gospels is

threefold:
By considering variations in the rendering of certain Greek terms within each
Gospel; by considering variations in the rendering of certain Greek terms between
the Gospels; by considering instances where all the Latin texts agree upon a
reading that is found in few or none of the extant Greek texts.”

This methodology for examining Latin citations and their translation methodology will be

helpful in constructing a similar study for Tertullian.'®

Burton uses Palmer to demonstrate the traditional view of the Latinity of early Christians.
In his overview of The Latin Language, Palmer described the development of Christian Latin as
follows:

These two facts are of prime importance for the understanding of Christian Latin:

the new religion came in Greek guise and to the simple folk of the back

streets... The language would have been vulgar, studded with Greek technical

terms, and distorted by the pull of the original; for accurate and idiomatic

translation is a skilled business.’!%!
Burton calls much of this into question by pointing out the assumptions and circular reasoning
inherent in the traditional view. “The literal and vulgar character of the Latin is explained as
being the work of proselytizers with an imperfect command of Latin — whose existence is
inferred from the literal and vulgar character of their language.”'%? Burton argues that it is often
the first translations which are the least literal to “avoid confusing converts entirely unfamiliar

with the historical background of the New Testament, and later revisions have reduced the

interpretative element”.!*® He then gives several examples of later translations being more literal

98 Philip H. Burton, The Old Latin Gospels: A Study of Their Texts and Language, Oxford Early Christian Studies
(Oxford, UK ; New York: Oxford University Press, 2000), 3—13.

% Ibid., 31.

100 1hid., 77.

101, R. Palmer, The Latin Language (London: Faber and Faber, 1954), 184.

192 Burton, The Old Latin Gospels, 78.

103 Tbid., 78, n. 2
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than earlier ones. For this reason, Burton does not support the thesis that the earliest translations
of the New Testament were made for missionary purposes. In a brief footnote, Burton makes a
brief reference to Tertullian noting that the earliest translations were most likely piecemeal like
Tertullian mentions in Adu. Marc. 2.9. He also notes that the oldest of the extant Old Latin

Gospel texts cannot be dated earlier than Cyprian because they are so unlike Tertullian’s.!**

Burton’s main thesis seems to be the reversal of the vulgar Christian Sondersprache
hypothesis by demonstrating the OLG’s complex Latinity, its higher register than previously
thought, and its use of rather than insulation from Latin secular culture. Since it is typically
argued that missionary activity proceeds from an uneducated background, he therefore does not
equate translation with missionary activity. According to Harris, “We should not see writing and
the book as the main means of propaganda in the first three centuries...The illusion that
Christianity was spread mainly by means of the written word is possible only for those who
exaggerate the literacy of the high Empire”.!% Burton found that the earliest Old Latin Gospels
were evidence of Latin-speakers who had Latin as their mother tongue, with Greek only as a
second language. This fits well with Braun’s earlier findings of a pervasive Latin culture, but it

puts Tertullian into the era prior to organized translation of entire books or corpora.

In addition to establishing more clearly the picture of early translation activity, Burton
has also provided much preliminary work in linguistic theory that will aid in understanding

Tertullian’s biblical citations. Hugh Houghton’s study of Tertullian’s language, based on the

104 Tbid., 30.
195 Ibid., 78-9, quoting W. V. Harris, Ancient Literacy (Cambridge, Mass. and London: Harvard University Press,
1989), 299.

29



work of Philip Burton, carefully applied these linguistic approaches to the Carthaginian’s corpus

of writings.!%

Another study, by Matthias Wellstein, examined Tertullian’s linguistic practices by
identifying a number of innovative uses of vocabulary. He concluded by establishing two
principles. First, Tertullian always looks for the most formal, exact translation, even if his own
solution does not fully satisfy him. In this case, he may end up later using a different translation
in an attempt to be more exact. Second, Tertullian wants his interpretation of a citation to shine
through already in the translation, in order to use it maximally in his argumentation.!?’ Besides
investigating biblical citations and allusions, Wellstein also analyzes how Tertullian cited and

translated philosophical, gnostic, and Marcionistic texts.!%®

In 2003 another monumental volume in the Vetus Latina series wa