[bookmark: _Toc10729633]Chapter 4: Scriptures and tradition in Irenaeus and the canonical New Testament
 
Introduction
[bookmark: _ftnref1]With the work of Irenaeus ( † approx. 200)[footnoteRef:1] and the canonical New Testament we are moving into the last third of the 2nd century. Both corpora cannot be viewed separately from one another, because both appear together in history, hence the one cannot be understood without the other, and both together create the picture of the beginnings of Christianity, which in many ways will affect the later readership of the one or the other or both corpora. [1:  See for Irenaeus with further lit. Parvis (2012). Who was Irenaeus? An Introduction to the Man and his Work. Irenaeus. Life, Scripture, Legacy, ] 

[bookmark: _ftnref2][bookmark: _ftnref3][bookmark: _ftnref4][bookmark: _ftnref5][bookmark: _ftnref6]Irenaeus is the first Christian author known to us to advocate a collection of four Gospels.[footnoteRef:2] According to the evidence of Tertullian, only Marcion of Sinope shows knowledge of these four Gospels before Irenaeus. Yet, in contrast to Irenaeus, he had rejected all four of them as plagiarisms of his own gospel.[footnoteRef:3] Irenaeus, on the other hand, defends them and, in opposition to Marcion, devalues ​​his Gospel as a mutilation of the Gospel of Luke. In order to support his antiheretic strategy, Irenaeus particularly makes use of the later canonical Acts of the Apostles, which he demonstrably cites as the first in the history of Christianity.[footnoteRef:4] Perhaps he was also familiar with the other texts that we know from the later canonical New Testament, too, which today comprises 27 scriptures, as at least of some of them he gives us testimony and combines them to form a corpus of truth[footnoteRef:5], bringing together texts that conform with what he calles ‘the rule of truth’.[footnoteRef:6]   [2:  See McDonald (2017). "The Formation of the Biblical Canon." 65.]  [3:  See Vinzent (2016). "Tertullian's Preface to Marcion's Gospel." ]  [4:  Further sources that scholarship dates to the 2nd c. all speak exclusively of the Gospel of Luke, not of Acts; the same is true for Marcion of Sinope and of the anti-marcionite Prologes. The Canon Muratori which mentions both works is disputed in its dating, and Tertullian depends on Irenaeus. See on this, though with a dating of the Canon Muratori to the 2nd c. Dicken (2012). The Author and Date of Luke-Acts: Exploring the Options. Issues in Luke-Acts, 9-10. Harnack judges: „Our knowledge about Acts remains in the dark until Irenaeus (one may note the writings of Justin and the Gnostics), and we cannot record any reception of it“ („Unseres Wissens bleibt die Apostelgeschichte bis zur Zeit des Irenäus im Verborgenen (man beachte die Schriftstellerei Justins und der Gnostiker), und wir spüren gar keine Wirkungen“), so Harnack (1928). "Rez. zu Edgar J. Godspeed, New Solutions of New Testament Problems, Chicago 1927." 126. The four terminological parallels between Justin and Acts can, of course, be read in two ways, yet, Haenchen opins that not Acts does not follow Justin, but that Justin depends on Acts, so that „at the earliest in Justin Martyr ... we have evidence of knowledge and use of the double work of Luke“ („erst bei Justin dem Märtyrer ... sich eine Kenntnis und Benutzung des lukanischen Doppelwerkes nachweisen“), so Haenchen (1977). "Die Apostelgeschichte." 22. See also Dicken (2012). The Author and Date of Luke-Acts: Exploring the Options. Issues in Luke-Acts, 21-25. According to Dicken Acts is to be dated to the years 70-90, his view is based, however, on a greater parallelomania than already present in Haenchen, moreover, it is based on datings of writings (1 Clement und Ignatius’ letters), which are disputed. The different scholarly positions with regards one or two authors with regards the Gospel of Luke and Acts are summarized in Verheyden (2012). The Unity of Luke-Acts: One Work, One Author, One Purpose? Issues in Luke-Acts. Selected Essays,  ]  [5:  See Iren., Adv. haer. II 27,1; I 3,6; II 28,3: „corpus veritatis“.]  [6:  See Iren., Adv. haer. III 2,1; 12,6: κανὼν τῆς ἀληθείας, „regula veritatis“.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref7]As Irenaeus himself admits, those to whom he reacted with his work of the five books “Conversion and rejection of the falsely so-called Gnosis ” (in short: “Against the heresies”, or Adversus haereses) emphasized the oral tradition, not writings or books. And his opponents were particularly critical of those Christian writings that Irenaeus championed, as they regarded these as being “not correct, nor of authority, and [assert] that they are ambiguous, and that the truth cannot be extracted from them by those who are ignorant of tradition”.[footnoteRef:7] We remember that, although less drastic and critical of Scripture, Tertullian, like the opponents of Irenaeus, had placed tradition above Scripture and even Eusebius in his description of the beginnings of Christianity - albeit quite differently than Irenaeus and Tertullian - referred primarily to other than the New Testament writings. Conversely, Irenaeus, unlike Tertullian, reproaches his opponents for not only referring to tradition, but also to those Christian texts which he himself accepted. As a result, everyone seems to agree - in contrast to us moderns - that tradition is the only reliable thing, not scripture, and that therefore scripture cannot be the basis for writing the history of early Christianity but rather what has been orally taught and been transmitted by revelation, prophecy or authorities. [7:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 2,1 (trans. NPNF, here and later sometimes slightly altered).] 

[bookmark: _ftnref8]Irenaeus’ opponent Marcion, for example - not the most important of his opponents as this was clearly Valentinus and his pupils - refers so often and explicitly to Paul that Irenaeus often seems to be forced to consider Paul, even if the latter does not always appeal to him theologically. And we know of cases in which Irenaeus has no other choice but to retort in, what today's readers have termed a “defensive and embarrassing exegesis” in order not unlike Tertullian to “save” what Irenaeus saw as orthodoxy.[footnoteRef:8]  [8:  So Irenäus von Lyon and Brox (1993). "Epideixis. Adversus Haereses I. Darlegung der apostolischen Verkündigung. Gegen die Häresien I." 63, n. 65.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref9]With regards the four Gospels which Irenaeus wants to promote as benchmark literature of Christians, he admits that “the very heretics themselves bear witness to them, and, starting from these [documents], each one of them endeavours to establish his own peculiar doctrine”.[footnoteRef:9] Immediately after this, he lists both heretics and their reference Gospels: [9:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 11,7.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref10]“For the Ebionites, who use Matthew's Gospel only, are confuted out of this very same, making false suppositions with regard to the Lord. But Marcion, mutilating that according to Luke, is proved to be a blasphemer of the only existing God, from those [passages] which he still retains. Those, again, who separate Jesus from Christ, alleging that Christ remained impassible, but that it was Jesus who suffered, preferring the Gospel by Mark, if they read it with a love of truth, may have their errors rectified. Those, moreover, who follow Valentinus, making copious use of that according to John, to illustrate their conjunctions, shall be proved to be totally in error by means of this very Gospel, as I have shown in the first book. Since, then, our opponents do bear testimony to us, and make use of these [documents], our proof derived from them is firm and true.”[footnoteRef:10]  [10:  Iren., Adv. haer. III 11,7.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref11]It becomes clear that the Christian writings were not only controversial in the eyes of Irenaeus’s opponents, but these were by no means reference works for Irenaeus either which he could undisputedly use to manifest the authority of his own teaching. Just like he himself, his opponents made use of both, the tradition and the Gospels, and as Irenaeus, Papias and others relate, between the two authorities, many favored the oral tradition over and above the writings. As Irenaeus states, also to him the scriptural argument was not of immediate and convincing insight, solidly manifesting the truth. Only the argumentative detour allowed him to show that both Paul as well as all four Gospels were not only suggested by him, but also used by his opponents. His criticism of these opponents concentrates of their choice, as – so Irenaeus – they did not use all four, but selected particular ones only which they accepted. In addition, some like the Valentinians created even their own Gospel, mentioned is the “Gospel of Truth“[footnoteRef:11], or, as he alleges, Marcion reworked one of them, the Gospel of Luke, to come up with his own version. We note that through him criticizing his opponents, he attempts to secure the authority of the four Gospels that he himself wants to promote and to highlight their consistency with the Church’s teaching. This explains why Irenaeus refers not only to Scripture but also draws on ecclesiastical tradition, as Tertullian did after him. In addition, he had to provide special evidence why he wanted to use not only one single, but four Gospels, whereas some of his opponents were content with having a single one. [11:  See Iren., Adv. haer. III 11,9.] 

Indeed, not only the Gospel as such, but the existence of several competing accounts of Jesus’s life obviously caused a problem for readers and provoked alternative solutions. A few years before Irenaeus wrote, Tatian had reacted (perhaps also Theophilus of Antioch and Justin) and created a harmony out of different accounts which he simply called ‘The Gospel’. That Tatian called his harmony ‘Diatessaron’ (‘all four’) seems to have been an invention by Eusebius of Caesarea who, following Irenaeus, wanted to stress the authority of the plurality of the four even with regards the opposite intention that Tatian had in reducing the multiplicity of accounts into a single one.[footnoteRef:12] We will come back to the arguments of Irenaeus in a moment, with which he justifies his choice of exactly four Gospels and where he accuses those who only accept fewer Gospels, or perhaps even just one, to be wrong. [12:  Crawford (2013) "Diatessaron, a Misnomer? The Evidence from Ephrem’s Commentary.", Crawford (2015). "The Fourfold Gospel in the Writings of Ephrem the Syrian." 12, Crawford and Zola (2019). Introduction. The Gospel of Tatian. Exploring the Nature and Text of the Diatessaron,  On Tatian see also Iren., Adv. haer. I 28 and III 23 where he does not, however, refer to Tatian’s harmony, hence also does not give us a title.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref13]In contrast to these authors, for whom the writings of the New Testament are not yet undisputed source evidence for the beginnings of Christianity, we find in most representations of early Christianity today that the authors rely on the New Testament writings as a matter of fact, as if these would have been the undoubted reference works back then. For example, one reads in one of the most recent introductory text books at the opening of the section on the “sources” of the history of the “first 100 years of Christianity”: “The main sourcees are naturally all writings of the New Testament, especially the letters of Paul, Acts, and the Gospels”.[footnoteRef:13] With regards the selection of sources, modern historiography fundamentally differs from most of those who wrote history during the first millennium, yet,  partly agrees with the ideal that, as we shall see in more detail, Irenaeus wants to convey. [13:  Schnelle (2019). "The First Hundred Years of Christianity. An Introduction to its History, Literature, and Development." 4.] 

If Irenaeus, with his insistence on the four Gospels (and on Paul), is accessible to today's readers, informs them and seems to represent what is taken for granted in modern scholarship, our investigation reveals that in his own time and for many decades and centuries to come he must have found himself in quite a precarious position, both in terms of his choice of sources as well as the position that he has taken.
[bookmark: _ftnref14][bookmark: _ftnref15][bookmark: _ftnref16][bookmark: _ftnref17]Surely, Irenaeus was read by Tertullian, Hippolytus, Marcellus of Ancyra, Gregory of Nyssa and his brother Basil and others in the two following centuries after his death, and his theology certainly continued to have an impact on these and their works, and through these on other readers. Hence, he became considered a man of the beginning, “close to the times of the apostles”,[footnoteRef:14] “an apostolic man”,[footnoteRef:15] yet, primarily perceived as an antiheretic fighter. With the vanishing of his opponents into the obscurity of history, he, too, soon fell “into oblivion ... until he was (only) rediscovered by Erasmus”.[footnoteRef:16] Still today, we lack a complete Greek text of any of his major works. Adversus haereses has largely been preserved in its entirety only in Latin and Armenian translations, and his catechetical work, the Demonstratio or Epideixis has only ever been preserved in the Armenian language. A “letter to Victor ..., (a) letter to the Valentinian Florinus On the monarchy of God or that God is not the author of evil ... , (a) treatise against Florinus On the Eighth ..., (and a) warning against Florinus”, are only preserved in parts, while all other writings of Irenaeus that are still known to Eusebius, such as “Against the Greeks on science, a Book of various orations, a letter to the Montanist Blastus On the schism and further letters”[footnoteRef:17] are completely lost except for their titles. [14:  Basil., De Spiritu Sancti 29.]  [15:  Hieron., In Is. XVII 64; vgl. Theod., Haeret. fab. I 5; Aug., C. Iul. I 3.]  [16:  Jaschke (1987). "Art. Irenäus von Lyon." 266.]  [17:  Ibid.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref18]Why this chapter links Irenaeus and the New Testament with one another has become clear from what has already been said. In fact, the history of the New Testament is closely tied into the period in which Irenaeus lived and worked, i.e. the years from the middle to the end of the 2nd century, or more precisely, especially the last  third of it. Even if “the corridors of canon research are dimly lit and the kind of evidence that one would hope to find is strangely missing, namely a credible ancient document that tells what led the church to acknowledge a NT canon of Scriptures”,[footnoteRef:18] we can delineate the path to some extent and make out a few steps that lead towards Irenaeus and his views on Scriptures. [18:  McDonald (2017). "The Formation of the Biblical Canon." 60.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref20][bookmark: _ftnref21]As we will see below, more  distinctly than Irenaeus and prior to him, Justin Martyr (approx. 100-165) does not speak of the New Testament at all. Moreover, he does not once quote Paul’s letters, even if he read the Apocalypse sympathetically and mentioned it once with some respect[footnoteRef:19] as he counts it among “our writings”.[footnoteRef:20] Justin also refers to the Gospels or the Gospel four times, displaying, however, his reservation towards these writings, by calling them “so-called Gospels / so-called Gospel”, and rather introduces sayings of Christ by referring these to the Memories of the apostles.[footnoteRef:21] But he is just as reserved about this title as that of the Gospel or the Gospels. As Stanton notes, Justin’s Dialogue with Trypho is anyhow the earliest evidence of the use of the plural εὐαγγέλια (“Gospel books”) in Christian literature, on which Matthias Klinghardt comments: [19:  Justin, Dial. 81,4. Vgl. hierzu ibid.]  [20:  Justin, 1 Apol. 28,1]  [21:  Justin, Dial. 10,2; 100,1, even though in Dial. 100,1 he uses the introductory formula: „as written in the Gospel“, followed by a saying of Jesus which, however, is given in a form that differs from that in Matt 11:27, but which comes close to the text given in Marcion’s Gospel!] 

[bookmark: _ftnref22]“The terminus ante quem of the canonical Four Gospels results from the patristic testimony of the Gospels in their canonical form. This form not only includes its text stock, which is ... quite difficult to determine, but above all the title with the author's information. This is undoubtedly the case with Irenaeus in the last third of the 2nd century at the latest, who knows the Gospels under their canonical titles. With the exception of Justin's ... all other patristic testimonies of the 2nd century for the reception of the canonical versions of New Testament texts either cannot be precisely dated (e.g. EvThom; Did; 2Clem etc.), or their dating is so highly controversial that they are omitted for the determination of the terminus ante quem. This applies above all to the Papias fragments and the Epistles to Ignatius.”[footnoteRef:22]	Comment by Markus Vinzent: please disregard this passage, as I will replace this with the author’s new English translation of his book. [22:  Klinghardt (2015). "Das älteste Evangelium und die Entstehung der kanonischen Evangelien." 374-375.] 

One consequently only moves on assured grounds with regards the collection of writings that we later know as those of the New Testament, supported by external evidence, from Irenaeus onwards, even though, according to Klinghardt, he makes some weighty observations and advances methodological reasons on the basis of which he claims knowledge of this collection of writings already for Justin, perhaps even for Marcion. On the basis of text comparisons, Klinghardt demonstrates that Justin not only knew Marcion’s gospel, but at of Luke which he sees as a reaction to that of Marcion. Even if he admits that Justin's knowledge of the Acts of the Apostles (and implicitly of the other Gospels and writings of the New Testament) cannot be proven with certainty, he nevertheless methodologically concludes that Justin’s knowledge of the Gospel of Luke in the canonical version leads to the logical conclusion that Justin knew not only this Gospel, but with it also Acts and all other writings of the later canonical New Testament, since he thinks that all these writings are to be placed on one editorial level.
[bookmark: _ftnref23][bookmark: _ftnref24]As is known, this thesis of the canonical editing of the New Testament by Klinghardt and David Trobisch, on whose work Klinghardt is building, has been heavily criticized by many with only few colleagues who approved of it.[footnoteRef:23] Yet, even if one does not want to fully subscribe to it, one has to admit that, compared to alternative models of a fluid text and an organic growth of writings towards the New Testament with a gradual merging of them into this collection, the thesis of a canonical edition has the advantage that it corresponds most closely to the manuscript witnesses of the New Testament  which only preserved it not in individual writings, but in fixed collection units of these. Admittedly, the number of witnesses, even if one takes papyri into account, is overall sparse, as the material aspect[footnoteRef:24] that books and codices were costly in ancient times limited the proliferation of copies. [23:  Heilmann (2018). Die These einer editio princeps des Neuen Testaments im Spiegel der Forschungsdiskussion der letzten zwei Jahrzehnte. Das Neue Testament und sein Text im 2. Jahrhundert, ]  [24:  On NT papyri and the discussion about them, also the material basis of books in early Christianity see Vinzent (2014). "Marcion and the dating of the synoptic gospels." 215-224. Here I refer to Hurtado (2006). "The Earliest Christian Artifacts. Manuscripts and Christian Origins." , Gamble (1995). "Books and Readers in the Early Church. A History of Early Christian Texts." , Nongbri (2005). "The Use and Abuse of P52."  See now also Orsini and Clarysse (2012). "Early New Testament Manuscripts and Their Dates:  A Critique of Theological Palaeography." , Bremmer (2010). From Holy Books to Holy Bible: An Itinerary from Ancient Greece to Modern Islam via Second Temple Judaism and Early Christianity. Authoritative Scriptures in Ancient Judaism, ] 

[bookmark: _ftnref25][bookmark: _ftnref26]If one wants to follow Klinghardt, one must also explain why Justin and Marcion know Gospels, but Marcion does not reflect any knowledge of Acts, while Justin clearly never quotes any of the letters of Paul. With regards Marcion, Tertullian states that he should have taken into account Acts, since Paul’s letters confirmed the content of the Acts of the Apostles, just as Marcion had – according to Tertullian – made use of Luke’s Gospel.[footnoteRef:25] This view, of course, was rejected by Marcion himself who never claimed to have made use of Paul and does not seem to have mentioned or even known Acts at all. Perhaps Tertullian’s argument still reflects the knowledge that the Gospel of Luke, the Epistles of Paul and Acts were actually perceived as part of the same edition and collection that, as Tertullian reports, were fully used by Valentinus.[footnoteRef:26] But whatever it was with Markion’s knowledge of these writings, he only bound his Gospel together with ten Pauline letters, to which he added his preface, the Antitheses. In any case, Irenaeus tries to place the Gospel of Luke and the Acts of the Apostles close to one another, as shown above, and to interlink them with reference to the same author Luke. In conlusion, one may remain skeptical with regards the assumption of an early existence of a collection of all 27 writings that are now assigned to the New Testament, until clearer evidence is found. [25:  See Tert., Adv. Marc. V 2,7, here Paul is said to „confirm what has been written in Acts “, even though it rejects Marcion („in Apostolum scripturam Apostolicorum confirmat, apud quam ipsa etiam epistulae istius materia recognoscitur ... ea respuatis“).]  [26:  Tert., De praescr. 38,8: „Neque enim si Valentinus integro instrumento uti uidetur“.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref27]Tertullian’s suggestion that Marcion expressly rejected the Acts of the Apostles seems to be more of a polemical argument than evidence of the existence of this work around the middle of the 2nd century, while Marcion’s claim that he put forward his own Gospel with the four Gospels pseudonymously assigned to two apostles (Matthew and John) and two disciples of the apostles (Mark and Luke) was hardly invented by Tertullian. Why would he invent and attribute to Marcion the view that the four Gospels are plagiarisms, extended and Judaized versions of Marcion’s Gospel that connected this text with the Jewish scriptures.[footnoteRef:27]   [27:  See Tert., Adv. Marc. IV 3,2.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref28][bookmark: _ftnref29][bookmark: _ftnref30][bookmark: _ftnref31][bookmark: _ftnref32][bookmark: _ftnref33]If this were to reproduce Marcion’s argument, then Marcion's own New Testament, comprising an anonymously given Gospel, ten Pauline letters (Gal, 1-2Cor, Rom, 1-2Thess, Laod./Eph, Kol, Phil, Phlm[footnoteRef:28]) and a foreword, the Antitheses, were put together by as a collection in order to separate his own gospel from the four mentioned gospels. Perhaps, by creating this opposition between his collection and the mentioning of the four plagiarising gospels, Marcion inadvertently provided Irenaeus with a template of the combined entity of these four gospels. Against Marcion, then, Irenaeus defended these four gospels not individually, but in their combination. Hence, the Four Gospels Canon did not emerge as “a codification and legalization of something traditional”,[footnoteRef:29] that is, church practice, it was neither a “compromise ... between customs and clashing traditions”[footnoteRef:30] and neither the result of the use of one Gospel “in locally or (and) theologically different Christian communities”,[footnoteRef:31] but an apologetic and antiheresiological product of Irenaeus.[footnoteRef:32] Irenaeus can thus be regarded as the “architect of the fourfold gospel”, even if the foundations came from one of those whom he criticized.[footnoteRef:33]  [28:  See Vinzent (2016). "Tertullian's Preface to Marcion's Gospel." 117-118.]  [29:  „Eine Kodifizierung und Legalisierung des Herkömmlichen“, Jülicher and Fascher (1906). "Einleitung in das Neue Testament." 467.]  [30:  „Kompromiß ... zwischen Gewohnheiten und aufeinander prallenden Überlieferungen“, Harnack (1914). "Die Entstehung des Neuen Testaments und die wichtigsten Folgen der neuen Schöpfung." 50.]  [31:  „In lokal oder (und) theologisch unterschiedlichen christlichen Gemeinschaften“, Schmithals (1985). "Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien." 2.]  [32:  See Kenneth L. Carroll, who states: „The fourfold gospel was an answer to Marcion and not an aid“, Carroll (1954-1955). "The Creation of the Fourfold Gospel." 75. John Knox had suggested that the fourfold Gospel was created in Rome in the years 150 to 170 in reaction to Marcion, Knox (1942). "Marcion and the New Testament: An Essay in the Early History of the Canon." 152. Edgar J. Goodspeed assumes an earlier origin of the fourfold canon of Gospels (between the years 115 and 125), but he admits that „most of the books written toward the middle of the second century or soon after it show aquaintance with the fourfold gospel“, an observation that supports what is being said in the main text here, Goodspeed (1927). "The Formation of the New Testament." 37, Goodspeed (1939). "An Introduction to the New Testament." 314.]  [33:  So Armstrong (2010). "The Paschal Controversy and the Emergence of the Fourfold Gospel Canon." 117.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref34][bookmark: _ftnref35]Wolfram Kinzig established that the title “New Testament” probably goes back to Marcion, and for the first time given to a collection of Christian writings. Kinzig worked out, that “novelty” was the catchphrase, which Tertullian used around 70 times when dealing and discussing the core message of Marcion’s Gospel and Apostolikon. Moreover, he was able to show that Tertullian himself only speaks of a ‘New Testament’ in context with his encounter with Marcion.[footnoteRef:34] The characteristic of Marcion's collection as an answer to the four Gospels would also explain why he has added to his collection the preface entitled “Antitheses”. In response to him, it seems, Irenaeus initiated or brought together and edited the four Gospels, that were incriminated by Marcion, inserted the book of the Acts of the Apostles with further catholic letters, before he added a broadened collection of Pauline letters and finished the set by adding Revelation. However, this collection did not seem to carry the title “New Testament”, because none of the anti-Marcionites had accepted Marcion’s title for this collection during the 2nd century, and when they mentioned it, they criticized or problematized. The title seems to have got attached to the larger collection only in the 3rd century.[footnoteRef:35] In principle, one could also take the inverted position and claim that Marcion’s collection was a counter-collection to an already existing larger collection which he then would have cut down – as suggested by Irenaeus and more clearly Tertullian. Yet, we lack external evidence for the earlier existence of such a broad collection, whereas only Marcion’s collection is attested. In addition, Klinghardt highlights the logic of the editorial unity of Irenaeus’s broadened collection and its anti-Marcionite profile. [34:  See Kinzig (1994). "Καινὴ διαϑήκη: The title of the New Testament in the second and third centuries." ]  [35:  See Ibid.] 

Whatever position one may take, the title “New Testament” certainly served Marcion to mark the demarcation of his collection from an “Old Testament” - a title he could read in Paul in 2 Cor. 3:14 - of the Jews.
[bookmark: _ftnref36][bookmark: _ftnref37]Even if one would like to assume on the basis of methodological considerations and the references mentioned that Justin, not different from Marcion, would have already known some (and with Klinghardt “all”) of the writings that we know from the canonical New Testament, even if Justin does not mention or quote them, it seems to me to be impossible for him to have reckoned them already to be “his writings”.[footnoteRef:36] Rather, he seems to have been reluctant to deal with four Gospels to which he skeptically and cautiously referred to as “so-called Gospels”, which is why his student Tatian, mentioned before, put together his very successful Gospel harmony. As Justin also largely ignored the Pauline letters as well as the other writings of the canonical collection known to us (with the exception of Revelation[footnoteRef:37]), he might have been sceptical of any compilation of a New Testament and rather stuck to the Jewish writings, to which at best he added the “Memories of the Apostles”. [36:  Klinghardt (2015). "Das älteste Evangelium und die Entstehung der kanonischen Evangelien." 375.]  [37:  See Justin, Dial. 81,4 und 82,1.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref38][bookmark: _ftnref39]Hence, prior to Justin, solely Marcion of Sinope related the singular term “Gospel” to a written work based on Paul (Rom. 2:16; 16:25)[footnoteRef:38], and, as stated, introduced the title “New Testament” into the history of Christianity.[footnoteRef:39]   [38:  How to date with more precision the other witnesses from the 2nd c. needs further research, see 2 Clem. 8,5 („The Lord says in the Gospel “), IgnPhilad. 9,2; IgnSm. 5,1; 7,2, and Did. 8,2; 11,3; 15,3–5.]  [39:  See Kinzig (1994). "Καινὴ διαϑήκη: The title of the New Testament in the second and third centuries."  In contrast, McDonald who does not seem to have knowledge of the contribution by Kinzig, states that „Marcion ... never called his collection a biblical canon or a New Testament“, McDonald (2017). "The Formation of the Biblical Canon." Heilmann thinks that Marcion’s use of the title „New Testament“ would not preclude that he also coined this term, but he does not advance any argument against Kinzig’s obersvations.] 

[bookmark: _ftnref40]Robert M. Grant believes that Irenaeus’ contemporary, Theophilus of Antioch, knew know the three Gospels of Matthew, John and Luke, of which he preferred those attributed to the Apostles Matthew and John, and that he also knew the Acts of the Apostles and at least eight Epistles of Paul, perhaps also the two letters of Peter and the Revelation (a further indication that the entire collection of the 27 scriptures may already have been available to him), but that he had not viewed these texts as being on a par with the holy scriptures of the Jews, but only as an inspired set of books.[footnoteRef:40]   [40:  See Grant (1947). "The Bible of Theophilus of Antioch." 188.] 

If one adds to Justin and Theophilus the briefly mentioned Valentinus and the other witness Papias of Hierapolis whose statements are handed down to us by Eusebius, then it seems the discussion of the four Gospels falls into the period after the end of the Second Jewish War (after 135) and the second half of that century.
[bookmark: _ftnref41]Justin seems to have presented with his “Memories of the Apostles” just as his student Tatian did with his Gospel harmony an attempt to harmonize the diverging Gospels, ignoring the other writings of the two collections, an approach that clearly distinguishes Justin and Tatian from Marcion. Similarly, Theophilus of Antioch seems to have dealt with the problem of a multiplicity of Gospels by either creating or using a harmony of Gospels. Other authors of the 2nd century and later wrote their own Gospels, some of which, as for example the “Gospel of Peter” were Harmonies and yet with considerable amounts of their authors own thoughts and materials inserted. People wrote gospels that differed markedly in style, genre and structure from that of Marcion or the four criticized by him, and a wealth of acts of the apostles, apocalypses and pseudonymous epistolary literature emerged that became ascribed to the protagonists of the movement of Jesus, members of his family or to apostles and people who were deemed to be their early successors.[footnoteRef:41] Most of these texts seem to have borrowed formally or in terms of content from the existing and competing texts, with which testifies that these had some impact, without however exercising any binding character. [41:  See the material, collected of all these Gospels in Markschies, Hennecke and Schneemelcher "Antike christliche Apokryphen in deutscher Übersetzung." ] 

[bookmark: _ftnref42][bookmark: _ftnref43]Indeed, David Trobisch brought to our attention that the creation of the New Testament known to us, i.e. a collection of four Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, the thirteen Epistles of Paul (including the Epistle to Hebrews and the Pastoral Epistles), the so-called Catholic Epistles and Revelation, possesses “an anti-Markionite stance” following an underlying “editorial concept”.[footnoteRef:42] He therefore sees this redaction being undertaken in “confrontation with the Marcionite movement and the Easter festival dispute”, i.e. being undertaken in the time after the Bar Kokhba War and more likely even after the middle of the 2nd century.[footnoteRef:43] Both the Marcionite movement and the Easter dispute, in which Irenaeus was heavily involved, will be discussed further below. In what follows, however, Irenaeus should be introduced with his idea of ​​the beginnings of Christianity, and following him the construction of these beginnings, as he derived it from or imposed it on his collection of Christian writings which later became known to us as the canonical New Testament. [42:  Trobisch (1996). "Die Endredaktion des Neuen Testaments: Eine Untersuchung zur Entstehung der christlichen Bibel." 158.]  [43:  Ibid.] 
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Markschies, C., E. Hennecke and W. Schneemelcher Antike christliche Apokryphen in deutscher Übersetzung. Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck.
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