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MacAdam, Solar Eclipses /BS 21 Jan 1999

THE HISTORY AND PRE-HISTORY OF A TEXT:
GAL:1.19
J. C. O’Neill

Summary:

The present text of Gal 1:19 is overloaded. Paul
could have said, “I saw no other apostle except
James”, or, “I saw no other of the apostles.” It is
suggested that of the apostles was an ancient
explanatory gloss to cope with the contradiction
-jbetween Gal 1:19 and Acts 9:27. The
translation, “I saw no other of the apostles, but I
did see James” is shown to be unlikely.

Neville Birdsall once said to me, “John, why don’t you leave the
study of pre-history and devote yourself to history?”] He meant
that all attempts to reconstruct the history of apostolic times share
with the study of pre-history a conjectural character; the historian
has to work back from what is known and to make conjectures
about matters concerning which we have little or no direct
evidence. His point was that a manuscript can be dated and located
in a particular country, and we can be pretty sure, if it is a
manuscript of a portion of scripture, that it was used over many
years by a congregation of worshippers. I learnt from Neville
Birdsall—though he could not persuade me to give up “pre-
history”—that no attempt to reconstruct the history of the apostolic
church can ignore the actual specific evidence of the manuscripts of
scripture. I learnt from him never to overlook the evidence of the
minuscules, and I ventured to think that late minuscules are capable
of preserving ancient readings. In his honour I present a discussion
of a verse that has long vexed readers of Galatians and which has

' This paper was presented at a conference to mark the seventieth birthday
of Professor J.N.Birdsall, held at the University of Birmingham, England,
on 26 May 1998.
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never, so far as I know, been examined in the light of the
manuscript variations: Gal 1:19.

TABLE
Textus Receptus Aleph B
1. Etepov 08 TV ATOCTOHAWY
2. obx eldov

3. €L un’ IaxwBov
4. oV &deAPOV 1oV KUplov

D*FGitvg

2. £150V 0VdEVQL vidi neminem
pS1?7E _

2. ovK €180V ovdeva

104

1. £TEPOV OE TOV ULMOCTOAWVY
1960

1. £TEPOV OE TOV AMOCTOAWV
436

2. ovK 130V

1959

4. ToV AdEAPOV KUPLOV

8lmg

4. Tov adeddov kuplov Incov

The obvious textual decision to take is how to apply the
good old rule, “Prefer the shorter reading, unless you prefer the
longer.” In line two, we are faced with three variants, the T.R. ovK
€100V, the reading of D* F G it vg €1dov ouvdeva, and the
probable reading of p31, supported by E, ouk e18ov ovdeva.
Since it is likely that scribes would eschew double negatives, we
should conclude that the third of these readings is more likely than
either of the others: ovk €180V ovdeval. Fortunately we have a
good parallel at the opening of the Shepherd of Hermas’s Vision:
pévov touvto ERovAevoduny, £tepov 8¢ obde Ev (1:1; cf.
Acts 4:11). .
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Now let us examine the syntax of the sentence. The
sentence 1s unnaturally overloaded. After saying that he remained a
fortnight with Cephas, Paul could have said either of two things.

First, he could have said that he saw no one else except
James. The Greek for that would have been, £1epov O& obk
eldov obdtva €1 un ' IdkwPog . The expressed exception is
James. He could equally easily have said Etepov 8¢ ARmOCTOAOV
obk eldov obdéva €1 u1y * IdkwPov , for the burden of the
sentence is still the exception. Compare:

Hermas Vis 3:12:2:
obdtv Etepov mpoodEyeTol €1 PNy Ty Eoyxdtny
- hpépav the {ong abtov.
Hermas Man 4:31

6Tl etépa petdvowa obk Eotw €1 un Exelvn, dte

g1 DOwp koTEPMUEV kol EAAPBopey  ddeoy

AUOPTIOV HLOV TOV TPOTEPWY.

Judith 8:20
huielg 8¢ Etepov Bedv obk Eyvwpey TANY abtov (cf.
Dan 3:95; Tob 3:15; 6:15).

1 Cor 8:4 TR.
oldoLey ... 611 obdelg Bedg Etepog €1 un) elc.

Acts 17:21

gic obdev Erepov mbxaipovw f Afysw T f

dxkolety 1L xowdTEPOV.

Or secondly, he could have emphasized that he saw no
other apostle. The Greek for this would have been £tepov 8¢ TV
anootdéAwv obk €180V obdéva. The implied exception would
be others who were not apostles; he may have seen other people,
but none of them was an apostle. The burden of this second sort of
statement would have been to emphasize that he did not see any
other apostle, whomever else he might have seen. In the Shepherd
of Hermas Similitude 5:5:4, the speaker says that he cannot
understand the Shepherd’s parable. He continues:

obLd¢ Etepog 1V AVBpwTWY, KAV Aoy CUVETOHG 1)

11g, ob dhvaton votfjicau abrid.
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Nor is there any other among men, be he ever so clever,

who can understand  these things.
The burden of this sentence from the Similitudes is to affirm that
no other man, even a very clever man, would be able to understand
the parable. The genitive case AVBPONWY is to emphasize the
category that is excluded: men, even the cleverest.

My argument is that no Greek writer would both qualify
the word £T€pOG by a genitive and then qualify the word £tepog
by an exception-phrase. They are two mutually exclusive ways of
qualifying the word £Tepog.

If we have to choose between the two natural sentences, we
should choose the first. Paul would then have written:

Etepov 8¢ obk eldov obLdEva, €1 uty ’ IdkwBov Tov

ASEA POV TOV KUplov.

The words T®OV AMOCTOAWY are a gloss.

However, we are not permitted to entertain the possibility
that a gloss has been incorporated into our text unless we can show
that the gloss makes better sense as a gloss to the unglossed text
than as part of the long received text. What sense would our two
words make as a gloss?

I conjecture that a scribe had a problem. His problem was
to reconcile the text of Galatians as I have reconstructed it (“I saw
no one else at all except James the brother of the Lord”) with the
text of Acts 9:27. In Acts, Barnabas is said to have taken Paul and
presented him to the apostles (in the plural). The scribe had to
reconcile Acts, which mentioned that Paul saw at least three
people—Barnabas and at least two apostles—with Galatians, which
said that Paul saw ony two people—Cephas and James the brother
of the Lord. His marginal note, &mOGTOAWY, against ETEPOV,
solved his problem. If James the brother of the Lord was an apostle
with Paul, the scribe had two apostles whom Paul saw. And the
insertion of the idea that these two were apostles allows Paul not to
mention Barmnabas, who was not an apostle.

A subsidiary argument in favour of my thesis is that the
words T®V &NMOcTOAWY have been the despair of commentators
ever since. The words do seem to suggest that James the brother of
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the Lord was an apostle, yet in 1 Cor 9:5 Paul seems to distinguish
the apostles from brothers of the Lord.2 Attempts have accordingly
been made to translate the Textus Receptus of our verse in ways
that avoid the identification of James as one of the apostles: “I did
not see any other of the apostles except [I did see] James the
brother of the Lord.” The following verses are cited in support of
this interpretation: Matt 12:4; 24:36; Luke 4:26,27; Rom 14:14; 1
Cor 8:4; Rev 9:4; 21:27. Modern scholars do not much mind
discrepancies between Galatians and Acts, but they do mind
discrepancies between Paul and Paul. If Paul here should include
James the brother of the Lord among the apostles, and not mean
that James was the son of Alphaeus, he would seem to be
contradicting his normal usage and to be raising someone besides
himself to a rank equal to the Twelve.

The difficulty in this proposed translation is the little word

Etepov. If Paul had written ToU¢ 3¢ dmoctdAovg obk ldov €1

un’ IdxkwPov we could readily translate his sentence: “I did not
see the apostles but [I did see] James.” Rev 9:4 is a model of this

sort: KOl EpPEBN abTolig va ury ddixkficovow oV Y bptov
T YNG ... €L un Tovg &vBpwnovg oitweg obk Exovow
Y oopayldal ... EML 1OV petdnwy. In this and all the other
examples given (Matt 12:4; 24:36; Luke 4:26,27; Rom 14:14; 1 Cor
8:4; Rev 21:27) the €1 Uf} clause simply negates the previous

% The reference in the list of those to whom the risen Lord appeared in 1
Cor 15:7 has been taken as implying the inclusion of James in the number
of “all the apostles” on the analogy of 1 Cor 15:5: “he appeared to Cephas,
then to the Twelve”, where Cephas was presumably with the Twelve at the
second appearance. As G.D Kilpatrick noted, there is no evidence that the
traditional identification of this James with James the brother of the Lord
is right (“Jesus, His Family and His Disciples”, JSNT 15 (July, 1982), 3-19
at 11). Is this James, like Cephas, one of the Twelve, and does the
reference to “all the apostles” imply the Twelve a second time? Paul uses
the term “apostle” for other than the Twelve, but it is doubtful that people
like Andronicus and Junias in Rom 16:7 were given a vision of the risen
Lord; the apostles would presumbably be gathered together in one place
on this occasion. Paul’s insistence that he was an apostle seems likely to
have been an insistence that he was of equal rank with the Twelve.

44



O’Neill, Galatians 1:19, IBS 21 Jan 1999
verb, with its subject or its modifiers: they ate the shew bread
which it is not lawful for them to eat except [it is lawful] for the
priests alone. In Gal 1:19 the €1 ufy clause relates directly and
exclusively to the word £1epov. The received text must imply that
James the brother of the Lord was, like Cephas, an apostle.

I have cut off the line of retreat that would read Gal 1:19 so
as to exclude James from the band of the apostles. Might that not
serve to raise the attractiveness of accepting the conjectural
emendation that would exclude two words, T®V ATOGTOAWY, as a
gloss?

I have left unmentioned two surprising variants in line one
of my table, the variants in the article with &woctéAwv. I would
have supposed that one or other of them was simply a careless slip,
but taking the two of them together, should we not ask whether they
are evidence that &TOGTOAWY was indeed a gloss? Could the
glossator have added just the one word &TooTOAWY? Subsequent
scribes then noted that there was here the insertion Tov [Aéyov]
ATooTOAWV or that someone had inserted TOv [Abyov]
AmooTOLWV.

J. C.O’Neill
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