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DEDICATION.

TO

THE RIGHT REVEREND FATHER IN GOD,

THOMAS BURGESS, D.D.

LORD BISHOP OF SALISBURY,

isfc. isfc. isfc.

My Lord,

AS I am indebted to your Lordship for

my acquaintance with the very elegant and

ingenious "criticisms" of Knittel, and have been

encouraged by your Lordship to undertake the

office of his Interpreter, I gladly avail myself of

the privilege with which your Lordship has further

honoured me, and dedicate the result of my

pleasurable toil to one who can best appreciate

its value to the Biblical Student.

a2



IV DEDICATION.

In this extraordinary age, when the Lessons of

History and the Oracles of the Living God are

equally disregarded; when Truth, Honour, Rec

titude, and Consistency, are immolated on the

Altar of Political Expediency ; when the Presi

dency of God, among the Nations of the earth,

is scouted as the dream of an Enthusiast ; and

Religion is Legislatively discarded, as the "one

thing needless" in the public relations of So

ciety; it is refreshing to turn from the melan

choly spectacle of a Nation's Apostacy, and

contemplate one of those time-honoured Guar

dians of our Church, who scorns to cast aside

his Faith, as it were an old-fashioned garment.

I am persuaded, My Lord, that I express but the

sentiments of my Brethren of the Establishment,

when I avow my unqualified admiration of that

singleness of purpose, unweariedness of energy,

and soundness of argument, with which your

Lordship has asserted the inviolability of the

British Constitution, and of that Bible which

forms its only secure basis. As a Senator and

Patriot, your Lordship's shield has borne the

• untarnished device, " nolumus leges angli^e mu-

tari," ' We will not have the Laws of England
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changed.' As a Scholar, and a Christian Bishop,

your tiara bears inscribed, Ov tivmrui "kv&nvai h

ygatyri, " The Scripture cannot be broken."

[John x. 35.]

I have the honour to be,

My Lord,

Your Lordship's most obedient,

very humble Servant,

WILLIAM ALLEYN EVANSON.

4, Jeffrey's Terrace, Kentish Town,

London, June 30, 1829.





PREFACE

THE TRANSLATOR.

ONE of the most powerful Opponents of the

authenticity of 1 John V. 7., among the German

Critics of the 18th century, was Dr. Semler*,

in his " Historical Collections ; " quoted by Mi-

chaelis in his Introduction to the New Testa

ment (Vol. IV. p. 425. Eng. Tr.)—" To Sem-

ler's arguments," says Michaelis, " Knittel has

made some learned and specious objections, in

his ' New Criticisms : ' but, specious and learned

as they are, they have not convinced me that

Semler is mistaken."

This character of Knittel's Work, by an oppo

nent of the controverted verse, excited an earnest

wish, repeatedly expressed in the course of the

* Semler is the person to whom Knittel repeatedly alludes, as

" a certain Doctor," " a Doctor of Upper Saxony," " a Pastoralist,"

&c &c. See pp. 27, 28, 29. 77. 113. 212.
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controversy on the verse, that the English Reader

might be put in possession of it, by a Translation

from the German. In a former passage of his

" Introduction" (p. 413), though Michaelis pro

nounces that Knittel has " totally failed" in his

defence of the verse, yet he allows that the

" New Criticisms" is " a valuable Work, and that

much useful information may be deduced from

it." Knittel was indeed one of the most learned,

experienced, and judicious Critics of his day ; and

I am persuaded, that, when he is allowed to speak

for himself, the decision which Michaelis has so

authoritatively pronounced against his conclu

sions, will not be so readily admitted. I confi

dently anticipate, that a patient and impartial

perusal of the following " Criticisms" will remove

many inveterate prepossessions against the au

thenticity of the disputed Text ; while the

clear, judicious, and masterly chain of inductive

reasoning which they develope, will give the

force of demonstration to the conclusion legiti

mately deduced ; viz. that 1 John V. 7. is, in very

deed, an integral and aboriginal Text of Holy

Scripture.

The subject has been illustrated with such a

flood of light, by the labours of the last half-

century, that my Readers will scarcely expect



translator's preface. ix

the charm of novelty in the Criticisms of Knittel :

yet, I am convinced, they will find much to

justify the epithet " new," appropriated by that

ingenious Author. I shall merely state, in a few

Prefatory Observations, the reasons which have

long since secured my acquiescence in the affir

mative of this still-controverted question.

The entire evidence against the authenticity

of 1 John V. 7. is resolvable into its absence from

the majority of Greek Manuscripts, hitherto dis

covered and collated, which contain the First

Epistle of St. John. The number of such may

be, at the utmost, 150. Of these, there are only

Two of very high antiquity ; namely, the Codex

Alexandrinus*, in the British Museum; and the

Codex Vaticanus, in the Vatican Library at Rome.

These are supposed, by some, to have been of

the 4th century. All other Greek Manuscripts,

as yet discovered, are later than the 9th century.

(*) " The Codex Alexandrinus is, notoriously, a Latinized Version.

Wetstein was prohibited, by the Authorities at Amsterdam, from

printing his Greek Testament from that Codex, because it conformed

to the Papal Vulgate in many important passages." (See Goezen's

Vertheidigung der Complutensischen Bibel &c. &c. Preface, p. xiii.)

The Theological World is greatly indebted to the learned and

laborious Rev. H. H. Baber, Librarian to the British Museum,

for an exact facsimile of the Vetus Testamentum Gracum in this

interesting Codex ; one of the most splendid additions to our stock

of Biblical Literature, and an incomparable specimen of typographic

skill.



X TRANSLATOR S PREFACE.

Those two omit the disputed clause. But that

omission is only a negative testimony, at the

best ; and it is suspicious testimony, as being

contemporary with the prevalence of the Arian

Heresy, which unquestionably originated in the

meaning severally attached to that verse by

Alexander and by Arius, in the 4th century.

And, moreover, it is counterbalanced, or neu

tralized, by antecedent and contemporary po

sitive, i. e. affirmative testimony ; because Ter-

tullian in the 2d, and Cyprian in the 3d centu

ries, (who both understood the Greek Language

well, and manifestly consulted the Original Text

of the New Testament ;) Origen, a Greek Fa

ther in the 3d century ; the second Symbolum

Antiochenum (published at the Council of An-

tioch, a.d. 341) ; Gregory of Nazianzen, a Greek

Father ; Phcebadius and Ausonius, Latins of the

4th century ; and Jerome, in his Latin Version,

castigated, as he expressly says, 'ad Gracam

veritatem,' in the same century * ; all either

directly quote, or make such allusions to that

(*) All the most ancient and best Manuscripts of Jerome's Latin

Vulgate contain 1 John V. 7. Not one Manuscript in fifty omits it.

The majority of those in which it is omitted, contain the words " in

terra " in the 8th verse. This is presumptive evidence of the ex

istence of the 7 th verse in the Originals from which they were

transcribed.
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verse, as necessarily infer its existence in the

Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament then

extant. Therefore the testimony respecting

1 John V. 7. may be summed up thus :—Eight

unsuspicious, positive, against Two extremely

suspicious, negative witnesses. And the verdict,

I feel confident, should be recorded as follows :

" The verse, 1 John V. 7, being tried upon the

sole testimony 6f Greek Manuscripts of the first

four centuries—which, if it please some, we will

call primary testimony,—we find, after due in

quiry, that it did exist, as an integral part of the

Greek New Testament, at, and antecedent to, the

4th century :" or, to use the words of Bishop

Barlow, (no mean authority,) " We make no

doubt it was originally there de facto \ and, de

jure, should be so still f."

In the interval between the 4th century and

the first Printed Edition of the Greek New Tes

tament, the majority of Greek Manuscripts now

extant, of that period, which contain the First

Epistle of St. John, omit the disputed verse.

None of them, however, are more ancient than

the 10th century; very few older than the 14th

or 15th; and almost all belong to the same

family, i.e. are of Eastern origin. Their testi

mony, also, is merely negative, and suspicious ;

and is counterpoised, or neutralized, first, by

(t) See Bishop Burgess's Letter to Archdeacon Beynon, p. 22.
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the direct and unsuspicious (though not undis

puted) testimony of at least one Greek Manu

script, unquestionably antecedent to the first'

Printed Edition of the New Testament, (a Ma

nuscript, which a most judicious and experienced

Critic has ascribed to the 13th century,)—I mean-

the celebrated Codex Montfortianus, preserved

in the Library of Trinity College, Dublin. Per

haps the Annals of Theological Controversy do

not furnish a more striking instance of unwar

rantable criticism, and inveterate prejudice, than

the efforts made to depreciate this Codex. No

assertion was too monstrous, no fiction too pre

posterous, to gain currency and momentary cre

dence. It was said, " The Codex was a palpable

imposture, fabricated solely to deceive Erasmus :"

—" It was the work of a bungling and ignorant

impostor, and betrays itself by the badness of its

Greek;" &c. &c. I cannot avoid a brief notice

of these charges : and, first, as to Erasmus.—

There is no direct evidence that he ever saw the

Codex Montfortianus : the presumptive evidence

is all the other way. I am quite convinced

that he did not insert the disputed verse, 1 John

V. 7, into his Third Edition of the Greek New

Testament, upon the authority of the Codex

Montfortianus; but, either because it was printed

in the Complutensian (Princeps) Edition of the

New Testament, or because he saw it, (or a
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Transcript of it,) in a Codex which he balls the

Codex Britannicus. Let us hear his own ac

count of the matter, in his 'Annotationes,' as

follows :—

" Interea perlata est ad nos Editio Hispaniensis (the

Complutensian) quae dissidebat ab omnibus, habet enim

nunc in modum : 'Otj t/>£i$ eiatv ol fiaprvpovvTeq ev t<u ovpavto,

o Tlartjp, xai 6 Aoyoj, xai to dywv Tlvevfiit, xai ol rpeis «? to iv

cist. Kai Tpeis turn ol fiaprvpovvTcs eiri tos yii> to Trvev/ia, xat

to Hap, xat to alfia. Primum : In hoc dissonat exemplar

quod ex eadem (ni fallor) Bibliotheca (sciL Vaticana)

petitum, secuti sunt Hispani, ab Exemplari Britannico,

quod hie addantur articuli, 6 Ua-mp, 6 Aoyoq, to Hveti/j.*,

qui non addebantur in Britannico. Deinde: Quod Bri-

; tannicum habebat iv eta-i, Hispaniense e/s to iv ckti. Post-

remo : Quod Britannicum etiam in terr^e testimonto

ADDEBAT xat ol Tpetq eic to iv sttri, QUOD NON nddebatur

hie duntaxat in Editione Hispaniensi."

Now, whether Erasmus actually saw that Co

dex Britannicus, or only a transcript of the

disputed verse from that Codex, it is most- cer

tain, that he either did not see the Codex Mont-

fortianus ; or, at least, that the transcript (if

such it were) of the disputed verse, to which he

adverts in the foregoing Note, could not have

been copied from the Codex Montfortianus.

For, besides the variations already noticed by

the learned Bishop Burgess*, between the verse

as here quoted by Erasmus, and as it stands

(*) Letter to Archdeacon Beynon, p. 6.
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in the Codex Montfortianus, Erasmus expressly

notices a remarkable addition which the Codex

Britannicus contained in the 8th verse ; viz. zcti

oi rgeig sic to h surt : ' which words/ he observes,

' are not found in the Complutensian,' and which,

be it observed, are not found in the Montfor

tianus. I am not aware of this remark having

been ever made before; but it strikes me as

conclusive against the identity attempted to be

established between the Codex Britannicus and

the Codex Montfortianus ; and, as evidence, that

there did exist, in Erasmus's time, besides the

Codex Montfortianus, another authentic Greek

Manuscript, called the Codex Britannicus, which

contained the disputed verse, though that Manu

script has not yet been discovered.

Secondly : As to the badness of the Greek in

the Codex Montfortianus, especially in the words

m rri yy in the disputed verse, the promoters of

that objection seem to forget, or not to know,

that the identical form of expression occurs in

the most classical of the Evangelists, St. Luke,

e.g. Luke xii. 51 : " Think ye that I am come to

send peace on earth?" eipijvriv dovvut sv ry yn.—

I find St. John also uses the same form, in

Rev. V. 13 : " Every creature in heaven, and upon

earth, and under the earth," ev ru ovgctvcp, zui sv

rjj yy, xcci vttoxoctco rrjg yrtq. So it stands in my

Greek Testament (Sedan Edition, 1628) ; which
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also lias sv rri yy in 1 John V. 7.* And such, most

probably, was the Reading in the Greek Manu

script from which the Montforlianus was tran

scribed. The omission of the article before

Ylccryg, Aoyog, and Uvivfta, is also alleged as

evidence that the whole clause was literally

translated from the Latin, by some ignorant

transcriber ! Yet it is strange, that the said

ignorant transcriber, who could find no other

method of rendering Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus,

than literally TIxTtig, Aoyog, xut Unvpa., without

the article, should suddenly stumble on the gram

matical rendering of in ccelo, and in terra, by tv

rat ovgctvu, and ec tjj yy, with the article : not to

mention, that we find rqv pa.grvgiav rav ccv-

dganrw, h (MtftVMCt row Qtov, rov Tlov, &c. &c.

occurring in these two verses, with the articles

severally prefixed, although the Latin Text

assuredly has no corresponding article. Con

sistent criticism would have detected another

and more rational explanation of the omission

of the article before Tlurrig, Aoyos, and Tlvevpa. ;

namely, that these terms are obviously used here

as Appellatives, or proper names of the Divine

Persons in the Trinity; and the omission of

the article, in such cases, is sanctioned by the

usage of the best Classic Authorities.

(*) Goezen also refers to the same Reading in the Printed Editions

of the Greek Testament which he consulted. (See Ausfuhrlichere

Vertheidigung, p. 242, note.)
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If, then, we oppose the positive and unsu

spicious testimony of only this One Greek Ma

nuscript*, and the numerous quotations of, or

direct allusions to, the disputed verse, . in the

Writings of Greek and Latin Fathers, especially

the direct citation of it by the African Fathers

at the Council of Carthage in the 5th century,

and the assertion (which can never be disproved)

of the Author of the ' Prologus in Epistolas Ca-

nonicas' in the 9th century, " that the verse in

question existed in the Greek Manuscripts then

(*) To this should be added the Codex Ottobonianus, 298 in the

Vatican Library, discovered not long since ;by Professor Scholze,

(Biblische-Critische Reise, p..105,) which that learned critic pro

nounces to be of the 14th century ; i.e. anterior to the Princeps Edi

tion. It reads the disputed verse thus :.'Oti Tptts turiv ol.p.aprvpo\nnts

tmo tov ovpavov, riernjo, kayos, not Xlyivp.a aywy' km oi rptis e« to if tun.

Kai rptts tuny ol fiaprvpowTes atro ttjs yijs, &c. &c. The Latin Version,

in the parallel column of this Codex, reads, "Quia tres sunt qui testi

monium dant in coelo, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus Sanctus : et tres

sunt qui testimonium dant in terra, spiritus, aqua, et sanguis," &c. &c.

On which Scholze observes, '" Similar variations and entire transpo

sitions occur in many other passages, and may be imputed chiefly to

the negligence of the transcribers. The Venetian MS. (No. xi.),

and of the 18th century, contains the disputed text in the Latin

Version on the parallel column, but in the Greek it is written in the

margin by a later hand."

The Codex Iiavianus or Berolinensis, which contains the verse

exactly as it stands in the Complutensian, has been severely attacked

by Pappelbaum, but its authenticity by no means so triumphantly

annihilated as the adversaries of that verse assert. Martin has sa

tisfactorily repelled the charge that it was a transcript from the Com

plutensian. However defective, there is no reason to doubt its

having been transcribed in a great degree from Original Manuscripts ;

and so far, evidence for the verse. See Martin's " La Verite du Texte

1 John V. 7. demontree," &c. &c.
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extant," and possibly as far back as the 4th cen

tury ;—If we oppose this mass of positive and

unimpeachable testimony to the negative and

suspicious evidence of about 140 comparatively

modern Greek Manuscripts of the New Testa

ment, I think the conclusion is inevitable, that,

in authenticity, antiquity, and weight, the former

not only counterpoises or neutralizes the latter,

but decidedly preponderates in favour of the

disputed verse.

Nor, when we leave Manuscript evidence to

examine that of the Printed Editions of the

Greek New Testament, will that conclusion be

invalidated ; but, on the contrary, most power

fully corroborated. First in honour, as in place,

stands that stupendous and magnificent monu

ment, the COMPLUTENSIAN PoLYGLOTT of XlMENES,

which contains the "Princeps" Edition of the

Greek Testament*. Every Princeps Edition

is primd-facie evidence of the Readings in con

temporary or antecedent Manuscripts. The

Complutensian reads 1 John V. 7. : therefore

that verse stood in the Greek Manuscripts of the

New Testament then existing and consulted by

the Editors. Those Greek Manuscripts, we are

assured by the Editors, were the most ancient,

(*) The Greek New Testament was first printed in the Compluten

sian Polyglott, and finished in the year 1514; though the entire Work

was not completed until 1517, nor the Papal Privilegium obtained

until 1520. Erasmus's First Edition was printed in 1517.
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and the most valuable which could then be pro

cured from the best public or private Collections

in the world. The munificent Patron and Pro

jector of that Work spared no expense or

toil, and employed the ablest Scholars and

Critics of the day in its completion. Its autho

rity was held equivalent to that of the most au

thentic and ancient Greek Manuscripts then

extant (as even Michaelis admits). It was re

ferred to as the ultimate appeal from every

subsequent Printed Edition ; and it remained

in the undisputed possession of that preemi

nence, throughout all Christendom, for nearly

one hundred and fifty years, during the brightest

days of the Reformation. Its first assailant was

the celebrated Wetstein; whose charges were re

peated by the learned Sender ; [eminent Critics

no doubt, but, as we can fully prove, unsafe and

most suspicious witnesses in the point at issue,]

and upon their sole authority, upon their unsup

ported and peremptory dicta, have all subse

quent opponents of the disputed verse impeached,

not only the genuineness of that verse in the

Complutensian New Testament, but the charac

ter of the whole Polyglott.

Now, if it be remembered, that both Wetstein

and Semler ground their accusations almost

solely upon motives which they invent, and im

pute to the Editors of the Complutensian, we

are perfectly justified, not in fabricating and im
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puting any sinister intentions to these two Cri

tics, but in stating their avowed religious tenets—

tenets of such a nature, as, in ordinary cases,

engender not only a suspicion of sinister motives,

but of invalidity in those deductions which such

persons choose to draw, in favour of their pecu

liar opinions.

Whoever has impartially examined Wetsteiris

Annotations on the New Testament will be con

vinced that the Learned Annotator did not believe

in theProperDivinity ofour Lord Jesus Christ.*

Indeed, he was openly charged with Socinianism ;

a charge which he could neither palliate nor

deny. He was fully aware, that so long as the

verse 1 John V. 7. remained an integral part of

God's Holy Word, no ingenuity of criticism could

argue away the Consubstantiality of the Father

and the Son. Great then was his anxiety, and

incalculable the toil and pains which he encoun

tered, to destroy, if possible, the reputation of

that Princeps Edition in which that verse was

inserted. Where History or argument fails, he

(*) I select a few specimens. First as to Wetstein's ideas of the

inspiration of the New-Testament Writers. On Luke i. 3. e5o£E

Kqiwi, he observes : " Si Lucas vel Pauli hortatu, vel peculiari Spiritus

Sancti afflalu ad scribendum impulsus fuisset, rem memoratu tarn dig.

nam et ad auctoritatem scripto conciliandam tarn idoneam silentio neu-

tiquam transiisset." If this reasoning holds, the major part of the

Bible is uninspired. Again—his ideas of Christ, as the Son of God :

he says, (on Matt. i. 20. «c Tlvtviurros 071011,) " Successor Imperatoris

Romani vocabatur 6euv irau, imo quivis prseclarus homo aKiupos &tav

b 2
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has recourse to sneer and sarcasm. Let any one

read the subjoined Notes, and say whether I am

not justified in impeaching Wetstein as an un

sound witness in this cause. Biassed and hostile

as he shews himself, against the foundation-truth

of Christianity, his testimony cannot be re

ceived without suspicion : it must be scrupulously

weighed ; and the result will be found to be cap

tious, superficial criticism, insidious and un

founded calumnies, upon the munificent Pro

moter and the learned and honest Editors of the

noblest Biblical Undertaking in the world.

Semler, who repeated these accusations., with

many additional effusions of his own spleen, in

Tcus, apud Liban." &c. &c. .flSlianus Tact. Prsef. ad Hadrianum vie

©cow. Plinius Paneg. " Needum Imperator, necdum Dei filius era9."

Also on Luke iii. 38: " Observandum—Lucam, ciimque Adamum Dei

filium vocat, significasse Christum ex virgine natum Secundum esse

Adamum, ejusque ortum per Spiritum Sanctum non minus esse opus

potential divinse singulare quam Adami fuerat." Lastly, his ideas of

the Proper Deity of Christ may be gathered from his Notes on

John i. 1. 0eo$ j)», on which he quotes Livy, lib. i. 4. " Romulus Deo

prognatus, Deus ipse :"—16. " Deum Deo natum ;" &c. &c. And on

John xx. 28. o Kupior fwu, imi 6 @eus pov, after attempting some philo

logical proofs that it should be a mpios, a Beos, (that is, a mere excla

mation of surprise, not an acknowledgment that Christ was the Lord

and the God of Thomas,) he quotes a passage from Servetus, with evi

dent approbation : " Quis Hebraice vel Chaldaice mediocriter doctus

ignorabit Thomam non nominasse Jehovah quando dixit, Dominus

meus et Deus meus ? Vidistine unquam illud affixum tneus additum

nomini Jehovah ? Christus nunquam jungitur nomini Jehovah,

sed nomini Elohim." (Servet. de Err. Trin. V. p. 98.) See Baum-

garten's ' Recension der Wetstenischen Ausgabe der N. T.,' in the

" Nachrichten von Merkwiirdigen Buchern," Vol. II. p. 53, &c.
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his Reprint of Wetstein's Prolegomena (1764-8),

was an avowed supporter of Pelagianism. He

denied the divine inspiration of the Scriptures.

He was, if not the originator, certainly the great

promoter of that Infidel system so fashionable

amongst the modern Neologians or Rationalists of

Germany : I mean the Accommodation Theory *,

according to which Revelation is to be judged of,

not by the evidences of its divine origin, but by

its supposed utility. It is notorious, that at the

time when he repeated Wetstein's accusations

against the Complutensian, he had never seen

that Polyglottf : but he knew that it contained

the disputed verse 1 John V. 7, and he was

therefore determined to crush it altogether. Un

questionably he possessed gigantic intellectual

powers, immense erudition, and unparalleled in

dustry. But he has been encountered by a

(*) For a fuller account of Semler, see Rev. H. J. Rose's Four Ser

mons on the State of the Protestant Religion in Germany : (a most

valuable and interesting Work,) p. 45 et seq. First Edition.

(t) This appears, from his Note on Erasmus's Annotation already

quoted. He there observes : " Since Erasmus has here noticed all the

Variations between the Complutensian and the Codex Britannicus,

yet without expressly stating that the former has ori rns ttjs where

the latter reads ai rp yp, he must have committed a mistake a few

lines before, and been thinking of the Greek instead of the Latin

in terrd, which is much more correct than a> tjj 73. Now, from

what we learn in other Works, of the order of the words in the Com

plutensian New Testament, it is certain that the latter actually printed

€r tjj 75." Every one knows, that the reading in the Complutensian

is cm ttjs TTjs : therefore, Semler either deliberately falsifies, or never

saw theWork which he criticizes. (See Goezen's Vertheidigung &c. p.78.)
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formidable antagonist, the celebrated Goezen *,

of Hamburgh ; who has thoroughly exposed the

shallowness of his pretensions as a Critic of that

great Work, demolished the whole fabric of his

baseless invectives, and consigned him, and his

prototype, Wetstein, to the pity of every impar

tial Theologian and genuine believer in the doc

trines of Christianity.

Wetstein and Semler are, in fact, the only

authorities appealed to by the depreciators of the

Complutensian. Their unsupported assertions

have been assumed as axioms ; their sophisms, as

mathematical demonstration. Their hypothesis

respecting especially the Greek New Testament

in that Polyglott, is, that " the Editors formed

the Greek on the Vulgate." This hypothesis,

unsubstantiated by even a shadow of proof, has

been repeated by Protestants, in the face of un

answerable evidence to the contrary f : and, cu

rious to say, its very opposite is maintained by a

celebrated Roman-Catholic critic, Richard Simon,

(*) Goezen's Works on this subject are enumerated in Knittel's

Note, p. 95. I am engaged in preparing a Translation of them for

the press ; and am encouraged to hope, they will prove a valuable

accession to our Biblical Literature.

(t) Goezen has collected nearly 1000 Variations between the Com-

plutensian Greek New Testament and the Latin Vulgate ; and these

not trivial or insignificant, but the majority most important : in

many, the sense of the Readings in the Complutensian is directly op

posite to that in the Vulgate. (See Ausfuhrtichere Vertheidigung,

pp. 276—506.)
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(Hist. Critiq. p. 516,) who asserts that the Com-

plutensian Editors corrected the Vulgate Latin

of the New Testament by the Original Greek

Text!

I have been somewhat amused by the logic

of our modern Anticomplutensians. The Alcala

Editors asserted, (and their assertion, though

denied by Wetstein and Semler, never has been,

nor ever can be, disproved,) "that they were pro

vided with the rarest and most ancient and va

luable Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament,

by the liberality of Pope Leo X. ; who also

particularly directed their attention to one of

the number, called (xar e^o^v) " The Vatican

Manuscript." " Now it is most certain," (say

they) "that these Alcala Editors did not con

sult the celebrated Codex Vaticanus, which is re

puted to be one of the most ancient, if not

the most ancient Manuscript extant. For"—(ob

serve the quid),—" for, that Manuscript has not

the disputed clause, and they have departed from

its Readings in various places *." In this Enthy-

mem, we have gotten the Conclusion and the

minor Premise; but the major is left for us to

guess at ; and when found, will require, I imagine,

something like proof. I presume the major is

this: " The now-existing Codex Vaticanus was

the most ancient Codex existing in the days of

(*) See Home's Critical Introduct. Vol. IV. p. 466. Sixth Edition.



XXIV TRANSLATORS PREFACE.

the Complutensian Editors ; and Leo X. was guilty

of gross imposition upon their credulity, in calling

the Codex which he sent, (and upon which, as

their ultimate guide, he requested them to

form their Text,) The most ancient and authentic

standard of the Original Text." Let me ask,

Is this demonstrated ? Is it likely ? Is it not

rather a monstrous improbability ? It matters

not a straw whether the Alcala Editors consulted

the now-existing Codex Vaticanus, or not. But

it is any thing but " most certain" they could

not have seen it, because they did not implicitly

follow its Readings. As well might we assert,

that the Editors of any book, of which there

have been many originals, whether Manuscript

or Printed, most certainly could not have seen

some one of these originals, because they in

serted some clause in their edition which is

wanting in that one original, or deviated from the

Readings of that one original, although, (as in

the case of the Complutensian,) the deviations

are confessedly for the better, in most instances.

Let, then, the major of the Enthymem be first

proved, and we may then examine the intrinsic

value of the Conclusion. At present, it goes for

nothing.

Much stress has been laid on the Marginal

Note annexed to 1 John V. 7, 8.* in the Com-

(*) See Knittel, p. 64, and Note.
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plutensian New Testament, as if it implied that

the Editors had no Greek-Manuscript authority

for inserting the seventh verse. Really nothing

but a predetermination not to see, could have

obscured the obvious purport of that Note to the

eyes of the Anticomplutensians. Its plain and

palpable intent is, not to account for the inser

tion of 1 John V.7. but to vindicate the omis

sion of the latter clause of 1 John V. 8. j. e. oi

rgus %* iuri, which corresponds to the Latin "Hi

tres unum sunt ;"—an omission, which affords,

amongst many other evidences, an incontestable

proof that the Editors had no intention of form

ing the Greek Text on the Vulgate, or elevating

the authority of the Latin Version above that of

the Original Greek Text.

Thus then stands the External Evidence, as

regards the disputed verse, under the several

heads, 1st, Greek-Manuscript authorities of the

first four centuries ; 2dly, Greek-Manuscript au

thorities from the 4th to the 16th century;

3dly, Printed Editions.

Under the first, we have the positive, or affir

mative unsuspicious testimonies of Tertullian,

Cyprian, Origen, the Second Symbolum Antioche-

num, Gregory Nazianzen, Phcebadius, Ausonius,

and the Latin Vulgate of Jerome, either directly

quoting or undeniably alluding to the clause : and

against them we have only the negative and
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suspicious testimony of two Greek Manuscripts of

the New Testament ; both confessedly Latinized,

and (allowing them to have been written in

the 4th century) the productions of an age in

which Arianism had tainted the whole body of

the Christian Church, for forty years.

Under the second, we have the affirmative un

suspicious evidence of at least two existing

Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament ; of

all the most ancient and best Manuscripts of the

Latin Vulgate (there being not one in fifty

which omits the verse) ; and a large number of

quotations or direct allusions to it, in the Works

of Greek and Latin Fathers, from the 4th to the

16th century* ;—against the negative evidence of

about 140 Greek Manuscripts, few more ancient

than the 14th century ; and the great majority

belonging to the same suspicious stock, the East

ern Church. And, as it is admitted, that there

are probably many thousand Greek Manuscripts

of the New Testament in existence, which have

never been collated or examined ; as the Manu

scripts employed by the Complutensian Editors

have not yet been discovered, being either de

stroyed in the great conflagration of the Escurial

(*) The verse, 1 John V. 7, was alleged against the Arians at the

Council of Carthage, in the 5th century ; and its authenticity was not

disputed by the Arian Bishops then present ; nor questioned by any

Arian, or other Heretic, from the 5th to the 16th century.
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1671, or disposed of by some ignorant or disho

nest Librarian, or concealed in the Library at

Alcala, or possibly in the Vatican at Rome,

under the apprehension of their proving unfa

vourable to the authority of the Vulgate ; there

fore, until the materials, on which a negative tes

timony can be admitted, be very considerably

augmented in number and authenticity, the affir

mative, i. e. in favour of the disputed clause, must

be allowed to preponderate under this head alsof.

Thirdly, As to Printed Editions, the verse is

contained in the Princeps Edition, by which Eras

mus improved, and Stephens wholly formed, their

several Editions of the New Testament ; and in

the genuine versions of Jerome, edited by Mar-

tianay and Vallarsius ; names fully equivalent to

those of the Deistical Wetstein and the Utili

tarian Semler, or any of their servile imitators.

I have confined my remarks solely to the

external evidence for and against this verse,

and rest in the assured conviction that the former

is decidedly preponderant. The Internal Evi

dence has been so ably and argumentatively dis

cussed by the learned Bishop Burgess, and esta-

(t) At the same time, I must assert, that no amount of negative

testimony can overthrow the positive evidence of those unimpeachable

witnesses already adduced, as vouchers for the authenticity of 1 John

V.7.
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Wished on such an immoveable basis, entirely

and unanswerably in favour of the verse, that the

opponents of that verse have no other resource,

than to thrust that species of evidence out of

court altogether, and take refuge in a very con

venient postulate, which has every thing to re

commend it—except truth. They tell us, that "no

Internal Evidence can prove a clause to be

genuine, where External Evidence is decidedly

against it." The falsity of this aphorism is pal

pable, from the whole history of Various Read

ings. How is any particular reading to be

determined, when there are conflicting testimo

nies ? By the context ;—by the general scope of

the author;—in short, by Internal Evidence alone.

But the aphorism is not only untrue, but inappli

cable in the case in question ; viz. 1 John V. 7.

External Evidence is not decidedly against it:

Internal Evidence is wholly in its favour: there

fore it is a genuine Text of Holy Writ.

One thing has deeply impressed me, in this

inquiry. No satisfactory answer has ever been

given to the question which naturally occurs,

" How did that verse first gain admission and

currency, as a text, of Scripture, if it were not so

ab initio ?"

There have only been two attempts to explain

this mystery : 1st, That the verse was forged
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by the Orthodox party, against the Arians. 2dly,

That it was a marginal note of Augustine's ; and

thence accidentally, or designedly, crept into the

Text. As to the first, there is not a particle of

evidence to support the charge of forgery. And

if the test of cut bono be applied, all the pre

sumption is in favour of omission by the Arians,

rather than invention by the Orthodox. To the

former it is an insurmountable stumbling-block :

to the latter (supposing it a forgery), it was un

necessary and idle in the extreme. The doc

trine of the Trinity so thoroughly pervades the

New Testament, is so interwoven into its texture,

as a thread of gold, that the insertion of a single

text, and at the risk of certain detection,

would argue an extreme of folly, irreconcileable

with the known character of those to whom it is

imputed. Were the Orthodox ever charged

with such a gratuitous imposture ? Was such a

calumny ever heard of until the 16th century,

when it was fabricated to serve Socinian pur

poses? On the contrary, was it not broadly

promulgated, so early as the 9th century, that

the verse in question had been designedly erased

by the Arians ? and was that imputation discre

dited or disproved ? As to Augustine, suffice it

say, that the verse was in existence, in the Latin

Version current in Africa, at least two hundred

years before he was born. How could it have
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gotten there, unless it was an integral and ab

original text of Holy Writ ?

These remarks have swelled far beyond the

limits which I had originally prescribed ; and I

therefore hasten to a conclusion. It shall con

sist of a few Personal and Pastoral observations.

When first I received our present Authorised

English Version of the Bible, as the Revealed

Will of God presented to me in a Translation

which, with the imperfections unavoidable in such

a Work, is probably unrivalled in purity and

faithfulness, I entertained a religious dread of

rejecting any part or parcel of that Volume, as

spurious, or of doubtful origin. The original

Translators, as well as the Revisers, had wisely

cautioned and guarded their readers against con

founding the mere fictions, or historical records,

or didactic aphorisms of uninspired men, with

the " Oracles of the Living God ;" and the brand

of " Apocrypha" was indelibly affixed, to warn

the ignorant or the heedless. Patiently and

learnedly had they explored the Divine Originals ;

and neither few nor feeble were the grounds upon

which, after mature deliberation, upon the

deepest conviction, and assuredly in the spirit of

dependence upon the guiding counsel of the

Most High, they retained 1 John V. 7. as an

integral and essential text of Holy Scripture.
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Therefore, when that Volume, the Authorised

Version of the Bible, was placed in my hands at

my ordination, and I was solemnly enjoined to

" Take authority to preach the word of god ;"—

when, subsequently, I " set to my seal," that

" holy scripture containeth all things necessary

to salvation;" I should have deemed myself guilty

of an unworthy dissimulation, had I virtually

assented with my lips, and by my written sub

scription, to the integrity of that Authorised

Version as the Revealed Will and Word of God,

while I tacitly obliterated so important a verse as

1 John V. 7. I could not conscientiously pro

fess myself a Minister of the Established Church,

while I deliberately stamped falsehood and for

gery upon an entire text in her Authorised Ver

sion, promulgated by the Supreme Ecclesiastical

Authority in the realm, as the very Word of

God. This may be called weakness or bigotry,

or whatever the reader chooses. Be it so. I

quarrel with no man's conscience, in merely as

serting my own.

Now, let me ask you, My Brethren in the Mini

stry of the Established Church, opponents of this

important text, Are you aware of, or indifferent

to, the inevitable results of that too often perti

nacious opposition ? Will your flocks, who rea

dily follow in their shepherd's track, as readily

stop when he cries out 'Halt?' You are se
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dulously endeavouring to convince them, that an

entire text in the Authorised Version of the Bible

is spurious and interpolated. You have perhaps

succeeded : they receive your conclusion as it

were an axiom ; but think you, Will they

stop at that conclusion? Indeed No! Blind

must be the man who does not already discern

the effects of your—shall I call it, rash and un

warrantable—impeachments ofthe integrity ofour

Authorized Version ; who does not already take

alarm at the wide-spreading Scepticism, and the

popular and palatable delusion, that the Esta

blished Church of England circulates a spurious

Bible, and imposes the fictions of man as the

Oracles of God. The multitude are unskilled

to argue, but prompt to believe what favours

the corrupt propensities of nature. The trans

ition, from your conclusion to that of the Unita

rians, is natural and easy. You reject one verse

of John's First Epistle : they reject the first

fourteen verses of his Gospel (John I. 1—15.) It

is but a step, and we reject the Sacred Canon al

together. This is no imaginary or visionary

alarm : late circumstances indicate, if not its

actual arrival, its very near approximation *.

(*) During the discussions which lately agitated the Bible Society

on the subject of the Apocryphal Books, a great laxity of opinion was

developed, as to the inspiration of the Sacred Canon. " The Eclectic

Review" put forth an article, in which the integrity of that Canon is

avowedly
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Pope Pius VII. denounced your Authorised Ver

sion in no measured terms; as, " Not the Gospel

of man, but the Gospel of the Devil." His ob

sequious Hierarchy in Ireland re-echoed these

sentiments throughout that Priest-bound Coun

try, and millions hailed the tidings with shouts of

joy ! Beware, then, lest your disciples should

fearfully outstrip their Teachers, and grow, with

accelerated velocity, from Sceptics of a Text, into

Disbelievers of the Bible.

WILLIAM ALLEYN EVANSON.

4, Jeffrey's Terrace, Kentish Town,

London, June 30, 1829.

avowedly impeached, and the inspiration of four entire Books of the

Old Testament almost directly denied. This article was afterwards

reprinted in a separate form ; and circulated gratuitously, in large

numbers. The same Periodical, in its Number for June 1829, has

taken up the cause of ' Crito Cantabrigiensis,' a determined opponent

of 1 John V. 7. Well may that indignant Critic exclaim, " Defend

me from my friends ! " ' Hand tali auxilio' §c. $c.
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SYNODICAL LECTURE

UOHN.V. 7.

THERE ARE THREE THAT BEAR RECORD IN HEAVEN,

THE FATHER, THE WORD, AND THE HOLY GHOST;

AND THESE THREE ARE ONE.

REVEREND BRETHREN,

You are all aware, that the authenticity of this

passage has been controverted, from the beginning of

the 16th century, down to the present day. I might

almost say, no passage in the Bible has ever occasioned

a dispute so violent and so general in the Church.

Catholics, Lutherans, Calvinists, Socinians, in short all

Religious Sects whatever, who appeal to the New Tes

tament as authority, have taken part in the contest. At

first, the party which rejected the passage was the

minority : in the present day, on the contrary, [in

Germany] it is the strongest and most respectable : nay,

people already go so far as to wonder how it is possible,

at the close of the 18th century, an age so enlightened

upon this Text, there should still be found men to

favour a clause so incongruous to St. John. Their

reasons certainly deserve a hearing.

" I John V. 7." say they, "is wanting in all Manuscripts of

the Original Text. No ancient Greek or Latin Father of the



Church, not even excepting Tertullian and Cyprian, quote

that clause. We seek for it in vain in old Translations. It

was in the reign of Charlemagne, or perhaps later, that it

first crept, from a marginal gloss, into the Vulgate ; and

passed from thence into a few insignificant Manuscripts,

posterior to the art of printing."

To predispose us to a more favourable hearing of

these objections, the following motives are urged.

1st. To console the friends of the Bible for the loss

of this clause, we are told :

" It may well be dispensed with in Dogmatics : besides, it

is obscure ; or, at least, too ambiguous to prove what it is

commonly intended to prove. Its loss, therefore, is of no

importance whatever."

2dly : To discourage its defenders, we are told :

" Ungrateful that ye are ! how faithless is your conduct

towards Luther, the mighty Luther, so deserving of your

veneration and that of all the rational world ! How earnestly

did that blessed man enjoin you, not to alter one tittle of his

Translation of the Bible ! Yet, scarcely had twenty years

elapsed since his death, when, lo! 1 John V. 7. appears, in

Dr. Luther's New Testament ! a clause which is wanting in

all the editions which he himself prepared! Let it not be

objected, that its absence in those editions was merely acci

dental, a matter of chance. If you have not read yet, read

now, with what clear and profound reasoning that enlightened

divine declares against the authenticity of that clause, in his

Commentary on the First Epistle of St. John."

3dly ; And further, as a good-natured warning, we

are asked,

"What is ultimately to become of the Text of the Bible, if

our Criticisms are to be held worthless, and yours alone

valid? Will not the same reasons which induce you to make

1 John V. 7. a Text of Scripture, compel you also to admit into

the Sacred Volume many human suggestions, which Legends



announce to be expressions of Jesus and his Apostles, but

whose real nature you yourselves acknowledge. To smite

oneself with one's own sword, is surely the grossest impru

dence imaginable in any contest. Yet this is what you are

doing."

Let us immediately reply to the foregoing ; and clear

these obstacles from our path to the refutation of

objections.

1st. They console us for the loss of this very favourite

clause, so generally employed in Catechisms and books of

doctrinal instruction.

True, we do not lose the doctrine of the Trinity,

though this clause should lose its authority. But what

rational Christian will adopt a doctrine unsupported by

the testimony of Holy Scriptures, or cherish, as the

ground of his faith, a Scriptural text which he perceives

to be spurious and interpolated ? If he does, he acts

erroneously ; and requires not to be consoled, but to be

better taught. Our attachment to an article of faith

ceases, the moment it is proved to us unfounded in any

passage of Scripture. Where then is the need of con

dolence, when we are not sensible of any loss ? Conso

lation of this kind pays no great compliment to the

discernment of those to whom it is offered : in fact, it is

a species of satire. Suppose a case :—A rational Chris

tian, but defective in Biblical learning, imagines that

the whole proof of the existence of the Trinity rests

singly and exclusively on 1 John V.7. Well; the mo

ment he is convinced this passage is not the word of

God, but a mere human invention, all his attachment to

the doctrine vanishes He will thank us, perhaps, for

b2



our instruction, but take it very ill if we attempt to

console him for the loss of a passage which he erro

neously held to be genuine and divine. This is just

the fashionable language used to persuade the world

that the faith of Orthodox Christians, so called, is blind

and groundless;—'that their wishes, prejudices, ha

bits, are the only source of their rigid adherence to the

unphilosophical doctrines of their bigotted forefathers;—

that to gain upon this capricious weakness, it only

requires to get hold of their passions, to play the part of

some zealot for the ancient faith, and counterfeit their en

thusiastic veneration for the words and phrases of Scrip

ture ; and that to attempt to controvert their doctrines,

is only pouring oil on the fire.' But further, allowing

that 1 John V. 7. is not sufficiently clear to convince us

of the existence of the Trinity, shall we therefore be

deterred from scrutinizing the authenticity of this clause,

or reject it without further ceremony, according to the

system of a certain individual, in which relative edifica

tion is substituted for criticism on the Text ? Verily, I

think this would be proceeding too arbitrarily, and too

insecurely, in the investigation of the Bible Text.

2dly : " Luther," we are told, " thought quite differently of

1 John V. 7. Why corrupt his Translation ?"

What is here observed of our Luther, is true ; but

only in part. I shall reply to this hereafter, when I treat

of Manuscripts : here I might become too episodical.

3dly : " You prove too much," say they, " when you

attempt to vindicate the authenticity of this clause. Learn

from us to criticise with more caution, and on better grounds."



It is true, (why should we deny it ?) that our fore

fathers had occasionally recourse to improper weapons

in defence of 1 John V. 7. . But did not their antagonists

frequently do the same ? Does not Truth continue to

be Truth, though its advocates rest their convictions of

it upon erroneous grounds ? It is assuredly true, and

palpable to any one who reads what has been written

for and against this clause, that the attack upon 1 John

V. 7. has been exceedingly advantageous to Biblical

criticism. How many useful medicines have not che

mists discovered in their researches after gold ! Thanks

to Erasmus, who gave the first occasion to this contro

versy ! Thanks to that great man, who, with a torch in

one hand and scales in the other, elucidated and weighed,

as carefully as it was then possible to elucidate and

weigh, the Greek Text of the New Testament, which

he presented to the world in various editions—that

great man, who applied criticism to the uses for which

it was designed ; i. e. as a test for discovering truth, and

not as the mask of irregular passions ;—that great man,

who retracted his words whenever he altered his opi

nions ; and, in his third edition of the New Testament,

restored 1 John V. 7. to the place which he had refused

it in his two first editions !

But, has the controversy upon this text been already

settled by a decisive victory on either side ? Are the

Manuscript sources so completely exhausted, that no

further discoveries can be made, to sustain the autho

rity of this clause ? There are voluminous documents,

often difficult to be understood, and to which all have

not access—I mean the Writings of the Fathers, and
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the Councils, which require to be revised more than

once, if we would give the full force of law to the sen

tence founded upon them '. It is with the history of the

Biblical Text, which we derive from the Fathers, as

with Natural History, written about remote countries.

Neither arrives at certainty, until men of various schools

read the former deliberately, and travel attentively

through the latter : each, however, candidly laying the

grounds of their judgment, without reserve, before the

reading world ; and, in short, " valuing their wares no

higher than they are worth." Augustin had a maxim in

this case, which I would strongly recommend to all our

Critics who may yet be without it. " In matters of a

doubtful nature "," says this acute Bishop, " we must

take care, lest an extravagant attachment to our own

opinions, and a rash defence of them thence resulting,

lead us to become guarantees for their absolute cer

tainty. For the time may come," he adds, " when we

and others shall discern the real state of the case, and

be convinced of the incorrectness of our notions. What

would then be said of our having so zealously fought

for our opinions? Every one would say, it was not

truth, but an over-fondness for our own theses, which

stimulated us to put on harness." Thank God! this

ancient maxim has not wholly lost its admirers. That

great calculator of probabilities, Bernoulli, recognises

it. " In our decisions," he observes, " we must take heed

(1) Remember, Brethren, the exquisite Critical Investigation of the

COth Canon of the Council of Laodicea ; published by the learned

Professor Spittler, in 1777.

(2) Lib I. de Genes, ad litt. cap. xviii. " In rebus obscuris" &c.



that we attach no greater value to things than they

really possess : we must not consider that thing to be

absolutely certain, which is more probable than the

rest ; nor impose it upon other people as an incontro

vertible truth V This being the case, I may be per

mitted here to announce the discovery which I have

made respecting 1 John V. 7.

I shall describe the bearings of the controversy in the

words of Michaelis ; because he possesses the art of

stating Critical propositions in a manner at once intelli

gible and entertaining ; and belongs to the party of those

who reject 1 John V. 7. as spurious, but yet controvert

it learnedly, and with decorum.

" Forasmuch," says he4, " as many persons, who pretend

to judge of this question, do not exactly know what is the sub

ject-matter in dispute, and as this is the case even with those

who have actually taken the field as defenders of the text in

question, I shall first present the entire passage, as it stands

in our ordinary printed editions ; inclosing between brackets

the words wanting in the Greek Manuscripts, which form the

proper subject in controversy.

*' 'On rpsii euriv ol fiapTvpovvTes \ev tw ovpavw, 6 IIaT»;p, 6 Ao-

yos, xai to 'Ayiov llvev/Mx' xai ovtoi ol rpeis iv tint. Kou rpeti

ttaiv ol fiapTupowTet; ev ry yrj], to mevfia, xai to uSoip, xai to

aifia' xai ol rpeis ei? to iu cicriv.

(3) Arlis conjeclandi, Parte IV. cap. II. Axiom vm. " In judiciis

nostris cavendum, ne rebus plus tribuamus quam par est ; neque quod

probabilius est ceteris, pro absolute certo habeamus, ipsi aut obtru-

damus aliis."

(4) In the Second Part of his Introduction to the Holy Scriptures

of the New Testament, § 223. pp. 1244, 1245. 3d and improved edi

tion. [Bishop Marsh has translated from the 4th edition. The

parallel passage in his Translation will be found in Vol. IV. p. 415.

2d edition, 1802 TV.]
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" I translate them for the benefit of the unlearned, whom I

here chiefly aim to serve : for no scholar, who seeks the

truth, requires my aid in this particular.

" For there are three that bear record [in heaven, the fa

ther, THE WORD, AND THE HOLY GHOST ; AND THESE THREE ARE

one. And there are three that bear record on earth],

the spirit, and the water, and the blood ; and these three agree

in one.

" The words between brackets, I consider inadmissible ;

and adopt the Text simply as it stands in the Greek Manu

scripts; viz.

" On rptis eiaiv o! ftapTvpovvTes, to mtv/ia, xai to t<icop, koci to

aifia' xtxi oi Tpsts e/j to cv uuiv.

*' For there are three that bear record, the spirit, and the

water, and the blood ; and these three agree in one.

" By this representation of the case we immediately

subvert the arguments which some would deduce from the

context, to maintain the genuineness of the clause; viz.

" 1. * That the sentence, There are three that bear record

on earth, is incomplete, unless the Heavenly Witnesses be

mentioned before or after.'—This, as we said, falls to the

ground; because the words ' on earth' are part of those

wanting in the Greek Manuscripts5, and therefore rejected as

spurious.

" 2. ' The genuine verse begins with nat {and), which pre

sumes that other witnesses were mentioned before.'—This

also fails : for the kou itself is part of the reading which is not

found in the Greek Manuscripts ; and is therefore denied,

when 1 John V. 7. is considered to be spurious. Still I must

admit respecting this particle kou, that it stands in the Syriac

Version 6, and has passed from thence into the Arabic edited

by Erpenius. But, even in that case, we must perceive that

the two sentences, ' The Spirit beareth record ' (v. 6), and,

(5) I shall make an observation in reply to this hereafter.

(6) John Gerhard has already remarked this, in his Essay De Tri-

lus Testibus in Casio. In Thesis XL. he says, " Kai rpus, Et tres sunt

testificantes in terra, quam copulativam expressit etiam Syrus per usi-

tatuin V
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' There are three that bear record, the spirit, the water, and

the blood,' may be likewise connected by the particle and."

Thus far Michaelis.

Having ascertained what is properly the matter in dis

pute, we must then make ourselves acquainted with the

weapons used in defence of 1 John V. 7. And these

weapons it is the purport of my " New Criticisms" partly

to sharpen, and partly to augment. To enable you to

survey them all at one glance, I shall exhibit them

before you in regular succession.

PROPOSITION I.

Long before Jerome, this celebrated clause, 1 John

V.7, existed in an ancient Latin Version, which is at

least three hundred years older than the oldest Greek

Manuscript, yet extant, of the First Epistle of St. John.

It is exceedingly probable, and therefore morally cer

tain, that the same clause existed also, at that time, in

Greek Manuscripts.

PROP. II.

The majority of ancient as well as modern Latin Ma

nuscripts read 1 John V. 7.

PROP. III.

The Latins quote this clause so early as the 2d and

3d centuries; and, ever since the 5th, very frequently.

PROP. IV.

Greeks of the 4th, Greeks of the 5th, Greeks of the

6th, Greeks of the 7th, Greeks of the 11th, Greeks of

the 13th, Greeks of the 14th, and Greeks of the 15th

centuries, cite 1 John V. 7, or make evident allusions to

that clause.

prop. v.

1 John V. 7. is found in Manuscripts of the Original

Text, which are so constructed as to merit attention.
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PROP. VI.

There are indeed Greek Manuscripts which do not

contain 1 John V. 7 ; but yet make such additions to the

Text of the eighth verse, as evidently shew there has

been an omission in the verse preceding.

PROP. VII.

No Greek—I appeal, in testimony, to their writings—

imagined that the 8th verse of the 5th chapter of St.

John's First Epistle denoted the Holy Trinity. Au-

gustin was the first in the Latin Church who suggested

this allegory, yet without enforcing it on any one.

It may readily be supposed, that scarcely any one of

these Propositions has been unassailed. I shall therefore

now adduce what has been urged against most of them

in its fullest force; and, where illusions have been

generated, endeavour to radiate upon them the pure

light of Truth.

But I have one remark to make—a remark of great

importance; which neither we, nor our antagonists,

nor he that listens to us, can dispense with ; unless we

all wish to mistake what is the truth. My remark is

this :—

In Historical Criticism, we must never confound diffi

culties with objections: for they differ much, both in nature

and in power. The former are concerned with relative,

the latter with absolute, incomprehensibility : or, more

plainly—He that raises an historical objection, alleges a

fact which directly contravenes what we assert, or renders

our assertion absolutely impossible. For example: Who

ever impugns the proposition, ' Moses wrote every

thing which is found in his Five Books,' by asserting,
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* No one can write after he is dead ; therefore Moses

never wrote what is found in Deut. xxxiv. 5, 6, 7 :

therefore the fact asserted, viz. that every thing which

we read in the books of Moses was written by his own

hand, is impossible;'—whoever, I say, impugns the fore

going proposition in this manner, raises an objection.

Objections, therefore, are what the calculators of proba

bilities call Argumenta necessario indicantia7: consequently,

there are two kinds of objections. The Jirst, when the

existence of the fact on which the contradiction rests is

indubitable, and absolutely certain. The example just

alleged belongs to objections of this first kind. These

therefore are incontrovertible ; and completely demolish

the positions against which they are levelled. The

second sort of objections is, when the existence of the

fact on which the contradiction rests, is not absolutely

certain, but presumptive. For instance : If this propo

sition, ' In the 2d century after the birth of Christ, the

autographs of the Apostolic writings were no longer ex

tant,' be impugned thus ; viz. ' If some Christians in the

time of Ignatius appealed to the Apostolic Originals,

these originals must still have been extant in the 2d

century;'— whoever, I say, impugns the proposition

thus, raises an objection of the second class ; for the testi

mony of Ignatius B to the existence of the fact on which

the contradiction rests, (I mean, that " Christians ap

pealed to the Apostolic Originals of the Apostles,") is

not absolutely certain, but only presumptive. Therefore,

(?) Jacobi Bernoulli Artis Conjectandi, Pars IV. cap. m.

(8) Michaelis's Introduction to the Holy Scriptures of the New

Testament, Vol. I. § 37. pp. 243, '244.
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objections of the second class may be refuted ; and we

may maintain our assertion against them.

We now come to Difficulties.—He that creates diffi

culties, draws such inferences from a fact as tend not

to make what we assert impossible, but its contrary, to a

certain extent, more possible, that is, more presumptive.

For example : Supposing the testimony of the An

cient Esthers, that the clause 1 John V. 7. was for

merly extant in the New Testament, be thus impeached:

• No such clause has hitherto been found in any ancient

Greek Manuscript ;'—such an impeachment is no objec

tion, but a mere difficulty. For, as it is possible that all

the Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament have not

yet been discovered ; as it is possible that the Manuscripts

in which the Fathers read it have perished ; so the ob

servation just made does not render what the Fathers

say impossible : though the contrary proposition, viz.

' that hitherto the clause has not been found in any an

cient Manuscript,' gains presumptively, to a certain extent ;

that is, in case our assertion, ' that the Fathers actually

found the clause in their New Testament,' cannot be

perfectly ascertained.

Difficulties, therefore, are what the Ars Conjectandi

(or Doctrine of Probabilities) designates Argumenta con-

tingenter indicantia 9. Consequently there are two kinds

of difficulties. First, When the existence of the fact

which elicits the difficulty is absolutely certain 10. The

example given, is of this kind.

(9) Bernoulli in loc. cit.

(10) The feet in the present case is this : " No very ancient Greek

Manuscript, which we have yet discovered, reads Uohn V. 7." This

fact is certain.
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The second kind of difficulties is, When the existence

of the fact which elicits the difficulty is not absolutely

certain, but merely presumptive. For instance : If the

position, 'Matthew wrote his Gospel in Greek,' be con

troverted thus : * Eusebius writes, " It is reported that

Pantaenus left the Gospel of St. Matthew, in the Hebrew

language, with the Indians :" thence it is evident this

Gospel was written by Matthew, not in Greek, but in

Hebrew.' Now, this argument consists of a difficulty,

and that of the second kind : for, in the first place, the

very quality of the fact here laid as its basis is doubtful :

consequently, the presumptiveness or calculative value

of the analogical inference (the contingenter indicans) = J:

for the Gospel left by Pantaenus may have been

that written by Matthew ; but it may also have been a

Translation, made from the GreekGospel of this Apostle,

by another hand. Secondly, Eusebius also does not

state the existence of this fact as certain. His words

are, " // is reported"

Consequently, in difficulties of the second class, two

calculations (viz. one which bears the analogical in

ference ; another, on which the existence of the fact is

based) must be multiplied into each other, if we would

determine the total probability of the surmise to be en

gendered thereby.

And now a few remarks—which I feel to be im

portant—on Historical and Critical Difficulties : I say,

on Historical and Critical Difficulties, on which many a

fashionable Critic of our day builds his entire triumph,

when he impugns ancient truths which he dislikes, and

tries to say something new, in order to be stared at ;—
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on Historical and Critical Difficulties, by which our

lovers of innovation are so rapidly seduced from the

straight path of Truth, into the romantic by-ways of

Imagination.

observation I.

Mere difficulties, whether of the first or second class, are

not competent to refute a proposition. Still they render

good service, in putting to test the probability of mere

hasty critical hypotheses.

OBS. II.

Historical difficulties are removed, whenever we adduce

a circumstance from History, whereby the analogical

inference (the contingenter indicans) of such difficulties

becomes impossible, and = 0.

For instance : " Unquestionably," say those who would

raise suspicions against the authenticity ofJosephus's tes

timony to Christ, "Unquestionably Justin Martyr, when

trying to convince Tryphon the Jew of the truth that

our Jesus was the true Messiah, would have appealed

to this testimony, had it been genuine, and in the

writings of Josephus." This difficulty is removed, i.e.

its analogical inference (or contingenter indicans) is an

nulled, the moment we find Justin, in this famous dia

logue of his, expressly saying to Tryphon, that he would

adduce no other than Bible-proofs, to convince him that

Jesus was the Christ ; and the Jew answering, that he

(the Jew) required none other ".

( 1 1) See my ' New Criticisms ' on the celebrated Testimony of the

ancient Jew, I-'lavius Josephus, on behalf of our Lord and Saviour

Jesus Christ, pp. 42, 43,44.
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OliS. in.

Historical difficulties are weakened when we quote cir

cumstances from History which invalidate their ana

logical inference ; that is, lower their grade of proba

bility.

To illustrate by an example. The following difficulty

is alleged against Pilate's wife having resided in Jeru

salem (Matt, xxvii. 19.): "It is incredible that Pilate,

the Procurator, should have had his wife with him in

the land of Judaea ; for, by an ancient Roman edict, no

Procurator in the Provinces was allowed to do so."

This difficulty is weakened, that is, the inference from

the law referred to is invalidated, and its grade of pro

bability lowered, when we shew, that Severus Carina was

not listened to when he attempted 10 revive this edict,

about twenty-one years after the birth of Christ ; and

that, some years previously, both Germanicus and Piso

had their wives with them in Syria.

OBS. IV.

Hence we can prove an Historical truth completely, though

we are unable to remove, or weaken, all the difficulties alleged

against it.

I shall illustrate this also, by an example. I can

prove, that in the times recorded by Herodotus and

Thucydides the Romans were already a warlike people,

and known to the Greeks; notwithstanding my incom

petence radically to remove the difficulty why neither

of these Historians mention them. I can prove that

the Christians, in those periods of the History of the

Emperors recorded by Herodian, had attracted much

public attention, by their religion, and the persecu
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tions which they underwent. Yet Herodian makes no

mention of them whatever. Why did he not, seeing he

had such frequent opportunity ? This difficulty I cannot

remove. But does it follow thence—I mean from He-

rodian's silence—that the statements of other credible

Historians concerning the Christians of that period must

be false, or at least doubtful ? By no means.

And now two examples more ; which are better suited

to the nature of this my Synodical Lecture.

1st: I can prove, that in the time of Cicero there

was a verse in Homer which described Laertes manur

ing his fields 12. But the difficulty, ' Why that verse is

(12) The citation in Cicero, to which I allude, is found in De Se-

nectute, cap. xv. ; viz. " Humerus Laertem lenientem deside-

rium, quod capiebat e filio, colentem agrum et eum stercorantem facit."

This citation presents many similarities and parallelisms to that of

Cyprian, concerning 1 John V. 7. ; viz. (a) A Latin, who understood

Greek, quotes something in Latin from Homer. (6) The idea of what

he quotes (I mean, manuring a field) was known in Homer's time.

(c) No one Manuscript of the Original Text, now extant, reads what

Cicero has quoted. (<Z) We are informed that the early Critics ex.

punged certain verses in Homer, as spurious. But there is no such

account of this verse. («) Except Cicero, we meet none of the An

cient Greek or Latin Authors who quote this verse. (/) Other pas

sages which Tully quotes from Homer we still read in the works of

that ancient poet, (g) We do not possess a single Manuscript of

Homer, of the times of Cicero. All ours are much later. (A) Homer

was an author whose writings were diligently read by all the Literati

in Cicero's days, and subsequently. («) Cicero's writings were almost

universally known among the Latins : &c. &c. &c I could wish

therefore that a Heyne, a Harles, and other great Critics, would still

submit this quotation of Tully, from Homer, to the test of criticism.

Their labours might be most serviceably applied to the controversy on

1 John V. 7 : though Cyprian's quotation, as I shall prove in this

Lecture, has much, very much more, in its favour, than Tully's.

Similarity of cases may be employed with as much advantage in criti

cism, as similarity of triangles in Mathematics.
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wanting in all the Manuscripts of this ancient Poet

which have come down to us,' I cannot remove.

2dly; The passage, Ttveatie fpovifiot Tponre^nai, was un

questionably in Manuscripts of the New Testament in

the 3d, 4th, and 5th centuries u. Yet it is wanting in all

Manuscripts of the Original Text, and all Versions,

which have escaped the ravages of time. Whence is

this ?—I cannot tell.

In a word : When I confute the objections of my adver

sary, I convince him : but if I also remove his difficulties,

I strengthen the weakness of his conviction. The former

terminates his contradiction ; the latter his suspicion.

The former is necessary ; the latter only useful. The

former lays the foundation of truth ; the latter eluci

dates it.

I deemed it necessary, Reverend Brethren, to remind

you of these principles ; because, in the controversy in

which I have engaged, it has become almost the fashion

with our opponents to have recourse to difficulties, instead

of objections.

(IS) Respecting this passage, I refer, for brevity sake, to Suicer

(Thesaur. Eccles. T. II. p. 1281); Cotelerius (ad Apost. Constit. lib. n.

cap. 36) ; and Fabricius (Cod. Apocryph. Nov. Test. T. I. p. 300) ; &c.

Thus Cyrillus Alexandrinus, in cap. m. Iesaiae, says : "O oweros

ctKpoaTTjs, Kadawep $oki{jlos Tpaircfrnjs, eiffS^erai fxev ro ir&pvKos w<pe\eiv,

KaraKt0Sri\svfi Se, KaBmrep ti napaaimav vofuafia, to pi) oirws ^Xov- Tokw-

roy ti Kat 6 paicaptos TIav\os <prjffi' rtveffde (ppovifioi Tpanefrrai, vavra

SoKifia^tre, to koKov KaT«x«fe, ■*» wavros ei&ovs lrovripov avex*"®*- ^n

like manner, Cyrillus, lib. iv. cap. v. in Johannem ad v. 12. cap. vn. &

lib. i. adv. Nestorium. From all these passages it is perfectly evident

that the Presbyter of Alexandria read these words, TivwBe (ppovtiwi

TpoircfiToi, in 1 Thess. V. 21. Where are the Manuscripts in which

they were (and perhaps still are) extant ?

c
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I could wish to be favoured with your opinion whe

ther I have succeeded or failed in my undertaking, when

you shall have read and pondered my " new criticisms

on passages of the Fathers hitherto overlooked, and newly-dis

covered Manuscripts," which I now proceed to lay before

you.



NEW CRITICISMS

UPON SOME

TESTIMONIES OF LATIN FATHERS,

CONCERNING 1 JOHN, V. 7.

c2





CYPRIAN.

Tascius Graciuus Cyfrianus, bishop of Carthage,

flourished in the former half of the 3d century. About

the year 241, he wrote his celebrated Treatise De Unitaie

Ecclesice ". In that work, he says :

" Dicit Dominus, Ego et Pater unum sumus. Et iterum,

de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto scriptum est, Et hi tres

unum sunt."

He must therefore have read the clause 1 John V. 7.

in his New Testament.

" No !" it will be said, " No ! He only read in his

copy the words ' Et hi tres unum sunt;' and these he took

from the 8th verse : but the subject of this predicate

quoted by him—I mean the words, 'the Father, the

Word, and the Holy Ghost '—these did not exist in his

Bible, but in his imagination. In short, he discovered,

mystically, the three Persons of the Godhead, in the

three words of the 8th verse, ' spirit, water, and blood.' "

Nothing of the kind, however, appears in the words

of Cyprian. Allow me then to ask, How do you know

it ? " Oh ! because he is sometimes apt to allegorize."

Granted. But does he always allegorize, when he quotes

(14) Facundus calls this book, De Triniiate. In a few editions it

bears the title, De Simplkitate Prtelatorum. Cyprian also quotes the

words ' Tres unum sunt,' in his Letter to Jubaianus.
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passages of Scripture ? ' Certainly not always.' Well,

then, I should think it was quite necessary to prove in

the present instance, in the passage quoted, that he

actually allegorized the 8th verse, and had it in view in

this citation. Do we find any traces in his writings to

confirm this surmise, or at least render it in some de

gree probable ? Perhaps, when he quotes passages of

Scripture in an allegorical sense, he uses the sameybr-

mula of citation which he adopts in the passage before

us ? No ! he does not. Nay, when he uses this for

mula, the subject as well as the predicate expressly

stands in the Text, and he specifies particularly what

the subject signifies, taken in an allegorical sense. I

shall be more explicit. In his 69th Epistle (Bremen

Edition 1090), which begins with the words ' Pro tua

reliffiosa diligentia, consuluisti mediocritatem nostram,' he

quotes Exodus xii. 46. precisely in the same manner as

he does in the passage under consideration. These are

his words :

'' Cum de sacramento paschse et agni, qui ugnus Christum

designat, scriptum sit, In domo una comedetur, nou ejicitis

de domo carnem (bras."

Here we perceive,

1. He uses the very same formula of quotation which

he does in the passage before us, 'de. ., scriptum est.'

2. The subject {pascha et agnus), as well as the predi

cate (in domo una comedetur, non ejicitis de domo carnem

fords), are found verbatim in the Text.

3. What he understands mystically by the pascha

and agnus, he particularly specifies, viz. 'qui agnus

Christum designat.'



Therefore, if he had quoted the 8th verse allegori-

cally, he would have said, according to his custom :

" Et iterum, db spiritu, et aqua, et sanguine, qu<e Patrem,

Filium, et Spiritum Sanctum designant, scriptum est, Et hi

tres unuro sunt."

Would he not ?

In short, in every passage which he cites as allegorical

proof, hefirst quotes the Text literally, and then states what it

signifies mystically. If an example be wanting, observe

how he quotes and explains Canticles vi. 8 ; " John xix.

23, 24; ,8 Joshua xi. 18 ; " &c.

Hence, his method and manner of quoting passages

according to the mystical sense evidently infer the very

contrary of what our opponents assert. The mode of

quotation which they ascribe to Cyprian is completely

(15) De Unitatt Ecclesias ; viz. " Unam Eeclesiatn etiam in Cantico

Canticorum Spiritus Sanetus ex persona Domini designat et dicit :

Una est columba mea, perfecta mea, una est matri sua;, electa geni-

trici suae."

Epist. i.xix. be quotes the same text thus : " Quod autem Eccle-

sia una sit, declarat in Cantico Canticorum Spiritus Sanetus ex per

sona Christi, dicens: Una est columba mea, perfecta mea, una est

matri suae electa genitrici suae."

(16) De Unitatc Ecclesice ; viz. " Hoc unitatis sacramentum, hoc

vinculum concordiae, inseparabiliter cohaerentis, ostenditur, quando in

Evangelio tunica Domini Jesu Christi non dividitur, omnino nee scin-

ditur, sed sortientibus de veste Christi, quis ipsam potius indueret, In

tegra vestis accipitur, et incorrupta atque individua tunica possidetur.

Loquitur et dicit Scriptura divina : De tunica autem quia de superiori

parte non consutilis, sed per totum textilis fuerat, dixerunt ad invicem :

' Non scindamus illam, sed sortiamur de ea, cujus sit.' "

(17) Epist. lxix. "Quod item circa Rahab, quae ipsa quoque typum

portabat Ecclesias, expressum videmus ; cui mandatur et dicitur :

Patrem tuum et matrem tuam et fratres tuos et totam domum patris

tui colliges ad te ipsam in domum tuam, et omnis qui exierit ostium

domus tuae foras, reus erit."
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the reverse of his usual habit. Now, I should think

that Cyprian ought to be explained by Cyprian. Ought

he not ?

But perhaps modes of expression occur elsewhere in

his writings, in some measure, if not entirely, to support

the opinion of our adversaries.

I answer, No ! nor have our adversaries themselves

ever asserted there were. 'In order to give their opi

nion the fairest play, I have read Cyprian through and

through, with the most minute attention ; but I have

not found any thing that could, in the least, lead one to

suppose that the Bishop entertained any mystical views

respecting 1 John V. 8.

How then did this fancy enter people's heads ?

" Oh ! " we are told, " It is no fancy, but a well-founded

historical truth. Facundus, a celebrated African bishop,

so early as the 6th century, undeceived the world re

specting this quotation of Cyprian ; and informed

posterity that the bishop of Carthage did not quote

1 John V. 7. but 1 John V. 8. In his book Pro Defensione

Trium Capitulorum, 661. cap. HI. he says :

" Johannes Apostolus, in epistola sua, de Patre et Filio et

Spiritu Sancto, dicit,Tres sunt qui testimonium dant in terra,

spiritus, aqua, et sanguis ; et hi tres unum sunt. In spiritu

significans Patrem, in aqua ver6 Spiritum Sanctum, in san

guine Pilium. Quod Johannis Apostoli testimonium beatus

Cyprianus, Carthaginensium Antistes et Martyr, in epistola

sive libro quem de Trinitate scripsit, de Patre, Filio, et

Spiritu Sancto intelligit. Ait enim : Dicit Dominus, Ego et

Pater unum sumus ; et iterum, de Patre et Filio et Spiritu

Sancto scriptum est, Et hi tres unum sunt.''

" What need we further testimony ? "
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It seems, then, that Facundus is the man, the solitary

witness, from whom we are to learn what Cyprian in

tended in his quotation, three hundred years before.

Assuredly Facundus was no Pope !—Suppose he were

fallible ? Suppose I contrast his testimony with that of

Cyprian himself? Suppose I quote a passage from

Cyprian, in which he tells us, expressly, that it is con

trary to Scripture, and therefore it never occurred to him,

to discover the Three Persons of the Godhead in the

8th verse ? In that case, Facundus, the retailer of anec

dotes, would dwindle into an insignificant Legendary.

The passage I allude to is as follows ; viz.—Cyprian,

in his 36th Epistle, which begins with the words, " Quan-

quam sciam, frater carissime," says :

" Quotiescunque autem aqua sola in scripturis Sanctis no

minator, baptisma prmdicatur."

Upon which he quotes passages to prove his position ;

and concludes,

" Nee argumentis plurimis opus est, frater carissime, ut

prabemus afpellatione aqua: baptisma siqnificatum SEM

PER ESSE, ET SIC NOS INTELLIGERE DEBERE."

Cyprian therefore declares it to be unscriptural for any

one to believe that water, in the Bible, occasionally re

presents a Person of the Godhead. Could the venerable

Father have spoken more plainly than he here speaks ?

—as if announcing to posterity, "Should an African step

forth, three hundred years after my death, and try to

persuade you that I allegorized the Persons of the God

head from 1 JohnV. 8 ; and understood the water to mean

the Holy Ghost, or any other divine person, believe him

not ! " Verily, as matters stand, Facundus cuts no very
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notion enter the man's head ? Heaven only knows !

Meantime, it seems—at least to me—that the old answer

is still the best; viz. He read our disputed clause in

Cyprian : on the other hand, he did not find 1 John V. 7.

in his own Bible, but only the 8th verse : therefore he

saw no better way of maintaining Cyprian's credit, than

telling the world that the bishop's quotation was allego

rical, and taken from the 8th verse.

This, I think, would sufficiently prove that Cyprian

read 1 John V. 7. in his New Testament.

But it may be said, " You have not yet removed the

difficulties which are alleged." For it is with wars

carried on upon paper, as with wars carried on in the

field : if a man cannot slay his enemy, he tries to throw

difficulties and hindrances in his way.—Now, what are

the difficulties in our case ? These : " How," says an

avowed opponent of our passage, " how will you explain

the word confitetur, found in the following important

extract from Fulgentius, unless Cyprian took his ' tres

unum sunt' from the 8th verse, and transformed the

spirit, the water, and the blood, into Father, Son, and

Holy Ghost ? Observe :—Fulgentius says " :

" In Patre ergo, et Filio, et Spiritu Sancto, unitatem sub

stantia accipimus, personas confundere non audemus. Beatus

enim Johannes Apostolus testatur, dicens : Tres sunt, qui tes

timonium perhibent in ccelo, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus ; et

tres unum sunt. Quod etiam beatissimus Martyr Cyprianus,

in epistola De UnitateEcclesiae conjlteiur, dicens : Qui pacem

Christi et concordiam rumpit, adversum Christum facit, qui

alibi prater ecclesiam colligit, Christi ecclesiam spargit ; atque

(18) In his work, Contra Arianos.
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ut imam ecclesiam unius Dei esse monstraret, haec con-

festim testimonia de Scripturis inseruit : Dicit Dominus, Ego

et Pater unum sumus ; et iterum, de Patre et Filio et Spiritu

Sancto scriptum est, Et tres unum sunt."

Now what does our opponent say of this passage ?

He asks,

" What is here meant by confttetur ? That John wrote these

words, ' Father, Word, and Holy Ghost, and these Three are

One ? ' If they were actually read in the Epistle of St. John,

would Fulgentius have said confitetur ? On the contrary, as

the mystical exposition De Trinitate was somewhat far

fetched, therefore the authority of such a man as Cyprian

was highly serviceable."

I reply : Supposing—though I do not grant it—that

the Bishop of Ruspa had thought exactly as the Doc

tor makes him think : he would then rank, in our con

troversy, on a line with Facundus ; and we should

regard the evidence of these two Africans with utter

indifference, being convinced of the contrary. But did

Fulgentius actually think as his Interpreter would have

him think ? Let us see. The Doctor assumes, in his

Explanatory hypothesis, that Fulgentius did not read

1 John V. 7. in his copy;—that he first became ac

quainted with this testimony of John by the allegorical

quotation in Cyprian. I answer : Had he become

acquainted with this testimony of John solely and ex

clusively by Cyprian's treatise, he would, I imagine,

have quoted it as Cyprian did. But his quotation runs

quite differently. The expression ' in ccelo ' was not in

the allegorized 8th verse, which he is said to have

adopted on the authority of Cyprian, as a proof of the

Holy Trinity ; for Facundus says, expressly, that the
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words in that verse were ' in terra.' The hypothesis,

therefore, obscures what it was intended to elucidate.

The Doctor is aware of this contrast : and therefore

attempts to prop up his tottering surmise by a new

fancy. He says, " Fulgentius, to make himself intel

ligible, subjoins, of his own accord, 'in ccelo' to the

word Father, which refers to the clause ' This is my

beloved Son.' On the other hand, Facundus connects

' in terra with the word spiritus ; because he understood

spiritus to mean the aqua, water, or the baptism of Christ,

on which occasion the Father proclaimed with a voice

from heaven to earth, ' This is my beloved Son.' "

This, then, is to solve the enigma, why Fulgentius

gives ' in ccelo,' while the allegorized Text reads ' in terra.'

I might expatiate in reply to all this—particularly to

the notion, that Facundus understood the spiritus of the

8th verse to mean water, or the baptism of Christ.

How does this harmonize with his own words, ' In spi-

ritu significant Patrem ; in aqua vero, Spiritum Sanctum ' ?

But, briefly and fairly, how will the Doctor prove that

his thoughts were also Fulgentius's ? The onus of this

proof still rests with him. The hypotheses, which he

here accumulates, are most extraordinary. The word

Spiritus stands in the Text, and, according to the testi

mony of Facundus's authority, is to signify water: and

this water indicates the baptism of Christ; and this

baptism represents the Father, exclaiming from heaven

to earth, This is my beloved Son!!! Thus he thrice

christens the meaning of the word spiritus in the Text,

and twice mystifies the first mystical meaning ! ! Verily,

no mystic has ever gone such lengths ! And why has
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the good Doctor done so? In order to mask the false

bearing which he gives the word confitetur. Now what

is the true one? It is this:

Fulgentius says19:

" In Patre ergo, et Filio, et Spiritu Sancto, unitatem sub

stantias accipimus, Personas confundere non audemus."

This was the doctrine of Orthodox Christians respect

ing the Holy Trinity. He proves this doctrine from

the testimony of St. John:

" Beatus enim Johannes Apostolus testatur, dicens : ' Tres

sunt qui testimonium perhibent in ccelo, Pater, Verbum, et

Spiritus ; et tres unum sunt.' "

Doubtless, therefore, Fulgentius read 1 John V. 7.

in his New Testament. He then proceeds:

" Quod etiam." Which, (namely, the unanimity of Or

thodox Christians in the doctrine of the Trinity, of which

he had just spoken,) is confessed by Cyprian also, and on

the same grounds ,0 :

" Beatissimus Martyr Cyprianus, in epistola De Unitate

Ecclesiae, confitetur, dicens : ' Qui pacem Christi et concor-

diam rumpit adversus Christum facit ; qui alibi prater eecle-

siam colligit, Christi ecclesiam spargit.' Atque, ut imam

ecclesiam unius Dei monstraret ", haec confestim testimonia

(19) Fulgentius, in his Book Contra Arianos, ad fin.

(20) Whoever has read Fulgentius, knows that he is wont to quote,

in his Doctrinal theses, the testimony and agreement of the Ortho

dox Fathers who lived before him. See his Book Ad Monimum, and

his Responsioncs ad Ferrandum Diaconum ; also the parallel passage

lib. II. ad Trasimundum regem, cap. xvi. " Probante Domino, et di-

cente," &c. &c. very relevant to our subject.

(21) This Unity of the Church rested on the agreement of Chris

tians in the correct doctrine of the Holy Trinity. Cyprian expressly

says so, in his Epistle to Jubaianus : " Si eundem Patrem, eundem Fi-

lium,



30

de Scripturis inseruit : ' Dicit Dominus, Ego et Pater unum

sumus : et iterum, de Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto scrip-

turn est, Et tres unum sunt.' "

And now, let us leave the field of battle; and advance

a few steps.

Fulgentius quotes the words, " Tres sunt qui testi

monium perhibent in ccelo, Pater, Verbum, et Spi-

ritus ; et tres unum sunt," as the express words of the

Apostle John: consequently they stood in his Latin

Version. But may he not also have read them in the

Greek, in the Original Text ?

It may be replied, " Who can tell that ? Did Ful

gentius understand Greek ? "

I should think he did. He was even extraordinarily

proficient in that language. He spoke it with great

fluency, purity, and elegance. Nay, it seems to have

been his favourite study : for, even when a boy, he had

committed the entire of Homer to memory. Is it likely

that such a man, disputing against the Arians, and con

fronting them with passages of Scripture, should never

have consulted the Original Text ? Could he be guilty

of such imprudence as to combat his opponents with

Scripture-testimonies, which were not existent in the

Original Text? No Council had, as yet, invested any

Latin Translation with the authority of the Original

Text. Then let us be reasonable, and think of Fulgentius

reasonably and fairly, as we are wont to think of Jerome

Hum, eundem Spiritum Sanctum, eandem ecclesiam confitentur nobiscum

Patripassiani, Anthropiani, Valentiniani, Appelletiani, Ophitae, Mar-

eionitse, et ceterse hereticorum pestes et gladiis et venenis subvertentes

veritatem, potest illie el baptisma unum esse, si est et fides una."
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in similar cases. When Jerome opposes the Heretics

with passages of Scripture, no one doubts, for an instant,

that they stood in his Greek copy, though he only quotes

them in Latin. And why ? " Oh ! " we are told, " Why

ask such a question ? The man understood Greek."

Be it so : our Bishop of Ruspa understood it as well :

aye, and better. May not, therefore, the quotation in

Fulgentius be justly alleged as a proof that 1 John V. 7.

stood in Greek copies of the 5th and 6th centuries ? I

think it may ; not only for the reasons already assigned ;

but my opinion is further justified by a discovery which

I have made in the Works of Fulgentius, of which I

shall speak hereafter.

We come to the last struggle of our opponents. It

consists of a faint difficulty, which they have ransacked

from the writings of Augustin :—

" If we allow," say they, " that Cyprian was acquainted

with the clause 1 John V. 7. then surely Augustin also must

have been acquainted with it : for he had read the very work

of his countryman, in which, according to your allegation,

this clause is quoted". Now, peruse his writings from be

ginning to end : no where will you find the smallest trace

that Augustin was acquainted with 1 John V. 7."

It may be so ! But to what purpose is this remark ?

Is it that we must thence infer, " Because Augustin has

not quoted this text, therefore Cyprian, whom he had

read, could not have quoted it?" Woe to poor Cy

prian's writings, if this conclusion be legitimate ! How

many things did Augustin read in Cyprian which he

never quoted ! Be so good, then, as to prove to us the

necessity that the bishop of Hippo must have quoted, in

(9.2) Contra Cresconium Donatistam, lib. n. cap. xxxm.



32

his own Works, all the passages of Scripture which he

found in those of the bishop of Carthage.

" But this text was obviously advantageous to him, in

combating the enemies of the Holy Trinity ; Why then

did he never use it ? He must either have been ignorant

of it; or regarded it as suspicious, or even interpolated."

—All this may be so ; even if he were convinced that

Cyprian quoted 1 John V. 7. But it never can follow

that Cyprian must have been as ignorant or as suspi

cious as perhaps Augustin was.

Further, it is asserted, and as of ponderous weight

against our opinion : " Augustin, as you must be aware,

in his second book against the Arian Maximin, explains

1 John V. 8. mystically, and finds in it the Holy Trinity.

Undoubtedly, therefore, he must have been convinced

that Cyprian, whom, as you know, he had read, grounds

his expressions, ' Et iterum, de Patre et Filio et Spiritu

Sancto scriptum est, Et hi tres unum sunt,' on the 8th

verse."

What an inference ! So, because Augustin allegorizes

the 8th verse, it is evident, thence, that he must have

thought Cyprian to have done the same ! How this

' must ' follows, I cannot exactly see. Possibly Augustin

did think so ; but where is the proof that he actually

thought, or must have thought so ? Augustin never

notices, for a moment, one syllable of Cyprian's (whose

writings on the subject he had read), in the passage

where he retails his allegories on the 8th verse. And,

inverting the argument, if Augustin had read the

works of Cyprian with attention and memory, he

never could have stumbled upon this notion ; as we
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have already proved. And, granting that lie had, you

surely cannot expect us to follow his errors, in oppo

sition to our own convictions. But let us now change

places, and ask you in return :

Is it then already perfectly clear, free from all doubt, and

absolutely certain, that Augustin, in all his Works, has never

taken any notice of 1 JohnV. 7. ?

Of course you have done yourselves what you ad

vised us to do ; i. e. read through all Augustin. If so,

you will recollect a passage23, where he says,

" Deus itaque summus etverus, cum Verbo suo et SpiriUi

Sancto, qua: tria unum sunt."

Does not this passage distinctly betray its origin?

I mean the text of John, " There are three that bear

witness in Heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy

Ghost ; and these three are one."

" Oh ! but," you answer, " this conjecture is only

tenable, or even plausible, as long as the passage is

viewed separately, and not compared with that already

adduced to you from Augustin's polemic treatise against

the heretic Maximin. From that, it seems to us clear

as the sun, that Augustin had the 8th verse in view,

when he used the words ' qua tria unum sunt1 "

Now we think quite the reverse. This very passage,

wherein he combats Maximin, confirms us in our

opinion, that he took his ' tres unum sunt,' which he

submitted to Marcellus, not from the 8th, but from

the 7th verse. And why? Because the meaning

(23) De Civitate Dei ad Marcellum, lib. v. cap. xi. I need not re

mind you, that the word Deus is here used, ixomaTuias, for nonjp.

n
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which- he affixes to the words of the 8th verse, ' tres

unum sunt? in the dispute with Maximin, he announces

as a mere problem, in which he leaves every one at

liberty to differ from him : he only prohibits hete

rodoxy24. On the contrary, the ' tria unum sunt,' which

he quotes in his Civitas Dei, he proposes not as a

problem, but as indisputable truth—as a very axiom.

Now, could such a man as Augustin, who so strenuously

cautioned all Theologians not to confound mere proba

bilities with ascertained truths25—could a man of such

prudence so completely forget himself and his prin

ciples, as to assert categorically, that these, namely,

(24) Contra Maximinum Arianum, lib. n. cap. xxn. § 3. Au

gustin, after proposing his allegories on 1 John V. 8, says : " Si quo

autem alio moilo, tanti sacramenti ista profunditas, quae in Epistola

Johannis legitur, exponi et intelligi potest secundum catholicam fidem,

quae nee confundit nee separat Trinitatem, nee abnuit tres personas,

nee diversas credit esse substantias, nulld ratione respuendum est.

Quod enim ad exercendas mentes fidelium in scripturis Sanctis obscure

ponitur, gratulandum est, si muliis modis non tamen insipienter ex-

ponitur."

(25) The passage relevant to this point we have already quoted, in

Note 2.

To quote the proposition, ' Tria unum sunt,' in his book De Civitate

Dei, was contrary to his principles : for he says (Contra Donatistas,

vulgd DeUnitate Ecclesiae, § 9), " Sic et ilia interim seponenda sunt,

quae obscure posita et figurarum velaminibus involuta, et secundum

nos et secundum illos possunt interpretari. Est quidem acutorum

hominum dijudicare atque discernere, quis ea probabilius interpretetur.

Sed nolumus in has ingeniorum contentiones in ea caussa, quae popu-

los tenet, nostram disputationem committere."

As the books Contra Maximinum were written subsequently to that

De Civitate Dei, possibly Augustin considered 1 John V. 7. authentic,

when he wrote the latter; but altered his opinion afterwards, when

he was composing the former. This case reversed was actually

Luther's. I shall allude to it hereafter.
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the Father, the Word, ami the Holy Ghost, are one,

from an arbitrary allegorical interpretation of a Scrip

ture text, of which interpretation he himself says, that

it is merely possible, and a problem ?

That is the difficulty—note it well ; and understand

us no further than we wish to be understood : it only

purports to shew you, how improbable is your conjecture,

and how probable ours ; namely, " that it cannot be

affirmed, as a positive certainty, that Augustin, in all his

Works, has never taken any notice of 1 John V. 7.

and was wholly unacquainted with that text." If his

Commentary on the First Epistle of John, still extant,

had reached as far as this passage, we could then

more certainly determine whether he was acquainted

with it; at least at the time he wrote that Exposition.

And now a few words more respecting Cyprian.

Cyprian understood Greek. He read Homer, Plato,

Hermes Trismegistus", and Hippocrates". He main

tained an Epistolary Correspondence with the Teachers

of that Church: nay, he translated into Latin the Greek

Epistle wi'itten to him by Firmilianus, bishop of Ca?-

sarea. His great Master, whose principles he fol

lowed—I mean Tertullian, a man who likewise under

stood Greek—enjoins us to keep before our eyes the

Original Text of the Apostolic Epistles ; and him

self frequently appeals to the ancient Manuscripts.

(26) This is evident, from his book De Idolorttm Vanitate. His

Latin style also occasionally Grsecizes.

(27) Cypriani. Epistol. ixix.

D 2
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Now, could such a man as Cyprian, when proving the

elementary truth of Christianity, have quoted, as a text

of the Bible, a passage not extant in the original ? Cre-

dat Judceus Apetla ! It might easily have happened, that,

in passages where the Latin had a few Readings varying

from the Original Text and of no particular importance,

he quoted according to his—what shall I call it?—Italic,

or African Version. Still, there is a great difference

between the authenticity of an entire sentence, and that of

afew readings in that sentence : the latter may be easily

overlooked by one conversant with the Original Text ;

the former, never. To illustrate this :—A man skilled

in coins may hastily take a ducat as perfect, which

wants a few grains in weight: but it is extremely

improbable that he could mistake a piece of leaden

money for a real ducat, merely because it has the co

lour and impression of one. Hence I have laid down

for myself the following rule : Whenever an ancient

Latin Father, who understood Greek and held it to

be the language of the Original Text, quotes a passage

of the Bible, in Latin, which is wanting in all those

Greek Manuscripts yet come to hand, it is in the highest

degree probable that he must have formerly read that

passage in Manuscripts of the Original Text, now

lost28. Is it not so ?—This, then, is the reason why I con-

(28) That this rule is a safe one, experience teaches. For in

stance: Fulgentius, of whom I have already spoken, quotes a

passage, " Qui solvit Jesum &c." in such a manner, that we know it

formerly stood in Greek Manuscripts, although it is wanting in ours:—

And where? In 1 John IV. 3. Further: If we are certain that a

Translation of the New Testament was made immediately from the

Greek, or if we only know that its author (unless he says explicitly

that



37

sider Cyprian's quotation of this passage so important.

It proves, that 1 John V. 7. existed in Greek Ma

nuscripts of the 3d century. ■

that he follows a Translation) understood the original language, we may

infer, with the greatest probability, that even such of its Readings as

are not found in the present Greek Manuscripts must formerly have

stood in some copies of the Original Text. Experience has confirmed

this conjecture of mine, in the case of the Gothic Version. For ex

ample : Luke vi. 38. has, " Mitad izwis :" therefore Ulphilas read,

in his Original, METPH6H2ETAI ifur. Luke ix. 28. has, " Waurthun

than afar tho waurda:" Ulphilas therefore read ErENONTO jktotous

\oyovs. John xiv. 16. has, " Ei Sigai mith izwis:" therefore Ul

philas read, iVa H /«fl' v/nav. These three Readings I had vainly sought

in preek Manuscripts, before the year 1756. But in that year when

I discovered the Codices Guelpherbylara A and B, I then found the two

first Readings in Cod. Guelph. A, and the last in Cod. Guelph. B.

Both these Codices are about 150 years junior to Ulphilas's Ver

sion.—(See my Ulphilas.)





NEW CRITICISMS

UPON SOME

TESTIMONIES OF GREEK FATHERS,

RESPECTING 1 JOHN, V. 7.





JOHN MAUROP.

ONE OF HIS HITHERTO UNPRINTED ORATIONS.

John, surnamed Maurop, a Metropolitan of Euchania

of the 11th century, wrote two panegyrics on Basil the

Great, Gregory Nazianzen, and Chrysostom. Trans-

scripts of them are found in various Libraries ; and, as

far as I can learn, they have never been printed. One

begins with the words,

Tpsij fie ■npoi rptaivvftov iraporpwovm Kivtinv &C &C.

and the beginning of the other is,

I l«Aiv lwavvus 6 mv yXarrrav y^pvaov^ &C. &C.

There is a Manuscript Copy of the latter preserved

in the Wolfenbiittle Library ; which, considered merely

as Manuscript, merits particular attention. I shall de

scribe it.

It consists of eighteen leaves in 4to. On the first

page of the first leaf is the following Inscription :—

ourtiaai trcofjMTixriii rpo<j>riv. ahtiaou itpo ravrtK, nai tt\v «yyt-

Amijv, e£ ovpavov xaTuflaivouerav . av tovto iroitjffris, oiKeiaxrets

Qeov, Tifiepuxreic, ovpavov, aitohaxnii; verov, -npraifiov ts xai o<jii/iov.

(29) Acta Sanctor. Junius, T. II. p. 933.

(30) P. Lambecii Comment, de Biblioth. Caes. lib. v. Cod. cciv.

n. 6. p. 4.
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6 Ki'pax, Oman yjpt]<noritTit.i x«i ij ytj ji/<w <V.«rn rov Kun-nm* uurijs

i) A«T<uyt', top tipiifiipnn' xai 6 \ov% ij/uwj toc aiaiviov, ov raif

Vt/«<s' Ai)i/or? ivaTro0t)<rofi£0a Sta <rov. TtpotroLyovroq >j/u«; tc x«i t«

ilfiiTtptK, iv Xpi<TTa> 'Iijitoi/ Teji Kt/jOJw rj/j.tui', to r) 5o£« ei? tou;

aiwvas twv ouwvaiv. dftfiv.

1 have transcribed this passage accurately, with all its

marks of aspiration, accents, and points : the Iota has

always two dots over it. But to what work does this

Fragment belong? and who is its author? Answers

to questions of this kind are not always easy : nay, they

are sometimes utterly impossible. I have been fortunate

enough to detect the father- of this foundling. Great

Patristics would think this little to boast of. Our

Fragment contains the conclusion of a Discourse of

Gregory Nazianzen, which has this superscription, E<?

rov Tiarepai bkottcovtui. 5/« tiji/ TrAijyjjv tijs ;^«A«£tjs. In the Co-

logne Edition of 1690, it is the 15th31 in T. I.

Immediately under this Fragment, which occupies

(31) This 15th Discourse of Gregory, from which our Fragment

is taken, will be interesting and valuable to those who investigate

the antiquity of our modern religious solemnities ; an inquiry which,

especially in our days, is of great utility, and, if I mistake not,

would be very serviceable to the Reformers of our Liturgy. The

occasion of the Discourse was as follows:—Arianzum was a small vil

lage in Cappadocia Secunda, in the Prefecture of Tiberina. The father

of our Gregory possessed an estate there ; and the place was within

his episcopal diocese. His son, our Gregory, was born there. A

hail-storm laid waste the fields at Arianzum. The father, a pious

man, but naturally somewhat irritable, kept silence under this ca

lamity, believing it a deserved punishment on the villagers, for their

sins. The peasants therefore applied to his son, at that time a Pres

byter and assistant to his father, and entreated him to perform a

religious service on account of the hail-storm. He did so, and in a

manner becoming a son. I mention this, to explain the title of the

Discourse : Ei$ toc irartpa outnruvra 5io tjjk TrKrryriii ttjj x^^I5,



nearly half the first page, there stands a Monocondilion,

which contains a Date.

I shall here exiiibit all that I have been able to de-

velope with perfect satisfaction, from the confused traces

of the mutilated letters : viz.

-+• EreAei/a/Or) Sim y^eipbii yeapyiov

1 . . p tov .

ffrat.Ky ii:t tojv

Ei)<re/3e<TT«T<»ji> x«i (juKo^pidTu*

f&aaihibiv fifiujv 'AvSpovixov xai IIuAcuoAoyot/,

xai Eiprivm Tfl? einTefictrrdiTiK AiiyovartK,

M/^aj/A, xai Mapiaf, xai 'AvSpovixov. ■+•

The Transcriber's name, therefore, was George ;

and he finished his work in the year of Christ 1315.

I find, in Montfaucon3*, that the Writer of the Codex

Colbertinus, No. 2493, was also named George : and he

likewise says, in his Monocondilion, that he finished his

work in the year 1315. He mentions (and very natu

rally) the same Princes named in ours. If we compare

our Manuscript with his hand-writing, which Montfaucon

caused to be engraved33, we perceive, plainly, that the

same George who wrote the Martyrium Demelrii also

copied our Fragment.

Enough of the first page34.—Turning over the leaf,

(.32) Palatograph, p. 68.

(33) Palatograph, lib. iv. cap. ix. p. 324. specim. n.

(34) This first page had been pasted down by the bookbinder, on

the inner side of the cover. Some of its letters were visible through

the outer surface : I therefore had it detached. I mention this cir

cumstance, in order to suggest to novices in the art of investigating

Manuscripts a mode of making discoveries, already announced by the

celebrated Professor Kruns, of Helmstadt, in the Annates IMcraria:,

which he cdites jointly with the learned Dr. Hencken. In the second

page
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we find, on the reverse, the Oration of Maurop : and this

also was written by our George. The shape of the

letters is exactly the same with that we meet in the

concluding Fragment of Gregory's, already quoted.

And now for the Oration itself.—Its title, written in

uncial letters with accents, appears thus :

+ TO~Y IIANIEPQTA'TOY

MHTPOIIOAI'TOY EYXAI'TQN

IOA'NNOY A0T02 'EI2 TOY'S

GERTO'POYS KAf 9E0EIAEIZ 'IEP +

APXO'YS. TO'N BASI'AEION. TO'N

rPHTO'PION. KAf TO'N XPY20~YN

IGA'NNHN. euA:—

On this Title I shall make three remarks :

1st. It runs differently in other Manuscripts".

2dly. The abbreviation luA, is ev\oywov. We fre

quently meet it after the titles of Homilies, in Manu

scripts of the 13th and 14th centuries36.

3dly. The sign (:-) i.e. two dots vertically with a

hyphen, is commonly found in Manuscripts of the 10th,

11th, 12th, and 13th centuries37.

page ofthe Number for January 1 782, he says, "Caeterum, oro rogoque

Bibliothecamm 1'rxfectos, et peregrinatores, immo obtestor, ut non

solum codices rescriptos sedula excutiant manu, sed etiam tegmina vel

involucra librorum manu exaratorum et, impressorum attentats consi-

derent, immo folia ilia quae tegmini averso glutine aftixa sunt."

(85) Lambec Comment, de Bibl. Csesaria, lib. v. p. 4. Cod. cciv.

n. 6. gives this Discourse the following title : Imavvov Wlrrrpoiro\nov

Evx&itw EyKwfuov €is tovs dytovs kcu Befrnanovs ri^xtiv irarepas, RaffiXeiov

jov jut-yew, Tprjyopiov rov OeoKoyov, teat luavvjjv top xpucrocrroixay.

(36) Montf. Palaeogr. lib. iv. cap. ix. p. 324. Spec. i. n. lib. iv.

cap. vi. pp. 303, 304.

(37) Montf. Palaeogr. lib. iv. cap. i. p. 271. Spccim. iv. cap. vm.

p. 320. Specim. n. in. cap. vi. p. 308. Specim. i. n.
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The Oration begins thus :

n«Aif 'Iaiaifij? 6 Ttjv yXMnav ^putmv^, xai na\tv nfj.iv •nept-

<j>aviiq iopTi). Tpiros fievTOt fup> ovros . 0- ov Ta fieyaKu Kafi-npax,

eitavi\yvpi(rafiev. o>s he Svff^epaivei, Ta%a firjSev ■noppca Ttray-

fj.ivoq tZv ofiorifioiv , uyvurra ttov <««n iii/( avrZ cvv^yayo/xev.

Tiva.% toutous (pnfii, TO1/5 rrjs oixovfiti'tiq Aa/Miri-fpa? Tovq Si/o tou;

Travj/, oj/s ou Se'^a) mus ovo/xaaai (SamKetov. xai YptiyoplOv, to

otettoc xai ayyeAo*; x«i uvSpwirois bvofiara. rovrtov yap enars-

paiv, tov fiti; eopraaa/xev \6e%. tov ie Ttpb rm x"*S avOi$ oZv

rifuv iireiari\$ev, 6 xai ijxoviji' xai travra j^i/rovs, xai to ■npuy/j.a,

%opeia T«? rfilaTti Zone?, irpos eavrrjv evpvd/tais xai t>) avrov Qap-

poovvres eyyvti, viiep tuv ovo avveyyvt)oaa$e. fiia ftXv o~6l-a rot<;

rpiaiv ti Tpia%. etc, 5e axoiros. aperr). «S oi dywv, x\ovov/ievt]v

(XTi)pi^ixi. xai xaiampaKiaatrdat Tqv evaefleiav. ev epyov «Aqx-

rov. ^vyaiv atoTtipia. epyo/s rtaffi. xat Aoyoi? xai rpoitoiq. <nrov-

Sa^ofuvrj. emails o't TpeTs top Oeov ifieyaXvvav. einot\% Tt]v ■niariv

el$ Tip olxoufj.evt]v ixrjpv^av. £7r/mjs t«; t'xx\tj<ri«s. t«s avva^ei%.

T«s Ttue fiaprvpcof fivr]/j.a% exocrfxurav . etnayre SwanriyrixatTepov.

eTr'urtis Toi yap ovv, toi/j ei/epyeras avTiTifiriffctfiev. 011705 o tov

Aoyov <nt07ro?. tovto Ttjs irpodvfiias rifj.£>v to fivorripwv, avTtj Ttji

■napov<?ti<; SiaAiijecus 17 viro0s<Tts. iitei ovv, &C. &C.

And concludes thus :

Ka< T«r? exxAfjin'ai? /ieV, Tt/v eiprivtiv, ijf auTais x«TeA<7r£TE,

evvrnpeiTe A^Xi0' w«tos W«* ^1 flpa/ievone rtjv twv e'AirioW eiri-

Tvyiav. ivrevdev fuv Tats ^p»j(jT«r? inro0tixats d-naviffraivTes,

avTodev Se x"Pa T0"s •npee^eiai% opeyovTe^. xai irpos eavrovs

(38) Tbe 13th of November, among the Greeks, was, and still is,

sacred to bishop Chrysostom. This Discourse, as I shall hereafter

shew, was delivered on 30th January. According to the 'K/xepoXoyioy,

the 1st January is dedicated to Basil ; the 25th to Gregory ; the

27th to Chrysostom ; and on the 30th is celebrated the Commemora

tion of these three saints jointly.
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ev^epiarepov eAxoPTCf, tva nai rxvroi Si' •>/*«? re x«« avv u/tiV,

avyourteofiei/' iyyvrepoy x«i rpavoTepov, rto <j>wrt ti"k ttyiaq xrxi

TtavvfivriTOv, rov TpiaSoi;. virip ov 7r«? Aoyo? Cfj.lv xal <xtmv

epyov ntxt (nrovSmrtirx. on airrZ irpeirst ituaa. $o£« ei<; toih;

aiaivas t&v a'tZvav. dfj.ijv. -f-

Such is the beginning and close of the Discourse,

with all its marks of punctuation and accent, just as

they stand in the Manuscript. The v and « have

always two dots over them ; but the Iota subseriptum

never occurs.

On the verso of the first leaf, under the text, is

written

+ <pv\A. if. +

and the leaves following amount to exactly seventeen.

I now come to the contents of the Oration.

John Maurop (that is, Blachfoot) was a Monk, Pro

fessor, and afterwards Metropolitan of Euchania, a city

belonging to the province of Heleno-Pontus, in Asia

Minor. He lived in the 11th century; and in his

time, it is said, an event occurred which gave occasion

to the festival on which he delivered this Oration. Let

us hear the printed men^a* on the subject3'.

" The occasion of this festival," say they, " was as

* [" MeNjEum, (mivaiov seu Mrjcialoj'.) The title of a Work con

taining the prayers and hymns to be repeated in the choir, divided

into xii volumes, according to the months of the year, for the use of

the Greek Church. Each month occupies a volume ; and for each day

is prescribed the office, or religious service, proper to the saint or saints

commemorated on that day." Hoffman Lex. in voc.—(Trans.) ]

(39) Acta Sanctorum Junius, T. II. p. 934.
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follows; During the reign of Alexius, who swayed the

Imperial sceptre after Botoniates, there arose at Con

stantinople a schism between persons of rank and re

spectability. Some preferred Basil the Great, before all

others. ' He speaks,' said they, * with sublimity, probes

the very inmost recesses of nature, almost surpasses the

angels in virtue, or at least is scarcely their inferior. His

demeanour is striking, and has nothing earthly about it.'

On the other hand, they depreciated the godlike Chry-

sostom, pretending that he was the reverse of all this,

and that men soon became disgusted with him. Others,

on the contrary, extolled this Chrysostom, as one whose

instructions were much better adapted to human-nature,

who by the plainness of his address attracted every

one, and called men to repentance: nay, they ranked

him, in consequence of his acute understanding, above

the great Basil and Gregory. Others again favoured

Gregory the Theologian ; as one who, in ornament

and variety, in charm of eloquence and flowery lan

guage, far surpassed all the Greek Literati of any re

pute, as well as our own: these, therefore, gave the

palm to Gregory, as did the former to Basil and Chry

sostom. And thence it came to pass, that the people

split into parties ; and some were called Joannites ;

others, Basilians ; others, again, Gregorians.

" Now, while they were disputing with each other

under these appellations, these great men appeared, first

one after the other, then altogether—(it was no dream)

—to John, bishop of Euchania (a man of station and re

nown, who possessed no small knowledge of Greek lite

rature, as his writings evince, but attained a still higher
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eminence in virtue), and said to him with one accord :

' We are, as thou seest, one in God, and no dissension

exists between us ; but each of us, in our day, moved

by the Holy Ghost, have confirmed the doctrines of

the Salvation of Mankind by our writings, and pub

lished our religious instructions. None of us is first:

none of us is second. If thou invokest one of us, the

other two immediately accompany him. "Wherefore,

arise, and command the people not to quarrel on our

account : for our wish is, that there be peace between

the living and us who have already departed life ; and

that concord be finally established. Assemble them on

some day: consecrate to us a festival, as behoveth

thee: shew them, thereupon, that we are one in God.

But we will not the less labour, with our combined

energies, for the welfare of those who celebrate our

joint Commemoration : for we believe that we possess

some influence with God.' After these words, they

seemed to soar to heaven, encircled with a glorious

light ; and each called to the other by name.

" Now this godlike man, John of Euchania, did what

those saints enjoined him. After he had pacified the

multitude and the parties, (for he was regarded as

a man of acknowledged integrity,) he commanded this

festival to be solemnized in the Church, to the glory of

God. And now let the reader observe the wisdom of

this man. When he found that each of the three saints

had his festival in the month of January—Basil the

Great on the 1 st, St. Gregory on the 25th, St. Chryso-

stom on the 27th—he appointed another festival for all

three jointly, on the 30th; and graced it, as became
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these saints, with hymns, antiphonies, and panegyrics ;

which (being delivered, I believe, with their approbation)

omitted nothing conducive to their renown, and sur

passed every thing of that kind ever written before, or

that will be written hereafter."

Thus far the Menjea.

Maurop says nothing of the apparition of the three

saints, in this Discourse. Possibly the other, which

I have quoted above, contains something to that effect.

It appears, from the Menaean account, that Maurop

was already a bishop, and advanced in years, when

he delivered the panegyric : for the feast was esta

blished after the year of Christ 1081 ; and therefore

the copy of this Discourse, which is preserved in the

Wolfenbuttle Library, is above 234 years junior to the

original. Now, as our three saints were known to the

world as zealous champions of the doctrine of the

Trinity", so the expression, ' We are one in God",'

which occurs twice in the Menaean narrative, seems to

be an allusion to 1 John V. 7 : particularly, because it

is here used of Three Persons, whom Maurop himself

calls, in his Discourse, a Tpmq. This, however, is only

a cursory remark. Maurop, as we may readily sup

pose, quotes different passages of Holy Scripture, but

seldom accurately and at full length : he commonly

interweaves their substance into his context, or makes

allusions to them".

(40) This appears from their writings, and also from the beginning

of Maurop's Discourse.

(41) The first time it Is, 'H/xeis iv to/iov, <Ss opas, irapct Ttf Qecp. The

second time, 'Wfuit fy eff/tep tij? &eif.

(42) I shall give several instances of this in the Appendix (A.)

E
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And now to come nearer the goal: now for the

interesting passage. It runs thus :

Geo? fikv dysvvnroi 6 TlaTijp' Geos 5e yewr/ros 6 Yioq' xai

Geo? ixnoptvTos to Tlvev/xa to "Ayiov. '01 AYTOI TTEI2 KAI

'FAZ. to ■ttapa.o'ol-OTaTOv xai TCaffi, it'Ktiv to7$ yvri<riots haTpsurai,.

tZv Tptaiv, derates ts xai ayvaxnov. Tpttf fiev xapaxTtjpcs, oix't

Geo/' el? Se Geos. on fila GeorijS xai n a\nr\. ovts tu.% imoara-

<rsi% Ivovaa tZ iavTiji; iviaiai ,3, outs Trd\iv ixelvais ov/jtTrXtiSvvo-

/ieVij hia to iT\ij6oq' «AA' oTov dxTiva%, 6fj.o'ia% TrpofiaWofievt] i£

ri\iov ts 7rpoi'oi/<ras evoq, xai Trjpoviras iva tov i)\iov. ovosv s%ov~

ea% Sioupopov, 7r\r]v ij /xovov ixdartjv rhv iXioVirra, oioh -ncpiTrov,

Jj iWeiTtov' dWa xai fvtrei xai Sofyf xai Swapst xai dyadoTtrti,

Kiav dxptfiajq ditoaaXpvaas to iaov fxaKKov <5e to TavTov, xai

iiitaq «AAi;A«is avvovtra<; xai avvsaofiivat;, sk to d-nepavTOv. ainri

tov ■navTO'i Stifuovpybq 17 Tptaq. outos o Geo? 6 fifitTspos' oi Ao-

yia6n<Tsrai STSpos Tpb% avTov' ovh' eVeptus r\ ovrcos irepi uvtov n$

XoyicratTO tZv <j>povovvTa>v bp6Z$. i!-svps ttaoav ooov iirionijfiris,

■npotpirrixrj AeyeVcu (pcovij , Kai Je'oWev ai/Triv 7raA«/ p.iv, 'Irxxoifi

tZ TraiSi aiiTOv, xai 'Iffpa^A tZ rtya-nryiivo} {m' ainou. fisra

TavTa Se to?? Tpiaiv ainov tovtois \aTpevTois xai ■npoarxxivtiTals.

eSei yap itavTax; tijv oV ijs t« iravra yiyovsv dyiav rpiada, low

pidfiovc, iavTij Qspa-nsvTaq vTrotrrncrai' xai pera tJJs Ttpb<; savTijv

ovfiflovhijs, Troiijaai irahiv di>6panrov$ xaTa. tijv iiiav slkova ts

xai ofioiaxrii', 7ro\v Ttj% irpoTtpas dxptfieoTtpav xai aafeorepav.

(43) 'Evituos is an exceedingly rare word. Maurop uses it as an

adjective, in one of his ttanroartlAapia*. 'H eciaia ©eotj/s, Haryo, Tios,

Ktu to Tlrcvfxa ; tcuj BatrtAeiov Trpeff/Seicuy, Tprjyopiov kcu Iwavvov, Kai ttjj

dyvms ©eotokou fly xa/"<rSw ttjs otjs 8o|?;r.

* [" e%uTrotrTei\apta vocantur Cantica quaedam quss erant (waoroffi^o,

ran ayyeXwv, tou irpoHponov, tov aravpov, Tew a.Tro<no\u>v, ut patet ex

Horologio. Typicum Saba5 cap. 11. p. 4. to avaeTaffifwvetaitooTeiAapiov'

km to BeoTOKioi/. Undecim numero fuerunt avaorao-i/ta. Vide GL

Meussii."—Suicer. Thesaur. in voc. (Teams.)]

(44) Baruch iii. 36, S7.
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ko.1 t« rpia toi/; TpeTs, oti re to/tovtoi, xai art t« rravra Osoeiicii,

KAI TPITON, KATA THN ZYMIINOIAN. to he ful&v xal

TerapTOV, xai T»js i/itpepeias ovvexTixov xmu. tijv inrep rij? ij/ue-

T£pa? aiOTtJp'lUi OTTOl/SlV <5S OliSfKi Tttil' 7r«>T<Uy TOIJOVTOVj OffOV

8&S re Kaxeivois i/Ufa/ae. Ta /uey oi/i', x. T. A.

Which may be thus rendered :

" God Unbegotten, is the Father ; but God Begotten,

is the Son ; and God Proceeding, is the Holy Ghost.

THE SAME THREE ALSO AKE ONE. A HlOSt Wonderful

thing, and to all, save the true worshippers of the Three,

a thing unintelligible and obscure ! Three Persons ; not

Gods, but one God : because the Godhead also is One

and the same; neither uniting the Substances in its Single

ness ; nor, again, multiplied with them because of the

Plurality; but beaming forth equal rays, like those which

proceed from the sun, yet constitute but one identical

sun ; having no distinction, except each his own indivi

duality ; no pre-eminence ; no inferiority ; but, in essence,

glory, power, and goodness, preserving the most perfect

equality, nay, rather identity ; and individually co

existent with each other, and to co-exist to all eternity.

This Trinity is the Creator of the Universe : this

is our God; and there is none to be compared with

Him ; neither let any Orthodox Believer think other

wise than thus of Him. As saith the Prophet (Baruch

iii. 36, 37) : " He hath found out all the way of know

ledge, and hath given it (formerly, indeed) unto Jacob

his servant, and to Israel his beloved :" but afterwards,

to these Three, his worshippers and adorers. For it

altogether behoved the Holy Trinity, by whom all things

were made, to be personated by a co-equal number of

e2
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worshippers; and, according to its counsel, again to

create men after its own image and likeness, (a much

more accurate and striking one than the first) ; and the

Trinity (Tpi«) created the Three Saints (T>e<~s), that they

might be like unto God, 1st, in number ; 2dly, in god

liness ; thirdly, in unanimity. Nay more, Fourthly,

and to complete the similitude, in zeal for our salva

tion ; which none whatever has had so much at heart

as God and they:" &c. &c.

In this passage there are two paragraphs in which

the allusion to 1 John V. 7. is remarkable.

The first is this: " God Unbegotten, is the Father;

God Begotten, is the Son ; and God Proceeding, is the

Holy Ghost. The same Three also are One." In the words

" The same Three also are One," we are immediately re

minded of the Scripture Text, " These Three are One."

" Yes," it may be said, " if the expression were,

' The same three also are One, in the neuter' (lv), we

might imagine the allusion ; but it is, • The same Three

also are One,' in the masculine (e<s)'"

I answer: The one (eii) evidently refers to God

(G«os), which word occurs immediately before and after.

The Fathers, who expressly quote 1 John V. 7, use the

same mode of diction. I shall give examples below45.

(45) An ancient Scholium of Origen says, Ktu to rpia eh ©tor.

In Cassiodorus' Complex. Canonic. Epistol. it is said : " Cui rei testi-

ficantur in terrS tria raysteria, aqua, sanguis, et Spiritus, quae in pas-

sione Domine leguntur impleta : in ccelo autem Pater, Filius, et Spi.

ritus Sanctus ; el hi Ires unus est Dens."

Likewise in the Caroli M. ad Leonem III. Epistola ad Holsteniam,

we find : " Hieronymua quoque de hdc ipsa Spiritus Sancti processione

in symboli expositione inter camera ait : Spiritus qui a Patre et Filio

procedit
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The second paragraph is this : " The Holy Trinity,"

says Maurop, " by creating the Three Saints, has pro

duced also a Triad, resembling itself, and chiefly in

unanimity." The obvious meaning of which can be

nothing else than this : " Just as the Three, the Father,

the Word, and the Holy Ghost, agree in one, so also

do these Three Saints." But we find no text in the

Bible which literally supports this on the part of God,

except 1 John V. 7 : therefore, we have every reason to

conjecture, here is an allusion to this clause. " But is

that conjecture to turn the scale?" Have a little pa

tience, Reader. Let me first introduce an episode ; and

then I will shew its preponderance more fully.

But, previously, a few words on Maurop's panegyric.

In this Oration, Maurop quotes no one text of the Bible

in express terms, to prove the doctrine of the Holy Tri

nity. This, therefore, removes the suspicion, that, as

the bishop probably quoted Scriptural proofs, and yet

omitted 1 John V. 7, he must have been unacquainted

with that text, and consequently made no allusion to it.

Finally, the bishop was an Orthodox Greehie, and lived at

a time when his Church was at variance with the Latin,

procedit, Patri Filioque coaeternus, et per omnia aequalis est. Usee est

Sacra Trinitas ; i.e. Pater, Films, et Spiritus Sanctus, una est Deitas,

et potentia una, et essentia ; i. e. Pater qui genuit, Filiusque genitus,

et Spiritus Sanctus qui ex Patre Filioque procedit, hac tria unus Deus

ot."

(40) We perceive, even in his Hymns, the cautious orthodox of

his Church. He ties down the expression the instant its meaning

seems too equivocal. For instance, in his 186th Hymn.

'O \oyos r)v a apxr) irpos rov Tla.T(pa awapx05' TV *°W Tlrtvua ovvi\v

AAA' EK TOT TENNHTOPOS.
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in many particulars. I entreat my Readers to bear this

circumstance in mind, whenever they are assailed by

the fashionable objection, " Perhaps Maurop latinizes

in this allusion."
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II.

GREGORY NAZIANZEN.

SOME PASSAGES FROM HIS WORKS, HITHERTO OVER

LOOKED, AND NOT EMPLOYED IN THE CONTRO

VERSY ON 1 JOHN V. 7.

Now for the promised Episode !

Is the expression, " Three are one"—this almost unques

tionable allusion to 1 John V. 7—found in any other

Greek Father whatever?

I answer, Yes ! The very man upon whose silence

people have relied so confidently in our days, in assailing

the authenticity of this celebrated text—even Gregory

Nazianzen, a renowned Teacher of the 4th century—

uses the very same expression, and in that very Dis

course from which men have been wont to controvert

the existence of 1 John V. 7, in the Greek exemplars47.

(47) See Wetstein's New Testament, T. II. p. 722. It would be

worth while carefully to revise the Fathers there cited by him ; in order

to see, partly, whether they are really silent on the passages quoted ;

partly, whether their silence is authority, and admissible as evidence.

Upon the latter point, our modern Reformers conceive themselves at

liberty to take very little trouble. I have censured this impropriety,

in my Beytragen xur Critik ilber Johannes Offenbarung, (Contri

butions to Criticism upon the Apocalypse of St. John,) pp. 13, 14;

viz. " Whosoever wishes to argue fairly from the silence which authors

observe respecting matters ascribed to their times, must do more than

quote their mere silence. He must prove that his silent witnesses

would certainly have spoken of them, if they had really occurred in

their
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In this his 37th Discourse, which treats of the Holy

Ghost, he says, at the beginning of page 5!)8 (Cologne

Edition, 1G90) : 'EN TA THA Osorirn, xou TO 'EN TPIA

t«<? ihoTtim. Further, in his 51st Discourse, which has

the Superscription Kara A.-irohivaptov wpoj KXijoWioi/ npur-

fivrtpov e-itKiTohn «'. He says, in the middle of page 739 :

'EN yap TA TPIA, km raurov rp Oeorijr/. Finally, in his

12th Discourse, entitled EipqvtKOf «'. tirt rn tvaxret twv /tio-

vvtyvTuv fiera Tijf <r«u7rij>' irapovtri'f tov IlaTpoj avjov, at

their time> But, to apply a proof of this kind, I must neither give the

ancients my world, nor transpose myself, with my modes of thinking,

into theirs : that is dreaming, not criticising, and converting History

into Fable. The problem for Historical Criticism is properly this :

To find out, from the known sentiments of an author, and the nature

of the world in which he lived, and with which he was conversant, the

relation which his silence bears to matters ascribed to his times ;—

I mean, whether his silence upon the subject originated in wisdom, cun

ning, flattery, fear, neglect, or ignorance ; or whether the cause of his

silence lay not in himself, but in the subject, which had no existence in

his times."—A celebrated author, whom I hold in high respect for his

erudition and philology, in his " New Investigations Into the Apoca

lypse," in which he attempts to confute my " Beytragen," assails the

principle which I have advanced, as thus: " With such precepts,"

(namely, how to estimate the authority of silence,) " Protestants

could have reflected but little historical light against the assertions

of the Papists respecting the antiquity of the Mass and Transub-

stantiation ; or the genuineness of many Works which were certainly

spurious, e.g. the high antiquity of the symbol ' Quicunque' &c. of

the Apostolic Constitutions; the ' Dionysius Areop.' &c. &c. But

I will very briefly give my opinion, that there are no general rules as

to the application of such a precept or problem." And in this tone

the refutation proceeds. Refutations resting on such principles, I

shall never reply to. For whoever asserts, that the truth of a cri

tical maxim must only be judged of by the interests of the Pro

testant Church, he And such is the conduct of this

man, who certainly cannot himself be accused of having the interests

of the Lutheran Church
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page 204, he says, K«< TA TPIA 'EN. He also thrice

mentions the Three Divine Persons, with the very names,

and in the same consecutive order in which they

occur only once in Holy Scripture, i.e. in 1 John V. 7.

In his Qprivoq Ttspi rcov ti)( avrov \/-i/x>JS nudcov, in the 113th

verse, he says, AAAa nATEP, Uarpoq re A0r02, x«i

IINEYMA (paeivov. And in the 42d Discourse, Ei? ™

dywv TTourx", towards the end, £2 I1ATEP, x«i AorE, xai

I1NEYMA TO 'AriON. And in the 25th Discourse, %>?

Apeiavovs xat eiq avrov, he says, at page 442, Ov ipevcro/iut <rs

EtATEP avapyc, ov ^evro/iat ac fiovoyeves AOrE, ov ^evao/iat ire

to nNEYMA TO 'AHON.

Is not all this a very plain intimation tlial the bishop read

1 John V. 7. in his Greek New Testament, and intended an

allusion to that passage in the expressions which he lias used ?

" No ! " we are told, " not at all." And pray why

not?—" Because, in the Discourses referred to, the

bishop was vindicating the doctrine of the Trinity : yet

neither here, nor any where else, does he quote the

clause 1 John V. 7. among his Scripture proofs. In one

of these Discourses, indeed, he quotes the 8th verse:—

a striking and indisputable proof that he knew no

thing of the 7th verse: that, on the other hand, he

discovered the Holy Trinity, mystically, in the 8th verse ;

and therefore borrowed from it his 'EN TA TPIA, and

his TA TPIA 'EN."

Is all this, so dictatorially announced to the world,

perfectly true ?—Is it true, I ask ?

I strongly doubt that the man who affirms it has

read Gregory with attention: or, if he has, that he
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understands him rightly. At least, I may be allowed to

say how /understand Gregory in this passage.

"How, then?"

What if I should prove the three following Proposi

tions out of his writings ?

PROPOSITION I.

There had arisen a keen dispute between Gregory

and some Heretics of his day, concerning the exposi

tion, as well as the authenticity, of 1 John V. 7.

prop. ir.

The venerable Greek Father never harboured the

idea of finding the Holy Trinity in the 8th verse of the

5th chapter of St. John's First Epistle.

prop. nr.

Gregory quotes 1 John V. 7. more than once, as a

text of Holy Scripture.

Now for my proofs.

Gregory says, in his 37th Discourse49, " The Per

sons in the Godhead are one ; not only as regards that

wherewith they are conjoined, but also as regards them

selves, because of the Oneness of Essence and Power:

in short, they are dfioovo-wt." Now this Unity, maintained

by the Orthodox, was assailed by their opponents, who

attempted to prove an absurdity and inconsistency in the

Orthodox doctrine of the Trinity. And what gave

(48) Tlepi rov 'Ayiov Uvevnaros, p. 602. To eV iitaOTov avrav exel 'P05

to trvyKzifxevov ovx rirrov, t\ irpos iavro, rep Tavrtp T97S ovffias kcu. ttjs 5wa-

fittus. In order to illustrate this somewhat ohscure passage, read what

he says upon the same Proposition, in his 41st Discourse, E<j to aryw

Pmnurpui, p. 008 ; viz. Touttjc SiSupu irnrros, k, t. \.
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occasion to this attack ? I answer, ' The clause, Three are

one—TPIA 'EN.' " You cannot deny," said the adversa

ries, " that you understand by the 'EN, in this passage, a

perfect equality of the whole Divine Essence49. You

maintain further, that each Person of the Godhead is

not a Quality, a mere relative denomination, but is

actually self-existent; and is, therefore, a separate

Substance.—Now see the absurd consequences of this ! "

How so? " Thus. By the Three (TA TPIA), the Divine

Persons are here awapiOfiov/ievoi, that is, connumerated"—

This was undeniable. But then they assumed an axiom,

to this effect : " Things only can be connumerated

which are of the same essence (t« o/*ooi/«aso): those, on

the contrary, which are not of the same essence (t« yuij

ofioovma.) cannot be connumerated." And, thence, they

argued thus : " As, in the passage ' Three are one, ' the

Persons of the Godhead are connumerated ; you must,

nolentes volentes, in virtue of our axiom and this passage,

grant the existence of Three Gods.—What absurdity ! "

Gregory commences his refutation by controverting

the axiom on which the objection of his adversaries was

founded.

" You say," said he, " if things are to be connumerated,

(49) This is evident from the connection with what immediately

follows : for they built their whole objection on the connumerating of

the Persons in the Godhead ; on the Three (TA TPIA) ; and oil the idea

of the One (TO 'EN). I have therefore unravelled the intricate argu

ment of the opponents, for greater perspicuity's sake.

(50) The adversaries seem here to have taken the word 'OMOOT-

2102 in the erroneous sense, which was rejected by the Church in the

year 273, at the Councils of Antioch ; according to which, there was

no difference of the Persons.
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they must be of the same essence ; and therefore there

must be no difference between them. What absurdity !

Know ye not, that Numerals are merely competent to

express the quantity, and not the nature, of the things

whose sum they designate ? I call things Three, which

are that many in number, though they are different in

Essence : likewise, I call One and One and One, so many

Units, namely, Three, when they have the same essence.

For I look not, herein, to their essence; but to their

quantity, which constitutes the number that I affix to

them5'."

Now, though this was clear as the sun, and perfectly

sufficient to confute the opponent's axiom, still Gre

gory strikes into another path : and it is very interesting,

very remarkable.—" Well, what is it ? "—This.

" Since you," says the bishop, " adhere so strictly

to the letter of Scripture in this instance ; namely, to

the word 'Three;' though you generally controvert it;

I therefore will also adduce proof from the same source

(ex£i0ev); namely, the letter of Holy Scripture", which

t

(51) We see, therefore, that the whole dispute originated in the

connumerating of the Persons in the Godhead ; which occurs only once

in the Bible, and that in 1 John V. 7.

(52) Orat. xxxvil. p. 603. Eim St Mat/ irepiexqs tou ypap.p.aros, aai

rot ye TroKepuav rta ypaptLiari, EKEI0EN lwi AajSe ras airoSei^ets. Tpta evrais

xapoi/xiais ecrnv, k. t. A.. That I have rightly translated rpaupa, by

" Letter of Holy Scripture," will be seen by perusing the passage

in p. 600 of this same Discourse. Justin Martyr uses Tpap.pa in the

very same sense. He says, in his Expositio Fidei : AAA' ovSe tod n«-

rpos e^ovdas eKariovaSai ton Tioc koi to nm/a Ttapa. ttjs Betas ypcupris pe-

fia.9Tiicap.ei'. Kai »aij; Akouc tou TPAMMAT02, ci Se &cos Vfiwy, <prpxi, ev tijj

avpavif, i«u eiri T7)$ yrjs, iraera, oVa rfleAriaev, eiroiTjcrt. And moreover,

this possible signification is rendered necessary, that is real, in this

passage,
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demonstrates the proposition, ' Things also can be con-

numerated which have not the same essence, but are

different:' "—and accordingly he quotes passages of

Scripture, in which things of different kinds are num

bered together ; e. g. Prov. xxx. 29—31. Exod. xxxvii. 7.

Matt. vi. 2-1.

" Good bishop." replied his opponents, " thou still

understandest not all that we charge upon the clause

' Three are one.' It is absurd ; and therefore cannot pos

sibly be derived from the discourse of the Apostle

John. For, of things, we can only say, ' they are con-,

numerated, and of like essence,' when the names proper

to them (i. e. those resulting from the identity of their

essence) are expressly stated in their sums total. For

instance, Three men, Three Gods ; not merely indefinite

Three. No sensible man thinks, speaks, or writes other

wise. Away then with the fancy, that the clause ' Three

are one,' originated with the Apostle ! "

After Gregory had, in his own way, exposed the ab

surdity of this new principle also, he attacks the conse

quence which the Heretics had inferred from this axiom,

against the authenticity of the clause. " What," says he,

" What.'—tlte Apostle John?—shall he not be the author

of this text, because in your opinion it involves an

absurdity53.—Listen!—I will lay before you another

passage of St. John, whose authenticity you do not

passage, not only by the EKEieEN (which, as the sequel proves, evi

dently refers to expressions of Scripture), but also by the proposition,

that the adversaries elsewhere contested the TO rPAMMA.

(53) I cannot otherwise conceive why he hurls, with such marked

and energetic vivacity, his Tl AAI 'O IflANNHS,; against his adver

saries.

Solomon,
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namely, 1 JohnV. 8.5' ' There are three that bear record,

the spirit, the water, and the blood.' What say you to that?

Has the Apostle expressed himself absurdly here; in

the first place, because he combines things which are

different in essence? (For who will maintain, that

spirit, water, and blood, are things of one and the same

essence ?) Secondly, because he construes ungrammati

cally ; inasmuch as he says of three things which are

of the neuter gender, that they are three (rptis) in the

masculine"?"

Now what rational man, under such circumstances,

will assert, that Gregory wished to prove the existence

of the Trinity from 1 John V. 8 ? It is therefore clear

as the sun that the bishop was ignorant of the mystical

meaning of the 8th verse. Nay, I know not one of the

Solomon, Moses, and Christ, whose mode of expression the bishop

had already quoted in vindication of the clause, were held by his adver.

saries in equally great estimation with St. John ; Christ, indeed, in

greater. Whence then the TI AAI 'O IHANNH2 ; if what I have just

said was not the bishop's intention ?

(54) It is notorious that the Arians—to which class Gregory's

opponents belonged—acknowledged the authenticity of 1 John V. 7.

August, contra Maximinum Arianum, lib. It. cap. xxu.

(55) The passage, Orat. xxxvu. p. 603. runs thus: TI AAI 'O

IHANNH2 ; Tpeis «mu tovs iiaprvpovvras, \eyav sv rats koQoXikois, to

■mmv/xa, to vSup, to ai'/ia, apa aai \cpew tpuiviTiu; Tlponuv pttv, ori to.

fir] ifwovoia amapi6/J.7i<rat TfTohfniKev, 6 rots opoovirtois av SiSois. Tts yap

av enroi Tavra puas uvaias; Aewtpoy 5c, oVi fii) KaraW-nKus exa" <"")"-

Tijffey, aAAa, to Tpeis app'ei'iKws ir/>o0«s, Ta rpta ovSertpws cmpeyra irapa

tovs trovs KM tijs ypUfifictTiKiis opovs Kat vofiovs. Kai toi ri Siucpepti, ti Tptis

xpoBevra, iv kox Id koi iv twtytyKfW, i\ iva km iva km tva \eyovra, fxi) rpeis

a\Aa Tpia irpo<rayopev(iv, oirep avros airojiou «ri tiji Qconrros. I shall

avail myself in Appendix (B.) of the last part of this quotation, from

tevrtpop to the end.
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Greek Fathers, though I have anxiously perused them,

who discovered Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, in the 8th

verse of 1 John V. I am therefore convinced, by expe

rience, of what honest Mill says : " No Greek understood

the 8th verse mystically of the Holy Trinity :"—an important

maxim in criticising our disputed clause ! It deprives

our opponents of all recourse to 1 John V. 8, when

they meet with undeniable allusions to 1 John V. 7. in

Greek Authors. I have also found what Mill says, in

this respect, of the Latin Fathers, perfectly correct.

Augustin, of whom I have spoken above, is unques

tionably the first who metamorphosed the meaning of

the 8th verse.

Origen", Ambrose, Cassiodore, Pope Leo the Great,

Bede, and others, explain it quite differently ; and much

more naturally.

It is therefore beyond all doubt, that Gregory did

not take his 'EN TA TTIA, his TA TPIA 'EN, (which he

vindicates so sharply, as expressions of St. John,) from

the 8th verse. Nay, in citing this verse, he never once

quotes the words, K«< oi rpen m to iv em. Now, would he

have omitted words of such importance to him, if he had

grounded his 'EN TA TPIA upon them? Assuredly not!

Perhaps, indeed, they were not in his copy ; and this

would justify, or at least excuse, the celebrated Note of

(56) Origen is the first among the Greeks, to my knowledge, who

quotes 1 John V. 8. In his Commentary on the Gospel of 1 John,

he says, on the words John 1.27,28. (p. 133. Cologne Edit. 1685.)

O&ras i avros «Tri jSoimff/no iSaros km irvev/iaTos Se km al/iaros. Uepi

Se tou TeAeuToiou fjairrurfiaTOs, iis rives <pijoiv ev tip Bairriirjua !' «xw £«*-

TiffflTjvai, Kai iras owe^o/iai «»* o tov TeAtirflTj. Tovtw St (rv/upwyos tv tjj

ct-kttoAt) /ua&rrTjj \wwvr)s, TO riNETMA KAI TO 'TAflP KAI TO 'AIMA,

eveyga^t TA TPIA EI2 'EN TINOMENA.
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St. Thomas Aquinas*, on 1 John V. 8. If it be said that

Gregory did not consider them to be the words of the

Apostle, there is only this alternative : Either the bishop

himselffirst invented this clause, or borrowed it elsewliere.

That he was not the inventor, is, I think, palpably evi

dent ; because the phrase 'EN TA TPIA, long before the

middle of the 4th century, was a solemn form of ex

pression, and generally known, among the Greek Chris

tians, to designate the Holy Trinity. I appeal to the

author of the Didascomenus, of whose testimony I shall

speak more circumstantially hereafter. The Latins

used the same expression in the 2d and 3d centuries.

' Tres unum sunt,' says Tertullian. ' Tres unum sunt,' says

Cyprian. Now, as it plainly appears, as well from the

Didascomenus as from Cyprian, that they took this phrase

from Scripture, and indeed from 1 John V. 7, there

remains no doubt that Gregory derived his TA TPIA 'EN

from the same source—1 John V. 7.

The expression was by no means merely technical, in

Gregory's estimation : for he vindicates his TA TPIA 'EN

very zealously and firmly ; which he never does in the

case of technical terms. In the latter, he is very in

dulgent ; nay, he shuns all controversies of the kind,

and holds them to be useless and ridiculous. I refer

my reader to the Note57.

* [Aquinas's words are, " Et in quibusdam libris additur (scil. to

the 8th verse), ' Et hi tres unum sunt.' Sed hoc in veris exempla-

ribus non habetur sed dicitur esse appositum ab Hereticis Arianis, ad

pervertendum intellectura sanum auctoritatis praemissse de Unitate

Essentite trium Personarum." (See Home's Crit. Introd. Vol. iv.

p. 466. Ed. vi.)— Trans.]

(57) Orat. xxi. ad finem, p. 395. T7js yap fitas ovm» km &c.—

Further, Orat. xi.iv. p. 7 10. Sw&wnev oAAijAois &c.
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That Gregory actually quotes 1 John V. 7. as a passage of

Holy Scripture.

After Gregory, in his 37th Discourse, had termi

nated the dispute which we have just noticed, concern

ing the words ' Three are ones' and subjoined a few ob

servations on the diction of Holy Scripture ; lie then pro

duces, what he conceives, an express proof of the Di

vinity of the Holy Ghost, derived from the divine names,

works, and attributes, applied to him in Holy Scripture.

" I tremble," says he58, " when I consider the mul

titude of titles, which must cover with shame all who

rebel against the Holy Ghost. He is called the Spirit

of God; the Spirit of Christ ; the Mind of Christ; the

Spirit of the Lord ; the Lord himself; the Spirit of

Adoption, of Truth, of Liberty ; the Spirit of Wisdom,

of Counsel, of Understanding, of Might, of Knowledge,

of Piety; of the Fear of God, that is, as one who

worketh this ; who filleth all things with his Essence ;

upholdeth all together ; who has power to pervade all

earth with his Essence, yet whose Might the world

cannot conceive; the Good, the Upright, the Guide;

not by grace, but by nature; who sanctifieth, not is

sanctified ; who measureth, not is measured ; who di-

videth, not is divided ; who filleth, not is filled ; who

upholdeth, not is upheld ; who inheriteth ; is glorified,

and 2YNAPI9M0YMEN0N."

Gregory concludes his Biblical Catalogue of names of

(58) Orat. xxxvn. p. 610. Eyo> fitv t^ptrra tov irXoinov evvopwv tuv

K\ycrtuv &.C. to KXripovofiuy, So^a^ofifvov, crwapidfiovfitt'oy.
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the Holy Spirit with these words09: " Thus great, thus

impressive, are the titles of the Holy Ghost! What

need that I should lay before you, verbatim, the passages

in proof thereof?"

We see, therefore, that all the functions, all the attri

butes, all the denominations, of the Holy Ghost, which

occur in the foregoing extract, the bishop has taken

from passages of Holy Scripture.

Two questions arise :

1. What is meant by " The Holy Ghost is 2YNAPI0-

MOYMENON ? "

2. From what passage of Scripture did Gregory de

rive the assertion, " The Holy Ghost is SYNAPIOMOY-

MENON?"

To the first question I reply : " It is true, the word

<n/vapi6/ieo/xai has frequently, in Gregory00 and others,

only this signification : ' / put some one in a series, in a

class of certain persons, without enumerating the persons who

compose that series. But, in the passage before us, the

signification of the word is wholly different." And

why ? Because the adversaries, whom Gregory combats

in this 37th Discourse, restricted the vague signification

of the word 2YNAPI9ME0MAI by a precise definition.

They said, " 2YNAH0MHSI2 means, The combining

together certain things in one number 61 ; i. e. eonnume-

(59) Orat. xxxvii. p. CI 1. hi ptv aw /cAijaeis Toaavrai koi outws */<-

yjiuxoi- Ti yap Set aoi tos eni to>v fa/iaruiv fiapTvpias TrapariBecrBai ;

(CO) Orat. xxiv. p. 431. Mem XlavKov BtoXoyrjirov, tou irpos -rpnov

ovpavov avaxBtvros Trore p*v (rvvapiBfiovvTOf ras rpcis UTOOTcweij.

(CI) Orat. xxxvii. p. 002. To ofwomia awapiBiarrai (pfqs 2TNAPI0-

MH5IN, Xcywr tt)V tis apiBnov iva (juvaiprtaiv. I have already no-

ticed this.
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rating them" Gregory admitted this definition02; and, as

we have just shewn, took considerable pains to ob

viate its false application. Consequently the expres

sion, " The Holy Ghost is ZYNAH9M0YMEN0N," must

necessarily be taken here in the signification which his

adversaries maintained ; and which Gregory did not only

admit, but also controverted its application in a sophis

tical axiom, and likewise purified the idea of the word

itself: that is, we must translate it, " The Holy Ghost

is placed in a class, and connumcrated with the Father

and the Son."

That this is the actual signification of the word trvv-

npi6fj.oxiii.evov, in the present instance, will become clearer

still, from the 44th Discourse of Gregory ; in which he

vindicates the Deity of the Holy Ghost against the same

Heretics, and likewise refers his hearers to his 87th

Discourse. He there says63, " The Holy Ghost always

was, and always is, and always will be: He has never

had a beginning, and will never have an end ; but is al

ways with the Father and the Son SYNTETArMENON and

ZYNAriOMOYMENON." Here these two words must

either differ in signification; or Gregory falls into a

palpable tautology, which he never does in any other

instance. But how do they differ, being generally syn

onymous ? I answer, Zwrcrayfievov means, " The Holy

(62) In Orat. xxxvu. p. 603. he says of St. John, To /iij fyioowm

ouvapt$nri<Tai TeToX/jTjKev. And p. 604. Ei yap /MjTe to 6/xoowtio xavries

ffwopifl/iip-oi &c.

(63) Orat. XLIV. p. 711. To Itvevpui to aytov ipi yu-v o« km eori koi

fffTar owe ap^afiivav, ourt iravaontvov, a\\' aei narni km XUf Tvvrcayne-

vov, kcu awupiBiiovnimv.

f2
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Ghost is ranked or classed with the Father and the

Son." I appeal (for he occurs to me this moment) to

Photius ; nay, even to Gregory himself64. "ZwapiSfiov-

fievov, among its meanings, has none other whereby it is

distinguished from those of <rvvTeraiyfi.evov, except that

which the Heretics selected, and Gregory admitted ;

namely, connumerated, as I have already shewn. And

therefore Gregory intends to say, " T/ie Holy Ghost is,

in Scripture, classed, and also connumerated, with the Father

and the Son."

Now the latter—I mean, " That the Holy Ghost is

connumerated with the Divine Persons"—in what pas

sage of Scripture does that occur ? The verse, " There

are three that bear record on earth, the spirit, the

water, and the blood," cannot be the proof-passage, to

which the bishop alludes: for he did not understand

this text of the Holy Trinity. Now, as we find no other

place, throughout the whole Scriptures, wherein the

Holy Ghost is connumerated with the Divine Persons,

except that which the Latin Version has preserved, and

a few ancient authors have quoted ; viz. " There

are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the

Word, and the Holy Ghost, and these three are

one;" the bishop, therefore in the passage alleged,

must have taken his XYNAPIOMOYMENON from 1 John

V. 7. and have read it in his Greek New Testament.

(64) Thotius, F.pist. I. He says of the Holy Ghost, Tlas avvrarretai

Tltnpi KaiTlip; iropevBevres yap, avros <J>7j<ni/6 Vios, fiafhrrevaare, k.t.K.

Gregory also uses the word (rvvrafc in this sense. Orat. xltv. p. 7 12.

Kot Trap wv fxovtvv ytvucrKerat jUta <rvma£is.
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This conclusion is further justified by three passages,

which I have discovered in the Works of Gregory, and

which are as follows :—

The First.—Gregory says, in this 37th Discourse",

" The phrase 'EN TA TPIA is of such a nature, that

neither the 'EN supports the opinion of Sabellius, nor

the TriA the notion of those who falsely separate those

Divine Persons." We see, then, from this passage,

that the phrase 'EN TA TPIA interested the Ortho

dox and the Heretics ; both wishing to discover their

opinions in it66. Phrases which equally interested

the Heretics and the Orthodox, and to which they

mutually appealed, were none other than phrases in

Scripture. This is notorious, and self-evident 67. Con

sequently, it is manifest, from the passage just quoted,

(65) Orat. xxxvu. p. 598. 'EN TA TPIA 0toTt>Ti, km to kv rpia reus

iSiorriatv, iva fnrre to 'EN ZafieWtov, t\ htjti to TPIA ttjs votnipas mm 81-

tupetrews.

(66) This is clear, from the following passage. Bishop Theodorite,

in his First Dialogue against Macedonius (a Heretic belonging to this

class), makes one of his followers say, Ua\w TA TPIA 'EN Keyui.

(Therefore this phrase greatly interested the Heterodox.) To which

the Orthodox replies, Tats inroo-Tao-to'iv ovx *v, aWa Tpia.

(67) For instance : " Cyrillus Alex, in Epist. quadam ad Johannem

Antiochenum in Actis Synod. Ephesinre: Of ano irao-ris aiptaiws ex tiis

OwjrvtwXTOv ypatpTjs Tas ttjs tauruv TrXavys avWeyouotP cvpoppas. to. hta

Tov'Aytov HvevfiaTos opBws upy/ieva Tats laurwy Kaxovoiats irapatpdeipovTes."

I might here adduce testimonies in abundance : but, to convince our

selves, even from Gregory, let us read his 36th Discourse, entitled

nepi T/ou \oyos Stvrepos. I have spoken of this subject before. The

Arian Maximin says to Augustin : " Si quid de divinis scripturis

protuleris, quod commune est cum omnibus, necesse est ut audiamus.

Ex vero voces, quae extra scripturam sunt, nullo casu a nobis sus.

cipiuntur."
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" thai the 'EN TA TPIA, THREE ARE ONE, was a phrase which

stood in the Bible. Now, as Gregory and all the other Greeks

did not understand 1 John V. 8. of the Trinity, he must

therefore have taken his h t« rpia from the 7lh verse."—The

validity of this reasoning maybe easily perceived and felt.

For instance : If I say, " The Father of Jesus Christ is

greater than He ;" and add, " This word ' greater' does

not support the opinion of Arius;" it will be imme

diately inferred that the clause, " The Father of Jesus

Christ is greater than He," is taken from Scripture66.

Will it not?

The Second passage from the Works of Gregory is

taken from his Poems. In his Hymns, which bear the

name of " Mysteries," (TA AIIOPHTA,) Hymn III. 1. 80,

81, 82: he says—

Ei/re Tpiaiv riva. /ivtiariv e%t\ Xoyoq, <us to fuv tiri

lav Tpurffaiv ipaeuv creitTov xtipvy/j.a fiporoiari,

To) 8V fiovoxparttjv eptXa/nrea xvZaivtofiEv.

These three Hexameters I understand thus :

" Whereas Holy Scripture makes a certain mention

of Three, in order that men should venerate what is

announced by these three Divine Persons : but that we

might at the same time extol the all-glorious Singleness

of the Supreme.

I know not any passage of Holy Scripture which makes

a certain mention of three, to the intent here stated ; except

it be, " There are Three that bear record in heaven,

(68) Gregory frequently uses this mode of quoting Biblical phrases.

e.g. Orat. xxxv. p. 572. T«c 8s \eyovTtov fifuiv, Irri t$j oitio> MElZflN

'OnATHP, k. t.A. _ >
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the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost ; and these

three are one. If we receive the witness of men, the

witness of God is greater. Now this is the witness of

God, which he hath testified of his Son" &c. to ver. 13.

And now for the Third passage.—In his 51st Dis

course, Gregory maintains the following proposition

against Nestorius ; viz. " In the Trinity there is no

AAAO.'"" And how does he prove this assertion?

Thus : " For," says he, " three are one ! " And whence

did he get this proof ? From reason? Assuredly not.

From a Canon of a Council? I answer, first, that can

not be proved : next, mere edicts of Councils, without

proofs from Scripture, availed nothing in those days

with the Orthodox, the followers of the great Atha-

nasius, to whom Gregory unquestionably belonged70.

Consequently, and beyond all dispute, he got his proof,

4 Tfiree are one,' from Holy Scripture.

Doubtless, therefore, he got his TA TPIA 'EN, his 'EN

TA TPIA, his combined nATHP, AOrOS, KA1 IINEYMA TO

'ATION, from 1 John V. 7 ; and therefore he quoted

this text.

(69) He says : Exei (namely, tirt tijj Tpiatios) \xtv yap aWos koi a\\os,

iva ftri toj uirooraffcu ovyxwutv, 0VK °Mo 8s K<" aWo' 'EN yap TA TPIA

Km ravroy rri ©eoTTrri.

(70) Athanasius de Synodis Ariminensi et Seleuciensi : Mottjv irepi-

rpexoPTts Trpo<pafft£oyrai Sia iriffriy 7}|iccKcvai ytvtaOai ras avvoSovs. EffTt

fuv yap 'ucavwrtpa nainuv i\ Beta ypa(j»i.

In the controversies of those days, and especially respecting the

doctrine of the Trinity, particular stress was laid upon Scriptural proof.

Basil the Great says to those who accused Christians of adoring three

Gods (Epist. Lxxx.) : Ovkovv ij Oeoirpwtrros yiuv 5iamrraTw ypatpy, Kai

tap' oh ay cupefljj to Sov/joto avyaSa tois Stiots Aoyois, cjti toutois ^{«

Tranray ti)s aKijBitas jj i|<7)<J>os. . *
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And thus ends my Episode—But what is its pro

mised application ? It is this :—Maurop had read the

Works of Gregory, especially those in which he ex

plains and proves the doctrine of the Holy Trinity ;

and coincided in sentiment with him on that point.

Doubtless, therefore, his two expressions; viz. " The same

three are also one;" and, " The Holy Trinity created a

Triad, resembling itself in Unanimity ;" are both, I say,

obvious allusions to, and therefore tacit quotations of,

the text 1 John V. 7.

And now, but three remarks more.

The First.—It is frequently said, by those who would

dispute the authenticity of this text, " No Greek Author

quotes 1 John V. 7."

How any one can affirm this, I am at a loss to con

ceive. The following testimonies to the contrary lie

open to all the world.

I.

FROM THE 15th CENTURY.

The Greek Monk, John de Bryenne, who lived in

the 14th and 15th centuries, quotes 1 John V. 7. He

was no partisan, but an opposer of the Latin Church :

for he disputed the tenets respecting which the latter

seceded from the Greek Church. He died previous to

the Council of Ferrara;—a circumstance particularly

to be noted.

He was a Critic ; and consulted Codices. He asserted

expressly, that " nothing was more reasonable than to

revise and correct the Latin Versions of the New Tes
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tamcnt by the Original Greek Text." He must there

fore, in the 14th and 15th centuries, have seen Manu

scripts which read 1 John V. 7 ; Manuscripts, I say,

which had weight and authority with him.

" But yet he quotes a few phrases, which vary from

our Greek copies, and follow the Vulgate."

I reply. " Does it thence certainly follow, that be

cause our Greek Codices read differently, his Greek

Manuscript should have read so too ? - He also quotes

texts which follow the Greek accurately, where the

Latin Translations vary. Nay, occasionally, he has new

readings : therefore I should think his copy of the

New Testament, from which he quotes, could not have

been a re-model of the Greek from the Latin."

II.

14th CENTURY.

Manuel Calecas, who lived in the middle of this

century, quotes 1 John V. 7.

HI.

13th CENTURY.

In the Acts of the 4th General Council of the Late-

ran, held at Rome in 121/5, 1 John V. 7. is quoted.

" Indeed ? But a Council, to which the Latins gave

the tone, is not worth a straw !"

"Why so?"

" Because, doubtless, in that Council they metamor

phosed the Original Text, according to the Vulgate."

" That is a groundless suspicion ; not only incapable

of proof; but, as far as evidence goes, false. This I

will demonstrate. In the very same Capitulum of this



74

Council, which cites 1 John V. 7, another clause also,

viz. John X. 20, is quoted verbatim. The Latin Text

cites it after the Vulgate : thus, ' Pater, quod dedit mihi,

■majus est omnibus.' On the contrary, the Greek quotes

it accurately, according to the Original, Ylarup, o« tetiaxe

fioi, ftei$a>v Ttavjav e<m.—People should read Ancient

Authors more carefully, before they pronounce sen

tence of condemnation upon them."

IV.

12th CENTURY.

The Constantinopolitan Monk, Euthymius Ziga-

benus, was acquainted with 1 John V. 7.

V.

lltll CENTURY.

I think I have proved that Maurop alluded to

1 John V. 7, and did not question the authenticity of

that passage.

VI.

8th CENTURY.

The author of the Greek Nomocanon, who must have

lived at least in the 8th century, says,

Ai/ra tm Tpia, Ylartip xai Y/o? xai

to 'Ayiov Tlvevfia, kv ravra to. rpia.

VII.

7th CENTURY.

Maximus, the Confessor, author of the Nicene Dis

putation, falsely ascribed to Athanasius, says, in that

work, IIpo; Se Toi/Toi? -naat xat ltoavvris ipaaxe' xai oi rpeii to

tv um.

Now, as Maximus has never been suspected of mysti
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ciaing the 8th verse, in any part of his writings ; and as

we know from experience that the Greeks universally

never understood 1 John V. 8. of the Holy Trinity;

it is clear that he took these words from 1 John V. 7.

Besides, if he had the first passage (i.e. ver. 8.) in

view, he would and must have said, E/? to iv um,

VIII.

5th CENTURY.

Bishop Theodorite, in his First Dialogue against

Macedonius, makes a partisan of that Heretic say, Ua-

Ktv TA TPIA 'EN tey<u.

The Orthodox replies: Tois vitomamtrnv ov% h, «aa»

TjOia.

The Heterodox therefore used this phrase, as well as

the Orthodox. The only question was, How were the

TPIA and the 'EN to be explained ?

We know, that some ascribed this Dialogue to Atha-

nasius. It is also usually printed in the Editions of

Athanasius's Works.

IX. X.

4th CENTURY.

Gregory Nazianzen, as I have proved, held 1 John

V. 7. to be authentic. But so did another author of this

century: I mean the author of the Dialogue entitled

Phihpatris, or Didascomenus11, A passage in this Dia

logue plainly betrays that he was acquainted with

(71) Though Lucian may not have been the author of the Phih

patris, yet it is certain that this work must have been written at least

in the beginning of the 4th century.
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1 John V. 7. Cave, and others, made the same re

mark, long ago.—Permit me to offer my sentiments on

the subject.

The passage is as follows :

The Pagan, who personates Critias, and endeavours,

in this Dialogue, to turn Christianity into ridicule, puts

a question to Triphon, who represents the Christian :

K<M iivim. iirofincraifiai ye £

Triphon replies :

'Y\j>i/x£^ovTa Oeov, fieyav, ufi/Sporov, ovpaviava, YiW Uarpo*;,

Hvev/ia ex II«7|t>o5 exTropevo/ievov, 'EN EK TPIS2N, xai EtS

'ENOS TPIA, ravra vo/ii^s tyya> T0V &' ny°v Oeov.

Crjitias rejoins :

Aptifieetv fu iiiaoxets, xai opxoq q apiff/itiTtxn. Kai yap apiti-

fieetS o«s N/xOyua^os 6 Vepa(rr)VOi. 0</x oib~a yap rt Aeyets 'EN

TPIA, TPIA 'EN ".

The 'Ei/ ex rptav, El; evos Tpia, Ev rpta, Tpta iv, must

therefore have been well-known and solemn forms of ex

pression among Greek Christians in the 4th century.

Now, whence may the reviler have derived them? I

think the most natural answer is, " Undoubtedly from

the same source whence he derived the immediately

preceding, Y/o? Harpos, Tlvevfia ex Uarpos exiropevofxevov ; that

is, from passages of the New Testament" Now, we

do not discover, in the Writings of the Greeks, the

(T2) 'EN TPIA, TPIA 'EN, exactly like Gregory Nazianzen and Theo-

dorite.

The Author of the Twenty Questions, falsely ascribed to Alha-

nasius, says, in Quoest. iv. 'O naTTjp xai i ths koi to Tlvtv/ia to aywv

'EN E5TI KAI TPIA.
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faintest indication that they understood 1 John V. 8. of

the Holy Trinity. Consequently, nothing remains but

that the phrases above-mentioned are borrowed from

1 John V. 7. Besides, Triphon elsewhere uses words

and sentiments of Holy Scripture without noticing the

author, or the passage from which they are taken. He

says of God, " It is He who ovpavov £>% Seppw c^ijnftaor,

yijc is e(f> vSwtos emifyv" The first is evidently taken

from Psalm civ. 2 : the second, from Psalm xxiv. 2.

Among the Latins also, in the 4th century, this ex

pression ' Three are one,' was familiar as a sacred phrase.

Ausonius, in his Poem bearing the name of " Gryphus,"

says,

" Tris numerus super omnia, Tris Deris units."

XI.

3d CENTURY.

Origen, in his Scholium on Psalm cxxii. 3. says,

T« 5e rpia Kvpws 6 Oeoj ri/juov citti, o! yap Tpeis to iv titri.

I am aware that Wetstein, and a certain Doctor of

Upper Saxony, doubt the authenticity of this Scholium.

But, as they assign no reason for their doubts, their

assertions go for nothing. In criticism, we acknowledge

no Pope. I see no reason why I should follow them.

Now, it is remarkable that Origen here says, To iv

am. He certainly does not mean the 8th verse; for

in that he read, ei? to iv. And, moreover, he did not

explain the 8th verse, as indicating the Holy Trinity,

but the triple kind of Baptism. (See Note .56.) The

Confessor Maximus also, in the 7th century ; whose
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testimony I have already adduced, expresses himself

exactly like Origen ; i. e. TO 'EN.

The Second remark ; viz. " No Greek Codex, it is

said, contains the words EN TO, TH,, in the text 1 John

V.8."

I answer, " That is false."—Richard Simon says,"

that the Greek Codex 2247, in the Royal Library of

Paris", reads,

'Oti rpa<; eicnv oi fiaprvpovvrei; EN TO, THi, to irvev/ta xat

to vSajp xeu to ai/xa, x«< oi rpets «s to iv stat.

The Third remark, " That there were persons who

mutilated the First Epistle of St. John, and expunged

passages from it which contradicted their favourite

tenets," is proved by Socrates75, in the 5th century;

Hinkmar, in the 9th76; and Fulbert, bishop of Chartres,

(73) Histoire Critique du Texte du Nouveau Testament, chap, xvm.

p.m. 204. " Par exemple, dans l'exemplaire du Roi, cote" 2247. a

l'opposite de ces mots: 'On to«j aaiv EN TH, TH,, to iryfv/ia km ro iSap

km to ai/ta &c."* Luther also inserted the EN THi THi in the last edi

tion of bis German Versions ofthe Bible. Doubtless he had seen Greek

Manuscripts which had these words : for he says himself, that he had

omitted 1 John V. 7. because it was wanting in the Greek Manuscripts.

* [Simon, however, was mistaken. See the facsimile in Bishop

Burgess's Letter to the Clergy of the Diocese of St. David's. Trans.]

(74) Neither Mill, nor Wetstein, nor Michaelis, mention this Codex.

(75) Historia Ecclesiastica, lib. vn. cap. xxxu. Hyvoriaev (namely,

Nestorius) 6ti tv rp kuOoXikti 'laavvov yeyptxtrrat ev tois irctAaiois avreypa-

<pois, brri ran xceu/m, i Auei toc Ii)<row, oxo too @tov ovk effrty. TaurTji' yap

•n\v Sumeiav «c ran iraKaiuv amiypaipuv ■ntpai\ov, oi xeupifeu' o»o tou ttji

oiKOPOfitas avBpwTrov fiovKo/ievoi ttjv Oeonyra. Aio 5« oi TraKaioi ep/xTivas avro

tovto eirioTj/XTji/acTO, as Ticet eiev p'aSu>vpyj}0-aiiT(S Tt\v exurroXtpi Xvciv airo

tou 0€ou Toy avSpunrov faXovrss.

(76) Quidam autem ex eisdem scripturis quaedam eraserunt, de

quibus revinci timebant, sicut constat Arianos de Evangelio erasisse,

quod
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in the 11th century". Therefore it was not the mere

hatred of Heretics which induced Epiphanius to su

spect that the AlogV, who rejected the Gospel and

Apocalypse of St. John, because opposed to their

theories, may also have rejected his Epistles.

To the same effect is the celebrated "Prologue to

the Catholic Epistles" which is ascribed to Jerom. I shall

investigate its testimony hereafter, when treating of

Manuscripts.

quod Salvator ait : quia Deus spiritus est : quoniam credere nolebant

qubd Spiritus sanctus Deus esset omnipotens. Quidam etiam de Epislola

Johannis eraserunt : " Et omnis spiritus, qui solvit Jesum, ex Deo non

est." Ne scilicet per auctoritatem beati Johannis revincerentur.

(7 7) Et de Epistola eraserunt : " Et omnis spiritus, qui solvit Jesum,

ex Deo non est, sicut Nestorius."

(78) Epiphan. Hieres. i.i.





GREEK AND LATIN

MANUSCRIPTS DISCOVERED,

WHICH SUPPORT 1 JOHN V. 7.





83

THE FIRST GREEK MANUSCRIPT.

In the Grand Ducal Library at Wolfenbiittle is pre

served a Greek Codex (MS. XVI. 7) which contains

the Acts of the Apostles, and all the Epistles of the

New Testament™. I shall call it Guelpherbytanus C, for

the reasons assigned below80. In the Appendix (B.)

I have given a minute account of its contents, and all its

various readings ; some of which merit the particular

attention of Critics: e.g. Acts i. 18. eXamo-e: besides, it

omits a>? xaxoTroiav in 1 Pet. iii. 16.

Three Questions here occur ; viz.

1. " How old is this Codex?"

2. "Who wrote it?"

3. " Is it peculiarly interesting as regards 1 John V. 7 ?"

To the first, I reply: In this Codex there are

prefixed to the Acts of the Apostles, and the several

Epistles, those Prefaces which we meet in " Hie Commen

tary of (Ecumenius." Therefore it is posterior to the

10th century ; and, judging by the shape of the letters,

anterior to the 13th.

(79) I have already announced it, in my Beytragen zur Kritik uber

Johannes Offenbarung, pp. 38—92.

(80) Having designated the two very ancient Greek Fragments of

the Four Evangelists (which I revised in my Ulphilas) by the names

" Guelpherbytanus A. & B." I thought it adviseable to call this Codex,

" Guelpherbytanus C."

g2



Si

As to the second question, " By whom was it written V

all that I have been able to ascertain is this—At the

end of the Manuscript stands the following Acrostichon ;

viz.

r Ai/xeis (puTrjras w tov irpaeaiq

E pwv e^oywq, xai tnepyav ex xapSiaq,

fl xiara irpal-iis rcov Se r«? i)Si/t«toi/<; *"

P rj/iaraiv 9-eicov £7r«rroX«? ev6eov<;

1 eypoupa Se\ra> yea>pyiot aypeio^,

1 tx/ia t«i/t«; ^iv%txa>v aKyrtfiarav

0 tovei <j>epa>v xai fiKeirav aoirouncoi;

1 ^itarov vojiov rracpiuc; c&s -ne(j>vxvia<;t

M ovot yap ovtoi evapyovs Qeoirrtas

O ixeionretoq tov %y xai SamoTou

N OflO) XpeiTTWVl Iji-tCOVTOU TtpO iravrav.

A yaittirovq yap tovtovs xaAsi xai <f>i\ov<;

X 5 ij %apa rav aura TteTtoiSorwv

O i/$ ye xai Trpe<r/3eiq npos avTOv TrpocrxaXov/iai

Y yfiovq Sei-ias tov Tvye.iv x\ttpov\taq.

From these Iambics, we perceive that the writer un

derstood Greek, and that his name was George. By

putting together the initial letters of each line, we form

the words TEOPriOY MONAXOY.

George, therefore, was a Monk. The age, as well

as the hand-writing, clearly distinguish him from the

George whom I have already mentioned in page 43.

Lastly ; to the question, " Is this Codex peculiarly

interesting as respects 1 John V. 7 ?" I reply, Yet f and

for the following reasons :

(81) It should be, cpotTjjras.

(82) Instead of jjSuraTor.
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In this Codex, the same hand which has written the

text, has also noted in the margin, opposite those pas

sages of Scripture which are read in the public worship

of the Greek Church, the day on which they severally

occur. Codices of this kind deserve the attention of

Critics in many respects ". But what chiefly attracted

my notice to this Codex was, that we know, from the

Apostolus61, that, in the Greek Church, the latter part of

the First Epistle of John (t.e. from the 20th verse

of the 4th chapter to the end of the Epistle) was

read on the Thursday in the thirty-fifth week after

Easter. Now, the modern Apostolus, in this Lectio,

reads 1 John V. 7. exactly as we have it in our printed

Greek Testaments. If the Apostolus had remained,

from its origin, without any alteration whatever, it would

have been a witness to the authenticity of this cele

brated text, of more than one thousand years standing.

But no one can assert that it has so remained. Still, it

would be labour well bestowed, to collate several

ancient Manuscripts of the Apostolus, for the sake of

this clause.

At the 20th verse of 1 John IV. this Wolfenbiittle

Apostolized Codex has a marginal note in red letters; viz.

T? s rijfs Ae £/S5.

Eager to ascertain whether it read exactly as the

(83) This was already perceived by Kichard Simon : Histoire

Critique du Texte du Nouveau Testament, Part I. cap. xxxm.

p. 249 ; viz. " J'ajouterai seulement icy " &c. &c.

(84) Such is the title of the Greek Liturgy ; wherein are prescribed

the several HtpiKimai, or Lessons, out of the Acts and Epistles, which

were then, and still continue to be, read in public worship, on stated

days.
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modern Apostolus does, I carefully perused the Lectio.

But!—it wants Uohn V. 7. That clause is written in

the margin, and by a much more recent hand.

In another respect, however, this Codex richly re

warded my industry ; for it reads thus :

Kai to TTveZfia ccni to fiaprvpovv. art to itvevfun iariv h aKri*

ffeia, oti ol Tpe7s et<riv ol fiapTvpovvTei. to mtv/Mt. to vhap. xai to

r > < ~ > v ,/ , , > , _ .84

ai/xa. xai ot Tpeiq, «<s to ev ciatv. ei tijv /xaprvpiav Tav. x. x. A.

Hence it appears :

First. This Codex augments the list of those which

omit 1 John V. 7. At the same time I must observe,

that the copyist frequently omits passages of the text

of 1 John, but in such a manner as evinces both his

negligence and haste ; e. g. 1 John XL 22. wants the last

words of the verse tov UaTepa xai tov Y/ot- : in like manner,

the was, with which verse 23 begins, is wanting. Again,

verse 27 wants the conclusion, penem ev avrm : verse 28

wants the beginning, xai wv Texvia : 1 John IV. 16. wants

the conclusion, xai 6 Geo? tv amy. From these examples,

we perceive that the copyist's omission of certain

passages of the text may have been occasioned, not

always by the various readings of Codices, but also by

words of similar sound. Therefore he is not a perfectly

safe witness in this matter.

But further, to our Second point. This Codex has a

new reading; one which, as far as I can learn, is hitherto

wholly unknown; namely, 01 Tpm emv ol fiaprvpovvres.

The 01 in this passage occurs in no other Codex:

(85) I have retained the accents and points exactly as they are in

the Manuscript.
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and therefore it is probable, that the Codex, from

which this was transcribed, contained 1 John V. 7 ; for

otherwise the existence of this 01 is inexplicable. The

careless eye of the copyist overlooked the former part

of the 7th verse, caught the concluding words, (reading

them 'OTI instead of Ovtoi1* oi rpus,) hurried thence to

the following verse (Sth), and read in it EI2IN 01 MAP-

TYPOYNTEE &c. &c. The instances of his negligence

which I have already adduced, justify this conjecture.

While in the act of writing this, I am put in possession

of the learned Archbishop Eugenius's Criticisms on

1 John V. 7; which add fresh importance to the read*

ing I have discovered ; viz. 01 rpat. It is a voucher,

that the Codex, from which this was transcribed, had

the 1 John V. 7. Brevity compels me to refer my

readers to the Appendix (C.)

Thirdly. This Codex omits the xai which generally

precedes ™ Hop. The Codex Basikensis (called in

Weststein, Cod. 4.) omits it likewise. I shall add a

third witness to this reading; namely, the Greek Monk,

John de Bryenne, as early as the Codex Basileensis

just quoted. The oldest testimony therefore for these

variations, as yet discovered, is the Codex Guelpherby-

tanus C.

(86) It is perfectly possible that the similarity of sound may have

led the transcribers to read in, instead of outoi. But there is a fur

ther reason. In all Manuscripts written in Uncial characters, small

letters are occasionally interposed between the larger ones, where the

width of the line is insufficient for the latter. Thus, for instance,

Cod. Guelph. A. Matt. i. 1 1. BABTAwNos. (See my Ulphilas, cap. iv.

§. 124.) Consequently, if ovtoi were written thus, OiiToI, it was easy

to read o'rt instead of oJto<.
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THE SECOND GREEK MANUSCRIPT.

In the Wolfenbiittle Library, there is a Greek

Manuscript containing the First Epistle of St. John.

This Manuscript is curious, and may be regarded in

two points of view.

In the first, it would seem entitled to no attention ;

for, 1st, It was written in the 17th century. 2dly, The

text is divided into our ordinary chapters and verses.

3dly, The Various Readings of the Vulgate and Syriac

Versions87, and of Vatablus', Castalio's, Erasmus', and

Beza's Latin Translations, are noted underneath the

lines of the text, which stand unusually distant from

each other. It was therefore the writer's intention to

compare those several Versions with the Greek Text.—

What induced him to do so ? Verily, I cannot guess.

But the circumstance is remarkable.

The Readings of the Greek Text are of no material

importance. My readers may consult them below BS.

(87) It quotes the Syriac in Latin.

(88) "Variations, according to the Text of Mill :

Cap. I, 9. tus dpapTias * ttkttos [* — tfpwv

II. 6. 6 Xeyuv* avrui [* — tv

7. ad€\<poi * pov [* -f- juou

8. OTt * OTCOTia [* — jf

23. ^xft *• op.o\oyuv TO]/ Ti'ok km tov narepa e^ci [* + o

ofxoKoytov rov Ttw icai rov Tlarcpa 6X€i'

III. 19. tcapSias "vpuov [* loco ypuev

20. xapotas * vfwv [* loco yp-wv

IV. 17. ayairri p.t9' *ipuv [* loco ripjtiv

V. 11. cutovS * ifuev [* loco rjp.wv
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But in the other point of view, this Manuscript be

comes worth attention. For, 1st. The text reaches

only to the 19th verse of the 5th chapter. Immediately

after the verse it adds,

laavvov cm<no\it Ka$o\iKti TrpaiTti eypoupii cm^ois aoy'.

It therefore determines the number of the <mxoi to De

the same with those of the Codex Montfortianus and the

Codices Stephani.

2dly, This Manuscript transposes the 12th and 13th

verses of the 2d chapter ; thus :

Tpa<j>a> vjj.iv, iraripe^, on iyvcoxaTS rbv «7r' ocp^ijj. Tpaibai

vfiiv, veavicwoi, on vtvtKtjxare rbv -novtipov. Ypaipa vfuv, rtxvia,

on dcpeaivroii vfuv at afiapnou hia to ovo/xa. ainov. Tpa.<j>a>

ifiiv, 7raiiia, on iyvcoxare rbv HuTEprx.

Now I have not found this transposition in any other

Codex.

3dly, This Codex has v/j.a>v, where all the rest have

r/fiav.

But to the main point : This Codex has 1 John V. 7.

exactly as we read that verse in our printed Editions.

I shall here exhibit it in its complete Manuscript

form89:

"On rpeti eicriv 01 fiapTVpOVVTCS iv

Quoniam tres sunt qui testantur in

Quoniam — testimonium dant in

testificantur

(89) The sign ('.*) denotes omission ; and (—) agreement with the

Latin Versions which precede.
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tw ovpavaty

coelo,

6 1 l«T/;p,

Pater,

6 Aoyos,

Sermo,

Verbum

xai

et

to "Ayiov

Sanctus

Uvevfia'

Spiritus :

Sermo

et

OVTOI

hi

tres iinum

aoi.

sunt.

But to explain the Latin Variations, I must here sub

join the first lines of the 1st verse of this Epistle ; viz.

O i}v an' (kpyfis, b <int]"oafuv.

Cast. Quod fuit a principio, quod audivimus.

Syr. — erat— — — —

Vulg. — fuit ab initio — —

Erasm. — erat — — — —

Vat. — — — —

Bezal. — — a principio — —

This Codex may be called Guelpherbytanus D.

True, its testimony, as far as hitherto known, is of very

little weight ; but still it contains something remarkable,

and deserving further attention.
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THE THIRD GREEK MANUSCRIPT.

Our great Luther wrote two Commentaries in Latin,

on the First Epistle of St. John. One of them was

first published at Leipsic, in 1708, by Dr. Joh. George

Neumann90. Jacob Sprenger (also called Probst) re

sided at Wittenberg, from 1522 to 1524; and wrote it

down from Lectures which he heard Luther deliver. It

shews that Luther at that time rejected 1 John V. 7. as

spurious; for he says91,

" V. 7. There are Three that bear record in heaven, the

Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost ; and these three are

one."

" These words are not found in the Greek Bibles.

But it seems as if that verse was interpolated by the

Orthodox, on account of the Arians ; and very impro

perly, because John does not speak here, or elsewhere,

of the witnesses in heaven, but of the witnesses on

earth."

Luther therefore, at that time, knew no other Greek

Manuscripts than such as wanted 1 John V. 7. For

the ground on which he admitted any text of the New

Testament to be authentic, was its existence in Greek

Manuscripts 9J. We see therefore, in the words quoted,

(90) See the Preface (p. 18.) to the IXth Vol. of Luther's Entire

Works : Walch's Edition.

(91) 1. c. p. 1059.

(92) In this Commentary, and at the 6th verse of Chapter V.

(" And it is the Spirit that bcareth witness, because the Spirit is

truth")



92

the reason why this cautious man omitted this text in

his German Translation of the Bible.

The other Commentary, and which is here the most

worthy of note, was rendered into German, from an

Autograph Latin Manuscript of Luther's, by the late

Rambach, when he was Deacon of the High-Church at

Halle. It was inserted, for the first time, in Vol. IX. of

Walch's Edition of the Entire Works of Dr. Luther.

Perhaps the great and venerable Consistorial Coun

sellor, Walch of Gottingen, who is so well versed in

Ecclesiastical History, possesses more accurate infor

mation respecting this Commentary.

It is perfectly evident that Luther prepared this

Commentary according to the Original Text 93. It bears

internal evidence that it is junior to the one written

down by Jacob Sprenger M ; and also, that Luther com

posed it shortly before his death 9S.

truth ") he says, § 24 : " In the Vulgate it reads thus, " Et Spiritut

est qui testificator quod Christus est Veritas." Here, then, the texts vary

from each other ; and it is possible, that, in the old Version, the word

' Christus' was substituted for ' Spirilus.' Christ, indeed, cometh by

blood and water ; but yet it must be added, that though this Gospel

be preached, still no man receiveth the same, unless the Spirit accom

pany it. Therefore said John, " It is the Spirit that beareth witness in

onr hearts, that the Spirit is truth."

(93) See Cap. I. § 5. § 13. Cap. II. § 8. Cap. III. § 23. § 36 ; but

chiefly 1 John V. 6, " And the Spirit beareth witness ; the Spirit U

truth." §§ 41, 42, 43.

(94) I ground this assertion on the following words of Luther ; viz.

p. 1147. he says, " Mr. Winkler, Preacher at Halle, has been strangled.

This also is a piaculum ; the earth being not as yet purified." But

this murder took place in 1527. Luther also quotes, in this second

Commentary, his War Sermon against the Turks, (p. 1 182,) which was

printed at Wittenberg in 1532.

(95) This appears from the following words: viz. In p. 1139,

Luther
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This Commentary then, I assert, plainly shews that Lu

ther had altered his opinion of 1 John V. 7. shortly before

his death, and acknowledged that text to be valid and au

thentic.

For, on V. 7, " For there are three that bear record

in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost;

and these three are one ;" he says, § 23. " This is the

testimony in heaven, which is afforded by three wit

nesses—is in heaven, and remaineth in heaven. This

order is to be carefully noted ; namely, that the wit

ness who is last among the witnesses in heaven, is

first among the witnesses on earth, and very properly."

And on the 6th verse of the Vth chapter he says,

§. 15. " This passage is certainly difficult and obscure.

John here adduces a testimony that Jesus is the Christ.

His theme therefore, or main topic, is, the testimony

that Jesus is the Christ ; or wherewith is it proved that

he is the Messiah or Christ. For this purpose he

(i. e. John) appeals to a twofold testimony : the one is in

heaven, the other on earth. Both also have three wit-

Luther says, " Peter admonishes us, ' Let none of you suffer as a thief

or a murderer ; but if he suffer as a Christian, let him glorify God on

this behalf.' 1 Pet. iv. 15, 16. It is quite notorious, that the Elector

of Saxony never acted dishonourably ; and yet, because he confesses

Christ, he is rejected, and exposed to great danger." What Luther

here observes of the Elector of Saxony, best suits the times after 1544,

when many charges, complaints, and accusations were lodged against

the Elector, and they would fain have assaulted him with an armed

force. One passage more, p. 1247 : " We see that Satan is not idle.

By the revolt of the peasants, he put every thing in commotion (in

the year 1535). Then he sent the Turks (1542) : and now we are

overwhelmed by the dissensions between numerous princes, republics,

and cities," (after 1544.)



94.

nesses; because, ' in the mouth of two or three witnesses,

truth is established.' "

" § 16. John therefore adduces a testimony where

with he intends to prove that Jesus is the Christ.

Now, this testimony is a testimony of God, and not of

man : for the Father testifieth of his Son. If we re

ceive the witness of men, (saith John, ver. 9.) the wit

ness of God is greater, which he hath testified of his

Son. But this divine testimony is twofold. It is given

partly in heaven, partly on earth :—that given in heaven

has three witnesses, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost :

the other, given on earth, has also three witnesses;

namely, the spirit, the water, and the blood."

Unquestionably then, Luther, shortly before his death, ac

knowledged the clause 1 John\. 7. to be the words of the

Apostle John. Consequently he must, at that time, have dis

covered Greek Manuscripts which contained it. For he

rejected it in his first Commentary, as we have already

shewn; solely, to use his own words, " because he did

not find it in the Greek Bibles." And now I may

reasonably ask, " Is it then so great a crime to have

inserted 1 John V. 7. in Luther's Translation of the

Bible, after his death?" Posterity has done nothing

but what Luther himself would have done, had his life

been spared.

Further : It is known that the clause 1 John V. 7. is

found in the Codex Montfortianus, in the Codex Ravianus,

and in the Complutensian. I must here refer such of my

readers as wish to satisfy themselves that those three

sources deserve the utmost attention, to Mill ; and
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more particularly to two Classical Authorities in this

department; namely, the Rev. John Melchior Goezen,

of Hamburgh " ; and the Chevalier Michaelis w, '8.

I had almost forgotten our ancient champion, the

PitOLOGUs.of Jerome; of whose assistance our fore-

(96) Goezen's Works on this subject are : 1. Vertheidigung der Com-

plutensischen Bibel, insonderheil dcs Neuen Testament, (Defence of the

Complutensian Bible, especially the NewTestament,) Hamburgh,1765.

2. Autfuhrlichere Vertheidigung des Complutensischen Griechischen Neuen

Testaments, (Enlarged Defence of the Complutensian Greek New Tes

tament,) Hamburgh, 1766. 3. Fortsetzung des Aiufuhrlicheren Ver

theidigung &c. &c. (Continuation of the Enlarged Defence &c. &c.)

Hamburgh, 17 69.

(97) See the 1st Vol. of his Introduction to the Holy Scriptures

of the New Testament, 3d. Edit. § 106. p. 670—682 ; also § 95.

p. 538—540. & pp. 544—560.

(98) According to the ' Specimen Characteris' of the Dublin Ma

nuscript of 1 John V. 7. which the learned Irish Bishop, William

Newcome, sent to our celebrated Professor Bruns of Holmstadt, the

text of that clause runs thus :

Ka! to UveOfid tart rd naprvpovv, Sri • • 0 XpioTos iariv iXrfina' on • •

rpets c'uriv 01 fiaprvpovvres iv T<j> oipavif, nan)p, Aoyos, koI Hvev/ia Srytov,

/cal o8Yo< ol Tpcis, iv euri '.' Kal rptis tlrnv ol naprvpovvres iv rrj yrj, irvevjia,

vSap, Kai aT/ua, ci •nji' /mprvplav ruv dvBpuminv Kapfiavojuv, rj imprvpla rov

Beov petfav torlv, Sri • • aSrri ior)v rj uaprvpla rod 0tov, Sri • • /«juaprup7j/re

itepl rod Tiou airou. May not these two dots ( •• ) before and after the

words 0 Xpurros iariv iX-ffina' Sri, be intended as a critical mark that the

Transcriber had something to notice about them—perhaps the word

Xpurros ? I take this observation from "Vol. III. of the Repertorium

fur Biblische und Morgenlandische Literatur, (Repertory for Biblical

and Oriental Literature,) pp. 358—360*.

* [If the " Transcriber" alluded to is intended for the Writer of the

Codex Montfortianus, Knittel's conjecture respecting " the two dots "

is erroneous. They are merely the ordinary signature over the liSra,

especially in the word Srt. That word occurs seventy-three times in

the First Epistle of John (Cod. Montfort) •, and in seventy.two of these

the i»to is double-dotted. I examined the Codex myself. (See also

the Fac-simile in Bishop Burgess's Selection of Tracts on 1 John V. 7.

p. 122., and the observations on the dotted 1 and u in p. 124, 125.—

Trans.]
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fathers were so proud, and waxed so valiant, when they

fought for 1 John V. 7.

" But surely !—such a palpable Monkish fiction !—

and at the close of this enlightened 18th century!—

What gross ignorance of Modern Criticism ! "

Unfashionable enough, I confess ; but before you pass

sentence on me and my authority, be so tolerant as at

least to hear what we have to say. Here is our apology.

None will deny, that the celebrated ' Prologus in Epi-

stolas Canonicas'' (Preface to the Canonical Epistles) was

already known, as an anonymous work, so early as the

7th century. It was not announced to be a production

of Jerome's until after-ages.

The author of this Preface testifies, ' that the Greek

Manuscripts read 1 John V. 7.' Such an assertion

cannot possibly be regarded as an absolute falsehood,

in every point of view ". For we have already re

marked, that Maximus the Confessor, in the 7th cen

tury, and other ancient Greek Authors, quoted 1 John

V. 7. And therefore, if we would judge fairly, that is,

by the scale of probability (which I conceive we should

always do), then it must at least be inferred as certain,

from this Preface, that those Greek Manuscripts with which

its author was acquainted, read 1 John V. 7. We readily

admit that the good man erred, when he argued from

the Manuscripts with which he was acquainted, that all

other Manuscripts read so likewise. We admit that he

was mistaken, when he accused the Latin Heretics of

(99) Neither is it untrue what he asserts of the order of the Ca

nonical Epistles among the Greeks and Latins. He does not err in

his facts, but only in his inferences; and of these we make no use.
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having robbed us of that clause. But we contend, that

it appears credible from his testimony that 1 John V. 7.

existed in more than one Greek Manuscript, in the time

of the Author of the Preface.

And that we may examine the correctness of this

reasoning more steadily, let us apply it to subjects which

we and our antagonists regard with greater indifference.

I allude to the Acta Sanctorum. These Acta, notwith

standing they sometimes deal in notorious falsehoods,

are not, on that account, absolutely destitute of all

truth. On the contrary, they continue to this day to be,

occasionally, authentic and valuable sources of Hi

story. But when ? When they record occurrences of

the times of their Authors : when these occurrences

are not unusual; nay, are related also by other writers. It

is just so with the Author of the Preface, as regards

1 John V. 7. His testimony also evinces that there

were many Latin Manuscripts in which that clause did

not exist : and this, nobody will question.

H
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LATIN MANUSCRIPTS.

I have collated Twenty-four Latin Codices in the

Wolfenbiittle Library, on 1 John V. 7. The result of

my labours I shall now briefly state.

All these Codices, except one, of which I shall treat

last, are posterior to the 9th century, and all contain

1 John V. 7,

Ten of them place the witnesses on earth before

the heavenly witnesses.

Three of them have the clause 1 John V. 7., not in

the text, but inserted either over or under it, or in the

margin. It is written however, not by a strange hand,

but by the same that wrote the text ; and its place is

marked by two small strokes ( „ ) in the text, after the

witnesses on earth.

One Codex reads thus :

" Quoniam tres sunt qui testimonium dant in coelo, Pater,

Verbum, et Spiritus Sanctus, et hi tres unum sunt. Et tres

sunt qui testimonium dant in terra, spiritus, aqua, et sanguis.

Quidam habent hie ' Et tres unum sunt,' sed non est in g-lossis.

Si testimonium hominis accipimus, testimonium Dei majus

est."

Here the Latin Transcriber has thrust the marginal

gloss into the text. The Greeks occasionally did the

same with the Original. Witness the Codex Corsendon-

censis, in which 2 Cor. viii. 4, 5, reads thus :

Ael-aotiai ij/±«s, tv -noKhois to>v avriypatjxav ovto>s evpvTai,

xau ov x<x$a>s ti\Ttioa.fuv.
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Fifteen of them want the words, " Et hi tres unum

sunt," in the witnesses on earth. Two have these words,

with a line drawn through them. One has them writ

ten in the margin, by a different hand.

One has " Filius," instead of " Verbum." In this Co

dex it is stated, that "it was written in the year 1315,

by a Monachus Ccenobii Eberacensis, named Sigfridus

Vitulus." It also contains a picture, representing a

calf seated at a table, and writing. In Manuscripts we

occasionally find paintings executed by the copyists,

which are frequently allusions to their own names. I

thought this observation might prove not unaccepta

ble to novices, in the investigation of Manuscripts.

The oldest of these Codices is designated in the

Library, 99 MSt. Weisenb. It reads thus :

" Quis est qui vincit mundum, nisi qui credit quoniam

Jesus est Filius Dei. Hie est qui venit per aquam et per

sanguinem Jesus Christus, non in aqua solum, sed in aqua

et sanguine, et Spiritus est Veritas. Quia tres sunt qui

testimonium dant, spiritus, et aqua, et sanguis, et tres unum

sunt : sicut et in caelum tres sunt, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus,

et tres unum sunt."

This Codex is written in the old Franco-Gallic, or

Merovingian letters, and was therefore executed prior

to the reign of Charlemagne. Consequently it is false

to assert that 1 John V. 7. is not extant in any Latin

Codex, hitherto discovered, anterior to the days of

Charlemagne.

It is also worthy of remark, that this Codex reads

" Spiritus est Veritas," instead of " Christus est Veritas."

Therefore it cannot be said that the reading "Christus

est Veritas " is peculiar to, and uniformly found in, the

h2
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Latin Version 10°. This Codex also omits " in terra."

The " sicut e<"","and the "in caelum," as well as the

omission of the words " qui testimonium dant," in the hea

venly witnesses, deserve the attention of Critics. Is the

" in caelum " a fragment of some antique and semibarba-

rous Version ?

Meantime, it is evident that, in the days of Char

lemagne, there were two recensions (if I may use that ex

pression) of the First Epistle of St. John102.

(100) At the same time, if we would judge impartially, (as we ought

to do when criticizing,) possibly the reading " Et Spiritus est Veritas "

originated in an omission, and owing to the word ' est.' The text per

haps was " El Spiritus est qui testificatur quoniam Christus est Veritas,"

and the hasty Transcriber may have overlooked the intermediate

words j " qui testificatur quoniam Christus est."

(101) Two Codices at Ulm, written in the 19th century, have

nearly the same reading as above. One has, " sicut in ccelo tres sunt,

Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus, et tres unum sunt." The other has, " sic «n

ccelo tres sunt, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus, et tres unum sunt."

Joseph Blanchini gives an engraving of a clause, (Evang. T. I.

Vol. II. ad p. dux.) from a Codex belonging to Cardinal Passionei,

which reads thus : " Quoniam tres sunt qui testimonium dant in terra,

spiritus, aqua, et sanguis, et tres unum sunt : sicut tres sunt qui tes

timonium dant in ccelo, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus Sanctus, et tres

unum sunt."

(102) There is a passage relevant to this point in the learned Pro

fessor Adler's (of Copenhagen) Biblische-Critischen lieise nach Rom.

(Biblico-Critical Journey to Home) : at p. 162, he says, " The Vaux-

celles Library of the Philippine Monks (a S. Maria inValliceVa) affects

to possess the Original, or at least a Copy, of Alcuin's Bible. This

Manuscript (marked B. VI.) is written on parchment, in cursive or

running-hand, and has a long postscript : the most important passages

of which are : viz.

' Codicis istius quod sint in corpore sancto

Depictae formis litterulse variis, . .

Mercedes habeat Christo donante per sevum

Tot Carolus Rex, qui scribere jussit eum.'

( In Capit. Carol, lib. vi. art. 227.)

'Pro
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' Pro me quisque legas versus orare memento

Alcbuine dicor ego, tu sine fine vale ! ' "

It omits the celebrated clause 1 John V. 7, which Alcuin's Recension is

said to have recognised : " ij- Sps est qui teslificatur qu Sps est Veritas,

qu tres sunt qui testimonium dant sps, aqua, et sanguis, et tres unu sunt."

The omission " in terra" is supplied in the margin by another

hand, whicb_has also written, close to the " unum sunt," "sicut tres sunt

q. testimoniu dant in ccelo, Pater, Verbum, el Sps, et hi tres unum sunt."

In the Library of the Benedictines of Casino, (a S. Calisto in Tras-

tevere,) there is another Manuscript which perfectly accords with this

Bible in all the passages we have quoted, and even in the size and

configuration of the letters ; except that it is ornamented with minia

ture paintings. It is actually superscribed, " Biblia ad Recensionem

S. Hieronymi." Iri this also 1 John V. 7. is wanting, both in the text

and margin. It is subscribed with the name " Carolus," and is re

puted to be of the times of Carolus Calms.





SUMMARY AND CORROBORATION
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WHOLE EVIDENCE

IN FAVOUR OF 1 JOHN V. 7.

WITH A FEW PASTORAL OBSERVATIONS RELEVANT TO

THE SUBJECT.





SUMMARY &c.

Reverend Brethren,

Let us now collect into one series, and in their

natural order, as they mutually assist each other, the

several statements which we have already adduced and

discussed. We shall thus be enabled to discern the

whole force of the argument steadily, and at one view.

' Three are one'

Thus speaketh, of the Deity whom Christians adore,—

among

THE LATINS,

Teutullian, in the 2d century ; Cyprian, in the 3d ;

Ph^badius, and Ausonius, in the 4th. Thus speak

numerous Latin Fathers of the Church, ever since the

5th century.

' Three are one!

Thus speaketh, of the Deity whom Christians adore,—

among

the greeks,

Origen, in the 3d century; The Author of the Didus-

comenus, and Gregory Nazianzen, in the 4th ; Theo-

dorite, in the 5th; Andreas Cretensis, in the 6th;

Maximus the Confessor, in the 7th; the Greek

Nomocunon, in the 8th; Maurop, in the 11th; Eu-

thymius Zigabenus 103, in the 12th; the Council of

the Lateran, in the 13th; Calecas, in the 14th; and

John de Bryenne, in the 15th century.

(103) See his Panoplia Dogmatica. See the learned Professor Christ.

Fried. Matthaei's edition of the Seven Catholic Epistles, p. 141, et seq.
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In short, Latins and Greeks, in Africa, Asia, and

Europe, from the earliest ages, speak of the Deity thus :

' Three are one.'

" Whence then, (and the question seems to me as

natural as it is important,) whence this uniformity of

expression, Three are one 9 "

This question can only be answered from History.

Well ! Let History be heard on the point. And first,

for the Latins.

Cyprian says, that this expression, 'Three are one,' was

employed in the Holy Scriptures, and immediately of

the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. And Cyprian knew,

valued, and studied, the Original Text.

The same is attested by many Latin Fathers, his suc

cessors ; among whom, also, are men who understood

Greek perfectly well.

And now, more especially, what say the Greeks of

this Three are one ?

The Author of the Didascomenus introduces these

words, in the course of expressions which he manifestly

borrowed from the Bible, without intending any alle

gory whatever.

Gregory Nazianzen used the same words, ' Three

are one,' and as the very words of Holy Scripture ! " In

this sentence," says he, " the Holy Ghost is connume-

rated with the Father and the Son." Neither he, nor

any other Greek, discovered any Person of the Godhead

in the 8th verse of Chapter V. of St. John's First

Epistle ; that is to say, Gregory was acquainted with
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1 John V. 7. Maximus says, that these words are the

words of St. John.

The same is certified by Euthymius Zigauenus ; is

positively asserted by the Lateran Council ; and like

wise by John de Bryenne, Chaplain to the Court of

Constantinople. It is further attested by the Apostolus,

or Book of Common Prayer, adopted by the Greek

Church universally.

This assertion of the Fathers is corroborated by

Greek Manuscripts of the New Testament, now in our

possession. Considered indeed as Copies, they cer

tainly are modern ; but still they indicate that the Ori

ginal, from which they were transcribed, was ancient.

They have 1 John V. 7. in their text.

The Complutensian Edition, also, whose origin from

ancient Greek Manuscripts cannot be questioned, con

tains that clause.

We find it in many ancient Manuscripts of the Latin

Vulgate; and from the 10th century forward, it is want

ing in very few.

Besides this, some Greek Manuscripts, in which it is

wanting, have such additions to the 8th verse104 as

betray an omission in the preceding verse.

Nay, even the grammatical structure of the 8th verse

is such, as to be inexplicable without the 7th verse 105.

As early as the 8th century, it was currently reported

In writing, that 1 John V. 7. had been expunged from

the Sacred Text.

(104) e.g. Cod. Heg.2'M7. Guelpherbyt. C,and the Syriac Version.

See Note 71.

(105) See Appendix (CV)
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Such are the grounds for the authenticity of 1 John

V. 7.

As to the Difficulty ; viz. that the clause is wanting in

all Manuscripts, except those mentioned ; it does not in

validate the testimonies adduced from the Fathers of

the Church, that it formerly existed in other ancient

Manuscripts. For the inference, that " because 1 John

V. 7. is wanting in all the Greek Manuscripts extant,

except three, therefore the assertion of a few Greek

Fathers, that they had read that clause in their Manu

scripts of the New Testament, is false,"— such an

inference, I say, is as lame as can possibly be. Re

member what I have stated in Notes 12 and 13 (pp. 16,

17.) and also respecting the weight of mere Difficulties

in pp. 12—17.

The other Difficulty ; viz. that the Greek and Latin

Fathers seldom quote this clause, is equally unim

portant. And yet, in reality, these two Difficulties

constitute the principal reasons why our antagonists

expel this 'OMOAOniMA of so many Ancient Fathers of

the Church from the text of Holy Scripture.

Consequently, whoever wishes to annihilate the au

thority of this clause, must attack its affirmative wit

nesses; i.e. he must prove, to demonstration, that

the Fathers, to whom we appeal, were either in error,

or stated deliberate falsehoods ; or else, that the

passages in their works, to which we refer, are spu

rious and surreptitious ; or finally, that we misinterpret

their meaning.

He must further allege something more than juniority,

or a few readings hitherto peculiar to the Vulgate,
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against the Greek Manuscripts above mentioned ; and

something more than bare suspicions, unsupported by

History, against the Complutensian ; if he desires to

render both of no weight whatever, in deciding our

controversy.

This I should imagine the most natural, and conse

quently the surest way for our antagonists to take, if

they would thoroughly convince me, and all who side

with me in opinion, that we are in the wrong.

And, now, one observation more—an important one,

which should never be lost sight of in this controversy.

Supposing all that I have urged in favour of this

clause were conceded to us by our opponents, we

should still have secured nothing more than barely a

position ; I mean we should have only gained,

first :

That the clause 1 John V. 7. formerly stood in

ancient Manuscripts, both Greek and Latin, which

are at present unknown. But we must likewise con

cede to our opponents, what they assert of the ab

sence of this clause in Manuscripts of the Original

Text now extant.

secondly:

That the Fathers who quoted it, believed it to be the

Word of God: but whether others, who do not quote

it, were acquainted with it, or, if they were, doubted its

authenticity, and rejected it altogether, is what neither

we nor our adversaries know.

Therefore, having gained this victory, we should still be in

the predicament in which wefind ourselves, when about to pro

nouncejudgment upon a Reading which stands in some Greek
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and many Latin Manuscripts ; or, vice versa, is wanting in

many Greek and some Latin Manuscripts.

Now as every citation of 1 John V. 7. in the Greek

Fathers must be considered as indicating that there

was a Greek Codex which contained that clause ; and

if we add to these twelve testimonies, that of Tertul-

lian, of Cyprian, and of Fulgentius, (which we are

bound to do, because those three Fathers understood

Greek) ; and finally, if we include the Codex Britannicus,

the Codex Ravianus, and the Codex Guelpherbytanus D;

then the clause 1 John V. 7. is a passage of Holy

Scripture, whose existence, as a part of the Original

Text, is certified by Eighteen Manuscripts ; one of

which is of the 2d century, two of the 3d, two of the

4th, and one of the 5th century *.

Moreover, as the style and matter of this clause per

fectly accord with the diction, turn of thought, and train

of doctrine of the Apostle John, to whom it is ascribed ;

as it suits the context of the Epistle in which it is in

serted ; and as the heterodox either controverted it or

abused it to cloke their erroneous tenets, or, according

to a current report, expunged it from several Manu-

* [Knittel, like many others, confounds the Codex Montfortianus

with the Codex Britannicus of Erasmus. That they are not iden

tical, is proved by internal evidence. I have alluded to this in the

Preface.

The Codex Ottobonianus (298 in the Vatican Library), discovered

by Professor Scholz, containing the Acts and Apostolical Epistles, has

the disputed clause thus :

1 John V. 7."Oti rpeu euriv ol /laprvpovi/Tes airoTOv ovpavov, Tlamp,

A070S, kcu Uvev/xa dyiov, kui ol rpets eis to iv etm.

8. Kan peis aow ol naprvpovvres into tijs 77) J, ro mtv^a &c.

It is stated to have been written in the 14th century. (See Scholz's

Bibluche.Kritische ReUe, p. 105.)—Trans.]
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scripts; while, on the contrary, it was held in high

estimation by the orthodox, from the earliest ages; I

beseech you, Reverend Brethren, to ponder all these

circumstances, and then decide, whether 1 John V. 7. might

to be expelledfrom, or retained in, the text ofthe New Testament.

But perhaps I shall be admonished :

' Dicta juvent alios, varians quse lectio mutat ;

Atque alii melius membranas verme peresas

Incudi criticae reddant ; in codicis annos

Inquirant ; prodant scribarum signa manumque ;

Inque palimpsestis dudiim deleta reponant :

To JESU pavisse greges, oviumque magistrum,

Qua fuget arte lupos rabidos, docuisse memento.

Ha? tibi erunt artes.'

And therefore, away from Critical researches on this

text ! And now to its Pastoral Application.

" Shall we then (it may be not unreasonably asked),

Shall we, in our sermons and catechizings, employ this

vehemently-disputed clause, as a proof of the existence

of the Holy Trinity ; or shall we not ? "

My answer is, ' I do employ it, because I am con

vinced of its authenticity ; and I presume that every

one who thinks with me, will employ it likewise. On

the contrary, whoever questions its authenticity, or the

exposition affixed to it, and not under the influence of

fashion or vanity, but after the conscientious exertion

of his best faculties, is bound to select other passages

of Scripture in its stead. For no man should act

against his conviction.'

But we are further told, that men of the newest and

most refined taste in the Pastoral science lay it down as a
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general rule of prudence, that " no Preacher should bring

forward passages of Scripture in public worship, whose au

thenticity or interpretation are considered dubious, or even

objectionable." May I ask, By whom considered so? Is

it by the Clergyman himself, who performs divine wor

ship ? In this case, I have already stated my opinion.

But suppose it is not the officiating Minister, hut others,

persons of distinction and influence, who give the tone

to the age in which we live ; whom the hearer, being a

literary man knows (aye, and as stars of the first magni

tude), through the means ofhis circulating library;—pas

sages whose value is depreciated by such connoisseurs

are to him destitute of effect ; he smiles when he hears

them from the pulpit ; secretly laments his good Pastor's

ignorance of modern literature ; takes a pinch of snuff;

and, not to appear idle, turns over the leaves of his

Hymn-book !

So then, this is the reason why the Preacher must

suppress Scriptural proofs against his own conviction ;

and neglect them in his public discourses, the moment

he happens to hear that men of celebrity have ques

tioned, or actually rejected them ! An admirable princi

ple, forsooth ! I should but insult your understanding,

my Reverend Brethren, were I to utter another syllable

in confutation of such a principle. Blessed be God !

I know (and so do you) many distinguished individuals,

but who are also real scholars and honest men (for ce

lebrity too has its rabble)—men I say, who, though dif

fering in opinion with me, and many of my Brother

Clergymen, as regards this and some other passages of

the Bible, would most sincerely, and as Christians, regret
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that we should suffer their celebrity to render us blind

and faithless to our own convictions. But these are

not the influential persons whom the Pastoralist, I al

lude to, intends. No ; his are Gentlemen of a different

calibre. Had this teacher of prudence been kind

enough to name the parties whom he idolizes, we should

more clearly understand what the good man properly

means towards us poor Clergymen ! His " distinguished

individuals " would soon stop our mouths, on all the

truths peculiar to Christianity; because they are un

willing to discover that faith which we confess, in any

passage of Scripture ; but are skilful enough, either to

reject all such passages as spurious, or interpret them

as suits their own views. But in short, if ever a Clergy

man suffers himself to be influenced by the spirit of the

age, I see no further need he has of the Bible, con

science, learning, or common sense ! No ! Brethren,

No ! If we seek merely to please men, then are we not

the servants of Christ !

It is with Public Worship as with Schools. An emi

nent character has observed, that " a school constituted

according to the prevailing taste of the day, obtains

pupils and applause ; but one which improves that

taste, is meritorious—and opposed."

And now for one of the newest-fashioned pastoral

maxims on this subject ; viz.

" But—bless us !—The doctrine of the Trinity ! !—Is

it then actually indispensable in practical Christianity, espe

cially as concerns the multitude ? Alas ! how many painful

disputes, how many quarrels, schisms, and persecutions ; nay,

hoto much bloodshed, would the Church have avoided, if that

i
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mystery, too sublime for man, had been reverently allowed to

repose in the Apostolicpages ; and our pulpits and Professors'

chairs been wholly silent on the topic l06 / In a word ; Cannot

one be a Christian, and love God and man as a Chris

tian, without even knowing that He, whom we love,

worship, and obey as Christians, is triune?'

It is thus the Ursacians and Valentines* of the 18th

century endeavour at least to disparage a truth of

Christianity which they are unable to disprove;—an

old Sirmian stratagem f, known and practised by the

Arians in the 4th century.

But the Pastoralists to whom I allude, neither deny,

nor question, at least publickly, the doctrine of the

Trinity. They only ask, as persons usually do who

wish to make the answer in the affirmative appear a

matter of course, " What ! Cannot one be a real Christian

without knowing or believing that God is Triune ? "

I answer, No !—absolutely, No !

" But why so vehemently No? "

For the following reasons ; viz.

1st, To honour and adore God, as He has revealed

himself to us Christians in his word, seems to me a

matter indispensable in practical Christianity. Now, if

(106) The good Apostles, it seems, have sadly transgressed this

sage rule of our Teacher of Toleration. Had they only permitted the

mystery of our Redemption by Jesus Christ quietly to repose within

their own breasts, we should have escaped some hundred persecutions!

* [Ursacius and Valens were Arian Bishops of the 4th century.—

Thans.]

t [At the Council of Sirmium (A.D. 350.), in which Photinus

was condemned, the Bishops who assembled were almost all Arians.

(Jortin's Remarks on Eccles. Hist. "Vol. II. p.193.)—Trans. ]
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God has revealed himself in Scripture, as Fatlier, Son,

and Holy Ghost, it must be an imperative obligation upon

Christians, to adore and honour him as Father, Son,

and Holy Ghost. And therefore the doctrine of the

Holy Trinity thus exercises a material influence on our

practical Christianity. Does it not ?

2dly, To appease my conscience in the practice of

those duties which God enjoins on me as a Christian,

and also to strengthen my resolutions, are essential

parts of my practical Christianity. God, who com

mands me so strictly to " have no other gods beside Him ;"

God, who so distinctly tells me, both by reason and

Scripture, that to remove the guilt and punishment of

sin is not the work of a mere creature ; even the same

God has commanded me, in the strictest sense of the

word, to adore Jesus Christ ; even the same God assures

me, that the man Christ Jesus has offered himself a sacri

fice for the redemption of the world ; and that I must

believe on Him, in order to obtain the forgiveness of my

sins. Now is it possible to appease my conscience,

and to strengthen my resolutions, in the duties thus im

posed, without knowing that there is in the Divine

Essence, a Son who took upon him human-nature, and

became my Redeemer? I say, it is just as impossible,

as to obey two contradictory commandments at one

and the same moment, with a full sense of their being

both obligatory. It was therefore to remove all incon

sistency from the commands which God enjoined me as

a Christian, that he revealed his triunity.

In a word : I can no more fear, or love, or confide

i2
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in God above all things, without knowing his attributes,

than I can submit to be baptized in the name of the

Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, without knowing that

the God who commanded me to do so, is triune.

Therefore, the Trinity in the Godhead is, to the

duties pertaining to the economy of salvation by Christ,

what the attributes of God are to the duties inculcated

by the light of nature. The acknowledgment of the

Holy Trinity includes the judgment, the motive, and

the sedative of conscience, in every thing enjoined on

us as Christians. How then can it be dispensed with

in practical Christianity ?

As long as it was sufficient for men to navigate

merely along the shores of the sea, they required

neither the aid of astronomy nor the mariner's compass.

But when they had to traverse the ocean, the know

ledge of the magnet and the stars became indispensable.

Let us never, then, my Brethren, let us never, I say,

propound the doctrine of the Holy Trinity in our pul

pits, or in our catechetical instructions, without ear

nestly impressing on the hearts of Christ's people, its

influence on practical Christianity ; i. e. on our hopes

and virtues.

But let us also carefully avoid the fruitless and essen

tially unprofitable, nay, even seductive efforts, to push

our researches into this doctrine beyond the limits of

Revelation ; and whenever we feel this tendency, let us

remember the salutary aphorism of the great Scaliger :

" Nescire velle quse Magister Optimus

Docere non vult, erudita inscitia est."
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But let us also use it in the inverted sense ; as thus :

" Nescire velle, quse Magister Optimus

Docere nos vult, pertinax inscitu est.''

Finally : Let us devote our entire attention to the

passages from which we purpose to deduce the existence

of the Holy Trinity, in order to satisfy ourselves fully

that they actually treat of that mystery. It is fre

quently with Theologians as with Natural Philosophers.

How many of the latter fancy that they discover elec

tricity in nature, where none exists! and how many

of the former find the doctrine of the Trinity in the

Bible, where the passage relates to something wholly

different ! He who discovers this doctrine no-where in

the Scriptures, and he who discovers it every-where, alike

betray that passion has blinded their judgment.

And now, Brethren, let me subjoin a few principles

on the nature of Mysteries, which I have destined for your

Synod. You know what a confused uproar, and what

a blind alarm, has been excited, especially by our Cun-

ninghame (indeed I might almost say, continues still to

be sounded in our ears), against the mysteries of Holy

Scripture. I present you, therefore, with "a brief

philosophy of what are called Mysteries."

" But to what purpose ? " you may ask. I answer

thus: Distinct ideas of the bearing of any truth fre

quently effect, with those who impugn or defend it, what

a clear day does with those who combat sword in hand.

If we strike in the day-time, we seldomer beat the air

than if we smote by night. Many a blow given by one's

enemy in the dark is avoided on the approach of light.
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The relative forces of the contending parties are then

better adjusted, and more discernible.

Then, too, the man who, during the darkness, was

only a hearer of the strife between the combatants, is

enabled to deoide upon their respective strength or

weakness.

I therefore present for your acceptance justfive-and-

twenty Propositions to that effect. After taking all pains

to write with brevity and condensation, I find it impos

sible to reduce that number.

PROPOSITION I.

No rational man, I presume, can doubt that things

exist, whose intrinsic possibility we cannot discern, for want of

knowing their connection. Therefore there are mysteries '".

PROP. II.

Every thing that exists, must have intrinsic possibi

lity : which, therefore, considered in itself, may be ap

prehended, and conceived. And, consequently, there are

no objective mysteries: all mysteries are subjective.

PROP. III.

Therefore, to the intelligence which God possesses,

there can be no mystery.

PROP. IV.

Therefore, that which constitutes a mystery, quasi a

mystery, is not founded on the thing itself, but on the

relation which our intelligence bears towards it.

prop. v.

The said relation of our intelligence consists of an

invincible ignorance.

(107) What the acute Dr. Less says on this subject, in § 40 of his

beautiful work on the Truth of Christianity, is exceedingly deserving

of attention.
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PROP. VI.

That my ignorance of any subject is invincible, I ex

perience partly by attempts made to dispel it ; partly,

and most certainly, by the testimony of Him who is

most perfectly acquainted with the intrinsic possibility

of all things, and the extent of the energies of all created

spirits.

PROP. VII.

Therefore, in mysteries there are two things which

must be severally discriminated ; viz. the notion of

their existence ; and, the notion of their intrinsic possi

bility.

PROP. VIII.

There may be mysteries, whose existence is not

known to us: and these may be called Occult My

steries.

PROP. IX.

As to Occult Mysteries, there is also a twofold igno

rance ; viz. one as regards their existence ; another,

as regards their intrinsic possibility.

PROP. x.

The invincibility of my ignorance in mysteries (see

prop, v.) is grounded either solely on a certain state of

my intellectual faculties, or upon the essential limita

tions of those faculties. Consequently, there may be

Temporary Mysteries, but there may also be Eternal

Mysteries.

PROP. XI.

Therefore, that which was a mystery to me during

this life, may cease to be such, as soon as I pass through

death into another life, in which the obstacles which

impeded my perceptions here on earth shall be removed.
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PROP. XII.

That which is an eternal mystery to us human-crea

tures, may be no mystery whatever to Spirits of a higher

order.

PROP. XIII.

But there may also be mysteries eternal, to all

created Spirits.

PROP. XIV.

Mysteries whose existence is made known to us, are

called Revealed Mysteries ; because nothing further than

its bare existence can be revealed to us, respecting any

mystery, so long as it continues to be a mystery.

PROP. xv.

Therefore, Revealed Mysteries have a clear and a dark

side. The clear side is the knowledge we have attained

of their existence ; for we must have a distinct idea of

whatever is made known to us. The dark side is the

notion of their intrinsic possibility.

PROP. XVI.

In revealed mysteries, we know their existence either

through the medium of our senses, and therefore by

experience ; or we know them only symbolically, i. e. by

evidences.

PROP. XVII.

God is an essential object of religious knowledge.

But what is God, and what are his attributes, to our in

telligence ? True mysteries ! are they not ? Conse

quently, all [true perceptions of Religion must contain

mysteries ; and therefore mysteries are also an essential

part of Natural Religion.

PROP. XVIII.

The existence of the mysteries which present them

selves in Natural Theology is made known to us by
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experience, by contemplating the works ofcreation. But

as creation, however immense, is still but a. finite mirror

of God and his works, so there may be vastly much in

God, and his works, the existence of which we cannot

learn from this source of knowledge. Therefore, God

may reveal to us mysteries respecting himself, inde

pendent of creation.

PROP. XIX.

The knowledge of the existence of such mysteries as

are peculiar to the Christian Religion rests on the tes

timony of Holy Scripture, and is therefore symbolical.

PROP. xx.

Therefore, the testimony of Holy Scriptures consti

tutes the entire notion which we have of the existence

of Christian religious-mysteries. We are therefore

bound to subtract nothing therefrom, nor add any

thing thereto.

PROP. xxi.

As nothing can exist which is self-contradictory, so

also there must be no contradiction in that which Holy

Scripture has revealed to us concerning the existence

of mysteries. In short, they must not be contrary to

reason. And therefore, objections which pretend to

establish such a contradiction must be confuted, solely

and exclusively, from the testimony of Holy Scripture ;

for we have no other source of knowledge upon the

subject.

PROP. XXII.

All true mysteries, and therefore also the Christian

mysteries, are above our reason.
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PROP. XXIII.

Consequently, it is vain, and, strictly speaking, un

reasonable, to attempt to illustrate the intrinsic possibi

lity of mysteries by comparisons. For it is impossible

for me to illustrate to another person, by any compa

rison, a notion of which I myself am destitute.

PROP. XXIV.

Now, as all the knowledge which we have concerning

Godj is, in the strictest sense of the word, analogical "*,

so must our knowledge of the mysteries of the Chris

tian Religion be also analogical ; and, consequently,

the testimony of Holy Scripture pertaining thereto

must be interpreted, understood, and treated accord

ing to that peculiarity ;—an important principle, which

restricts the inquirer, and curbs the assailant.

prop. xxv.

Of two objects analogically described, one may have a

greater affinity to my sentiments than the other.

Consequently, the analogical perception of the existence

of one mystery may be clearer to me than the analogical

perception of the existence of another. For example :

God is omnipresent : God is Triune. Both are mysteries.

But my perception of the existence of the first, i.e. that

God is omnipresent, is clearer than my perception of the

existence of the second, i.e. that God is Triune. Now it

was this, I incline to think, which probably deceived

our Cunninghame, and betrayed him into the irrational

belief that there are no mysteries in our perceptions of

Natural Religion.

(10B) Alexand. Gottlieb Baumgarten's " Metaphytica" Part IV.

cap- i. sect. 1. §826.
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And now, as we are landed on the shores of Analo

gical Knowledge, the Hermeneute (or Scriptural Expo

sitor), and the Logician, invite us to their schools. Both,

indeed, deserve to be heard, as well by the Orthodox,

as their Antipodes, the Heterodox.

But do Thou, O Shepherd and Bishop of all

Souls ! sanctify us : sanctify all thy flocks: sanc

tify THEM THROUGH THY TRUTH : THY WORD IS TRUTH.

Amen!

FRANCIS ANTONY KNITTEL.

Wolfenbuttel,

Jan. 7, 1784.





APPENDIX (A.)

{Seepage 49.)

I have stated that Maurop interweaves some pas

sages of Holy Scripture into his Discourses. Here

follow my proofs.

2 Tim. iv. 7.

Aycova xaAov aycwiiraatie rrpos aWijhous avo'pes 6fiOv xou

VWAtMCf.

1 Cor. ix. 22. 19.

0/ -navres, tous itam to. itavia. yivofievovq, Iva xtpiowutri

■navra.% jj ■nh.eiovas.

James i. 17.

'Q$sv air'av o'topn/ia reteiov avcodev ctrti xaTafiouvov ex tov todv

tpatTcuv IlaTjOOS.

John i. 9.

4>a)Tife/ fiev to <pa><; to a.\i)6tvov itavia avSptaitov <S' tp%Ofitvov

1 1? TOV KOff/lOV.

1 Cor. xv. 31.

Tov Qavarov, 6v fiSTa HavKov J«« to xtipvy/xa xaff rip.epav

aiteSvi\axov,

Rom. x. 18.

E<s itaaav Tt\v yjjv e^tihSev 6 <j>$oyyos auTtuv, xai ei<; i« itepiiTa

TIJ5 oixovftcvtii t« pij/uaTa avraiv.

1 Cor. i. 21.

Ew£< yap 6 xofffios ovx eyvtu tov Qtov 3/« tijs aotjjiaa;, i tptjtn

Ilai/Ao;, (i/Soxqtref o Of «<; S/« tik fitupias rot; xtipuyfiaToi; craisai

TOV% ItltTTtVOVTaS.
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Philip, ii. 10,11.

'Tea tv t<j) ovofiart Itierov 'Xpunou irav yovv xajity rrovpavtav

xai emyeiav xai xatay$ovia>v, xai itaaa y\a>atra ofxoiax; 'EAAijw;

re xai Bup/3apo$ e^ofioKoytitmrat ori Ki/pio? Iijitoi/; XpioTo?, eif

ioi-av Qtov Tlarpoi.

John x. 14.

Vivcomaiv ra lita xai ytvaxrxo/ievoi; into toiv liicov.

Johnx. 16.

Ka< ytvtrrou fua iroifivti, «s -noifinv.



APPENDIX (B.)

(See page 82.)

VARIOUS READINGS, ERRATA,

AND

CORRECTIONS

OF THE

CODEX GUELPHERBYTANUS (C.)



PRELIMINARY NOTICES

TO

APPENDIX (B.)

The Collation of the Text is made after Mill's Edition.

The Sign $ denotes Grammatical alterations in the Text.

— denotes omission of certain words or passages.

$ denotes the transposition of words &c.

+ denotes additions to the Text.

The word Led. signifies the usual additions from the Lee-

tionarium to the TLeptnoitou or Lessons read in Divine Service.

In the Codex they are written in red ink, to distinguish them

from the Text.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. I. & II.

Cap. I. 4. avvaki^outvoc, ■napnyy£*Wsv avTOts [* — /. + A.

8. xai * 7r«<rij [* — ev recent, superscripsit.

11. u% tov ovpavov, * ouraii eXtvaerou [* — ovios 6 Jij-

aov$ avocAtifOeu; eujt v/xcov m tov ovpavov. Recent,

in marg\ adjecit.

13. Iou<ar/3o$, * laavvtis [* — x«u.

1 6. ypOKpQV * flV [* TaVTtfV.

17. r\v tv r^Liv [* $ pro aw.

18. ytvofievoq ehaxiae /j.taos, [* $ loco eAoxiio-e. Recent.

in marg. adscrips.

*

23. Koi\ov/xevov Bapaaftftav, 05 [* + ft.

24. avuietS-ov * bv e{-eAe£o> ex tovtuv tcov Svo iva. fill.

[ $ pro ex tovtuv tuv Svo iva bv eifeAeftu.

II. 1. tjaav *navrss b/ioavfiaSov [* — «.

d,ito0i//ta3oi' * fin. [* — tm to at/ro.

7. iSov diravTCS ovtoi [* + «

13. St Stax\cva%ovTes eheyov. [* + Sia.

Ik

fUfie<TT<ufitvoi uatv fin. [* +y.

13, 14. finem inter v. 13. et init. v. 14. ap. ev tats n pep.

extiv. Lect.

• *
ot 6 Unpos [* + b.

17. v/muv evvTTviois tvvTtviaSt\aovTai. [* $ o/t loco «.

21. 05 tai/ ew/xaA. &c. [* + ».

22. init. tv t«<? tintpais extivais, die IleTjOos

wpos to? Aaov, 'A^Spes. Lect.

avSpa a-noSeSeiy/isvov a-rro tov Qtov e<s. [* $ pro «7ro

tov Qsov UTtoSsStiy/xevov eis.

Swa/j.e<ri * kui attrition [* — x«< Tepouri. Recent, in

inarg. adscrips.

27. eij aSiji', ovts [* <J ijv loco ov ; t loco J.

30. XpiaTov xai xa0iaai [* + xai.

31. init. npoeiStuf ircpi tijs avonr-rao-eiDS toi/ Xptarov eAaAq-

o-ef 077 ot/x ~:yKa.T£\ct<p$ri n &c. [* + e et ? .

K
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ACT. APOST. Cap. II. & III.

II. 31. tiq aoijv, ovts h [* $ pro aiov, et * pro ovfc.

33. tov IIvei//4«tos tov dywv \a/3a>v [* $ pro tov dyiov

Xlvev/iaroi Kafluv.

36. was o/kws lirpah*, [* Recent. a> punctis notavit, et o

superscript,

on xat Kvpiov avrov xat Xptarov 6 Qeos [ ? pro

on Kvpiov xat Xpicrrov avrov o 9tog.

38. irpos avrovq. tv t«i? i7/"«p«'S eksiv. &c. £B£ IlfTpos

Trpos tov Xaov, &C Lect.

U/XfiJl/ £V Tft) [* $ tV lOCO «7T<.

ovofjMTt tov Kvpiov Itiirov Xpurrov tK [* + rov Kvpiov.

40. Tt\eto<rt Sttfiap'rvparo, xat. Recent, a notavit, et c

superscrips.

rraptxahti avrovq htyaiv [* + avrovq.

44. o! TWTTtvaavTts wav [* $ pro 7»<rTti/ovT£S.

46. npoffxaprtpovvrtq * tv t<j) /spa) o/xoOvftaiov xkavres.

[* ? pro o/io8v/j.ab'ov tv ra &c.

47. tij txxhtitria eni to avro fin. [* + em to «i/to.

III. 1. tv rats fifjitpaii txtivats. Lect.

init. * IleTpos it [* —tm to avro, hie omissum,

quia praecedentibus adject.

2. wpos Triv irvMv tov Upov [* $ Tn/Ajjv loco Svpav.

5. t< * Jux/Seiv [* — nap avrav.

7. to-TtptaOtiaav at 0aati<; avTOV xat [* ? pro tcrsptu-

8t\tsav avrov at flacrttq xat.

11. xpecTot/eTos 5e «i/toi/ tov IltTpov [* $ avrov loco TOU

laffevTOs %a>\ov.

xai rov laavvtiv [* + tov.

13. vfuts/iev 7!,aptho>xaTt [* + /nev.

npvtjaairdt * xara [* — ai/Tov.

18. yrpocpriTav * w«6W [* — avrov.

tTrhnpaxrtv oi5to>{ fin. [* £ pro oi5to>.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. III. & IV.

III. 19. init. ev raiq rifiepous exeivaiq enre Ylerpo<; Trpos rov

Aaov. Lect.

20. rov ■npoxsyjstpiiTficvov v/uv [* $ loco Ttpoxextipvyfievov.

21. iravrivv ratv aytcov rjnr' uiavoq avrov rrpo<ptiT<ov fin.

[* £ air' aiuvoq ■

*

22. init. MWmis fxev [* + v.

ft
yap erne Ttpoq row; -narepaq [ -f- erne.

24. tAaAijo'ai' * npoxartiyyeiXav [* — xai.

25. ear* o/ Y«m [* + oi.

■narepas xi/itav \tyan>. [Recent. * v/ta>v COrrexit lytmv.

KM EV TO) [* -f- IV.

26. irovrjpiav avrov fin. [* $ avrov pro v/tcov.

IV. 1. init. ev reus fifiepaiq exeivatq. Lect.

XaKouvToiv Se avriov [Superscriptum est minio : ra>v

anoffroXotv.

2. SiSaaxeiv*rov \aov avrovq xeu [* $ pro avrovs rov Kaov.

5. xai toi/; irpeixfivTepovs [* + rovq.

xai rovq ypaft/xarm; [* + toi/?.

ypafifuxTuq ev 'lepovo-ahjjfj. [* £ ev loco £<?.

11. Ttuv otKoHofjuov, 6 [* Recent, lined subducta notavit

termination, fuov, et superscrips. /movvtcov.

*

1 2. uarnpia' oi/Se y«p [* £ 3 pro r.

ovofia erepov ecrriv irno [* § pro ovofia eariv erepov

Cmo.

13. init. ev tous riftepais exeivatq. Lect.

Stropoi/ires huic voci minio superscript, nexus Lect.

oi IouSkioi.

14. Toy re avdpai-nov [* £ pro 3e.

avSpcuTtov aw avrots fiXenovreq eirrara. [* 5 pro

avdpamov fiKertovrcq ovv avroiq eartara.

16. ivva/j.t6a apveidai fin. [* loco $ apvtjiraadai .

17. ometXr) aTreiAtjao/ieda avroi% [* pro w/xeSa.

K 2
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ACT. APOST. Cap. IV. & V.

IV. 19. aitonpiecvTv; entov Ttpoq avToW [* ? pro anoxpiievrei

irpog avrovi errov.

21. 7T«u? xoX«o-wt«i avrovs. [* Recent. a> superscripsit.

22. ijv Tt\tu»Ta>v TtcrirapaxovTa. [* Rec. terminationem

a>ra>v linea delevit, et ovaiv superscripsit.

23. init. ev rati fi/iepan; exeivais. Lect.

a.-no\vfavTt<; 5e ijAdox ob nexum Lect. superscript.

oi AwoittoAoi.

24. ev ei 6 Qeot [* + ei.

32. xapSia yui« xai fi faxi' *«' [* ? pro xapS«a x«i 17 "/•fX"

/u/« ' xa<.

33. Ii)<roi/ Xpioroi/- X"!0'? [* + Xp/aroi/.

34. «s nv ev [* £ t|f loco vTtnpxiv-

35. exao-TO) xatfo av [* Recent, xa$o correxit super

script t;.

37. virapx°*™<> avrov aypov, [* $ avrov loco aura.

V. 3. Ss o Ilerpos [* + o.

8. tie irpos * ai/Tflv o HeTpa; [* $ 7rpo? avrnv pro avTti-

9. IleTjoos * Ttpos [* — ems.

12. init. ev rati tj/uepais txetvais. Lect.

\itoero\av eyivero (rijfteia [* $ pro eya-STO.

TspaTa iro*A« ev rip Aa». [* ? pro repa.ro. ev ra

\oua •noKKa..

15. aitrre xai * «{ rag Trharetag [* £ xai ei% loco xaT<*.

ewi xhivapuav xai [* £ loco xKtvonv.

17. o Apxiepews ««« [* — « recent, superscrips.

19. ha * i/i/xtos [* — Ti7? alius hoc superscrips.

21. axovcravre% ie ev ratq tyuepai? exeivais [* Lect.

eitrtiAdov, oi AkobtoKoi, vno [* ob nexum Lect. seq.

o! AitorroKoi.

22. ie Ttapayevofisvoi inttiperai, ov% [* ? pro it vni\pcr<u

TUtpayevoptvoi ov%.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. V. VI. VII.

V. 23. ipvbjxxai; * icratras [* — ci-a>.

24. Tt * irTpartiyoi f* — itptvs xai 6.

25. tv * ipvhaxit [* — rt] recent.

29. it * Uerpos [* — d.

32. fi- mi/to) eefuv [* Recent, linea subducta notavit

tv avra, et sviperscripsit avrov.

Wvtvfiix * to [* — St.

33. 0< de tv t<( t'lfxipais txtivais. Lect.

M

• axoi/oiT«5 hu-nnwvro [* £ loco axovawri*,.

34. ^pa\v * rout [* — T<

36. cavTOV fieyav, tu [* -\-fityav.

• * '
9> "7rpoffeKO?i\t0ij<rav avopoiv txpi$fxo$ w$ Ttrpax. &c.

[* $ pro a> T!po<TCKO\\t)dri apiffftof avSpaiv man

Ttrpax. &c.

39. on Svvtiaeafft xarahvaat. [* £ loco SvvaaSt.

4 1 . on xaTij£ia>&j<r«i/ uwtp toi/ ovOjIioitos tov Irjaov arifi. &c.

[* $ pro or* u7T£p tou ovofiaros auTov et -J- Iqaov.

42. ti/ayyeAifo/itfOi Toy Xpurrov Iij<roi/i'. [* $ pro tuay

yeA/foyuevoi \t]aovv tov 'Xpiarov.

VI. 8. init. tv T0U5 q/ttpats txttvats. Lect.

■n\t)ptli yapnoi; xai [* loco TriffTseai.

13. TtavtTou Aa\av pq/iara [lAuaiptifia Kara [* $ p'O

TtavcTOti ptifMTa. 0}uxa<pti/ta AaAwv xara.

VII. 2. ax.ovaa.Tt ftov 'O [* Recent, subducta linea notavit

/uok, et in margine adscripsit : abundat.

4. i)? vw i5yu«s [* $ pro ifitiq vvv.

5. 5oi/vaj ai/Tfiv «s xaraaytan avTu, xai [* $ pro

iovvai t/5 xaTO«r^s(r<f ai/rj;i', xai.

10. «ou e^> dAoi-. [* + tip' .

11. ftsTtxahejaTO luxcu/8 toi/ itaTtpa. ovtov, xai [* $

pro fitrtxahtaaTO tov -nartpa avrov laxtofi xa*.

t/3$ofit)xovTn irtvTt <j/u%ats fin. [* $ pro <pv\aii

ifihofiiixovTa ittvrt fin.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. VII.

VII. 15. init. km xrxTeflri [* + KOU.

* laxai/3 [* — he.

.16. ftviyian, a> uvtymTo [* Recent. £ delevit, et d su-

perscripsit.

Efqiop tv Si/^t/u [* $ tv loco TOV.

17. 0£ ijyyifef d ^oot'o? [* $ f pro it.

IS. erepos rn AjyvTrrov, ds [* + nr' Aiyinrrov.

20. tytvvttfii] Maiverns, kou [* $ pro Maxrijs.

"22. xou * tpyois avrov [* — w.

26. kou (Tvi-tjAAaaey oujtov; [* Recent. o'l/cijAaow super-

scrips.

«5eA^)0< sort * Ivan [* — "/*«(■

30. Kt/jtMoi/ £v tup* <p\oyos fiarou fin. [* ? Ki/p/oi/ tv

<p\oyt 7rt/oos /SaTOu fin.

3 1 . Kvpiov * Eyai [* — wpos a^/TOl'•

34. isvpo, airo<rT«A(w fft [* Recent, linea snbducta

(rreihco notavit, et <ttc\o> superscrips.

35. iutmrrip/ t<f>' li/ias 701/701- [* + etf »5^"»S-

Airrpo>Tj)>' ouretrTa\xsv tv [* Recent, in marg. notav.

Al. Om$<rTtlhtV.

36. 7ro(i)o,a5 (rijfxtta xou Ttpona. tv [* $ pro iroityrai; rt-

pafa xou cn:usi'A tv.

37. tan * Mttii/o-ijs [* — v et d. Recent, v et d super-

scrips.

*

-10. yap M<ui/<rijs odroj [* $ M<ui/(Tij5 loco Moktijs.

ti tytvtro /xvto> [* £ pro ytyovtv.

•12. /mm £v tjj spii/jLoi erij Tta<rapa.KOvTa, oixoq [* ? pro

/no« £Ti7 rtaaapaxovra tv tij iptifiio, 01x0%.

li. Tft) M<Ut)(7l), 7TOilJ(raj [* + "•

w icepaxev fin. Recent, terminationem £f linea sub-

ducta notavit, et xu subscripsit.

55. 7rAi)dr)c 7t<ijt£<»s xou T\itUfJMTO<;. [* ■+■ TtufTtos mu.
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ACT. APOST. Gap. VIII. & IX.

VIII. 2. rnowav* kotjctov [* — to, alius hoc superscripsit.

5. init. tv Towi ijutp«*s mttvais. Lect.

6. vTto * <bi\mirov [* — tov.

7. /3oa>vra. <f>a>vri peyaAp [* $ pro fioavTa fieya\r) <pa>vp.

£%npX0VT0 ™h\oi [* $ pro tS,r\pxtro-

8. cyEvsTO oe ^«pa [* -f- $*•

12. ovo/uoctos * Iija-oi/ [* — rov recent, in marg. ad-

scrips.

14. avrovt * Xlnpov >[* — tov recent, in marg. ad-

scrips.

16. Ob ie trco yap [* ■+■ Se.

17. toti trreTiSeiTav t«« [* ^ loco CTrtT/frW.

18. init. ev t«(? tjfiepaif exetvais. Lect.

«J<ui/ oe [* $ pro Scatra/jievos.

21. tvfieia evavTiov tov [* ^ loco £viw7r<oi'.

25. s/s 'IcpotroKvfia, woAAas [* £ pro ltpou<ra\ti/i.

ts xo/iuxs toov [* Recent, o delevit, et o> superscrips.

26. init. tv tocis fi/xepan; txetvats. Lect.

28. avrov, * avcyivwrxe [* — kom.

*
30. avayiwuirxoi'Tos 'Ti.aa.iaai tov vpotytiTtpi, [* ? pro

ocvay/vaio'xoi'Tos tov Trpo(ptiTtiv Haai'av.

34. 6 TTpO<pt]T7K TOVTO \eytl \ Ttlpl [* ? prO O ttjOO^IJTIJS

Aryei toi/to ; rap/

37. tvKt Se avrco, Ei [* $ oaiTu loco o $<\(7f7ros.

tik Kaph&t aov, e^eaTiv [* -(- ffou.

iivuu * Itjo-ovv [* — tov recent, superscrips.

39. dvTov x«ipov fin. [* Recent, o delevit. et a> super-

scrips.

40. init. tv tmi; ijyucoai; txeivai%. Lect.

IX. 2. 6Sov * avSpas [* — ovtws. Recent, in marg. ad-

scripsit, Al. add. ovraq.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. IX.

IX. 3. Aouiaurxw' t^rtupiifi rt aamv irtpni<npa^tv ^>&s tx rov

ovparov, fin. [* ? pro Aoyuoffxw' xou tiaupiin

■Htpil&TpOC^tV UVTOV fax% OLTtO TOV OVCHU 0V , fi n . $ Tl

et tx pro xou et aito.

4. tixouat fauviK XtyovaiK aim. [* Recent, in favrK

delevit <;, et v superscr. AryovriK vero termina-

tionem o-i)? linea subducta notavit, et av superscr.

5. 6 it * eyat [* — Ktf.it-; tnrtv.

5, 6. itaixus aAA' aaaarrfii [* — ffxAxooi ow wpoj

xsiToa Kaxri^CiV rptfuov rt xou S-ajifiaii. ttnf Kvpu,

rt/it S-iA:is itotti<rat ; K«j o Ki/pjo$ w/ws avror. + oAA*

6. ffo« on ct [* Recent, on linea subducta notavit, et

in margine adscripsit. (Rect. t«.)

10. irpos aartov tv opafiari o Kvpn? Avavia. [* ? prOTpos

aurov 6 Ki'o«s £> opafUXTi' Avavta.

12. avSoa Aianav oto/iari tiatXtovra, [* ? pro ai-Jpa

okmj<zt< Ai»w<u uaitSovra.

* ■ r*
avrai ^f«w(, ot»>5 [* £ pro \£'0«-

13. it * Aj^wiw; [* — 6 recent, superscrips.

15. txAoyift tvri ftoi oirro% [* 5 pro txhirpn foi tartr

OVTOi.

19. Enyyjjdiv. tv rauf rifupati txcuouf. tytvtro [* Lect.

it * fura [* — 6 2ai/Ao$.

20. exrovoat tov \thtow, art [* <$ lr,aoi-v loco X/J.'OTo*.

21. ou/TOt/j omayayn ari [* £ pro ayayjj.

22. xou awtxat rot*. [* Recent. o-w«x£0"e linea sub

ducta notav. et «K^mt superscripsit.

24. itapcrttpow ro it xou tom; toAoc [* Recent, o punctis

notav. et t superscripsit.

25. d« ©/ fuidtyrat vuxros, i"* Ton Ti/^oi/j xaSnxav avrov,

XaAaraire? [* 5 pro it awrov oi /lattrreu vvxrof,

jcadijxaK iia tov rti\ov^. xaAaurou-TCf.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. IX. & X.

IX. 28. tov Kvptov * cXaAei [* — Iqo-ov.

29. tittxttpovv avtAtiv avrov fin. [* ? pro tTtt%tipovv

avrov avtKttv.

32. init. tv tous ti/icpais txtivaic.. Lect.

33. avipantov * ovofuxri Atvtav, c^ [* — riva. et %

37. tV TO) VTtepww [* + TO).

39. ava<na<, 3e o IlfTpos [* + d.

40. d TlcTpos, xai $«; [* + xai.

42. x«< t-ttuntvaav itoAKoi eni [* $

43. tytvero St avrov ij/iepas ixavas fieivai tv [* $ pro

tytvtro St ryiepas «ara? /itivai avrov tv.

\ X. 1. init. tv rai< rifitpais txttvais. Lect.

3. (pavtpax; a>s ittpi mpav [* £ <«s Wfpi loco clfffi.

4. fivtywirvvov e/ntpoirStv tov Qtov [* £ loco tvontiov.

m

b. -KCfx^ov avSpai tis loTtrttjv, xai [* $ pro trt/x^ov tis

\o~-nt)v avSpaq, xai.

~t/xaiva Tiva d{ [* + Tiva.

6. &a\aaaav * fin. [* — ovtoj AaAij<r«i eot ri at itt

itoteiv fin.

7. AaAov at/T«, <pa>vrt<ras [* ij pro to Kopvtt\if>.

9. oSontopovvrav avrwv, xai [* $ pro exeH/ajv.

1 0. it avT(uv tytvtro tit' avrov [* $ avrtov tytvtTO, loco

txtivaiv tittittcrtv.

11. xarafiaivov * axtvo% [* — eir'ai/rov.

12. TtTpanoSa, * x«i ra eprttra tij{ yijs. xou [* — xai ta

fypia. ?

14. Kvpif * oi/SewoTe [* — oti.

16. avtXt)<p6ti uiravra tie [* £ loco to <t*£m>s.

17. d e/Sf, * iSov [* — x««.

aitt<rTa\jj£voi into tov [* <J pro aito.

Ttiv oixeiav tov [* Recent, t delevit.

19. Uerpov Ti tvivp.ovfi.tvov [* + t«.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. X.

X. 20. Staxpivofievos on eyco [* pro Sioti.

21. init. ev rats r)fxepai% sxeivout. Lect.

it 6 YleTpos [* + 6.

avipas * enre f* — toi/s aireo-TakfiCvovs a-no tov Kop-

vtihiov irpos uvtov enrev.

22. axovaat ptifia trapa. <rov. [* Recent, pij/ua linea sub-

ducta notavit, et in marg. pn/uxra adscripsit.

23. erravpiov avatnas 6 Herpos [* + avadTas.

rives * ahe\<pa>v [* — t<uv recent, hoc superscrips.

a*o * LwTrtjj [* — tijs.

24. tij Se e-iravpiov [* -(- St.

25. iroias airoi/s irpocreKvvtiaev [* + acroi/?.

26. IleTpos tjyeipev uvtov Keyeov' [* ? pro Ilrrpos avrov

tiyeipe A»yw>'.

avairrrjdi, xai yap eyco uvtoc, [* -)- yaP i? Kikyco.

28. «AAo^»/A&>- xu/juji eieil-sv 6 Qcos fanievu [* $ pro

akhocpvAco' km e/jLot 6 Geo? sSei^e fiijSeva.

29. fisTaTTE/jitp*et<;. -nvvdavofwu [* — 0. recent, hoc su

perscrips.

30. ecrrtj evavriov fiov [* £ loco evcoirtov.

32. xou fitTa-xt/j.\l>at Suficova [* <J pro fieraxaksirai.

S^tiaifo; tivos 0vp<rea)S [* + t<vos.

33. <ro/ v7ro toi/ Ki/p/ou fin. [* $ pro 0£oi/.

34. init. »v rows fiM-epa'i txeivais. Lect.

O-TOflOL avrov, ClTttV [* -j- ai/TOV.

39. ij/*«s * fiaprvpes [* — ecr/xev.

cv * TV X^Pf [* — T*-

di> xai «v«Aov [* -f- x«/.

44. «tj, ev rati hpepous exeivais [* Lect.

•• 47. vicop hwarat tjs xcokvrui, tov fit) [* $ pro vScop

xcokvcrai Wvvarat T/s tov fuj.

ekafiov cbs xou filets fin. [* $ loco xaOa*;.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. X. XI. XII.

X. 48. ovo/juxti \tiaov Xpwrroi/- tots. [* $ Itioov Xpiarov pro

TOV Kl'pWV .

XI. 3. 6ti eiarihdes irpos avipa% axpoflvoTiav t%ovTa<;, ««{

[* ? pro on WjOO? avipat axpofivOTiav eyovzat;

eiari'SSii xai,

7. i\xovaa Se xai (jxuvtis [* + *«'•

8. on* koivov ti r) [* — -rtav. -(- Tl.

10. xai ave<ntaa6ti itaKiv airuvra [* $ pro xai iraKiv

avtana<s6r\ aitavTa.

12. fitfitv SiaxpivavTix tiKdov [* $ loco Ziaxpivo/itvov .

13. ayytAoi' You Gtoi/ ev [* + tov Geoi/.

Ioirwriv *, xai [* — avSpa^.

16. eAcyei'' or< Iaiavi/iK [* + or/.

17. eya> * Tit [* — 3e.

IS. xai ebol-ao-av tov Qeor [* Recent, terininationeni

trav linea subducta notavit, et in marg. %ov

adscrips.

19. ovi, iv rati i/f+epats extivais. Lect.

huuntaptvTts ano tijs [* ob noxuin lect. oi AhoutoKoi

superscrips.

HI

20. rives eXffovrei e<; [* Recent. eKSovre^ linea sub

ducta notavit, et in mar. curtT^ovret adscrips.

eAahovv xeu itpos [* + xai.

21. fier avraiv' tov ia<r6ou avTovf woAi/s [* + t»v taaitu

avTovs.

25. Tapaov * avaX,r\Tt\aai [* t— o Bapva/Sa?.

Mvpeov * , iryayev * J «$ [* ' — avrov. * 2 — ai/TOf.

28. fieyav * casatai [* — fiehhttv.

XII. 3. /<W 5e an [* <J Se pro xa/. ? pro xai iSav.

Hi

5. tov Qeov TTipi avTov [* $ loco vrrep.

6. oe e/ieAAe ** Ttpoayayew avjov 6 'HpaiSi;?

[* $ pro Se epeWev avrov itpoayuv 6 'HpaiSijs.

** ,J pro itpoayetv.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XII. & XIII.

XII. 8. St oiiTais. km [* $ pro OVTO).

1 0. he Tt)v irpaiTtif [* + Tijf.

i}t({ avTOfitxTi r)V0iy9r\ [* £ pro avTo/inTtj.

11. IltTpos, tv e«t/To> yecc/upo;, tiwe [* $ pro Herpos,

yevofievos et> tuvrat, ciirt.

12. init. ev reus ijucpou; exetvaus. Lect.

trvviiaiv re 6 Utrpos i)\6ev [* 6 lleTpos ob nexuin

Lect.

ruvi)$potOficvoi aSsA(poi k/u [* + aie\<poi.

17. iityytjiraTo * wais [* — at/ro<;.

eurt Se avT<fi$' AimyytihaTS [* + avroi$.

19. «/s * Kotiaaptiav [* — tijc

20. avTwv * awo [* — fijk ^wpon'.

21. tyiepa * 'Hjftudqs [* — »•

25. init. sv Tews r/fiepeus exenan;. Lect.

Iepot/a-aAi)/* 5<s AvTiOvaacv 7rAijp<wo-aiT£s [* + ti{

hvTtoytuxv.

XIII. 1. it * tv [* — Tivts.

2. xou * 2«i/Aoi' [* — tov.

ft
4. init. «i)r»< /nee [* «i>ro/ recent, linea subducta

notavit, et in marg. ovtoi adscripsit.

v-no tov dyiov Hveujiutos, hixti)K6ov [* 5 pro into

tov TlvevfiaTos tov dyiov, K«TtiK6ov.

£<{ * SeAsi/xeiay, [* — tijv.

«S * Kvnpov [* — Tt\V.

6. ot oAiji' Trfli vr\sov [* + oArjv.

*

evpov avopa. riva [* -|- avSpa.

7. Aoyop to«/ Kvptov, fin. [ £ loco 9eoi/.

at

8. o fiayos, ovriot, yap [* £ pro ovtu.

12. eiriaTsvo-ev, mmhriTTOfievoq eiti [* £ loco wnXijaco-

flSVOf.

13. init. ev reus rifitpais mavan,. Lect.

nepi * 1 lai/Aoc [* — Toy.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XIII. & XIV,

XIII. 15. mrctnciKav irpos avrovt oi apxiavvayaiyoi, AsyofTC?-

[* $ pro aireoTeiXav oi apx«JW«y<uyo< wpo? avrovq,

Xtyovrcs.

15. ei t<s taTtv ev vfj.tr Aoyo? ■napaxMasax; [* $ pro u

tori \oyos ev vfuv 7T«pocxA»j<7fais. + T/«.

25. init. ev rows iju£p«(« exui/af?. Lect.

7ro3tt»' avrov \v<rai [* + avrov.

26. rat/Tijs £^a7r£(TTaA») fin. [* £ pro aiteirraM.

29. sTtAeirai' *rtavra ra [* — «.

31. ohtvts vw eicriv avrov fiaprvpcs npoi [* ? pro oirives

etai fxaprvpcs avrov irpos. +■ vkv.

33. ^aA/tta) yeyp«7iT«f to) Jei/TEpo/ Y/o{ [* 5 pro ^aA/UM

To) Sei/Tepa> yeypa7!Tar Y/os.

39. vofitu Moivtrta/f lixata>$t)vat, [* $ pro MWftus.

41. 9avftouraT$, mu KirifiKe^are, kou [* +xa« cm/3\t^are.

42. 5s at/reut- **, TtapexaXovv *** «<{ [* + avroiv.

** — ex ti)? (Tt/raytuyiK WW Ioi/SoHwf' *** — t«

etfci).

43. at/Toi/s ■trpotTfiefeiv rp [* £ pro wi/ifrai'.

44. T<u * epyo/j.e*o> [* — Se.

Aoyov toi/ Kt/pioi/ fin. [* $ pro Geot/.

45. Ktyo/uvoii * 0\a<r<(>ii/j.ovvTe$ [* — avrthtyovrtt xai.

47. mi/su * ei? [* — «■«•

49. init. xai Sittpcpero * 6 Aoyo? [* — St. + xai.

Kvpiov xai' oAijj [* $ pro <$«'.

50. xai * Bapvafiav [* — rov.

51. 7ro(W * £7r' ai/Toi/5 [* — ai/Tajy.

XIV. 1. lovSauav * re [* — xai AaAqtrat ovrax; uxrre irwrev-

irai XovSrxKuv. Recent, haec in marg. adscrips.

'EAAijuw 7rAij0o; tto\v, fin. [* $ pro 'EAAiji/oh' ttoAi/

7rAij#o?. fin.

2. Je aTTtitfijo-ai'Tes Ioi/Saioi. [* £ loco a.Ttu6owTi<;.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XIV.

XIV. 4. -nhtfiot * ' xai [* — rris Trohecos.

6. <ti/h5oit£S, ev T«<5 tifitpats exetvais. Lect.

xmttyvyov ol Attoo-toKoi eis [* -f- ol AttojtoAo/, ob

nexum Lect.

8. «i5toi/ on-, 05 [* $ loco imapycav.

ovtieitoTt TupunaTtjarcv fin. [* £ pro irepi£TT£itaTrixei.

%
*

9. euros r\xovae tov [* ^ pro ijxot/e.

or/ «^e» 7r«rT«>' tov [ $ pro on itiaTiv t%ei tov.

10. (pavv, —01 heyco tv tcu ovo/iaTi tov Kvptov \qcrov Xpw-

roi/, AvaaOtiTi [* + 2<m Aeyw ev tco ovojjmti tov

Kvptov \r\aov Xp/o"roi/.

13. iroteais *, Tavpovs [* — MfTOJC.

*

14. avTcuv, ei-£irn$)i(rav eis [* $ pro eurcrnititio-av.

15. 0£O»' * £Wt«c [* — TW.

17. a^tixev, ayaffovpytav, ovpavoOev [* <£ pro ayaSonoiwv.

fifuy tiitiovs vctovs xai [* $ pro tift.iv vstovs Sitiovs xtxt.

19. init. 6irxTpi/3ovTa>v tie rxvToiv xai tiitiacrxovTow, cntiMov

omo AvTto^etas xai Ixovtov lovtiaioi, xai titaXeyofit-

v<ov avTcov Trapptjcrux avtirioav tovs o%h.ovs aito-

crTtivai air' uvtuv, KeyovTes oti ovtiev a\r)0es Atyov-

aiv «AA« ttavTa^evtiovTai, xai fafouravTts avTOV

Tt6vr\xevai, fin. + titaTpi(3. &c. ad fin.

20. eitavpiov, tv Tats >lf*ep""S exetfats- [* Lect.

e^tj\6ev, 6 IIon/Aos, aw [* + 6 Flai/Ao; ob nexum

Lect.

21. xai cts Xxoviov [* + eis.

xai eis AvTio-^etav [* + eis-

22. fxadtjTcuv xai 7rapaxahovvTes [* + xai.

23. aVTOts xara exx\r]criav irpeafivTepovs Ttpocev^a/i. &C

[* $ pro avTOis Trpeo-fivTepovs xaT exxXtiaiav irpoa-

evl-afitvot.

*
fiCTa vritTTCias iraptdevTO [* $ pro vqeTtiav.
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ACT. APOST. XIV. & XV.

*

XIV. 27. oaa 6 Geo? enotti<re fj.tr avraiv, [* $ pro oaa enoiijotv

6 ©to; fier avToiv.

*

XV. 2. ycvo/isviK <Se araatw; [* $ pro ovv.

4. /Jttr avTwy' xai oti tivoi^t toi? tivcat ivpav maTtws

fin. [* -(- xai oti ijvoi^t to/; E^etr/ Svpav 7r<9T«<us fin.

5. init. tv ran; rj/jitpatq txtn>ai%. Lect.

7. 5s fi;r>j<Teft>s ytJ'fljufviK, [* $ loco i7i/i^jTjj<r£<us.

ap^ataiv tv v/jliv t^tAt^aro 6 Gsos ha [* 5 pro

ap%ata>v 6 Geos ev ij/iui' ifeAe^octo ha.

12. taiytjaav Se to ttAi;0os (ii«i , xoc/ [* 5 pro tatytjas Sc

■nav to it\i}0os, xai $

17. o7r<us * txfyiTtjaaaiv [* — av.

***

18. init. * « est/ yvatara ** at/ny «w' ouaii/o; fin. [*+ «

**+ avTca ***—™ G«a> Ttavra t« Epyut avrov. et +

'20. aAA' t-ntaTtiAat [ £ pro aAAa.

rai^ ttocoAcoVj xai tov M//xaro?, xai tov ttvixtov, Kat Ttjs

Tropveias, [ $ pro toiv tiia>'i\a>v, xai Tt)<; iropveias,

xai tov itvtxTov, xai tov alfiaroq,

xai oaa av /jlij 9tAa>atv avrois ytvtadai, erepoti fitj-noitiv,

fin. [* + xai usque ad finem.

25. 6fio$v/ta$ov, exAttyxfizvoH; avo~pa$ [* $ pro exKt^a/itvovi.

26. T«; kavraiv ^v^as ai/Tav Cntep [* $ pro T«s ^"X^

avTaiv imsp.

28. /uijSev wAeioi' titnidtadai [* <$ loco irAsoc

wArji' tovtoiv to>v tirav</.yx£<; fin. [* 5 pro TrAriv rcov

STravayxti rovratv fin.

29. a-nt-^eadai cib'aiAoSvTov, xai [* ,J pro tiSiuAofli/raiv.

TTopvtiaq. Post hanc vocem add. xai oaa fit] SeAete

iavrois yivtadat, srepOK; yui) 7ro<ei»'- e£ &v.

30. owtoAi/Oevtes xar'jjAtfof e<s [* <$ xaT'fiAtfop pro nAOov.

33. W|OOJ TODS «WtXTTE(A«»'T«{ aVTOV% fin. [* <$ lOCO TTjOOS

tou5 AttootoAoi/; fin.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XV. & XVI.

XV. 34. cm/Mtivai avro$t fin. [* $ pro avrov.

35. init. ev rais i]/j.£pat<; tusivats. Led.

36. aich<j>ovi * xara itourav [* —fi/Mtv.

37. ie efiovXtTo [* $ pro efiovhevoraro.

eru/ATrapwAafiav * \<Mnvvr)v [* — rov.

38. /ut) avfiitixpahafifiaveiv tovtov [* ,£ pro uvfi-napaKa-

fieiv.

XVI. 1. yvyainof * Joi/Souas [* — t/w>s.

3. «w«fTe5 on 'EAAt;y o narnp avrou vnripxev> fill.'

[* — et -f pro airwPTes rov TtuTtpa. avrov on

'EAAiji- Crmipxev fin.

4. Ttaptiiiovv oivTiAii (puAaaaeiv [* $ pro ai/TO/?.

5. xai fTTtpio-ffei/onTO t» [* £ pro enepuratvov.

7. tirupatjw £i? t^* [* £ pro Kara.

nopevtadat * fin. [* — xa/ ovx etourev o.vtov<; to

Hvev/ia fin.

9. Ti{ MaxeSaiv t\v i(TT<u?, xai TrapaxaAeui' [* ? pro T<«

i/f MocxeScw eVtojs, Ttapa.Koi.Xcoi>.

10. «s * MaxeSowav [* — ti^.

o Geo; evayye\ttra<r$at [* £ loco Kfp/os.

12. xaxeWev * eij [* — te. (J xaxadcv pro exsi&ev.

ficpitioc, * lilaxeioviac. [* — TflJ.

13. TtK TrvKris irapa [* £ pro ttoXhoh;.

14. GtOV, tlKOVOTW I)? [* <$ loCO IJXOKSI'.

15. xai 7r«s o o/xoj [* + jra$.

cci/tik, TtapsxaXei, Ktyovaa' [* ,£ pro TtapexaXetrc.

16. init. «y t<mj rifupaii; extivais. Lect.

17. xonayyeKKovoiv vfuv ohov [* <£ loco r)fuv.

m

24. rodavTijv \a/3av, f/3«A«e [* £ pro ea\7i<f>aq.

26. Ssir/ua avsidti. e^vTtvo^ [* ,J pro ocvetfij.

28. wpa^ij? irxvTa) xocxov [* ^ pro (Teai/Ta>.

3 1 . xai was o oixoq [* + ir«s.



APPENDIX (B.) 145

ACT. APOST. Cap. XVI. & XVII.

XVI. 32. too Kvpiov, aw iraap tij oikkx avrov fin. [* $ pro rov

Kvpiov, xai itaai rots ev ry oixia avrov fin.

37. auroi el-ayayerataav ri/ia^ fin. [* J pro avroi iju«?

e^ayayercoaav fin.

38. init. omtryyeiliav [* $ pro avtiyyetXav.

Se oi pafHovyoi roi% arparr\yot% ravra' [* ? pro 3«

to<s o-Tparnyois oi pafiiovyot ra piytara ravra.

t$o[ii\6tiaav he axovaavrec, [* + it.

39. ijpairwv aireXSuv airo tijs -noKeaxi fin. [* $ pro «£«X-

40. he airo rtis [* <£ pro ex.

tiatj^ffov Trpo<; rt)v [* £ loco ttf.

XVII. 1. init. cv rati r)/uepats exetvaii;. Lect.

Se ot aitoa-roAot rt]v [* + oi a-noaroKoi ob nexum.

Lect.

4. xai rives * emarnaav, xat [* — e£ avrav. ** pro «rf«-

'EAAjjmw 7rtij0o; Ttohv, yvvaixuv [* $ pro 'EMi^o^

woAi/ wAijtfoj, yvvaixtvi/.

5. it o/ Iofdaioi o/ a7r£(^ot/i'TE5, xa< [* $ pro it o/ tnrn-

Bovvrts lovdaioi xait

ayopaiaiv av&pas riva% wovtiooi/s [* $ pro ayopaiHuv

t«/«s avhpas liovr)pov%.

tiji/ woAiv x«t' at/rav' xou tTivirravTec ** t»j [* ? *«r'

at/Taif x««. ** — rt.

auTO«/s -npoayaytiv «<j [* £ loco Ixyayeiv,

7. fiaat\ea irepov Kcyovres eivai, Ititrovv fin. [* ? pro /3a-

aiXea \eyovre<; irepov eivai lijrouv fin.

10. iia * vvxros [* — tik,

11. irpoOv/itas, * xa6 rj/iepav [* —- to.

13. aahsuovres xai rapaaaovrei toi/j [* -f- x«/ t<xo*«-

owrts.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XVII. & XVIII.

XVII. 14. BahaffiraV vireixswav he [* $ pro vire/xevov.

15. Uavhov, eAdov ta>s [* $ loco riyayov avrov.

16. ex.lexofJ.evov rov Havhov, avrovq napa^vvero [ ? pro

exdexo/J-evov avrovi tov ttav\ov napco^vvero.

tv eavrw, Seaipouvro*; xareiiuhov [* $ loco ev avra,

Betopovvri JC«T£i5(uA0I'.

17. to/s Iouowjois * xou [* — xai rots teflo/ievoH;.

18. 3e xaj tow [* + kou.

xai * StooVaoiv [* — rav.

avauramv avrov cvrryyeJu&ro avrois fin. [ ? pro

avavrourtv at/TOis evqyyehi^ero fin. + avrov.

19. T£ ai/Toy, em [* £ pro ai/TOi/.

20. y»w«/ T<va 9eAo< [* $ loco r« av.

24. yijs {mapx<»v VLvptoq, ovx. [* ? pro ytj? Ki/p<o« uTrap-

26. war yevo? avdpamtov. [* <J pro rfvos.

opio-as rerayfievovs xaipov;. [* <$ loco nporeray-

fievovq.

27. rov Qeov, ei [* $ pro Ki/pio>/.

ys ^eKoupnireiev avrov [* £ pro <l>vAa<pnfe<«v.

ixaxpav a<p' evo% exa<rrov. f* £ pro <rao ffo?.

Tlfuov anexovra fin. [* £ pro iirapxovra.

31. init. xa0oT/ eart\aav [* £ pro 5iot/.

32. o-ot/ mrpi toi/toi/ waA/c fin. [* ? pro aov trah.iv mpi

rovrov fin.

XVIII. 1. fiera * ravra [* —he.

2. xat Tlpiaxt\av yvvaixa [* — A.

to Trpoo-ri*raxevai K\avhov [* £ pro 3(«tjt«x^«/.

lovtiaiovq am tik [* £ pro ex.

5. Iot/8aioi{ £ira< rov [* + eiww.

6. CKTwal-apevos avrov ra [* + avrov.

7. exeidev eiar]K6ev em [* $ pro flAtey.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XVIII. & XIX.

XVIII. 9. 6 Kiuuo; ev vvxti St' op/XfxrxTOt Tip [* 5 pro 6 Kvpiot

St' opafiatTos ev vvxrt tjj.

13. vofiov rxvonretdei ovtos tovs [* ? pro VOfXOV OvTO$

avairetffet toi/?.

14. ftev * nv [* — ovv.

15. Se tyriyiaTa eatt [* $ pro ^qrqua.

17. tovtcov efxeWe re> raAAioii'/ fin. [* $ pro toi/t<ui' to>

raAA«uw £yu£A£v fin.

18. ontoTixi-rxfxevoq <xvtoi<;, et-eirhet. [* 4" avroif.

*
xetpafievoq ev Keyxpcau; Ttjv xetyahriV et%e [* $ pro

xiipncfunx; Tt]v KijmKny tv KffyXjO£«<? t'Xe-

19. turtMw em tijv [* £ pro «;.

truvaycoytjv, Siehe^aro toj? [ £ loco Suhex$rj.

21. aAA' a-nOTai,ixfjLCvo<; aurois, xnu entaiv TtixAiv' [* £ loco

«tt£t«£«to. ** + *««• *** — 3ei fie ltavros rtiv

eoprijv rtiv epxpft,evrp> •noityaatt en Jepocrohv/xix.

22. init. ev rai% r/fxepaif exiivatf. Lect.

* xarfAoW 6 Flat/Ao; £<s [* — xixi. ** + o II«i/Aos

ob nexum. Lect.

ao-7r«<r«/ifvo5 TOt»s aSeA(f>ov<; x«t£/3ij [* £ loco TV

£xxAj;<t/«p.

25. xixTijxifxtvoi rov Xoyov tov [* £ pro tiji- 6Sov.

toi/ Ifjiroi/, CTTHTTrxfievos [* £ pro Kdomk.

26. at/rot/ * x«/ [* — Axi/Aa? x«< IIo«rxMAa, irpoo-fA«-

fiovro avrov.

XIX. 1. init. ef t«(? ryiepau; exetvats. Lect.

^£pi), xar e\0etv £<; [* -f xar.

3. T£ * £(5 [* 77,005 aUTOVS.

4. Ieoavvris * efinatTtoe [* — /*£»/.

. 7. <w<re< Scahexa fin. [* # pro SexaSvo fin.

1 0. Kvpiov *, lovSatovq [* — \rjrov.

12. <xs$tvowT<x<; airopepetr$rxi rxiro [* £ pro nr*.

I. 2
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XIX. & XX.

XIX. 12. exTTopeve/rdai ** t-Ks^eipr\aav [* $ pro e^epyea$a.i.

** —an avraiv.

m

13. TIVCS XOI TCOV [* + KOU. 0C7T0.

Ktyovrti' ^opxttyfjiEv v/ias [* $ pro 'QprnXpy-iv.

14. E7TT« l/IO< T01/T0 [* + VIOI.

15. cmev auToi? Tov [* + p. ** <%t/ro<;.

16. xeu snihapofievos ** 6 [* $ pro e<pa\ko/j.et/os. ** — sir'

ai/roe?.

Ttovijpov, * xarexvptevtras avruv, xai itr^vire. [* — Jf«f.

** <? pro xaraxvpievcras. *** + xa«.

17. ty£V£To 7rw<n ypaHrrov louSaiois [* 5 pro cyevero

yvmuTov Ttaaiv louSaioit;.

21. xai rt)v A^ai'ai/ [* + tijv.

£<S 'lepovtroXv/ia, srnani' [* £ pro ' Upoucra\tip.

26. fxovov rij{ 'E<f>eirov [* -f- tijs.

27. *xryur6t)va.i, /xehhei ** xai [* £ pro /t£AA£/i/. ** — ie.

xndnuputrOai tij? yii£yaA«0T»jT0? avrtis, [* <J loco tijv

/i£yaA£<OTi)Ta.

28. Supou, expa^ov, Afyo^TES- [* £ pro expafoi'.

33. o^Aoi/ awtfii/iaarav Akel-avSpov [* £ pro itpotfii-

jSeurav.

35. eitth' avffpamcov o; [* £ Pr0 nvipamos.

/ifyaAijs * ApT£/ui3o{ [* — Sea?.

36. TtpoTreres Ttpouraeiv, fin. [* # loco itpcerttiv.

37. tjji/ Geov v/uuf [* £ pro $£a|/.

38. T£^nreu eyovai 7rpos Tiva Aoyov, ayopaioi [* $ pro

t^wtoi Trpos Tiva Aoyov £^oi/ow, ayopaioi.

39. srepov * frretTe [* — cm.

XX. 1. init. Sopvfiov, fiSTaoreiXtofievos o TlavAos toi/; /xixSr]Taq,

xai Trapaxateaas, airnao-afisvoi; 5e ££eA0£ ■nopev6r\va.t

[* # pro tov &opv/3ov, ■npoo-xahsjafievoi 6 Ilai/Ao?

tok? /tadtjras, xai aoTrairapsvoi;, £{f»;A0£ iroptv$tjvai .
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XX.

XX. 3. yevo/jLtvik eni0ovfitK «ei/ro> vno [* <J pro ytvofitvtis

aura t7ri/8oi/Aijs vtto.

avaycaSai em tiji/ [ $ loco «$.

4. Za)7raTji)o? nvppov acppoiaos' Geatrahovixeaiv

[* + -nvppov. ** £ pro Be/)ci(««o{.

6. TjOttjaSa «xp' riiicpcov [* £ pro ayjpi$.

7. aafifiaTwp, ev Ta«s ij/itoai? £«fitw(. Lect.

trvvify/xevav tifuov ** xAacrai [* £ pro tojv fiadtirair.

hsec superscrips. ** — toi/.

Aoyoc axp* fieaovvKTiov [* <£ loco fiCXP1,

8. ou /jnev m/vtrfftevot [* <J pro ijirai'.

9. init. xaflefouevos oe [* $ loco xaSn/ievoi.

vtavias Eurico? ovo/tari, eiti [* £ pro yeawas, ovo/iart

El/Tl^OS, £W*.

wAeiov, * eneatv [* — xaTeft^feis ajro tow imvov.

10. avfimtpihaf&aiv avrov erne, [* + avrov.

11. ouTttj e!-ri\0e. Hyayov [* <J pro s£i;Afci>.

13. yap 5<«TeTay/u£K>s jjv, /ieAAcov [* $ pro y«p qv d*<stT«-

Tayyusyo?, fieAAaiv.

15. Soyuoi/' * Tp oe epyofievn [* — xa< fim/aaTK tvTpa-

yvKfua. ** + oe.

16. init. tsexptvei yap [* £ pro exptve.

ivvaTov eitj avra [* $ loco qv.

21. mcrrtv * eis [* — tijv.

22. <$oi/, SeSf/ievo? tyo) Ta> Trveiz/ioeTJ [* ? pro i&ov, «yai

SeSe/ievo? ™ -nvcvfiaTi.

en/777 sup.^t]aofi£va ftoi [* £ pro (Tui'ai'TiKroiTa.

24. tjxavTa aiore TeA£«s><ra< [* <J loco <&?.

Iijaov 'Xpicrrov, h~tafiapTvpao0ai [* + 'Xpiorov.

25. Ktipvirvaiv to evayytJuov tov Geov [* £ to «i/ayy»-

Aiov, pro Tijf /3a<rt\etav.

26. tya) £(/u< awo [* + eiM.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XX. & XXI.

XX. 28. tov Kvpiov, tiv [* $ pro Qeov.

3/« tov ai/Mtroi tov ihov fin. [* $ pro iia tov ibtov

aiyuocro; fin.

29. 0|3« *, OTI [* TOVTO.

32. bvvafiivoi v/mxs rnoiKoho/xriaat [ + Vfiou;.

34. «i/to< * ytvtoaxSTE [* — Si.

35. t« tok Aoyov toi/ Kt/p/ow [* $ loco tojv Aoyaii'.

37. 3e xA«i/0/uO{ cyenTO iravTtaV kou [* $ pro ts eyevero

xAoci/^uo; Trai'TO)*'- xai.

XXI.- 4. ai/ei/povrg? 3e tok? [* + tie.

£j? 'lepoaohvfia fin. [* £ pro 'l£pot/<r«Aij/x fin.

5. aiyiaAov, wpo<r£i/?M/i£i'<H fin. [* $ loco Trpocrtiv^a/j-effa.

6. init. ti<nru<rafie0a aAAfjAoi/?, avePtifitv, km «? [* £ pro

x«< curnoi<rtxfi£voi aAAijAot/g, eTttfiijfiev eiq.

8. £?fAtfoiTtS UTTSp/ TOV [* £ lOCO 0/ 7T£p(.

II«i/Ao»' nAfo/JLtv £/? [* £ ijAtfoc.

9. 5yyaT£pes T£<r<r«p£s -napdcvoi 7!po$t)TSvovea.i fin.

[* § pro Si/yartpE; irapSevot T£<r<r«p£s Ttpo<ptiTtv-

ovuai.

1 1 . JV«« * £«i/tou [* — T£. £ pro ai/roi/.

%£'p«S s^Sptuf fin. [* £ loco tSvatv.

13. Ilai/Ao?, X«l £17T£, T< [* X«< £<7T£.

onroiavew * eroifiws [* — £<s 'ltpovtraAti/J..

15. Tai/ras ■napourKevao-a/j.svot oa/tpaivof.t» { S pro

«7roo,x£t/a(royi£vo/.

lit

«5 'lepoffoAi/yua fin. [* £ loco 'UpovaoMp-

17. our/ievax; onreSefavTO i5/i«s. [* # pro tSfi-ai'TO.

18. tjj ts siravpiov eiirrici. [* # T£ errai/p/ov, pro 3e tiri-

ovar\.

wafTes T£ 0/ TtpeaflvTipoi -napeytvovTO Ttpoq uvtov tin.

[* ? pro 7r«i/T£{ T£ TraptyevovTO 01 -npeafivTtpoi fin.

** + "pos aiToy.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXI. & XXU.

XXI. 20. tov Qeov enrov [* $ loco Kvpiov.

ticriv ev rots louiaiots toi* [* $ ev to<« Iot/S«iOiS pro

lovStxtaiv.

22. hei avvt\6etv wAijtfos- axovtrovjcu [* $ pro <)ei TtAtjdos

<rvve\0eiV axovtrovrou.

24. ^uprjtrajvrai roc? «c^«Aa;' xat yvaxrovrai -navTV; [* cj pro

Ttiv KtipaAqv. [** <J pro yvaitri.

ft
ot( 7r£pi a>v [* + wep'.

rxvTos ivKouretm rov vo/xov fin. [* 5 pro ai/roj tov

vofiov tyvhaaowv fin.

25. avrovs, «AAa <j>vAa<r<TC<r6rxi ** to [* £ pro s< ^iij.

** — ai/Toi/?.

xai * od/xa [* — to.

26. Tore, ev tous i}oi£|0. exetv. 6 [* Lect.

27. «r£/3«Aov sir' avrov ra% %*ip«s fin. [* ? pro rntfia-

Aoc toc? ^eipas «7r' avrov fin.

28. ravTa; navrayr) SiSourxaiv, [* # loco Tiavraypv.

■ ft

30. init. txnrfiu re [* ,? pro exiviflq.

ft
31. tijs aireipaf, on [* £ <me:piK.

ft
34. ti encipiovovv ev [* <J loco efioav.

36. Aaov, xpafovTes' A(pe [ £ pro xpoXpv.

ft
37. T£ e«s Tijv Trapefi/3o\r]v ettrayeaOat 6 YlavKos, [ $ pro

re eiaayeaOai us ri}v 7rape/jifio\r]v 6 Ilat/Aos.

40. ttoAAij? oe yevo/ieviK iwyij?, ■npo<re<pa>vti<rc [* $ pro

7roAAi)s Js otyq<; yevo/iivtjs, irpo<re<p<uvti<re.

XXII. 2. iiaAsKTa irpo<rc<pa>vtiaev avrois [* £ loco irpo<Te<j>covei.

ft

12. ot^np evhaflw *«t« [* # pro £i«re/3iK.

xaroixovvrcov tv AoLfia<rKa lovtiatcov, [* + w Aixfwtaxt?.

ft
13. ava/Ste^ov . Kai ey<u «i/t^. [* # pro xayai.

ft
16. ovo/ia avrov fin. [* £ loco Kvpiov fin.

17. x«( Trpotrevxofievai ** ev rco [* £ pro TtpotrcvyofJ-tvov.

** —/xot/.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXII. & XXIII,

XXII. 18. aov * fifxprvpiav [* — tijv.

20. TOU ITptoTO/JlUpTVpOS [* -|" T^MKTO.

22. axp/ toi/ Aoyot/ toktoi/, xou [* $ pro a^oi toi/tok tou

Aoyot/, xa<.

•yap xafftixei auTov [* <J loco xatfijxoc.

23. auTtw £w ttAecoc, xou p/wToi-rajf t« [* -f- em Trhewv.

*#
£ pro piTTTOVVTCOV.

24. ^iA/«(0^o; eioayearSai avrov £i{ [ £ Pr0 ayeoSau.

** + aurov.

25. Se Ttpaieravoiv avrov [* <J pro ■npotrtivtv.

tov e(j>eoT<>>Ta sxarovTap^ov [* $ loco £<tt<ut«.

26. upooeXiav T<p ^<A<«p^a> amjyysiAe, Aeyoiv. [* % pro

■7Tpo<reh0a>v cnrrfyyeihe Tea ^iKtap^a, Aeyav.

. Tcofiaw; earr/i' fin. [* £ pro bot*.

27. /««, * av [* — £i.

28. uTrexptdri oe o xtAtap%os [* <J o~£ pro T*.

30. xarnyopsirai t/xo rcay Iot/Souajp, [* £ loco irapa.

avrov *, xai [* — anro t<w oeuficav.

exeAei/ire ovvtKdtiv rovi [* ^ pro txeAsi/ow ttJfw

rovq.

in

xou itav to [* <J loco oAop.

trvveopwv *" xa» [* — ai/Tojy.

*
XXIII. 1. init. £>/ t«/s fi/iepais exeivotts, aTevuras [* + Lect.

*
Se Tew ovveSpitp 6 Ilai/Aos, £m£>'. [* ? pro oe 6 Ilat/Aot

to) <rvvc()pica, entev.

tijj cupas fin. [* <J loco rj/j.tpas.

2. Avavias exehevae tou; [* ^ pro entrant.

4. Gfoi/ Aoipeis ; [ <J pro AoiSopei? ;

5. on Ap%iepevq eariv' ytypemrou. [* ? pro oti «rw

Apxiepevs' yeypairrai.

6. tin 0«p<(T£i/<o>/, to 0£ irepov Saooovxaituv, expa^tv'

[ $ pro £<rr* 2«3Soi/x«(aii', to ot irepov <bapie~atwv,

expat;tv.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXIII.

7. avrov tiirovTos, eytvero. [* $ loco Kahiiaravtoj.

9. apaaraiTss tipes tiuv r'pafiftarstiv [* ,f pro aoocffrav-

rej o/ rpa/tfiareis.

* •
10. (naatai%, a^ofitjStui o ^/Aiap^os [ <y pro evKaflnfe'S-

11. 0ap<r«*- <uj [* — Hai/Ae-

12. TTonjaavTcs <niaTpo(j)ttv lovh'a.ioi, avedefi. &c. [* £ pro

7ro(ij(7a!'T£s T/^ss Tiuv Iot/SaKup avarpo<btjv, ave-

dcfi. &c.

eai/roej *, yuqre [* — A£yo>rj{.

18. Tip (Tvvofioatav ■noirio-afj.evot fin. [* $ pro o-wayioir/ai'

7T£7ro/>jxOT£S fin.

15. o7T<us * xaTotyayt) avrov «<s t/xa?. [* — avpiov.

** $ pro avrov Karayayt;. *** £ pro ttoos.

tfr/iev * ai-eAcd' [* — tov.

Hi

16. Hai/Aot' tijk cveSpav, Ttapayevofitvo$. [* £ loco to

evebpov.

18. top rescp/o-xoi/ ayayeiv [* J pro peai'iav.

20. or; * Ioi/oaHM [* — oi.

avpiov tov Uuvhov KovTa.ya.yrK £'S to avvciptov, [* $ pro

avpiov tt% to avveSpiov Kovrayayrft tov XiavXov.

a>s /ujAAoira r/ [* <J pro /tsAAoi'Tes.

21. yap * t£ ai/row [* — at/rov.

w* £'<" eroi/ioi irpoaoexpftevoi [* ? pro vvv hoifioi

eiori 7rpocrb'$%ofievoi.

ft
22. tov i/eavjo-xov 7r«payy«Aas [* g pro vtawae.

ft

24. wpos <t>ihtixa tov [* £ pro <]>i7A<x«.

25. £7r«TToAi)i/ *s^oucrav [* — 7T£p/.

26. rjye/iovi *iAi;xj xatpetv. [* <£ pro *ijAix*.

27. ct-siAo/jtnv *, fiaffeav [* — ai/rov.

28. Se e7r/yva»'«< Tijy [* <? loco yvaifoc/.

xaTfjyayoi' * «s [* — at/roc.
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** ,

ACT. APOST. Cap. XXIII. & XXIV.

XXIII. 29. heoficov cyovTa eyxXttfia fin. [* ? pro heofxoiv syxhtjfia

e%pi>Ta fin.

30. avSpa * totaOw ** efyivrav [* —ptKKeiv.

t«c lovSatcov. *** $ pro eifat/Ttj;.

33. -rrapttTTqcroLV * rov [* — xou.

35. TrpaiTaipty * 'H(0aj5ot/ [* — toi/.

XXIV. 3. xpaTKTTt *iA»^, /U£ra [* $ pro *I)A<£.

6. qOehtitr/xfitv xptvai fin. [* $ loco xptvetv.

8. xeAeuffa; x«i toi/s [* + ««/.

xarnyopovs * epxe<r8au. [* — ai/roi/.

9. init. avvsTredtvro he [* £ pro trwtOtt/TO.

10. ovntxpidn ts 6 [* .J loco 3e.

1 1 . rjfJLtpai * Stx«5i/o [* — q .

13. 7tapa<rTij(rai * JWapTaj [* — /us.

14. aipeatv, ovto>s Xarptvo). [* # pro oiiriu.

15. s^iav "'P0S to**' [* $ Pro £'S-

16. tv tovtco xai avroq [* <J loco 3e.

«(rxaj, a-npotrxoTtTov [* £ pro u.-npoaxo-nov.

ovvciht)<riv E)(av itpos [* ^ pro t\llV.

17. fno? * wAhopcw [* — is

18. T^e? * a-no [* — 5s.

19. oi/g sSsi £Wj [* $ pro 3sj.

21. fc tKexpal-a eo~ra>s [* ^ loCO txpa^tx.

*
eyes e-ij/uspov xpivofiaa v<ji' uftatv. [* ? pro ty<u xpivo-

fJMI oyfiepov v(p' VfiOIV.

22. o *(Ai7? avefiahero (*) [* <J pro *dA<?.

24. o *<Aij? ow [* $ pro $qAi£.

Ti) (5i« yvvaixi ov<rri [* ,J loco yvvaixi avrov.

25. o *«Aij£ ancxpitin [* <? pro <J>/;Ai£.

26. UavKov, iva swtoAiwij avrov [* $ loco 07ra>s At/ff>j.

* The Complutensian Edition, and the Codex Ravianus, alio read

*iA)){.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXIV. XXV. XXVI.

XXIV. 27. 6 <D?Au£ Uopxtov [* «J pro *„*<£.

o *<Aij£ xaTeAnrc [* J pro 4>»jAi£.

XXV. 2. 6 re Ap%iepcvs [* + re.

5. toi/to) «T07roi/ xaTfyopttroxrai' avrov. [* +<*''07roi'.

** £ pro KuTifyopenaiaay.

S. '0t< * oi/te [* — oi/re ei? tov vofiov rtov lovoaiaif.

13. rivav, iv ran; {jfifpous exetvous, Aypt-rrnrxs. [* + Lect.

14. wro */Ai|xos, 3«ir/i(os- [* $ pro OijAixos.

19. irepi * Ttvoq [* — T^s iBtas Seicriiaifioviai ei^ov irpo<;

avrov, xai Ttepi.

20. Ttepi tovtwv ^r\Tr\aiv [* $ pro tovtov.

*
22. QfrpTov smtv HflovAo/ttiv. [* $ pro s^rj.

23. Tij 3e emxvpwv [* £ loco oi/f.

24. Trepi tovtov -nav [* <J loco ov.

ieiv avTov tyv /uijxst*. [* ? pro Suv s;>" «OTe"' ^i/xtn.

25. 3e Ka0op.tvos /ifjSer [* ^ loco ««ruA«^o/»t'ra(.

XXVI. 1. init. ev t<%/$ i)/ufp. exeii'. Lect.

Aypnreras 3e o /SuirtAevs wpo^ [* + o fiaaihcvs.

2. /xaxotpiov, mi aov /jlsAKcov aitoKoyetaOat (rr)fj.r)pov fin.

[* $ pro /j.axapiov, fi£\Aa>v aTroAoysiffffai cni aov

attfiepov.

7. into * IovS«ia>p [* — tow.

12. «s * koLfiaaxov [* — tijv.

14. yxovcra <pa>vti<; KeyovatK irpos [* <J loco ipwitji Aoe-

Aovtrav .

kim Atyovarft tij [* ,jloco AeyoKirat'.

16. init. aAA' ava<TTri0t [* $ pro «AAa.

17. oil? * eya> at ovnoaTtAa fin. [* — vvv. ** + tya>.

*** ^ pro awoirTeAAai.

18. x«( ewro t>j« [* -\-a-no.

21. /*e 0-vAKa.fioiitvoi ol Ioi/Saioi ti- [* ? pro fi€ oi lov-

inuoi <rvAAafio/J.evoi ev.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXVI. XXVII. XXVIII.

XXV 1. 22. itrmxa, ftaprvpofia>o$ /uxpoi [* $ pro ftaprvpoifuvof.

*

xat Momtjjs fin. [* $ loco Mexnft.

25. aAAa aAqfcuzf [* £ pro aAA'.

26. avrov * tovtoiv ** itti6ofWU [* — t/. ** — ov.

yap ev yavia ntupayfuiov tovto tori fin. [* $ pro

yap tarn* e» ytovia tier,pay(lzvov tovto fin.

30. xou tuvtcs o! [* .f. mure?.

XXVII. 1. ItuKkxv, Tiapi&ihov Toy [* $ pro 77ao£S<Sou'.

2. ttAoku Aopafun tjva), fu)i\ovTi nAuv «s toi/j [* — t.

** £ Pro /"AAoites. *** + ««•

3. IotA/o; xprjcra/ievos Ta> IlavAa), erttrpc^e [* § pro

Ioi/Aio? to) IIai/Aa> %pri<ra/i£vos, eirerpe^e.

* r*
WpO? TOI/S lf>th0Vi [ + TOl/S.

6. TrAotov A?,-;m Soijvoi/ irA^o* [* <J pro AAfif«» Sortw.

8. eyyw woAis ijv Aatraia. [* ? pro eyyvs i)v ito\ii

Aaaaia.

9. Sia to q3i) xa/ tij^ vtiareiav TtaptArjKvSevat. [* $ pro

iia to kou tijv vijcrreicw ijJij irapsAiiAt/deva*.

10. Tot/ (popTiov xat [* <J pro (poprov.

17. Tijf Si/pTiji' tx-ntaaxrt [* £ pro Zupr<v.

23. fiot TavTt] Tp vvkti ayysAos [* ? pro /hoi tij Pi/xri

ravrp ayycKot;.

29. tottoi/s £x7re(rtt>/i£v, « [* <J loco ennmw,

39. « iwarov, e^cotrai [* ^ pro jt/paaro.

42. exKoAv/j./3ri7a<; iioupvyn fin. [* ^ pro hieupvyoi.

XXVIII. 1. Ka* ita<r<o$evTe, tots [* ^ pro 3(a<ra)fen-£$.

3. itp/irK Siel-eXdovcra xa0n^e [* <J pro e<fsA0oi/<ra.

6. eAeyoi/ avrov Qeov tivat fin. [* ? pro eAeyov 9*or

avrov tivat. ■

7. ijuepa; * tpihoipooicuq [* — Tp«s i7/i£pa$.

8. ivasvTtpia * xaTaxeurffai f* — <ru»'£^o/i£>'Oi'.
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ACT. APOST. Cap. XXVIII.

XXVIII. 8. xai eitev^nfiei/oq, xai STriSeif [* ,J pro Ttpoaev^ajicvos.

** — xai.

11. fttjuas trxft\iLW cv [* $ pro avt)x8n^v.

vtitrco, A\tt;airiptiv<)>, napaarti/uu [* $ pro AKsS-avipiva.

14. «<S * 'V(OfJLlJV [* Tl)l/.

23. oh e^£0eTo o~tafiapTvpo/ievos [* <J pro e^eriffero.

avTous * irtpi [* — TOC.

26. xai tiitov' Axotj [* £ loco eiire.

30. T:opevo/jLsvovi £<s ai/rov [* <J pro wpof.

AD ROMANOS.

Cap. I. 7. ay/o/f ab~e\<por Xapn; [* -f- Lect.

11. 12. o"tr\piydt\vai * ev v/juv h*ia &c. [* — v/juxf Tovto

Se cirri, avLfnapaxhj}6tivat.

13. «Va Tiva xapitov aya> [* $ riva.

15. init. Outois to [* + s (*).

18. init. aieKipot a-noxaKimmai [* -f- Lect.

28. init. ahsAipot ** xadaq ovx [* + Lect. ** — xou.

eBoxiftacrav oi ourefiets rov &eov [* + Lect.

II. 5. rxtroxixXv^eciK; xou iixaioxpiariag [* + xa/.

10. init. aisK^oi io^a [* + Lect.

14. init. a$e\<poi orav [* + Lect.

17. init. eiie, av [* ^.loco idt.

20. init. lieSevTtjv afpovav [* $ oti in t.

28. init. txhe.K(poi irv [* +-Lect.

29. (X * 6«>U [* — TOl/.

III. 7. a$e r) [ $ pro yap. "

8. /3\oUT(f>rifiOvftc0a, * xa&u; [* — xa/.

(*) In every place where the printed edition reads ovtu, this Codex

has ovras.
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AD ROMANOS, Cap. III. IV. V. VI.

III. 10. ysypaTrrai * * Ovx [* — on.

13. o Kapv*?, avTcav [* — y.

19. init. aSei <f>m oihaiiiv [* + Lect.

20. evairiov rou Qeov fin. [* $ loco avrov.

28. init. ab'tAfyoi+Aoyfyntfa ]* + 6 Lect.

30, 31. finem inter v. 30, et init. v. 31 nonnulla sunt

erasa, textus vero integer.

IV. I. T< epov/icv ow AfipoM/j. [* ? oui* pro t( ot/v.

4. init. nctekipoi tw [* + Lect.

xara * otpeiAtifia [* — to.

7. <&v a<j>ei0ricrav at [* <$ pro atpefytrav.

1 1 . Aoyta6r\vat * avrots [* — xa«.

12. 'X,,£<r' Tl,s TUTTcais tik tv ** axpofivaTia rov

[* 5 ** TIJ.

%
13. init. nSrA(j>oi ov [* + Lect.

15. opynv xaTepyatyrar ov [* £ ti pro e.

25. tijv b"ixouoavvnv iifuav [ $ o pro a>.

% .

V. 10. init. atiehipot ei [* + Lect.

14. ftexfii Wavtrtcot xai [* + v et super oiultim. script, o.

15. \apnt * tov [* — tij.

] 7. init. aScA^oi « [* + Lect.

19. oliroKKoi, ovtois xai [* + ?• Post itqAaoi bis script.

verba : xai 3/« rrjs irapaxorn usque ■noKKot, quae

autem deleta sunt.

VI. 3. on aoehfpoi oaot [* + Lect.

oiroi «5 XptBTOv **, e/Sawrttrfoifini [* ? ** — Iijffotf.

#'
4. irarpos, oiiraii x<w [* + ?.

1 1 . aSeA(pot ovTa>i xat [* + Lect.

18. init. ftZeAtpoi eAtvSep. &c. [* + Lect.

19. aapxoc, vp.a>V * SovAa rq axaOapnta [ — ixntep

yap TtapeaTtjiraTe ra /isAtj v/xaii . Alius hmc

omissa in marg. adjecit. (
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AD ROMANOS, Cap. VII. VIII. IX.

VII. 1. aStAipot, * yivtotrxovai, [* + Lect. toh; Miiiio su-

nerscrips.

VIII. 2. init. aielfoi 6 [* + Lect.

11. oia tov tvoixovvTOi; avrov Hi svfiaxo^ ev [* $ pro to

tvomovv &c.

14. init. nfc\<i>ot ouoi [* + Lect.

15. init. ev a> ixpoi^o/xet/ [* -(- /.

19. Oeov *exhe^tTrxi fin. [* — air.

22. init. aSch<poi oiSa/iev [* + Lect.

23. vioOtaiav *ex&tyo/iCvoi [* — air.

26. aatievcious vfiatV to [* ^ pro ij/ua«'.

ti Tipoasv^ofLcSa. xa6o [* $ o pro a>.

oibafiev, «AA« oci/to [* + a.

28. init. aithipoi otioyiev [* -f Lect.

£<S to ayaSov [* -f- to.

28, 29. ayatfiov * -npotyvw [* (— to<s «ara itpoStaiv kAij-

to<5 oKO-ii'. or< ovs) in marg. adscrips.

34. eariv ex Set-iav tov [* S pro ey Stl-ia.

35. ayawijc toi/ Geoo ; 5An/-<? [* <} pro Xpitrrov.

IX. 3. owro * Xpio-Tou [* — toi/.

6. BcoW aSeA<j>oi ov [* + Lect.

1 1 . exAoytjv Trpoffcins tov Qeov fievti, [* ?

#

15. yap Ma>v(rei Keyef [* £ Maxrq.

16, 17. ap« oki/ 01/ * too Geoo Aeye/ [* — too 3sAoitos,

ot/3« tov Tpe^oi/TOs, etAA* toi/ £A«oi/»<to$ too Otov,

hsec omissa in marg. adjecta sunt.

18. init. ahh(j>ot apa [* + Lect.

27. l<rpat)h% axrsi atyu^ot [* ^ pro <£; <.

32. «AA' eu* ei; tpyoji' [* — «.

A<oV> jtpoo-xo/j.*aTOi fin. [* — /u secundum.) too.

33. Aj0ov Trpo<rKO/x*aTos, xai [* — fi secundum.
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AD ROMANOS, Cap. X. XI. XII. XIII. XIV.

X. 19. fit; ovx eyvco lapank ; [* ? pro /mj LrpaijA ovx eyva ;

*

wpajTo; Mcui/ir^s Aeysi [* + i/.

XI. 8. trrifiepov * fin. [* — r,/j.spat;.

9. Aeyei' Tevvij$ijTo> h [* + v.

13. init. ahn<poi v/j.iv [* + Lect.

1 9. H.l-ex7uiur0i]7av * xAaooi [* — oA

eya> evxevrptaia fin. [* $ pro «yx. &c.

21. xara (pviri * xAaoW [* — y.

<rou <j>etorcrai fin. [* £ e pro ij.

23. yap o Geos eon waAii/ [* 5 pro earn/ 6 Qeot.

25. init. abeA<j>ot ov [* + Lect.

33. tro(juas Qeou xai yvataeax; ax; [* $

XII. 1. init. adeh<poi wapaxaAcw [* + Lect.

4. init. ade'A<pm xada-rtep [* -f Lect.

6. init. aieA<pot vxpvrss [* -f. Lect.

18. init. * eipnvevovres [* — et iWaToc, to «£ v/uw,

fitra Tiavrav avffpamatv in marg. adscrips.

20. wi/pos acopevviK tin [* £ i;s pro «{.

XIII. 1. init. aSeA^oi nana [* + Lect.

Hi

fie irrro Qeou [* $ aito. .

1 1 . xai rovrov, adores [* + v.

eyepSnvaf afrektyot vvv [* + Lect.

o-a)Tt)pia, * ore [* — ij.

XIV. 6. ou <j>poveC xai 6 eaoitov [* + x«i.

9. init. ao~iA<poi «$ [* + Lect.

Xp«rros * arteoave [* — xai.

xai *tfij(r«>', iVa [* — av.

14. Si' *avrov ei [* — e.

15. txai/oc aTto\*ve, vitep [* — A alteram.

19. ovv aoehtpoi ra [* + Lect.

22. xara eeavrov «^i [* + I.
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AD ROMANOS, Cap. XIV. XV. XVI.

XIV. 23. dfMpTia s(ttiv fin. [*+ finem hujus cap. excipiunt

versus tres posteriores cap. 16, variantibus

carentes, (vid. Millius et Wetsten.) viz. To>

St (juvafusva) usque ata>na%' afiriv.

XV. 7. init. aie*<pot, tito [* + Lect.

13. xapa*; xou evippoffwrf; ev [* $ pro tiptivrK.

14. tivvKfievoi xou aAhovq vovSeretv [■* $ loco aMr]\ovs.

17. init. aSe\<poi t^tu [* + Lect.

frpos tov Qeov [* -f- tov.

20. fit] em aWorpiov [* + /.

24. rrpi larraviav, eXevoopai [* + i.

v<f> rifuov Trpo-nefjufiOqvai [* $ pro i/imv.

28. tjjk 'Icmavtav fin. [* -f- /.

30. init. ab~eAtpoi, m*pax«Aa> ** tJ/MX? Sta [* -J- Lect.

** — ie.

0/« TO!/ 01 OflKTO^ tov Kvpiov. [* -f- TOU 0>'0/X«TOS- -

XVI. 1. init. ao~eA<pot, vwtcTrifii [* 4- Lect.

5, 6. SKK\tjcriav. * Aa-nasaaie Mapiafi [* — Aaita-

oaade JLtsaiveTov tov aymrtrrov pov, os tarn/ aitap^n

Ti;s A^ouaf £<; Xp/ffToi'.

9. A(nraa-acr$£ Ovp*avov tov [* — /3. Sed post ov

litera fere extincta et formam tov p prae se

ferens aliquantulum perlucet.

r/fuov £i« Xp/o-rov [* $ pro ev Xpi«r<w.

20. vfuuv afit]\> fin. [* + u/iriv.

25, 26, 27. * [* — Hi tres ultimi vers.

T(f ie Svva/ievtp usque atavat nfitjv desunt. Vid.

cap. XIV. finem, cui adhserent.

Subscript, iiaxovov * fin. [* — T»;s tv Key^peoHs ex-

xKricrias.
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AD I. CORINTH. Cap. I. II. III. IV.

Cap. I. 3. init. atehtpoi, %apn [* + Lect.

10. init. aSettpoi, 7r«pax«A» ** ifias Sia [* ? aSeXifmt.

** — 5j.

15. ovo/ia tfia.im<s6r\-rz fin. [* $ pro tfiaitTioa.

18. init. a&eK<poi ol [* + Lect.

yap * tov [* — 6.

20. Ktm/xov * fin. [* — TOVTOV.

26. init. abeKipoi, /JAcwsts [* + Lect.

v/mw, * oti [* — ab~eh<poi.

woAAoi £i/yeve<s 01/ iroAAo/ Si/voenw «AAa [* ? pro

7ToAAo< Svvaroi, ov woAAoi £t/,ye»'£(?.

29. evamiov tov Qeov fin. [* $ pro ai/rov.

II. 2. expiva ti eilevat ** ei< [* <? toi/. ** — ti.

3. init. xaya; £v [* # pro xa< eyco.

4. <ro<j)ia( * «AA' [* — Aoyoj?.

6. init. ao~c7upoi, aoij>. [* + Lect.

7. AaAoi/ynef ©eoi/ vo<piav ec [* ? pro aotpiav Qeov.

9. yeypa-mai' aiefupoi, 'A [* -f Lect.

10. 5£ airexaKv^e 6 Qeos Sia [* ? pro o 6£0j anexah. &C.

11. oi/3s<; tywux£>', « [* £pro oiSfii/.

III. 1. init. Kaya>, a$e\tpoi [* $ pro xeu £y<u.

j]Svvi]0iiv v/itv AaAijireu [* ? pro AaAijffeu v/iuy.

3. £(0/s *, ov%i [* — xou hxocrraatai.

9. init. aHeA<pot, Qeov [* + Lect.

11. Iij<rous * Xpiaros [* — d.

18. init. aie\<j>oi, forfeit [* + Lect.

IV. 1 . init. aheh(poi, ovTioi [* + Lect.

5. dxrre, afeh<j>oi, /iti [* + Lect.

9. 6ti, ahtJujtoi, 6 [* + Lect.

1 1. xai yvjiviTevoficv, xai [* £ i pro 17.

14. ar/MmM* i7/u«s ypoaf>a> [* $ pro i5/tas.

17. init. ufohipoi, ha [* + Lect.
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AD I. CORINTH. Cap. V. VI. VII.

V. 2. iva *ap0ti ex [* — e£.

6. oti, abek<pot, fiixpa [* + Lect.

9. init. ahhtpoi, eypa>l>a [* + Lect.

VI. 2. init. n ovx [* + „.

vfur xpivere 6 [* $ pro xpiverai.

5. evrpoTTtiv iifuav Aeya> [* ^ pro ijcui'.

okx en ev [* $ pro eorii/.

v/iiv ovde ciq tro<f>og [* $ pro i/uv <rofos ovfe u\.

7. fisv * 6\a>$ [* — ow.

TITTtlfia * VfUV [* £|/.

8. init. aAA* ^/s [* — «.

10. irteovcxTou, ov fieSvcroi [* <f pro oure.

12. init. aieAtpoi -navra [* + Lect.

15. e<mi>; «p« ow [* ^ pro ap«?. locus radendo cor-

rectus videtur.

VII. 5. iva <rxoKourt)Tt vr, [* $ <r pro f.

awo <rvvepxe<r0e, iva [* $ c pro ij.

7. »s * t/juxvrov [* — xa/.

*
8. xaKov iavrois [ + e.

9. ya/u;<''«T,a«ra>'. Kpe/TToy yap [* # tt loco <rir.

12. Kvpio? aSehtpot, ei [* + Lect.

1 3. avvsvSoxei eixeiv fier [* $ si pro oi.

14. nreifi; «p« [* -f 5>j.

18. rxxpofivaria xtx\r)Tat Tit yuij [* $ et $ loco axpo-

fSvtrrirf Tit exXtjffij ; pq.

24. init. aSctyoi, e'xaoros [* + Lect.

exAijft;, * e>/ [* — aisXipot.

napa * 9ea> [* — T<u.

29. <Twe(^TaA/^*el'Os• tart to Koerrov /c« [* ? pro aweflraA-

fievo? to honrov sotiv iva.

34. iKfitpiarai xai tj [* -f x«/.

xai to> aaifiaTi [* -}- t^j.

M 2
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AD I. CORINTH. Cap. VII. VIII. IX. X.

VII. 34. xai to) irvevfjutTi [* + to>.

35. 3e, aSeA^oi, wpos [* + Lect.

xai eirnaptSpov tcu [* £ loco ev-npocretpov .

37. Kapha ehpaioc. fiti [* ■+■ cSpaioc,.

Tt] iSia Kapha, tov [* <J pro Kapha ai/rov.

89. Ss na« aoi/xnOij [* + xa«.

VIII. 2. « * tiS [* — fo

ot/Set' tyvco* xa&u? [* — xe.

8. init. aSeA^oi, jipaifia [* + Lect.

oi/re * eav [* — yap-

11. xai aTtoMvTOU 6 [* $ loco ««roAeirai.

IX. 1 . ot/%/ Iqa-ovv * rw [* — XptoTOv.

2. ei/w, aSeA^oi, ij [* + Lect.

9. fiovv ahoovvra. Mi) [* <f loco aAocui'Ta.

/3ocoi/ /i£\Aei tcu [* + A.

13. init. afo\(poi, ovk [* + Lect.

eadioiKTtv ; Kat ol [* + xai.

18. evayyeKiov *, «s [* — too Xpiorov.

19. init. a(iek(poi, eAei/0epo? [* + Lect.

* aiv [* — yap.

24. fipafitiov ; OiSto.? TpextTS t* ^ Pro O"5™-

26. towi/c ourais tptX°>i [ 6* l°c0 OwT«.

X. 1. 5sAa> yap u/uoe? [* £ pro 3e.

2. tov Moi/a-jji/ eflaTtTtaavTO [* £ pro Maxriji'.

3. avro mevfiMTixov /Sptu/ta e<payov [ ? pro oci/to Ppvfta

■nvsv/iaTiKOV e(f>ayov.

6. aAA', aoeA^oi, ot/x [* + Lect.

7. ttXT7rep yeypanrar [* + wep.

9 . xatfa>s * Tive? [* — xai.

avtcov ei-eneipacrav [* + *$•

10. xa0a>s * rives [* — xai.

11. TeAi) toi/ aicufos xaTfli'Tixrei' [ $ loco too' a/aiKftii'.

12. exrre, aoeA^oi, o [* + Lect
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AD I. CORINTH. Cap. X. XI. XII.

X. 13. ov xareiAtitpev ei [* S ov pro ovx. ** + kbit.

m

14. TIJS eiSiuAoArATntris; [* $ pTO £l5tt)Ao\«T|0£/«S.

21. oai/ju>vimv' xui ov [* + xai.

Ik

23. init. aSeA<jtoi, itavTtt [* -f- Lect.

26. rov Kvpiov yap fi [* ? pro tov yap Kvpiov 17.

28. init. afoAfoi, eav [* + Lect.

30. ei * eya> [* — yap.

XI. 2. v/ias *, on [* — atie\(poi.

5. KUpaKriv *avrtt<; [* — i.

yap to ai/TO £<tt< ** tij [* 5 pro yap *<rri xa« to

avro tj>. ** — xa/.

6. xa< xtipsaSai- ei [* £ loco xetpaaSai.

n

to xeipeffdai n [* £ pro netpairOat.

8. init. ahhipoi, ov [* + Lect.

14. aWi; «i/Ti) $i5a<rx£< [* + at/rq.

15. TrepifioAatov avrt) %eb*OTai. [* $ pro iripifioAatov i*-

ooTa« at/Ti;.

20. ow ijjimv £7r< [* <J pro vfuuv.

23. init. aisA<f>oi, eya> [* + Lect.

25. ■noune *, eig [* — o<r«x<s ov rnvtire.

26. yap e«i/ e<T0n]Te [* £ pro a*.

xaTayy£\*£T£, [* — A.

27. xa« * ai/xaros [* — toi/.

29, ava!-ia>s, rov Kvpiov xpifia [* + rov Kvpiov.

31. init. aSeA<j>oi, ei [* +Lect.

XII. 2. oY< OT£ £0V1J [* -+- OT£. "

6. Ei/fpyijyuaTiuv eiai*, 0 [*+»/.

7. init. altAipoi [* 4. Lect.

9. T6> evi rivfiz/iaTi [* $ loco avrta.

12. init. aieAtpoi, xafansp [* ,£ Lect. (:

13. iV Ilo/i« fnoTt<r0ti/j.ev [* £ loco nrti/ua,

21 . he o otpdix-AfiOi [* + o.
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AD I. CORINTH. Cap. XII. XIII. XIV. XV.

XII. 23. ijfjuav ireptcrtroTepuv tv^xip-oavvtjv £XSI- t* ? Pro */""'

ev(r^ij/jiO(Tvvt]v nspiaaorepav exei'

25. j) <rx'c/«"'« w [* + *<*■•

27. init. aSeA^o/, v/^'S [* + Lect.

28. ivvafieis, exciTo. ^apia/tara [* $ loco £/t«.

XIII. 4. init. aiekfoi, 17 [* + Lect.

?i|Ao< * • ' ov [* — 17 ayawij.

9. /Mpoi/? Is yivcoo-xofiev [* £ loco yap.

10. Tt\eiOV, * TO [* T»T£.

11. init. aie\(poi, ore [* + Lect.

XIV. 6. ev anoK*\viei, u [* — « superscript.

7. fm SiSw, 7r<us [* £ loco So).

9. init. OvT<as xou [* £ pro Out<b.

12. init. Ovtos xai [* $ pro Ovtoi.

15. oui/ * ; Ttpoffev^ofiai [* — ecrri.

21. xai oi/3e outws [* $ pro ot/S' outoij.

23. yAaxrows AaAojo-/, eio-eM<o<ri [* £ loco AaAawro'.

26. £x«<ttos * </'«V0,/ [* — fyww-

oiKoiofiijv yiveadai fin. [* £ pro y£V£<r0a>.

29. oV* Si/o [* + ij.

35. yap etmv yvvai^iv [* £ pro e<rn.

37. on * Kvpiov [* — toi/.

40. TLavra is evtrxnpovais [* + °£-

XV. 1. ASeA^o/, yvajpifcu 5e v/uv, to [* ? pro Vvtopifa h

vfj.iv, aSeh(poi, to.

cvayyeKwv fiov 6 [* + fJtov.

7. Ia«»/3a)* £7r«Ta t<m; [* $ pro «T«.

10. itepiaaorepov ■navTow avTatv exoniaffa' [* ? pro w£p«r-

erorepov avTwv -navrcov exoitioura.

ie ftovos, aAA' [* + fiovoq.

12. Aeyoutri ev ifuv, Ttves on [* $ pro \eyouvt Tives ev

iifj.ii', int.
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AD I. CORINTH. Cap. XV. & XVI.

XV. 13. init. * ov$e [* — Ei Se avaoraoK; vexpaiv ovu etrnv,

haec omissa alius in marg. adjecit.

14. Kevti * taxi [* — Se.

20. ie, ah\<j>oi, Xpurroi; [* + Led.

23. 01 TOV XpKTTOV [* -f. TOO.

29. init. fiera, txheA<f>oi, tt [* $ pro emu. ** + Lect.

vnep uvtcov fin. [* <$ loco tow vexpeov.

31. t»ji/ ifxtTcpav Kavxvtrtv, f* # pro rifierepav.

#
33. jj&j yfijfiTTu. ofiiXiai [* J loco XPI^' o/uhmi.

4-

34. y«p tii-£s 0eoi; exov/ri [* $ pro yap Gem* tipes

evTpoitnv Vfuav \eya> [* £ loco tyMv.

39. init. aSeA(poi, ov [* + Lect.

fisv * avffpantav, [* — crapl;.

KTtjvuv, uhhti Se trup£ ttTrjvcav, aAAjj Sc iy6vtt>v, aAAt;

Se ntTuvatv fin. [* $ pro aAAij he 'X^»»v, aAAij

Se TtTrivav. ** + irap^ et aAAij Se irernrw.

45. yeypanToir Eye*™ 6 [* — ve recent, superscrips.

47. init. aHetupoi, o [* -f Lect.

57. T<u Sorr/ 17/uii/ [* £ loco 5/50VT*.

XVI. 4. init. afctopoi, eav [* -f- Lect.

Ss a^/ov ij tov [ $ pro 8e ij «£<•? tou.

13. init. aSeMpoi, ypnyopeire, [* + Lect.

17. Ereijxxva xou QovpTovvarov xai A^aVxoi/, art

[* + kou ftouprovvaTOV x«< Aj^aixoi/.

19. ao-na^ovrat * [* — i/yu«s mi exxAijir/a/ tij? Aovas.

vftaq toAAix rv Ki/pKp AxiMa;. [* $ pro u/uocs ei>

Kvpia iroAAa Axi/Aa;.

IN

22. Kvpiov rtfuav Iriaovv [* + tj/Kav.

Subscript. am $<Aiinroi/ 3»a [* $ loco ^/AfTm-aip.
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AD II. CORINTH. Cap. I. II. III.

Cap. I. 5. >)/i«s, ovrux; Sia [* <J pro oiira).

SlU. TOV XptOTOV [* + TOV.

6. 7r«<rj^o/t£i'" xai ij £A7r<s ij/kui' flefiairx inrep iifian/ ens

7twpaxaAov/j.e0a, inrep tijs vfuov TrapaxAweax; «xi

<r<uTij|0<«s" fin. [* $ pro Traaxo/iev' ene irapaxa-

Aov/ne$a, inrep tijs iifitav 7rapaxAti(reco<; xai aantiptas'

xai i) ehnif ti/juov ficfiaia vnep vfuov' fill.

8. init. aSeA<poi, ov [* + Lect.

12. init. afe\<poi, ij [* + Lect.

15. tfiovkofup/ TrpoTtpov, ehdety Trpos ii/xas, Iva. [* ? pro

efiovAo/ujv rrpos tyuas fiAte/v irpoTepov, iva.

16. (Jyucov fAfcd' £«s [* <J pro S*eA5eri'.

i5^>' ij/xa»' 7rpOTte/j.<j>0t)vai us [* £ l°CO <ty' u/ia»' irpo-

TTCfilp9l]Val £/?.

21. init. adeA<poi, 6 [* + Lect.

22. init. * xai [* — 6.

24. xvpuvop.ev Tijs 7H<TT£<os, u/ucui' aAAa [* ? pro xvptevofisv

V/J.COV Ttjs 7ri<TTia>i, aAAa.

II. 1. -iraAii' £^ Ai/7r»j wpos i!/*as eAtfe/v, fin. [ $ pro 7raA/f

sA^t/v ev Ainrij 7rj0o; v/tas, fin.

3. Avrrnv rnt Avntpi e-^ta [* + e7st AlflnjP.

or/, a2eA(poi, h [* + Lect.

5. AeAi/mjxet', aAA« awo [* £ pro aAA'.

10. ^api^eaBe, xaya> xai [* $ loco x«i eya.

13. yuoi;- aAA' aTroTal-afievog [* ^ pro «AAa.

14. init. afeAfoi, r<p [* + Lect.

17. oi Aoittoi, xarniAevovTes [* $ loco 7roAAo«.

III. 1. ffi/wurafttf ; ij/ui; [* $ pro «.

3. njUaif, xai ycypafifievti ov [* £ loco fifj.a>p, eyyeypa/i-

fievt) ov.

wAa^j xapiiais <rapxivai%, fin. [* £ pro xapiias.

4. init. adehipm, irtiroi0>)Viv [* + Lect.
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AD II. CORINTH. Cap. III. IV. V. VI.

III. 6. ypafifxa mrOKTefei, to [* $ pro aTTOxTsivet.

9. yap tij Siaxovta [* $ loco ij iiaxovta.

10. yap ov SeSoi-atrTai [* $ pro oi/Se.

12. init. aSsAipoi, t^oi'Tfj [* +"Lect.

*

13. KaOa-ntp MaivVi;; £t/0£« [* + I/.

■npoaantov avrov, woo? [* ^ pro cavTOv.

#

15. avayivatTxsTat MiuuVjjs, xriXvfj-fia [* + «•

18. airo 3o£«s eis [* $ pro oo£ijs.

IV. 4. avyaorai avrovs tov [* $ loco octrois.

Qeov tov aopaTov fin. [* + tov aopaTov.

He

6. OT«,aSeAfl>oj, o [* + Lect.

yvtt)(T£(US * TOV [* Tl/S 5o!-tK.

m

■npoauiitp XfKoroi/ Incrou fin. [* 5 pro Tipoaanrai Iqaov

XpitTTOV.

13. init. aOfAaW, eypvTes [* + Lect.

14. I i)(roi/ el-eyepei, xai [ <J pro eyepti.

V. 1. init. afahtpot, otdafiev [* -f Lect.

4. Papov/icvor e<f> <p ov [* ^ s^>' p loco cTrsiitj.

10. yap aSfAcpoi 7r«iras [* -f- Lect.

12. tifiiv, a\A' a<popfitlv [* — ce.

15. xa« Xoio-to; ujr£p [* -f- Xo/itto?.

vrrsp 7roci'Ta)i' a-noOavovTi [* J loco oci/tojp.

16. cyvioxofuv * were [* — xara aapxa Xpurrov, «AA«

wv ovk en yiva>orxo/ji.ev> hsec omissa alia quidem,

sed vetusta manus in marg. adscrips.

17. XT407S" avaxaivi%e<rde' Ta [* + avaxaiin%to-di.

19. xoofiov xaTa\\a*aaiv iaVTco [* — or.

VI. 4. ev avayxaK, cv Siwyfiois, ev OTti>o%. &C. [* ■+- tr

Si&yfUHs,

11. init. a$t\<j>oi, to [* -(- Lect.

16. 6<oi/ ^£Ta nSaiA&o' [* £ pro /urr'.
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AD II. CORINTH. Cap. VII. VIII. IX.

VII. 1. aymrriTOi, aieAipoi, xaffapicriopev [* + Lect.

6. qua? * tv [* — o Geo?.

10. init. aSsA^o/, 17 [* + Lect.

11. KaretpyairaTO * crTtouhtiv ; [* — i/uv. Alius hoc

omissum superscrips.

1 2. ouj£ evexev tov [* <J elvexev.

ouSe evexev tov [* # «Wxep.

aAA evexev tov [* £ eivexsv.

16. Bappa * vfiiv [* — £i/.

in

VIII, 1. init. aieh<poi, yvapttyfiev [* -J- Lect.

yvajp/fo/iei/ 3s * ti;i> x01!1"" [* — vyuii/, atietyoi.

v/uv superscript, minio.

4. dyiovs, * fin. [* — o~e%aa6at qua?.

6. -napaxateoou i5/u«s Tnov, [* £ ijuas.

7. init. * oxrjrep [* — «AA\

e£ >7/i<»>/ ev v/UJi/ ayairr). [* ,$ pro ijucbv £1/ i5/i<v.

9. Si n/ioigsetrT6>xtv<re [* <J pro iftaq.

iva ijyus/s Tp [* $ pro u/u«s.

wra^e/a ■n'hovTtioa/iev fin. [* <$ pro 7rAouT(j<rijT£.

14. Ttepto-aevfioi * e/5 [* — yevtiTai.

16. init. a$e\<poi, xap"> [* + Lect.

19. Tflv avTtiv tov [* $ avTov.

in
■npoBvfiiav rifunv fin. [* ^ pro iiftcav.

21. £w»moi/ Taw av$pwna>v [* -|- tcw.

22. Se * o-irovb'oiiOTepov. [* — woAi/.

24. ev&eil-our0e, * eig [* — xa«.

IX. 2. «5 * u/uaw [* — «£.

4. xai £U|ix» i//i«s [* £ evpatriv vitiose scriptum, sed

correctum esse videtur.

v/tots airapa(rxeuov$, xarntax- &c. [* ^ pro airapa-

<rxevaarovq.

Aeya>/j.ev fi/xeiq) tv f* ^ pro v/ue/{.
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AD II. CORINTH. Cap. IX. X. XI.

*
IX. 4. vnoo-Taffei rotvrrK tijs [* $ pro ravrp.

*
5. fit) ci? irAtovel-tav [* $ pro axr-nep.

6. init. aSeAtpot,** 6 <nrstpa>v [* + Lect. ** — TovtoSs.

10. ra •y£>'*i)/iaTa t»k [* — v alterum.

11. 5e v/iaii' ev^apiarrtav [* ^ pro ij/ittui'.

12. art, aScAtpot, fi [* + Lect.

15. X™!0'? * rV [ — ^e"

tit

X. 6. nacrav irapafiaaiv xat i:aaca> -rraptxxotiv [* -f irapa-

fiourtv xat.

7. fiAtTrere ; alektpoi, ei [* + Lect.

8. Kt/p/OJ IJyUaJV £<; [* g flfUY.

9. /Va oe fir) [* -)- 3e.

til

12. vuvitrravovTatV aAA' avrot [* — a.

ov (Tvvtovmv fin. [* + oi/ (rvvtovaiv linefi, subduct:!

notata sunt.

13. ov tfUTpwtv fi/uv [* £ pro c/xepurev.

17. Kt/pjft) xav\r\aaa6a> fin. [* £ pro xav^ourdat.

XI. 1. init. adeAcpot, ocpeAov [* + Lect.

fitxpov rtK afpoeruvtif aAAa [* £ pro tij a<ppoewr).

2. ?j;A«' ripfioaafiiv yap [* <$ < pro ij. vit. et correct.

3. (X7rAoTi)TOS Kou t»k ayfOTijTOS tijj [* + x«i tij<> ayvo-

tijtos, quse et linea subducta notata sunt.

5. init. a$cA<poi, Koyttyfiai [* -f- Lect.

7. tnoti\aa, iavrev Toaitivuv [* <J pro ifuunov.

10. ov <ppayri<r£Ten as [* <J pro trtppaytcreTai.

14. oi/ Savfia' ai/To? [* £ pro Saiifiaarov.

16. <W xayo; fitxpov Tt xauxwapou. [* ? pro (V« fitxpov

rt xayto xavxtjacofiat.

17. ot/ xara Kt/p/oy, AaA&> aAA' [* ? pro ot> AaAa xaTa

Kvptov.

21. naStvtierotfuv' aSektpot, tv [* + Lect.

25. Tptg ep*af3hrffttv, dyra^ [* — p alteram.
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AD II. CORINTH. Cap. XI. XII. XIII.

XI. 26. itOTafioiv, KtvSvvoiq * el- eft'cuv [* — Aijotoii', KivSwoif

ex yevovi, xivdvvois.')

31. init. aie&poi, 6 eeoq [* + Led.

ft
32. rtju -noXtv Aafiavxtivaw, [* $ pro rijv Aafiaaxtivaiv

Tto'Ktv.

XII. 9. ev na6ev*ia rehttovrai. [* — c.

m

10. init. rthk<f/ot, iio [* + Lect. -

iicoypois, xai tv [* + xal.

11. yap vareprixa. rtnv [_* $ k pro <r.

12. t« fievroi ati/ieia [* <$• pro /usy.

vno/xovri, * oryneiois rs xa« [* — ec. ** -f- t*.

14. rpirov tovto irot/xcas [* -f. toi/to.

v/kuv, aAAa v/aa? [* + « ultimum.

to<s yovtvciv Stitravpifytv, [* + v, efehxvirriKOv.

16. v/ta;' aAAa virapxav [* + a ultimum.

20. init. aSe\<poi, <po/3ov/uu>u [* + Lect.

. . *

XIII. 1. init. <doi/, rpirov [* -f- (Sot/.

ovo kui rpituu fxaprvpcav [* $ pro 3i/o p,aprvpaiv &c.

2. TTOA/I', T/VO? 01/ [* + TlfOf.

3. init. aie\<poi, fnei [* + Lect.

4. aAAa tyaofisv aw - [* £ pro froro/tefla. Correctura

sic mutat.

7. fitiiev ov% * ha. vpcti; ro xa\ov [* — iva ij/us<{ io-

Kifiot (pavai/iev, aAA'.

10. /jv d Ki/p/o? eJtuxe /to* [* $ pro ijv coomce &c.

11. xai rqs eiptivtK [* + tij?.

Subscript. */A«7r7rft»< * 5<« [* — t^s MaxelWxf.)
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AD GALAT. Cap. I. II. III.

Cap. I. 3. init. aSe?upoi, xaP'S [* + Lect.

Kvpiou * \t\aou [* — ijficov.

4. iavTov ite.pi twv [* $ pro xmep. Quod autem ra-

dendo sic mutatum videtur.

auoioq rov -novripov [* -f- tov.

7. oi rapa^ovTes upas [* — cr alterum.

8. ovpavov evayye\i^ijTe vfitv [* £ pro ifijrou.

11. init. aie\<pot, yt/tapityo [* + Lect.

v/uf, * to [* — afah<j>oi.

12. aAA' dux avoxaAi/^ca>s [* + a in 3/a.

1 7. ot/Ss antiMov as [* £ pro ai'ijA0o>'.

a7ro(TroAot/s* aAAac airt]\6ov [* + a in «AAa.

18. init. ew/Ta fiera rpia ern a.vr\hBov [* $i pro «/.

** ? pro ert] rpia.

II. 6. init. ahefupoi, awo [* + Lect.

9. ij/iS/;, yu£i/ eii [* + /«•'•

11. init. aSe\<poi, ore [* + Lect.

13. xa/ Bapvafiav avvvna\6rp/ai avTiov [ ^ pro Bapi'«-

$«S ewaitrrxflq.

14. fys * oi/x f* — xa/.

16, init. ade\<poi, «8ot«s [* -|- Lect.

(5/i£(S * Ititrovv Xpio-Tov eTU0Tevaap.lv [* — e(?.

** ? pro Xptcrrov Iijo-oi/c.

own o«/ e£ epyaiv vofiov StxnacodncrsTai [ * $ pro ov

SiKoua>6ti<reTat ei- epyaiv vo/xov.

21. init. a%eK<poi, ovx [* -f- Lect.

III. 1. i3/*«s efiavxqvev rrj [* £ pro efiaa-xave.

/uj Trei0etr6e ; o/s [* J pro Trei6e<r6<iu.

8. init. aheTitpot, TTpoi'Hovo-a [* + Lect.

10. yeypamat yap- * 'On ev Tract [* — imxaTapaTOt

was os oi/x efifievei. ** + ot/.
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AD GALAT. Cap. III. IV. V.

III. 15. init. <xheA<j>oi, xara [* + Lect. minio enim ad

script. Millio tamen legitur.

17. fisra rerpaxotria xai rpiaxovTa. crt] [* ? pro fura

«tij rerpa. &c.

18. cnayye\ia<; eyapKraTO 6 [* £ pro xe^apiarat.

19. to entiyyeiXaro, Siarayets [* $ pro entr/yeXrai. .

21. ovtgx; ex vofiov av ** n Sixaioovvrj [* ? pro ovtox; av.

** — i^.

23. tou * iMeiv [* — Se.

26. wo-Teais * \r\aov X.pi<rTov [* — ev. ** $ pro Xpumo

Itjtrov.

28. e/s * » [* — ears.

IV. 2. init. aAA* into [* — a ultimum.

8. init. aishfoi, ** ore /u^p [* + Lect. ** — aAAa.

##*
# pro TOTS.

13. aa0sveiav * rapxos [* — njs.

22. init. yeypame yap, aSehipoi, *** A/3paafi [* J pro

yeypmrrat. ** + Lect. *** — ot<.

24. ar<f« t«TT<* aKhtyopovfUva [* — v, KpehxutrTixov.

yap cicri * Svo [* — v, at.

riTis e<rn * Ayap [* — v, c<j>e\xvtr. &c.

28. init. atiefapoi, i5/u«s ** xara [* ? pro ij/ie/? Se,

aieAcpoi. ** — Se.

V. 3. 8e * warn [* — ira^tv.

4. xapnoq sl-ene<reTe fin. [* # pro eifeweoOTe.

7. li/ua? evexo^e Tp [* ^ pro avcxo^e.

10. «AAo QpovijaeTai' o [* # pro ippovtitrere.

11. eya> * aie\<f>oi [* — 3s.

« irepiTOfitv en [* £ pro ittpiTOfiriv .

15. /uij vw* aXKriKav [* — o ultimum.

17. a rav ^eAijTe, ** ■nottiTS [* £ pro «y. ** — ravra.
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AD GALAT. Cap. V. VI.

V. 20. init. eiiaKoKarpta, <ptipfj.an.aa [* $ pro etSa>\oAa-

Tpcta.

20, 21. epcis, * <i>8ovoi [* — fy)\oi, iufioi, epiffeiai, tit-

Xotrraaiai, aipeaeis.

22. init. afe&pot, 6 [* + Lect.

23. Trpaorijs, cyxparia' xara [* ^ pro syxpareia.

26. /m; yevwfida xsvotiol-ot, [* £ pro yi>/<w/i£&%.

Ik

VI. 2. init. atich.<poi, aWnhav [* + Lect.

*

fiapt) fiaara^erai, xai [* $ fiaurrafyre.

11. init. ace\<j>oi, iSere [* + Lect.

12. avayxaCpvaiv ijua; mtpiTSfive(T$at, [* <? pro v/iaj.

13. o! TrepiTCTfDjfiepoi avroi [*$ pro ircpiTefivo/tevoi.

*

Subscript, init. ij wpos [* + ij.

AD EPHES.

Cap. I. 3. init. afe\<poi, et/Aoyip-os [* + Lect.

eitovpavtots ev Xp/orcu [* + ev.

5, 6. BeAij/xoiToq airov, * tV 17 [* — E<$ emxivov ioifijt

tijs xaptros avrov.

7. tv ^J, a$eJ\tj>oi, sypfuv [* •+ Lect.

10. tou jr\tipa>fMn.Tog t<ov [* rasura quadam facta sic leg.

t« ctti to/s [* £ pro re cv.

12. eTraivoi' * So^tK [* — tijj.

13. amrtipias fifi&V sv [* ,?pro vpav.

16. init. ouieA'poi, ov [* -f Lect.

18. tik xapSias v/ia>v [* # pro Siai/oia;.

21. Ji/vOjUeais *, icon tiw/tos [* — xai xvptortrros.

22. xa/, a&ekfyoi, Ttavra [* + Lect.

23. tov T« TtavTa [* + Ta.
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AD EPHES. Cap. II. III. IV.

II. 3. rificu; * ave(TTpa<p>)fiei> [* — iravres. ,

4. init. afa\<jioi, 6 [* -f. Lect.

7, 8. Post finem v. 7. et init. v. 8. errore scribae,

initium v. 8. et v. 6. et7. occurrunt, quee autem

lined deleta sunt.

10. avrov * eff/icv [* — yap.

Iij<roi/ tit* spyois [* — i in eni.

11. S/o, aScA(j>oi, fxvttfiOvevcTe [* + Lect.

Tijs AsyouEvo/s ireptTOfitis [* £ pro AEyo/UEeq;.

14. yap, abeh.(j>oi, Xpiaros £<mi/ [* + Lect. ** +•

17. etptjvttv rj/xii' TO/s [* £ pro vfiiv.

18. irpcxraycDyttv * afuporspoi [* — w'

19. ot/i', aiektpoi, ovxen [* + Lect.

21. mxira * oixoiofitj [* — ij.

III. 5. 6 * erepais [* — ev.

rifeK/iari «yi<u. fin. [* + ay'fp.

8. init. aheh<poi, efioi [* + Lect.

■noaiToiv * «y/a>i> [* — rav.

1 6. nveu/iaTo; kavrov, en [* £ pro at/roi/.

19. VTrep/3aWov<rat/ ayamtv tijs yvaxrEtas tow [* ? pro

vitepPaWovtrav tjjs yy»<r£a)S ayarnji/ toi/.

IV. 1. init. a$eA<j>oi, ito.pa.no.Aa> [* + Lect.

13. avSp« rehiov, ei? [* <floco teAeioi/.

14. /Va, aSeAcpoi, fujxeTi [* + Lect.

17. oi/v AEyoif xou [* <J pro Asy&>.

voos iavTotv fin. [* 6* pro avratv.

25. <$«>, «JeA^»o', aito$e/ievoi .[* + Lect.

28. t«<s <S/«<s xsP<r,v [* "T" *&*■*!■

32. s^opuraro ri/xiv fin. [* £ loco t^uv fin.

V. 1. init. afeAfoi, yiveaSe [* + Lect.

8. Ki/p<&>" atieA<poi, <&s [* + Lect.

20. init. aSeh<poi, tvxa.pto~™vvTeq [* + Lect.
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AD EPHES. Cap.V. & VI.

V. 23. uti * avrip [* — 6.

24 . Xpurra), ovTtuq urn [* £ loco ovrta.

25. init. a.beh<f>ot, ol [* + Lect.

2!). e/iKntoev, «AAm CKTpe<p€i [* + pro «AA'.

fit

33. eW, aSeKSoi, exaaros [* + Lect.

*
VI. 6. «AA' a) SovAoi [* £ pro iws.

/. OovheuovTes 01$ Tft) [ + <"?■

9. «(/rct)i' * Kvpws [* — ».

10. evtivva/iovtrSe * £v [ cv Ki/pia), x««.

13. init. aStK<poi, iia [* + Lect.

] 9, xa< itept e/iov [* £ pro vitep.

/io< 3o0»j Aoyos [* <J loco oo0*hj.

21. ife eibeiTE x/zt [* $ pro eiSirre.

Subscript, init. ij npo$ [* + n-

AD PHILIPP. Cap. I. & II.

Cap. I. 6. f/jicpas Xpiarov Iijtrou fin. [* ? pro r)/j.ep«s Iij<roi/

Xpurrov fin.

m

7. xou ev rp anohoyiai [* -f ev.

12. init. aieAcpot, yivatOMiv [* -f- Lect.

fiovXofjMi, * oti [* — a$eA<j>m.

20. on, abe\<j>oi, tv [* + Lect.

23. awExo/xai he ex [* £ pro yap.

26. v/luw irepiaotvati tv [* £ loco ■ntpuraevt).

27. fiovov, abeK<poi, al-iras [* + Lect.

II. 1 . « T4 tnihit-yxva. [* <J pro nva.

2. «i/ro (ppovene, njv [* £ loco ippovtire.

4. xa< ro Srepcov ixounov fin. [* £ pro x«< ra krepcav

£X«TTOS fin.

5. init. rxSc'Atpoi, tovto [* + Lect.
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AD PHILIPP. Cap. II. III. IV.

II. 16. on, «3*A0oi, ovk [* + Lect.

19. tv Xpiffrm Iwov [* $ pro Kvpiip.

20. ooTis t« Tripi v/jmv yvti<rta<; /iepifivn<^t fin. [ ? pro

oar*? yvti<Tio<; t« 7rej0i i/twv /xepifivriaei fin.

21. Toe * Xpiarov [* — tow.

24. init. ao~e\(poi, ■nenoi6a. [* + Lect.

26. v/uxs /Stiv, xa< [* + itieiv-

27. «XA« xa%, 'V« [* £ pro xai e/ie.

III. 3. 7TV£i//taT/ etov AarpevovTes, [* £ loco 6s<f.

4. -nrnoiBtiinv * cv [* — x<u.

t/s aA* os Soxei ttenoiBtvcu [* ? pro t«s doxti «AAos

7r£7ro*flei'a<.

5. <t>vhw KtvtafSiv, 'Efyouos [* £ pro Bevia/uv.

8. aAAa /xev ovv xai [* $ pro fievovvye.

of, a$eA<pot, ra [* + Lect.

12. etfi' p * xareAtjipSriv [* — xeu.

i5tto * Ii)*ot Xpioroi/ fin. [* — iov. ** S pro Xpiarov

Iijffou fin.

17. toi/s ourfflS TtepmaTOvvras [* £ pro oi5ro.

20. init. ahA<poi, riftrnv [* + Lect.

IV. 1. fiov, ovTws <rojxeT£ [* $ pro ovrai.

2. init. evoSiav Ttapaxa\a>, [* <? pro cvai^MV.

4. init. aSeA(pot, %atP"« [* + Lect.

10. init. a$eh<poi, exaP1v [* "^ ^ect.

12. o;3a x«< ra-nuvovaQai [* £ loco <>£.

Subscript.' init. 17 wpos [* + h-

AD COLOSS.

Cap. I. 4. ayamix •)•- £XeT0" •* *«"TaS t* * "" Ioco TI'V-

** "I" eXCT0Cl'

5. atroxEifiCvtiv v/xsiv tv [* £ pro v/iif.
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AD COLOSS. Cap. I. II. III.

I. 6. xup-notyopov/ievov , xai avfytvofievov xadws [* 4- xai

12. init. a$e\<j>ot, cvx/xpiarowTEc. [* + Lect.

re? Sta> xai narpi [* + Qta> xai.

18. init. * auros Xpiaroc. cotiv [* — xai. ** + XptaToc,.

22. Savarov avTov, itapaaTtiaai [* -f- avrov.

23. tiro * ovpavov [* — tov.

24. init. aSsA^o/, m [* -f Lect.

toi? TTaffrifiacri * vnep. [* — /ioi/.

27. yvwpiaai ti to rrAot/ros [* c? ti to pro t/s o.

28. SiSourxovTei; * 7raira [* — 7r«ira uvOpanrov ev iraat)

ffoipia, iva TrapaaTtjaa/jLiv.')

II. 1. init. ah\<poi, SeAtu [* + Lect.

aytova * 7rej0< [* — *%*'•

4. ev mffavatoyia fin. [* <JprO ■mSavoftoym fin.

8. init. aoeK<pot, /3\nreTs [* 4- Lect.

13. i5/i«s, aSeh<j>oi, vexpow; [* + Lect.

awefaoiroinae rjfu*s aw [* -f- ijuas.

1 4. ai/ro ijpey ex ' [* <J pro i/oxsc.

10. IJ * TtOffSl [* tV.

1 7. (Tc^iia * Xo«ttoi/ [* — row.

20. init. aoe\<poi, ti [* + Lect.

aw * Xoio-Tf> [* — tw.

21. d^t], fit] yevap, pn $iyijf [* ,? pro fit)0e. ** $ loco

>U1)3£.

23. Aoyoi' yur; zyovTa [* <J pro /tgy.

III. 2. t7r< * 7»js [* — tijs.

4. init. aisA<poi, ot«>' f* 4- Lect.

5. tanv eiicohoharpia fin. [* £ pro eiSwAoKarpaa fin.

1*2. init. aosKfyot, sv%v<rouT0e [* + Lect.

it

13. tx*pioa.TO fifitv, ovtox; xai [ <J pro v/iiv ovtco.

16. £f ev^apiaTia «<Wte« [* ^ loco \apni,

n 2
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AD COLOSS. Cap. III. & IV.

III. 17. init. rxSe*K<poi, ** irav [* + Lect. ** — x«<.

t) * epyto [* — ev.

ovofiari tov Kvpiov [* + tov.

24. rtiv avTairooaxriv TtK [* $ pro avTa-nolotrtv.

IV. 1. Soi/Aois 7r«p£X«". t'SoTis [* £ pro Trapex™6*-

2. init. a$e\<poi, tij [* + Lect.

5. init. ao~sh(poi, tv [* + Lect.

10. init. aheX<j>oi, a<r7ra!JsTou [* + Lect.

Subscript, init. »; 7rpos KoAa<r<r£is eypaupn \_* -r h

** ^ pro Ko\a(T(r«£/s.

AD I. THESS. Cap. I. & II.

Cap. I. 1. Ilai/Aos kou Ttfio6eos xai 2<Aoi/ai/o? [* ? pro xat

S(Aot/«i/os x«( Ttfioffsos.

2. 0£a> ir«p< wayTa* v/utoi/ iraprore [* ? pro 0£a> Trav-

totb rr£p» &C.

6. 5Ai^« woAAo/, /i£T« [* <$ pro xoAAi?.

7. xa< £P T>) Ap£ai'a. [* + tv.

9. Trepi v/taw awayytAAofo-iv [* $ pro ij/ituf.

10. ex Tow vexpav [* + Tcwy.

II. 1. yap, aSeA<poi, otSars [* + «°*^»'-

2. aAAa * irpoTtaSovTes [* — x«<.

0£<u Ttatpi fificov [* + irarpi.

7. init. * eyevnOripcv vriitwi ev [* — aAA'. ** ,? pro

irffnu.

8. ayixTrtiToi rj/juav eynvrfinre fin. [* $ pro ijuiv yeyfujirfc.

9. init. ah\<f>ot, fivtjfioveveTe yap, tov [* ? pro Mn|-

fiovevers yap, ab*eA<f>oi, tov.

14. yap,aie\<poi,/iifujTaieysvn6nTe, [* ? pro yap /ui/u)Tai

cyEvt)9t]TC, aS*A^><w.
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AD I. THESS. Cap. II. III. IV. V.

II. 15. kou ij/ias £K$«u!;avTa)V, [* £ pro v/j.ui.

19, 20. Ttapovaim; aheA<f>oi, v/Mt<; [* + Lect.

III. 1. Sio xa/ ftqittTI [* + KOU.

8. i/M/iEf, «SeAi^oi, £«v [* + Lect.

L/tcif <rn;x£T£ £i/ [* ,£ £ pro f).

9. Oeov * fin. [* — ij/iuui'.

IV. 1. adetyoi, epaiTai vfi/xf [* $ pro epcoTw/j.ev .

2. Iijo-ou XptO-TOV fin. [* + XpilTTOV.

5. 7ra0ei «T/yuia;, xaSamep ** T« [* <? pro «m(Ji//u/««.

6. xaj ■npoenro/j.ev vp.iv [* £ pro Ttpoernafuv.

8. «s v/ita? fin. [* # pro n/«xs.

13. init. afoJupoi, ov SeA<u/*£>> 3e [* + Lect. ** +/">'.

18. ciuTE, ahc"A(poi, 7r«pax«Ae«T£ [* + Lect.

*

V. 8. ovtss, vioi, vrjcJHofiev, [ + w'oi.

9. oti, afoA<j>oi, oi/x [* + Lect.

13. ev aureus fin. [* £ pro ey iavroif.

14. oAiyo^i/xoi/s, a>'£x£<r^e T0"' [* <? Pro avrtyeaBe.

21. Ttavra h Soxifin^ovTeq- to [* + 3e. ** $ pro <So-

x</irx^£T£.

24. 7toiriaei tijp eAw/Sa ijna»' fiefiouav fin. [* + tijp

fATriSa i>/x<w fieflviav.

27. K(/p«>i', avayvuptadtivou Tt\v [* <J pro avaymoOtivau.

Syllaba p< erasa est.

Subscript, init. 17 7rpos [* + 17.

AD II. THESS. Cap. I.

Cap. I. 4. X«l TIJS m<7T£<U? [* + Ttft-

8. £/<W< Tot/ Oeov [* + 7W.
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AD II. THESS. Cap. I. II. III.

I. 9, 10. itrxvos uutov' * Ktxi Bavfirx<r6rivai [* — irav

zS6r\ epho^a(r$ijvai ev toi? otytois airov.

12. ltjarov * ev [* — Xpiorov.

II. 1. init. aSe\(j>ot, epcoTwfiev [* + Led.

1. Se ij/uas, ** vitep tjj; [* $ pro iifiai ** — ahe\<f>oi.

- I I "L" 1 ^^If^fc

13. init. a(ieA<poi, ofeihofiev tytsis ** evx^'^etv

[* + cthtyo,. ** ? . *** — fc.

vfiaiv, * irya.Ttt)fLtvoi [* — oi&eh<j>ot.

III. 5. E/f TIJK «/)TOJU<H'»Jl' [* + TJJV.

6. init. a<5eA<poi, TtapmyyeWofiev 3e •V"*'' E^- [* ? Pro

■napayyeKKofiev Se t/tiv, aSe\<j>oi, ev.

riv itapeAafiov Trap' [* ,J o^ pro £.

*

Subscript, init. fi irpos [* + 6.

AD I. TIMOTH. Cap. I. & II.

Cap. I. 8. init. renvoi/ TiftoOee, otia/xev [* + Lect.

9. /8e,8ijA<ms, ■narpaKotaii xat firjTpaAoiaii [* <J oi pro

p. ** # o< pro a.

13. vfipiorrtiV a\ha t)Aen6nv, [* + « vit.

15. init. reKvov Tt/iodee, w«ttos [* + Lect.

18. init. rexvov Tifi.o0ee, Tavrriv [* + tckvov TifioBte.

trot, * xrxra [* — rexvov Tifio0ee, qus a prima

manu quidem hie scripta, sed ob lectionis init.

erasa esse videntur.

II. 1. init. rexvov TiftoBes, napaxaAco [* -f Lect.

2. navrav avipanrwv roiv [* + quod autem linea

deletum est.

8. kou Sta\oyttr/ti»v fin. [* $ pro o~iahoyt<rfiov.
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AD I. TIMOTH. Cap. III. IV. V. VI.

III. 1. init. tskvov TifioSee, itivros [* + Lect.

10. hiaxoveiTaxrav, avs*KAtjToi ovtss [* — y.

13. init. tskvov Tiftotiee, oi [* ■+- Lect.

IV. 1. rives onro rtjs [* -|- airo.

xou SthaaKaAiaq iaifwviaiv, [* $ pro 5(Sa(rx«A<«/s.

7. Ss aavTov 7r/>o; [* £ pro asavrov.

9. init. tskvov Ttfioffee, tiio-tos [* + Lect.

10. fiaAurTa he ntcrrcov [* + Ss.

16. init. itpoasys asavrto [* <$■ pro £7t£^e.

V. 1. init. tskvov Tifwdse, Trpsa/iuTspy [* + Lect.

4. soti * aTToSsxTov [* — xaAov kou.

1 1. init. tskvov Ti/xoOee, vsoTsp/tq Ss [* + Lect.

** $ o pro eo.

14. »<«<UTepas xnpa-S ya/netv, [* + x^l00^.

18. how oAoovvTa ov [* cf pro aAoojvrtx.

21. xara TTpoaKhtiaiv fin. [* £ pro -npoaxAtaiv.

22. init. tskvov Tifnodes, x£lP"^ [* "I" Lect.

VI. 5. init. hionrapaTpifiui b*is<p0apfisvcov [* £ pro itapu.-

hiaTpifiai.

11. <f>svys' tskvov Ti/ioffss, Suoks [* -f- Lect.

12. ^v * SKAntfijs, [* — xou.

*

15. o£i^£/ d ftaxaptoi [* -f- d.

17. init. t£xi/o>/ Tiyuotf££, to/s [* + Lect.

•7/x.iv -navTa. ■n\ovaia>% si% [* 5 pro irAowrjais -navTa £15.

20. Tijf ■napai)r\Kr)v tyvAaSflv [* £ pro TrapaxMTaOiiKijv.

Subscript, init. 17 wpos [* + 17.

mtKiiTiaviK i&ov iij *«i 17 ex Aaoitxttas [* + HeBC

verba addita sunt.
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AD II. TIMOTH. Cap. I. II. III. IV.

Cap. I. 5. crov Evvikij' TtcitEia-fiai [* $ pro Ei/ye/xij.

7. ■nvsvfia. 5£<A<«;, «AA« [* $ pro Seiheias.

%
15. £(TT< ^pi/ytAo? xai [* <J pro (St/yeAAo?.

M

II. 1. /uoi/ rexyoy li/uoOee, tv— [* + Lect.

9. oi Ka.xOTta.6av yue%p' [* # pro xaxowatfttj.

11. init. tckvov Tt/iodee, ttiittos [*-+- Lect.

Aoyo;- xa< Ttaar)$ awojo^ij? a£ios" e/ [* + xai Traatji

aTroSo^rti afws. (*)

14. T01/ 'X.pKTTOV fit) [* £ prO Kl/|OJ(>l/.

19. was * ow^ai/w [* — 6.

20. init. Texvov Tjyaofce, ev [* 4- Lect.

III. 6. xa/ a/^uaAtuT/^'oi'Tes ** ywaixapia [* <J pro at^fux.-

Aareuovres. ** — t«.

*
8. avTstTTtiaav Maiiirp, outoj; [* <J pro Mwa.

*

10. 3s, tckvov Ti/xo0ee, Ttaprixo\ov0tixai [* + Lect.

14, 15. finem inter v. 14. et initium v. 15. tota linea

'est erasa.

. . *

1 6. init. tcxvov Ti/noSee, jratra [* + Lect.

IV. 5. 5e tsxvov Tifioffes, vq<pe [* + Lect.

13. tov ^eAwijv, bv [* $ pro ^oc/Aonji/.

TpaaSt *, epxoftevos [* — weepa K«pwa>.

19. aa-nmrai WpwxiKav xou [* £ pro Tlpiaxav.

20. Tpo<j)tfwi! * arrshiTrov [* — J«. -

Subscript, init. 17 ^,005 [* -f %.

*
exxAjia-ias pntaxcmov rtpwrov %upo &c. [* 5 pro

exxAqova; irpaiTOv eiturxOTtov Xe'P° &c>

Kaitrapi TatfOK.H epcovi [* + 'Peu/iijs.

(*) This seems to be taken from 1 Tim. i. 15.
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AD TITUM, Cap. I. II. III.

Cap. I. 5. xai, lexvov Tire, xaT«<TT!j<r«s xara [* 4. Lect.

** ,J pro K«T«<rTr)(ri)?.

9. Kara * bi5a%rjv [* — rr)i/.

10. t.oXKoi * avvTtOTiAxroi, x«< /MATatoKoyoi [* — xai.

** + K(W.

15. init. texvop Tire, Travra [* + Lect.

II. 2. itpsaf&inas vti<pu.Keovs eivai [* <J pro vi)<f>aAwv<;.

7. rvnov xaAov epyov, ev [* $ pro xaAav epyaiv.

<re/ii>OTt]Ta, atyjapoia, fin. [* <J loco acpdrtpotav, fin.

IK

8. ttejOi ijiuui' Aeyeif [* <£ loco i//u&»'.

11. init. tsxvov Tits, eirepavti [* -f- Lect.

ft
III. 5. xai avaxainaeax; XlvcvfutTOi [* $ pro ayaxet/nutfetus.

7. xXripovo/iot ysvojuOa xolt [* <J pro yevaifieda.

8. init. rexvov Tire, -nurroi; [* + Lect.

12. init. *3(S<<roi' [* — orav ite/i^io Apr£/u«i> irpo<; <re ij

Tvx'xov, oitov, haec omissa alia quidem, sed

vetusta mantis in marg. adscrips.

Subscript, init. ij w/ws [* + 17.

AD PHILEMON.

Cap. I. 1. (W/ilO? 1 1)1701/ XpKTTOV, Xai [* $ prO (W/iUX, X|0«JTOI/

Ir/1701/, AMI.

6. ev ti/xiv eis [* ,£ pro v/mv.

7. init. \apav yap iroAAtp> e%ov xai [* $ pro x«|"»' V«|°

e^ofxev ttoAAijv x«i.

1 0. itapaxaAco he itepi [* J loco <re.

20. £*■ X/>«jto> fin. [* $ loco Ki/p/w.

Subscript, init. 4 fpo; [* -f h-
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AD HEB. Cap. I. II. III. IV. V.

Cap. I. 1. 5rpo^)ijTa(5, e-ri ea^arov rav [* $ pro eit £<rj(a.Tuv.

4. ai/Tous eiXrypev ovo/xa [* £ loco xExAitpovofitjxev.

5. yap ei7r£i/ 7rore [* £ pro erne.

II. 2. init. oi&e\(j>oi, ei [ + Lect.

3. Tfuy axoi/oiriuj' e<? [* $ pro ocxou<rai'7-(ui/.

7, 8. avrov. * Tlavra [* — xai x«T£<JTi;(r«5 avrov t-ni

to. epya tcov ^eipcov <rov.

10. tijs fo»iK aurcwi' [* $ loco <ra>rijp<as.

1 1 . yap, a^e\<j>oi, 6 rkytatyav [* -f Lect. ** + 6.

16, 17. e-7TiKrxfjifiav£T(xi, * oSev [* — aAAa trnep/jUATOs

A/3prxn/i £7ti\a/j./3averai. Alius in marg. adjecit.

m

III. 1. fifiLtov lq<rovv 'X.pKTTov fin. [* ? pro ~Xpi<rrov Iriaovv.

#

2. ««i Mfoi/Tijs tc [* ,$ pro Maxri)?.

*

3. Trapa Maivanv til-tanai [* <$ pro MttHTiji/.

5. xa/, aheAcpoi, Ma><r»;s [* -f- Lect.

8. /tij crxAtipwere T«s [* <J loco (rxA^pt/fijTe.

10. xa< era-a' Ae< [* ^ pro ti-nov.

12. init. aSsA<poi, flAexeTe, fit] wore [* $ pro /oAeirere,

adshlpOl, fit] TTOTS.

13. axAtipvvdri e£ v/ia>v T<s «7T«tij [* $ pro <rxAt)pv*6r} ti?

si; u/ioji' onraTt).

15. ti/icov, * ev [* — <uj.

16. 5/a Ma)Uo-£ft)s fin. [* <£ loco Maiirtsn.

17. x<uA« eTtecrov ev [* <J pro entzasv.

IV. 2. /*>) ovyxexpatfievovs ttj [* ^ pro ovyxexpafieirtx;.

6. eureAdov bia ocneifletav [* <J loco 5/'.

14. init. adeAcpot, e^oire? [* + Lect.

V. 4. xa;, ab(A<j>oi, ov-% [* + Lect.

Tifit]v, aAA' o [* <f pro ixAAa.

xou * Aitpwv [* — o.

5. 1 tilt. Ol/TCUi X«/ [* <J pro OVTO).
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AD HEB. Cap. V. VI. VII. VIII. IX.

V. 10. into * Ocou [* — tow.

11. init. aie\(f>oi, Ttepi [* + Lect.

VI. 1. apx>K * Aoyov [* — tov Xpitrrov.

9. init. aO~eA<pot, iteTteitr/J-eOa [* + Lect.

x«< ovto>s Xahovfien [* $ pro oiirco.

13. init. a.leX<poi, to [* + Lect.

15. xcu outo; /u«xpo0ivuij<r«s [* $ pro oino

VII. 1. init. aHetyoi, oi/ro? [* + Lect.

3. Qeov, fxevcov itpevs [* $ loco fitvei.

4. Appcux/ji Seicoxev ex [* J pro eScoxcv.

7. init. aiehfot, x^P's [* + Lect.

14. itpoMftiviK Mow<njs «AaA»;<T£ [* # pro MairtK-

16. evToAi)! <r«px/»/»j; -y^yoi/ei/ [* ^ Pro vpxixiis.

18. init. aStA^wx, aOerticris [* 4- Lect.

26. init. aZch<poi, toiovtos f* + Lect.

top awui' yevoytiei/os (*) [* $ pro ovpavmv.

VIII. 3. xa/ Toioi/Tov o [* (J loco TOVTOV.

5. Ktxpt)fj.aTHTTai Mcuwrijs, /xeAAtur [* # pro Mgxtik.

^)j;it/, iton)otis xwra [* $ loco 7ro»j(ri)s.

6. o~ux<popa>Tepas TSTvy(ttxe A«TOt/py<as [* $ pro Terete.

7. init. ab~e\<poi, ci [* + Lect.

8. (Hxoe * Ioi/Ja [* — ItrpaijA xai £7r< tov oikov.

IX. 1. init. «5eA^o/, ej^e t* + Lect.

5. cup i/ki/ oi/x £<tt/ jara yuepo; Aeye/v fin. [* $ pro aiv

ovk ecrri vvv Keytiv Kara /uepoj fin.

6. tie oi/Tax; xaTe<rxsvatrfieva>v [* $ pro outo/.

8. init. ab~e\<poi, rovro [* -f Lect.

11. init. a&~eA<poi, Xpto-ros [* + Lect.

it

14. IIi/st/yuMTo; dywu itxvrov [* £ loco a/owoi/.

(•) The oup may have been omitted ; or else, avuv is an abbrevia

tion of dvBpwiruv.
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AD HEB. Cap. IX. X. XI.

IX. 14. ©en>i *<tdapurci Ti\v [* $ pro xaffapiei.

18. 60ev ov&e 17 [* ,f pro ovb".

19. alprx* [io<rxa>v [* — tow.

fiera «uj uJoctos [* + *<**•

24. init. «<5sA<£o<, ov [* + Lect.

25. init. ovSe iva [* $ pro <h/5\

28. oirox; xau 6 [* + xou.

X. 1. init. aXcAipw, rotay [* -f-Lect.

t«<4 * iW<a<; [* — at/Toe/?.

2. eirei * av [* — owe.

ftrjScfuav en exe,v W***&1M* [* ? pro fiijis/jiMi'

e%eiv en trwet&titnv.

10. mjho> * 5«a [* — <«'.

aa/iaros * Iijaov [* — toi/.

&
*

11. /usv ap\upsvq eorijxe [* ^ loco iepsvs.

19. init. a$ek<l>oi, exovres [* + Lect.

owe, * ■nappijairxv [* — a$e\<pot.

26. A«/3e« ti;s afySeius, Tt]v eiriyvaxTiv ovk [* 5 prd A«-

ySe/i' tijv eatyvoxriv njs aXrrfetas, ovk.

32. avixfiifii t]trn£(r$s * T«s [* — oe.

34. exeii' * eauTOis [* — ev.

35. init. aSeAfoi, fui [* + Lect.

36. yep £^£Ta' xpswai [* £ pro £X£T£-

XI. 1. <$£ tottij;, eATrifo/isfoiv [* $ loco 7T«rr<s.

4. eti AaAerre fin. [* <£ pro XaXurai.

6. 0£J ItpCOTOV TOV [* + TTpWTOV.

M

8. init. adehipot, ■nurrei [* + Lect.

9. TtocpcoKn<rev Afipaa/j. ei<; ** ■y»)>' [* + Lect. ** — nji/

12. kou axrt) a/nfios [* $ pro <o<xe*.

13. ioopte;, * x«i [* — x«u Treiadevres.

1 6. init. rw 3« [* <J pro row.

17. init. alektpoi, intrTti [* + Lect.
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AD HEB. Cap. XI. XII. XIII.

XI. 18. tMKifa, * E» [* — '°«-

23. ih<tt« McouVrjs ytvfijOei^ [* $ pro Maxrj)?.

24. init. «3eA^»»«, 7h<ttez M<ui)Vrj? fuyat [* + Lect.

** $ pro MttjiTi)?.

' 33. oi, ah\(f>oi, dymi itavTes 3i« [* + ahhijioi, tiyioi

TrmvTef- .Lect.

34. wap£/u/8oA«s exxhtvav aWorpiav [* £ pro enXivuv.

XII. 1. init. nZci\<f>oi. Toiyapovv [* 4- Lect.

2. 6eou K$K'x6iKev fin. [* £ pro tKuBiatv.

3. vnofiefievijKOTa v-nep raiv [* <J pro vwo.

5. Y/s *, /ni) [* — /hoi/.

9. t)fi<ov * ei^pfiev [* — -narspaq.

20. A/0o/JoA>70ij<r«Ttt/ * fin. [* — ») ,SoAi3< K«T«ro5ei/0rj-

(rsrai.

21. xa/, outiw? <f>o/3epov [* + ?.

(pavratypEvov , MaivtrtK efJiEV [* + I/.

24. pavTur/wu xpetTTOv KiaKovvti [* £ pro xptiTTOVt*.

25. init. «5>A<f>o/, ^hs-rrsrs [* + Lect.

£wi * yrj? [* — tijs.

25. irapaiTijaafievoi ^otjfia*^oi/Ta, -noWco [* — syllaba

Tt. Sed superscript.

«w' oi/p'/ti/ot/ a.iTosrTpe<pofitvoi [* £ pro ot/pttviui'.

28. ho, woeA^oi, /3mri\ei>xv [* + Lect.

175 Karpevoftev evapecrTax; [* $ o pro eu.

XIII. 5. eipt}W * Mq [* — Ou /uij <r« avai, ovV ov, sed in

marg. eadem manus adscript.

7. init. wSeA^kh, (jLvrt/iov. &c. [* + Lect.

9. /ai Ttv.patpepej6e' x«Aoi>. [* £ pro irepifep. &c.

13. tov ovtSitr/iOv avrov [* <J / pro £/.

15. 6e&>, jcapwoi/ [* — rovreiTTi.

] 7. init. *b~eh<poi, -neSeaes [* + Lect.

22. ah\<j>oi, aviytsOai tov [* £ «i pro e.
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AD HEB. Cap. XIIL

XII I. 23. fte0ei<; (eav [* $ pro /u£0' ov.

24. oi tkyiot a-no [* + dyioi.

Subscript, init. ti irpos [* -f- rj.

tijs I TtiKemt; 5j« [* $ ei pro «.

JACOBI, Cap. I. & II.

Cap. I. 1. 0£ou w«Tpos x«< [* -(- 7iarpos.

6. fj-rfev amcrTaiv ort Kti^erat 6 yap [* £ pro tiiaxpivo-

fievoq. ** + <5t/ \ti<l>eTou.

11. ap0o; * e£eir«r£ [* — avrov.

13. on otto ** 6*01/ [* £ pro ami. ** — rov.

17. oux £<rn -napaXKayn [* ^ pro evi.

18. fiovXriSeis trnoir\oe.v f/fiag [* <£ pro aTrexi/ijffef.

22. /u) axpoarai, fiovov [ $ pro y.t\ fxovov axpoaaat.

23. ou ■noitirii, ovtos [* <J t pro >).

24. xaTevoijire * **«i/toi' [* — yap- ** — £.

II. 1. TtUTTIV Tl){ Ooflft TOV &C. [* $ prO ltlBTlV TOV KvOlOU

t\f!MV lt](T0V XjOfOTOU tijs So^>k.

3. init. * ewi/3A£i/'ijTe 5« em [* — xa/ ** -f- 3s.

iptpovvTa rip> ha/iTtpav, eo6tira. [* ? pro £jSi)T« rnv

Kafnrpav.

xou eiinjTe *• 2t/ [* — ai/ren.

i) Ka$ov * ent to [* — a>(Je. ** £ pro imo.

4. init. * ow [* — xai.

it

5. axovtrare jwv, abehipoi [* $ pro aSeX<poi, ftiov.

xofffiov *, 7rAot/o-ioi/s [* — tovtov.

6. maiyov ovyi oi [* $ pro ovy.

Hi

7. to xXi)^ c<p\ [ <£ pro £7r/xAi)0£>/.

10. vo/jiov 7!\rjpa(ni, TtTcua-a [* <J pro TtfpiKrti.

11. otto*" Mi) (povevaiis, ems xaf Ov /M»^eiw«$ [* $ pro

Mi) fjL0i%evtrris, emi xaf Mi) ^iov. &c.
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JACOBI, Cap II. III. IV.

II. 13. eAeo$* * x«Taxai/;£aTa< eAeov xptvewq. [* — xat,

** $ pro eAeo;.

14. fi>i ax? ; M [* <? pro exf-

16. eif f/ixcav' "iiraytTS [* # pro \>nwv.

1 7. /uij »jgj £pya [* § pro fpya e^i;.

* ......

'

**#

18. (row x^P'S Ta"/ spya"/ » xaytu co< 0£<£a> [* £ pro ex.

** — o-ou. *** $ pro 3e(£ft> <ro*.

wot«i/ * fin. [* —fiov.

19. ort * en; Oeo? £<rr» [* ? pro 0£o; £/? ** — o.

22. epycov avrov r) [* 4- >/ [* + owtsi/.

23. E7i7orei«Te * K/3pu.ixfx [* — 0£.

xa< Soi/Aos Oemi [* £ pro <f>iKo$.

24. opare * oi/Tos s£ epycov [* — toivvv. ** £ pro or«.

*

26. etrTiv, oi-To) xai 17 marts [* + ^<

XaP"> * epywv [* — WW.

III. 2. avqo, oWa/iew; ^aA^ayaiyijo-ou [* ,J pro Si/vaTOj.

*

3. init. tie, raiv [* £ pro idov.

%
4. ufo avefiaiv ax\t)pav [* $ pro o-xAijpwi/ aft/xtui/.

Hi

cuA/voi'tos /ZovKoito fin. [* £ pro /3oi/Aijtmj.

8. 5i/paT«j iix/iaaat a.v6pa>-na>v' [ ? pro oci/tfptt)7r(»v oVx-

fteareu.

11. to Trixpov, nai to yAi/xi/ j [* $ pro TO y\vKV, KO.I TO

■ntxpov ;

14. fit] *xai/;£a<r0£ xai [* — xotra.

*

15. eflTW r; (ro<pm mutij [* $ pro avTij j; tro<pta.

17. adtaxpiros * avinroxpiros [* — xou.

18. 3e * Jixouoo-i/itk [* — tijs.

IV. 1 . XOU TtO0SV /i'*Xa' [* + Toflsf.

2. -jrohe/isire, xui ovx £^£T£ **, 3ia. [* + xai. ** — St.

4. <>s £«" ** /3ov\n0ij [* ^ pro a.v. ** — ow.

*

6. Se 3<5a>s XaP'v [ tf Pro oiSaJO-;.
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JACOBI, Cap. IV. & V.

7. init. abehipoi, inroTayijre [* + Lect.

avTKTTtrrs ie t» [* + 5e.

8. kou uyiacrare xtxphuxs, [* £ pro ayviaare.

9. 7T£ytfo? /x£T«Tp«ffj)T(U, xa/ [* £ pro fisrairTpa<^trra.

x«i «? xaTri<j>ciav r\ xaPa [* ? Pr0 ' Xal°a s,s

Ktxni&uav.

1 0. crtimov * Kt/piou [* — rot/.

11. d yap xarahaKwv f* + yap.

aSc\(j>ov, i; xpivcov [* £ pro xai.

1 2. vo/AoffsTtis x«/ xpmjs d [* + xa/ xpirriq.

ei d xpivcov top TrAnvov fin. [* (J pro d? xp/ve/s tot

irepov.

14. tmaraoSe t« tijs avpiov [* £ pro to t»j?.

ftufl ijouui/ j aT/i<; [* # pro v/uw.

eneira * oujxxvttyfievi} [* 8e.

15. Ki/pjo? 5«AiJ, xru [* £ pro ifcAqtri;.

16. xau%tx<r6e em Ta/; [* £ pro ev.

Tto.au. ouv xavYWHS [* + ow.

V. 8. Kt/p/ot/ ij/ta»' iryy/xe [* + ij/xcov.

9. iTTsi/a^ETe, aSch<j>oi, k«t aAAqAw [* ? pro x«r' aA-

A/jAmy, a<$e\<f>oi.

fit) * xpiCijTe" [* — xara.

iSov, 6 XptTTIS [* + 0.

10. Aa/SsTe, a5eA^>o/, ** t>js xaxoiraffeiat; [* 5 pro t»js

xaKOitrxOttat;, aSshcpoi. ** — /uoi/.

eA«A»j<r«i/ e»» rp [* -f. £>/.

OVOftMTI TOV KvpIOV [* -}- TOt/.

11. toi/s vTrOjueivairas. T»ji/ [* £ pro uircyuei/oi'Taj.

ot< Tto\vev<nrKa.yxyos ecrriv [* £ pro Tto\v(nr\a.y^yo<,

*
16. eS-ofioKoyeitrtie ovv aAAqAo'f [* + ouv,

*
i a/iapTias i

** + v/wav.

t«s d/iaprias ii/xcov xai [* <J pro Ta TtapaTiTm/xara.
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JACOBI, Cap. V.

V. 19. rx3cA<poi, fiuv eav [* -\- /±ou.

Ad fiuem minio adscriptum. TeAoj ti;; laxmfiov emPToAw.

Millii subscript, deest.

I. PETRI.

Cap. I. 3. -noXv sAeos avrov [* $ pro itoKv avrov eAto?.

faoav Sia avouTTaaeas [* + «i sed lineola deletum.

4. ev to(? ovpavots [* + tojj.

*
ets v/ias fin. f* $ pro 17/ua?.

6. £<rn, Avrnitevras ev [* Recent. « delevit, et e su

perscript.

7. to doxifiov ijuaiv [* <j pro Soxifiiov, sed oniissiuu

< subscript.

xa< dofyxv sat rtfit)v, ev [* $ pro x«( TJ/utji/ *a< lo^av.

11. init. efEjOEi/fajiTfs «? [* -f- e£.

12. « ai/ijyy*Aij to u/4/v [* $ pro « n» «»<>ryysAj; vfitv.

16. ay«w trarftr, ot< [* £ pro yeceotfs.

18. ifuav TT/ATpo-napaioTov avaerpo<j>tK' [* J pro vfixuv

avatrrpocpm ■"arpoirapaSoTOv.

24. <rap£ * xoflTO? [* — ^.

lo£a oci/tijs »s [* $ pro av0pco-nov.

avdot * t£cne<rs- [* — aurot/.

II. 2. Aoyixoi' x«j aJSoAov [* -)- *«,.

avt-tftire £<s traiTtjpiav fin. [* + «{ aa>rtipiav.

6. init. 3<ot< tt^e;^ ,) y^,, [* ^ pro il0 Kal%

** $ pro ev rij yjnafVp.

7. utarevovaiv amarovai fa [* £ pro airtiSovai.

outos eyevrfti en [* — v alterum.

• • «*
a. lint, oa-oi TtpoffKOTTTOuo-i [* $ pro 0/'.
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I. PETRI, Cap. II. & III.

II. 8. eis o f)v -napeaxevaaav iavTovs ral-iv, xai neitjaav.

[* + n" •napeaxevaaav eavrov% rai-iv.

11. 7raps7ri3i;/xoi/s, tov xoa/xov tovtov aire^ea$€U [* + too

XOOflOV TOVTOV.

12. init. •napaxa\a> o> xai tovto tijv ev toij eBvemv

v/jmv avaaTpo(priv eyeiv xa\ijv [* 4" Tapaxahai

is xou tovto. ** ? et £ pro tuv avauTpo^nv

vfuav ev toi? e0ve<riv eyovTes xa\r\v.

xaKatv ii/iav epycov [* + v/juov.

18. vnoTaaaofievoi iftt ev [* + ijts.

19. x«pis, irapa Tf> &e<u ei ha avvetStitrtv uya0r)v iiiro(pepei

At/nas T<s iraffX'"1' [* ? et £ Pr0 Xal°'S> *' *"*

aweiitiffiv Qeov viro<pepet ti? Ai/wocs, 7ra<r^&(i'.

20. x« xoAay^6*0' Cnro/aeveTe ; aAA' [* 6* pro x«« xoAa-

(pity/xtvoi imofievene ;

24. /«BAann * /aflijTS [* — ayTOV.

25. eneo-Tpe^one [* <$■ loco e-neaTpa^t\Tt.

III. 1. iva*tl [* — *«'.

5. eAmfoi/fl'OH £<s tov [* £ loco ei«.

6. a>5 "2>apa vnexovae [* <J pro 'Zappa vityxovcre.

1. trvyxKripovofioi -notxiKifc xapnoi [* + tto<x<Aijs.

8. evo-n\ayxvoi, Taitetvotppove<; fin. [* £ loco ^x-

Ko<j>poves.

9. \oiSopiav Tiva avTi [* -f Tiva.

10. xai ij/uepaj iSeiv ayadat, [* ? pro xa« <J«c r^toat

aya8a<i.

\ei\t) * tov [* — avrov.

11. exxA<fara> 3s euro [* + 5«.

12. <m * o<p0alyj.ot [* — o/.

xaxa. tov e!-oXo0pev<Tat ai/Toi/? ex ■yiK fin. [* + tov

&c. usque ad finem.

13. ayaffov JiA»t«/ ytvr\a0e \ [* £ pro fufxrirai.
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I. PETRI, Cap. III. & IV.

III. 14. km iraoxcTe Sia [* $ pro ttokt^o/te.

(pofiirftjTe, Ktxi ov fit/ Tapaxttire [* $ kou ov fit) loco

fii^Se.

15. tov 'Kpurrov dyiaa-Kzi [* $ loco Qeov.

'Eroifioi * ati [* — St.

eAiriSos, «AA« yusra irprxoTiiTOS x/xt [* -f- aAA«.

** $ loco Trpat/Ttjros.

Mfc

16. a> KaraKahsaSe ** na.Taiax"v$a>aiv [* $ pro xaTa-

AaAftKTH-. ** — ifioiv a>% xowoTtoieov.

ti\v ev X/0«rra> ayaSt\v ava<TTpo<ptiv. [* $ pro tijk

ayadrpi ev Xp«TTa> avaarpofav.

18. «yt«pT(aif uwep u/xaiv ane6ure, hxatos [* -(- i57r«|0

v/kwi/. ** <J pro e-naSe,

iva. vfuti npoo-ayayp [* <J pro i5/u«<;.

$e * Trvev/iMTi' [* — T<U.

20. irore, on a-n s^eds^ero 17 [* £ pro ore. ** $ pro

corai; e^eSe^ero.

IV. 1. init. ayenrriTOi Xoforoi/ [* -f- Lect.

2. 9-e\t)fnrxTt tov Qeov, [* <+■ tov.

*
3. yap VfUV 6 [* $ loco r/fiiv.

to /3oi/A«/ia Toif [* ^ loco SeAij/ia.

*
efocuv xaTetpyaoiai, ncTropevfievovs. [* £ loco k«t-

aie/UTOiq jiJcuAoAmtoiojs' fin. [* £ pro «<ScwAoA«-

rpeiav;.

Id

4. v/icuf avTOK; a<; [* -|- oci/toj;.

5. hoificos xpivovri £Wt«s [* <y pro e^o^T/ K(M**I.

7. «*s * irpoaeuxas. [* — ras.

8. ayaitr\ xaAi/nrej it\t\6o% [* <? loco Ka\v\j>u.

9. avtiz yoyyuirfiou fin. [* J pro •yoyyt/ir^a)!/.

11. (fl^t/os * X°P»7'0"' *** Aw [* — >)?■ ** £ pro

Xopnyct. *** — d Oeoi;.

o2
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I. PETRI, Cap. IV. & V.

IV. 11. tv iracri 6 Beoq Jtofrafrrai ha [* $ pro tv -nasi

5o£«£ijr«i o Geo; Zia.

aiava$ * • «yui)f [* — rcov aiaivtov.

14. init. «AA' £< x«< oveih&trffe [* + «AA'- ** + xai-

k«i Si/v«/u£<us ** rov [* + St/y«/i£<us. ** — to.

Qeov ovop-a xai Tlvtv/ia [* + ovofia xai.

e<p' vfiaq eirava-navere ** fin. [* $ pro avairavere.

** — xara fiev avrovs 0ha<r(ptifJ.eiTai, xara Se

V/J.OCS Bol-a^trai fin.

15. init. fit) tis yap v/iav [* ? pro /uj yap t« vfiaiv.

t) xaxovpyoi;, r) [* $ loco xaxoxotos.

18. o dftapTa>\os xai afff/Sij? wot/. [* ? pro o aaeptK xai

a/j.apTa>hos TtOV.

19. -pv^aq aiiTwv ev [* £ pro eatnav.

V. 1. init. irpetrfiuTepouq ovv ■napaxab.a ev vfitv a>s avfrnpecr-

/ivrepof [* ? et $ pro ■npea^mepovt; to«/? £p i^wi'

7r«p«K«Aa) o fufMTrpe<r/3vTepo$,

2. 0£oi/, emffxonevovrei /xrj [* I loco etho-xowowtes.

ixoi/<ncus- k«t« Gcoi* /ui)5e [* + xara Qeov.

5. o/to«u? 5e xiu oi veonepot [* + Se xai ol.

6 Kt/pios inrepti<j>avois [* £ loco Geo;.

6. iva ii^axrri vfias ev [* ? pro iVa t/i«s v^axri] ev.

7. E-ntppi4>avTes £<s ai/Tov, [* cf loco em.

fieAn xntep vfiav. [* $ pro we/m.

8. a>pvo/j.evoq, TtepiepysTO-i, %t\Tt»v [* £ loco ■ntpmaiet.

9. £(5oT£S OTI T« [* + OT/.

xocrfjM aie\<poTrtTi v/jluv eniTe\eia$ai fill. [* ? pro

xoa/uo v/Mtiv ade\<poTtiTi rntTeKeioOat fin.

10. xaKeaaq v/xw; tiq [* $ pro rj/iaf.

XpiaTa) *, oA<y« -naiovTat,, [* — Ii/ffoi/. ** <J pro

o\iyov.

xarapnaat *, (rrijpiifflc/ [* + ifiaf.
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I. PETRI, Cap. V.

V. 11. avTw to xpotTOf km 17 8oif« ei{ [* 5 pro avrto i) h~ol-a

km to xpaTOq us.

12. vfj.iv ao~e\<pov tov ttuttov, oi; [* ? pro ifuv tov

•kiittov aothtpov, <U(.

Subscript, deest.

II. PETRI, Cap. I.

Cap. I. 1. illit. Zi/xav Herpot;, [* $ loco Siyuecuf.id

*.
2. init. uhekcpot, xaP'S [* + Lect.

£Triyvw<rei * tov Wvpiov, ij/uuv lt)(rov 'Xpurrov' fin.

[* — tov Oeov, km. ** $ pro Iqtrov tov Kvpiov

fliuav. *** -f- XpiCTTOV.

3. 5t(«; avrov ivva/isug rot [* $ pro 3«af oWa/uecus

UVTOV rot.

17/uxj «5«x oo£ij xa< ap«Ti)- fin. [* ^ pro 3*a Joifr;; x«f

a/jerijs" fin.

4. to. Tifua xsu fityio-Ta rifiiv ena.yytty.OLTa. [* ? pro t«

fisytCTa ijfuv km rtiiia eitayyeX/iara.

tv Tib xoo/ieu ** eTTtOvfiiaq km ipdopas fin. [* + T<».

** — ev. *** £ pro cm$vfua. **** 4- xou.

IK

5. uvto 3s toi/to <r7roi/8ijp ** ltapuuevtyxavTes, [* ? pro

oci/to toi/to 3s «ttoi/5iji/. ** — T.acrav.

9. ■na'Kau * d/iaprteov [* — oivtoi/.

10. <77roi/oa<raTS tva Sia twv xaAaiv cpyav /SefiMuv

[ + Iva 01a tcov Ka\a>v epycov.

sxAoyiji/ Ttoititrffe' Tai/Ta [* £ pro -nniziaQou.

1 1. ijuaii/ *\t\aov [* — xou oatrtipos.

12. a/xchti<ra> VTtofu/j.v7i(rxeiv ifiaf aei wspi [* ? pro

aficXnau vfias aei imo/ii/xi/tjcrKetv ittpt.
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II. PETRI, Cap. I. & II.

I. 15. v/x/xs Tavra koli pera [* + Twvra xai.

17. Tr/xpa 7ov Oeov [* + tov.

ayonrtiroq, tv a> ** euSoxijtra. [* f loco eif ov.

** — eym.

19. Kit (popos ia>s avartiKti . [* <J pro <p<o<rtj>opo<;.

20. init. ayantiroi tovto f* -f- Lect.

7ra(ra ypa<f>n ■npo<ptireiaq <3ias [* # pro waira wpo-

fareta ypaiptK, ;3<«s.

21. «jwx*» ■npotynreta irore, «AA' [* § pro nvtx^n to™

7rpo<j)t]Teirx, aAA'.

t.VxAij rav ovno ** Qiov [* + ** — oi dyioi.

II. 1. e-nayovreq avToi? Ta^vqv [* $ pro iavroiq.

2. reus «o-eAy«a/s, 5i' [* £ loco onta>\iiat<;.

3. wAaa-Toi; v/i«s Aoyois efnropsvffovTaf [* ? pro

7tA«<tto/s Aoyiw; v,u«S efMopevcrovTou.

4. xpieriv Ttipov/jLei/ov? fin. [* £ pro Tcrtiptyuvous.

5. xaraxAvcrfiov xocrfiov xara oxref}a>v [* <J pro xofffita.

** + xara.

6. fithhovrtov ourtlieat TtBetxW [* £ pro ourefiav.

9. init. ayawjjTOf <wS« [* + Lect.

sx Tteipaafxaiv pveoSai [* £ pro Treipoxr/wv.

1 1 . x«t' avraiv * fi\our<pti(jLOV [* — napa. Kvpia.

1 2. tr<ua yeyeKi'iflttsra <pv<rixa, «s [* ? pro f<u« <f>vtriKa,

yeyevvtifieva £<?.

13. evTpvfaavTts * Tfltlj [* — fv.

* • r* i
crvveva^ov/uvoi ev v/j.iv, [ •+■ tv.

15. xaT«A«ro«Tes * euffctav [* — tiji/.

16. qWeyfyiyuvov, exeoJwffert Tt\v [* £ pro cxaiAvtre.

18. aapKOs, aareKyetas, rovs oAtyov airpopvy. &C. [* $ pro

a<re\yaais. ** <J pro ovt<u{.

Kt/jOioi/ tj/uo)!' xai [* + l5/U«>'-

TOUTOiq * 7T«A<!' [* — Je.
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II. PETRI, Cap. II. & III.

II. 21. twyvoucriv «{ t<x 07r«ra> nrKTrpt^ai airo t>j{ [* + tif

ra OTtrna. **<?locO£x.

, 22. ai/ro/s t« t»j? [* <J loco TO.

(Siov e/itiToV xrxt [* £ loco e^epafia.

«S KvAta/MOv flopfiopou [* J pro xuKtafxa.

III. 3. tw' £<r^«Ta»' rw [* £ pro tay^arov.

4. Ttarepss fifitav exoifir)6ri<Tav, [* -j- rj/uov.

7. yj) Ta> ai/To) Aoyy [* J t<b «i/to) pro aurou.

8. bfupa. * Kvpity [* — irapa.

9. /jMxpoivfiei h f)(ias [* £ loco e/j.

10. ij * ovpavoi [* — oi*.

ai/Ti; * xaraxatiereTai. [* — epya alius superscript.

m

1 1 . toi/tcui/ ovtqx; ** Ai/o/ieyaiv [* J pro ovv. ** — Ttav-

ru>v.

12. \v$ti<rovTou ; * fin. [* — xou ffrot^tux xoaurovfitva.

rtixerou ; fin.

13. hxouo/Tvvti evoixa. fin. [* ^ pro xtxroixti.

*
14. kocj afuufioi avTco [* £ pro a/ico/ittTOi.

m

15. oryawijTos adehipos tifiwv Xlav\o$ [* $ pro ayamjTOS

•j/uw ade\<pos, Havhos.

tqv "hoitiaav avra (roiptav [* § pro Ttjv a.vra> ioietaav

aotpiav.

*.
16. ev ou'i eoTi [* £pro o/s.

17. «w, * TrpoytvaxrxovTes, ' [* — ayamjro/.

18. av^avtfre * ev [* — 5e.

Xpiarov xai Qsov rtarpos <u ij [* + xai &tov

Tlarpoi. ** $ pro at/T<u.

US ypepas autvos [* £ pro qfiepav.

Subscript, deest.
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I. EPIST. JOANN. Cap. I. & II.

Cap. I. 3. xotvavta * ij [* — 0£.

4. XaPa vfuov rt [* $ pro rifuav.

5. xai mttiv avrrj ij [* ? pro xai ocvtij eariv ij.

xai aTtayyeWofiev vfiiv, [* <J pro uvayye\\o/xev.

7. \i\<rov * tov '[* — Xpiarov, quod alius in marg.

adject. -i

8. init. abe}i<poi, tav [* + Lect.

aAij0£«x toi/ 6«oi/ £* tyta* oi/x £ot<v fin. [* + T0</

Qtov. ** $ pro oux tffr/v ev fiixtv fin.

9. li/MOTins rifiatv, xai [* + fl/**"'-

10. avrov ev tijj.iv ovx cirri fin. f* ? pro avrov ovx c<tti

ev fifuv fin.

II. 1. fu) u/j/xpravnrs' xou [* £ pro dfuxprriTS.

4. Atycaf, ore cypoixa [* -J- ore.

13. iroviipov. 'E/vpafa iifiiv [* £ loco Tpaaja.

16. £v * xoo-fiof, [* — Tiy, quod alius superscript.

18. iraiiia, a$eK<f>oi, eo-yartj [* + Lect.

*
19. yap e£ v/muv, >;<ra>' fiepevtixuaav [* ? pro y«p ijo-«><

fif tifioiv, ftifievtixeKrav.

iva ajavepaiOt) on [* $ pro (pavepeoffaiffiv.

ovx etui £? [* — wacTes.

22. tis eo-Ti *^£i/(TTfls, [*•— o quod alius superscript.

apvovfievos * tok [* — tov itarcpa xai.

23. * 6 apvovfievos [* — was h»c omissa alius in

marg. adscript,

ever o dJuoAoy<ui' tov wo* k«< tov Ttartpa tyti fin.

[* -f- o d/ioAoyaw tov uiov xai tov nartpa t%ei.

24. vfieis * o [* — ovv.

27. u/wk /u£i/£tw, xai [* ,J pro pevet.

to avrov ypitrpa [* $ pro ai/ro.

27,28. ijiuas, * fuvtTC [* —fuvtnt tv «uto>. Kat vvv,

rtxvia. Hac omissa alius in marg. adjecit.
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I. EPIST. JOANN. Cap. II. III. IV.

II. 28. aurxwdcDfiev nap' avrov [* $ pro a-n.

29. ttoiodv * iiKaioavvtiv, [* — tijv, quod alius su

perscript.

avrov yeytv*tirai fin. [* — v, hanc. lit. alius

superscript.

III. 1. icAtj&u/iev. xou ifl-yuei' Sia [* + xew ctrfuv.

oi/x tyi'oji' avrov [* $ pro eynu.

5. ij/ttuf aiprf to" [* # loco apt).

6. oi/3« cyi<o) at/Top. [* $ pro ryiroxfi/.

9. init. aScJvpoi, 7r«? f* + Lect.

11. 17 gTrayyefaa r)v [* £ loco ayyeiua.

14. aistyov avrov, fievei [* + avrov.

15. fv iavref /jLSvovvav [* £ pro at/rw.

18. rum *, /uij [* —M-ov, alius superscript.

yuijSe t>) yAaxro-j) [* + tij.

«AA' ev «py<|> [* + ef.

19. xa( £x toutoi/ yvmaofuia oti [* £ pro xa« £v tovto>

ytVbiffKOfltV OTI.

ai/Toi/ itsitrwfiev roe? ' [* £ pro iru<ro/j.ev.

22. Kafifiavofiev air avrov, oti [* £ loco wap' avrov.

23. <Va Tr/ffTei'ayiei' rj> [* <J pro m(rTev<ra>/j.ev.

24. ov tSeuxev ^u/v fin. [* ? pro ov rj^tv cSaxev fin.

IV. 2. tout?) y(KB<Txo/i£v TO [* $ pro yivaxrxtTE.

3. IlJO-OI/V * tV [* XpiOTOf.

5. tint' xai iia [* -{- *<*'•

11. ei 6 Geo? ovto>s tjya-jrticrev [* ? pro £« ouraj; 6 9to?

ijy«7ri)(T£c.

12. at/TOU £V tlfJ.IV T£T£A£«W/i£»'»; £(TT(>' fin. [* ? prO UVTOV

TereKciafievti strriv tv ijfi.iv fin.

15. o? tav 6fju>\oyritn) [* £ pro av.

avTOi tv avrw fin. [* $ loco t<u 6s$> fin.
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I. EPIST. JOANN. Cap. IV. &. V.

IV. 16. fievei * fin. [* — xai 6 Bet* a> miTip. Alius ha?c in

marg. adjecit.

17. tv Tovrp t«u KOfffiw fin. [* ? pro tv rtt KO<rfw>

tovtoi fin.

19. aya7ra>fiev rov Qeov, on [* $ rov Qeov, pro ounov.

ai/TO? tioutov ityovnr\tev [* $ pro -npa>TO%.

20. init. ayoarrrroi ear [* + Lect.

ov% iajp'ixev ou iwarou [* $ pro of% iwpaxe wan

ivvarou-

V. 1. ywi/avxi'Ta owrov, ayairf [* + «ww.

2. O.VTOV TOHOfUV fin. [* £ lOCO Tt)pO>fiev .

5. t/« de eorw [* -(- ie.

6. alfxaroi kou itvevfiaros, Iijo-otj [* + *«u itvevftaTO^.

7. Deest nempe or* rpei<; eiaiv ol fiiprvpowTts ev ra

ovpavto, 6 Xlarrip 6 \oyo% xai to ayiov Wvevfia,

kou oiiTti ol Tpas ev eiai. Alius hsec in marg.

adscripsit.

8. on oi Tpei^ eiaiv ol fiapTvpouvreg ***, to [* on

loco kou. ** -J- ol. *** — ev tij yn.

TTVfVfiaf * TO [* KOU.

11. auaviov b~eh<nxev rif.iv [* $ pro e$a>xcv.

1 2. w» tou 9«oi/, ££« [* + tov Qeov.

13. fo>ni/ ouaviov e%ere, kou [* $ pro faw^ *%«T£ ouuviov,

kou.

15. o eav aircofieSa [* o* loco av.

1 6. oW« * fwiji', to> afiapravovTi fin [* — «i/t<» recent.

hoc in marg. adscript. ** $ pro rots d/japra-

vovai.

20. init. kou oiSafxev ** oti [* -f- x«i. ** — St.

kou eicexev r/ftiv [* $ pro otdWci' alius hoc super

script.
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I. EPIST. JOANN. Cap. V.

m
ivov Qcov'

*.
1) 8IBHOS

Subscript, deest.

V. 20. ahndivov Qcov' xai [* -\- Qeov.

m

fail) ri aiavio^ [* + V-

II. EPIST. JOANN.

4. gov -irepnraTOWTa cv [* $ pro irqonraTowTas.

5. evToKw ypoupcov aroi [* <? pro ypa<j>a>.

xaivtjv, aAA' qv [* $ pro «AA«.

7. aapm' tt T/s oi/^ o/uoAoye/ \t\aovv epyo/itvov ev caput'

ovroq [* 4- « t/s &c. usque ad ourog.

12. fishavoq' aAA' e\7rt'{a> [* ,£ pro aAAa.

%ap« v/iaiv n [* <J loco ij/uaii'.

13. txAexri;; 17 ^apif fisra aov afirjv [* -f- 17 %apt$ fiira

aov.

Subscript, deest.

III. EPIST. JOANN.

4. fieityrepav Tavrns ovx [* £ pro Tovrtuv.

\«pav, n iva [* + fi-

7. ovo/j.<xTOi avTOv sfahSov [* + avrov.

8. avvepyot ysvo/ieffa tti [* £ loco yivta/uffa.

11. O * IMKOirOUOV [* 3i.

Subscript. *w/otoA»j * T/MT17 [* — xa&uAixi;.

EPIST. JUD.E.

3. irapotxaKw ficTaya>vt£e<T0ai tti [* $ pro tTta-yanti-

fytrffai.

5. tx t»;s A/yi/7TToy [* g pro £x yi)5.

6. apxriv, «AA' airo\ntovTai [* # pro aAAa.

ZtXpOV TCTtipiKtV fill. [* £ pro ttTt]px\KtV fill.
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EPIST. JUD.E.

7. ■nptKtarrat ietyfiara, itvpoi [* $ loco ietyfia.

9. tov M<u«/o-£<w? trftyioTOf [* $ pro Maxreius.

1 1. TOV B«Xot/u IUO0OV [* d* Pr0 BaAaa/u.

12. avvipoi, vn avtfuov napaipepofuvaf [* ^ pro i/rro.

** £ pro TreoKpepofxeyai.

m

13. ^aAaffoij?, fUTouftpi^otrra toj [* <$ pro c-nauppi^oi/Ta.

tiq * atiuvu [* — tok.

14. tv dyiaus fivpiouw ouutov [* J pro Ef fivptatriv ayiats

avrou.

15. x«u tAey?0" wa»ras [* £ pro t^eXey^ou.

16. yoyyvtrrai, ficfi^i/ivpoi, Kara [* £ pro fii/i^t/ioipoi.

eitidvfitas iavTav rropcvo/uvoi [* ^ pro avraiv.

24. <j>v\a^au \>ftn% ocrraurrovs [* £ pro auToi/j.

Subscript. Ioi/S« KaOoKixtK emaroXtiS [* £ stmotoAij

Here follows the Apocalypse of St. John. I have

published its Various Readings, in my Beytrdgen zur

Kritik iiber Johannes Offenbarung.

I have still a few observations to annex.

1st. This Codex, Guelpherbytanus C, has many Read

ings peculiar to itself; and some of them are important.

2dly. It has also Readings which have hitherto been

found in only one Codex besides ; e.g. Rom. xii. 20.

aotpevOrK. 1 Pet. i. 4. toi? : ii. 8. £<s tjv ■napetrxeuaffav caurovj
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ral-iv : ver. 1 1 . tou Kocr/xou toutou : hi. 7. muxiAqs : iv. 4. au-

tois : v. 9. on. These Readings are found only in the

Codex Havniensis109, which was written in the 13th cen

tury.

3dly. It also has Readings which have hitherto ap

peared only in Translations, Editions, and Works of

the Fathers.

(109) Hensler, " Specimen Cod. N. T. Grsecorum, qui Havniie in

Bibliotheca Itegia adservantur. Specimen I." Havnia, 1784.
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(See p. 87.)

Professor Matth,ei of Moscow, in the Preface to

his Edition of the Seven Catholic Epistles"0, has in

serted a " Fragmentum Epistolce Eugenii, Chersonis et

Slabinii Archiepiscopi." In that Letter, the Archbishop

makes the following very interesting remarks on 1 John

V.7.

" Hoc ego tantummodo in praesanti addere possem, quod

a nemine (quod sciam) hactenus observatum. Tantum sci

licet abesse, per interpolationem locum ilium surrepsisse, ut ne

quidem versus octavus, qui sequitur, staret, nisi versus Septi

mus prcecederet, de quo agitur. Quod enim in versione La-

tina recte exprimitur masculino sermonis genere, id in ipso

textu Grseco originali, non prsesupposito superiore versiculo,

haud plane consisteret, nisi cum violeritia quadam dictionis,

ac per soloecismum patentissimum. Cum etenim ro mevfia

kou to vhcop km to aifi/x nomina neutrius generis sint, qua ra-

tione concordabit cum iis, quod immediate prsecedit : Tpe/?

e laiv 01 /uxprvpovvTCi ; et quod illico sequitur : Kou ovtoi oi

reel? x. t. A. Masculina equidem nomina, et fceminina, no-

minibus adjectivis, pronominibusque in neutro genere ex

presses construi, respectu habito ad rot. irpayftaTa, id sane

(110) The Title of this Work is, " SS. Apostolorum Septem Epi-

stolse Catholic»; ad Codd. MSS. Mosaa. primurn a se examinatos re-

censuit, varias lectiones, animadversiones criticas, et inedita Scholia

Grseca adjecit, Versionem Latinam Vulgatam Codici diligentissime

scripto conformavit et edidit Chhistiantjs Fhidericcs Mattii.ii,

Litterarum Humaniorum in TJniversitate Caesarea Mosquensi Pro.

fessor P. O. Rigs, sumptibus J. S. Hortknockii, 1783."
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linguae nostra peculiare genium esse, omnibus earn callen-

tibus notissimum est; sed quod etiam reciproce neutra no-

mina substantiva adjectivis vel pronominibus masculinis aut

fcemininis indicentur, nemo dixerit. Porro hie versu octavo

sic legimus : Tpeic, eiaiv oi fiaprvpovvTec, ev tij yij, to Ttvevpa kou

to vSeop kou to ai'fioi.' x«i 01 Tpeis ei{ to ev eiai. Sed nonne quaeso

dictio naturalis hie et propria potius esset : Tpia eioi ra/uxp-

Tvpovvra ev tij yij, to mevfia kou to vSwp kou to aifxa' kou to. rpia

ns to ev eitriv ? At illud tamen est scriptum non hoc. Quae

igitur alia ratio occurrentis istius «x«r«AArM'«s afferri potest,

nisi sola praecedentis versus septimi expressio, quae per hunc

immediate sequentem versum octavum, symbolice explicatur

et plane replicatur, allusione facta ad id, quod praecesserat ?

Tres, igitur, qui in coelo testimonium perhibent, primo positi

sunt versu septimo : Tpeis eiaiv oi fiapTvpovvTe*; ev tco ovpuva, 6

IImtijo, 6 Aoyos, kou to ayiov llvev/toi' kou ovtoi oi Tpeic, ev eicri.

Deinceps vero immediate adducti, iidem ipsi testes, quatenus

in terra etiam testimonium idem confirment, per tria haec

symbola versu octavo: Kou Tpei<; eiaiv oi fuxpTvpovvTe*; ev tij yij,

to -mevfux kou to vSap kou to ou'/xa' xou oi rpeu; ei% to ev eiaiv.

Ac si diceret Evangelista noster : 0/ avroi exeivoi oi ev tq> ou-

pavw fiapTvpowTts (quod satis indicatur per particulam kou,

cujus vis in prasenti non simpliciter copulativa est, sed plane

identifia) itepi iv ev tco avcorepai eoa<pta> eipt)T0u' 3ijA«^»J 6 IlaTijp

6 Aoyos kou to Tlvevfia' oi avroi jxapTvpouvres eicri kou ev tij yij,

JY <vv rjfj.it avfifioAwv aiieKOu\v(j>diicrtxv' tixutoc Se t« <ri//i/8oX« eari

to nvev/j.01, St' ov JijAoi/tou 6 Ilari/p" to ou'/jux. Si' ov 6 Y/os' to iSaip,

Si' ov to Tlvevfia to dyiov. Kou oi rpeif ovtoi, oirives avtarepw fxev

avtxKeKaAv/jLfj.eva>s Si' avTaiv tcov $eap%iKa>v ovofvxrav, ev Tea ovpavto

ftapTVpowre<i irapiarTavTou oi avroi ev rn yij Sia tijs ev tij oikovo/xux

fivqeretos, crv/ifioAiKcos eTrava\afj.0avo/j.evoi' oi rpeis ovtoi */j to ev

em. Sed ohe ! urceum institui, non amphoram ! "

Poltaviaa, ad d. 10 Decemb. 1780

Therefore, the Reading in our Codex Guelpherbytanus C.

oV< OI Tpets eio-iv oi /xoipTupowTes &c. &c. confirms the

Archbishop's opinion : and it is, at least in my judg

ment, exceedingly remarkable, that Gregory Nazianzen quotes
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an objection ofhis opponent* against t/ce 8th verse, drawnfrom

this identical solecism.

And what says the venerable Greek Bishop in reply ?

He says, " It is indifferent to me whether we say ro«$

or rpta, in speaking of things of the neuter gender ".'"

Yet, surely, the Linguists of his day would scarcely

have conceded that point to him. Neither Gregory,

nor any other Greek, as far as I know, confirms this

rule by their style of writing. Neither can we attempt

to call the tow; fiaprvpowTts, a Hellenism: at least, St. John

has distinctly shewn, that he cannot be liable to such

an imputation in the present instance; nor, indeed,

throughout his First Epistle "*.

(111) See Note 55.

(112) For instance, in verse 6, John says, ro nnvfta eon /laprupow,

not naprvpuv. Dionysius Alexandrinus (in Eusebius) certifies that the

First Epistle of John is free from solecisms. I do not remember

having found such a construction in the Alexandrine Version.
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{See pp. 35, 36.)

In speaking of Cyprian, I stated that Tertullian

understood Greek, and regarded the original Greek

Text of the New Testament as the arbitrator, or

umpire, between the Latin and all other Versions '" :

therefore, that he did not blindly follow the African

Version, but compared it with the Original Text. I

shall now adduce a striking instance to that effect.

In his Treatise " De Monogamia" cap. xil., in ex

plaining 1 Cor. vii. 39., he says—

" Sic ergo in eodein ipso capitulo, quo delink .unum-

quemque, in qua vocatione vocabitur, in ea permanere de-

bere, adjiciens: Mulier vincta est, quamdiu vivit vir ejus; si

autem dormierit, libera est. Cui volet nubat, tantum in

Domino. Hanc quoque earn demonstrat intelligendam, qu<e

et ipsa sic fuerit inventa, soluta a viro, quomodo et vir solu-

tus ab uxore, per mortem utique non per repudium facta

solutione. Quia repudiatis non permitteret nubere adversus

pristinum prseceptum. Itaque mulier, si nupserit, non de-

linquet, quia nee hie secundus maritus deputabitur, qui est a

fide primus. Et adeo sic est, ut propterea adjecerit tantum

in Domino, quia de ea agebatur, qua? ethnicum habuerat, et

(113) Tertullian. adv. Marc lib. iv. De Prescription, adv. Hseret.—

That Tertullian understood Greek, no one can possibly doubt. Nay,

he actually wrote Works in that language. In his De Corona Militis,

he says, " Sed et huic materia; propter suaviludios nostros Grsecoa,

Gneco quoque stilo satisfecimus." And in his De Baptismo : " Sed

de isto plenius jam nobis in Grseco digestum est."

P
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amisso eo crediderat, ne scilicet etiam post fidem ethnico se

nubere posse praesumeret, licet nee hoc Physici curent.

Sciamus plane non sic esse in Greece* authentico, quomodo in

usum exiit per duarum syllabarum aut callidam aut simpli-

cein eversionem, si autem dormierit vir ejus, quasi de futuro

sonet, ac per hoc videatur ad earn pertinere, quae jam in fide

vifum amiserit."

This passage deserves attention, in many respects.—

I subjoin another example of the same kind. Tertul-

lian, lib. iv. advers. Marcionem, cap. xvm. says, " Beati

mendici, sic enim exigit interpretatio vocabuli, quod in

Greece- est, quoniam illorum est regnum Dei." Who

now will venture to assert, that Tertullian blindly fol

lowed an African Version, and never troubled himself

with the Original Text "4 ?

Cyprian, a most obsequious disciple of Tertullian,

does the very same thing. If we compare the several

passages which he cites in his Works, we shall find that

he frequently quotes a different Latin Version of the

same passage. Consequently, he did not slavishly fetter

himself to an African Version, but consulted the Ori

ginal Text, (for he understood it,) according to what

ever Greek Manuscript he happened to have.

This, indeed, was already noticed by R. Simon. In

his Hist. Critique des Comment, du Nouveau Testament.

chap. i. he says—

" II (namely, the Bishop of Oxford) n'a pris garde, que

celte ancienne traduction, (namely, the Latin Vulgate in

Africa,) qui etoit entre les mains du peuple, et qu'on lisoit

dans les eglises, n' empechoit point ceux, qui savoient la langue

(114) See Note 11G, below.
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Grecque, de traduire le Grecque des septanle et celuy du Non-

veau Testament, a leur manier, quand Us le jugeoient a

propos. C'est principalement a cela, qu'on doit attribuer

cette diversite de version des merries passages ; qui est dans

les difl'erens livres de ce savant eveque (namely, Cyprian)."

That Cyprian, wherever he quoted passages of the

New Testament in Latin, had the Original Text be

fore him, is proved by a passage in his works, which,

to my judgment, seems very striking. The context is

to this effect ; viz.

In 1 Tim. ii. 9, 10. the Apostle regulates (so to speak)

the dress and ornaments of Christian females by the

standard of fashion which prevailed, in his days, among

the Greeks; and avails himself of terms then in use "'.

The African female attire (as appears from Tertullian

and Cyprian) differed in very many points from that

described by St. Paul : but the Apostle's main object

in this passage was, to recommend modesty, and pro

priety of dress, to Christian females. Cyprian there

fore says, " Paul enjoins the opulent Christian ladies,

in his own lanyuage, (that is, the Greek,) to be moderate

in their attire." The passage in Cyprian, lib. ir. De ha-

bitu virginum, runs thus :

" Locupletem te dicis et divitem : sed divitiis tuis Paulus

occurrit, et ad cultum atque ornatum tuum justo fine mode-

randum sua voce pnescribit. Sint, inquit, mulieres vere-

cundia et pudicitia componentes se, non intortis crinibus,

neque auro, neque margaritis, aut preciosa veste, sed, ut decet

mulieres, promittentes castitatem, per bonam conversationem."

It appears, therefore, from this passage, that Cyprian

(115) e. g. KaraoToA)), tv irAry/uuri.

r-2
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had the original Greek Text before him when he quoted

this extract from St. Paul. Moreover, in quoting Hi

storical parts of the New Testament, he alludes to ex

pressions which were in the original Greek Text. For

instance ; in lib. iv. Epistolarum, epist. vu., beginning

with " Quacsisti etiam Frater," he says, " Porro autem

quod quidam non Christianos sed Clinicos vocent,

non invenio unde hoc nomen assumant, nisi forte qui plura

et secretiora legerunt apud Hippocratem, vel Seranum,

Clinicos istos deprehenderunt. Ego enim, qui Cli-

nicum de Evangelic- novi, scio, paralytico illi et debili,

per longa aetatis curricula in lecto jacenti, nihil infirmi-

tatem suam obfuisse," &c. This extract shews that

Cyprian referred to the word KAINH, which occurs in

Matt. ix. 2. and Luke v. 18."6 I have already proved,

in p. 35, that he understood Greek.

Therefore, it is unfair to class all the Latin Fathers

indiscriminately in one list, and deprive them of all

voice whatever in controversies respecting the Original

Text. Such of them as understood Greek, rank on a

level with the Fathers of the Greek Church, as regards

the Original Text of the New-Testament Translation,

from which they quote"7.

(116) I wonder, therefore, how a Doctor, in other respects so

learned, could have dogmatically published to the world, that, " with

regard to Tertullian and Cyprian, it is undeniable that they merely

used the Latin Version, and never collated the Greek Text."

(117) I cannot see why Jerome should be the only one to whom

this justice is rendered : and yet, not even to him throughout; for it

is denied him, when he writes as a Polemic or an Ascetic. Strange

suspicion ! Was, then, the Latin Version any way more serviceable

for these purposes ?
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Eminently certain we are, that these—what shall I call

them?—Latin-Greeks, when proving any articles of Faith,

would never have quoted passages which were wanting in all

the Greek Manuscripts then in their possession.

I am well aware, that many of our modern Critics

maintain the contrary. Michaelis, in his Introduction

to the New Testament, has stated the grounds of their

suspicion, in the clearest and most specious manner.

Let the Reader decide between them and me.

But to give this decision a proper bias, I must add a

few words on the Latin Version of the New Testament

current in Africa during the first four centuries, and

the uses to which it was applied.

When it is desired to prove that the passages quoted

by the Ancient Teachers of the African Church (even

allowing that they understood Greek) are still useless

to the criticizing of the Original Text, it is asserted,

that the African Version is a parallel to the Vulgate of

the Lutheran Church—(excuse me for thus designating

Dr. Luther's German Translation of the Bible) ; and,

therefore, that the old Ecclesiastics of Africa used the

former, precisely as German Protestants do the latter.

Consequently, passages cited by Tertullian, Cyprian,

and Augustin, have no weight whatever in criticism;

nor are they any proof of what these Fathers may have

read in the original Greek Text.

I reply, The parallel is false ! For the Vulgate of the

German Protestants is—how shall I express myself?—

a closed Version ; of which it is said, ' Thou shalt add

nothing thereto ; thou shalt subtract nothing therefrom.'

Not so, however, with the African, at least unto the
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days of Augustin and Fulgentius: for Augustin ex

pressly tells us, that improvements had always been

made, and were continuing, even in his own time, to be

made in the African Version, in order to render it more

correct, and conformable to the original Greek Text.

Let us hear him. In the 16th Chapter of his

32d Book against Faustus the Manichaean, he writes

thus :

" Quid faceretis," (i.e. you Manichaeans—thus he writes

against Faustus, who lived in Africa, and consequently knew

only the Latin Versions current in Africa,) " Quid faceretis,

dicite mihi, nisi clamaretis, nullo modo vos potuisse falsare

codices, qui jam in manibus essent omnium Christianoruin ?

Quia mox ut facere ccepissetis, vetustiorum exemplarLum ve-

ritate convinceremini. Qua igitur caussa a vobis corrumpi

non possent, hac caussa a nemine potuerunt. Quisquis enim

hoc primitus ausus esset, multorum codicum vetustiorum

collatione confutaretur : maxime quia non una lingua sed

multis eadem scriptura contineretur. Nam etiamnum non-

nullce codicum. mendositates vel de antiquioribus vel de lingua

preecedente emendantur.

Here let me remind you of the example which I have

just adduced from the works of Tertullian.

One instance more. Augustin, lib. u.Retract. cap.xxxii.

says, of the Epistle of James, " Ipsam epistolam, quam

legebamus, quando ista dictavi, non diligenter ex Graeco

habebamus interpretatam." A proof that he collated

the Original Text. He says further : De Doctrina Chris

tian, lib. ii. cap. xiv. " Codicibus emendandis primitus

debet in vigilare sollertia eorum, qui scripturas divinas

nosse desiderant." See also lib. xv. cap. xiu. " Cum di-

versum aliquid in utrisque codicibus " &c. In short,

the Teachers of the African Church, who understood
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Greek, did not blindly follow a Latin Version ; but

consulted the original, and noted wherein the African

varied from the Greek Text. Therefore, their quoting

passages from the New Testament is a proof of their

discernment in the Original Text.

That there was no African Vulgate, strictly speaking,

from the days of Tertullian to those of Cyprian—

I mean, no generally-received Latin Translation of the

New Testament in that quarter of the globe—will appear

evident, ifwe compare the passages found in the Works

of these two divines.

Luke XXII. 31, 32.

In Tertullian, de fugd in persecutions, cap. in., this

passage runs thus :

" Si quidem Dominus in Evangetio ad Petrum : Ecce,

inquit, postulavit Satanas, ut discerneretvos velut frumentum :

verum ego rogavi, ne deficeretfides tua."

On the other hand, Cyprian, Sermone vi. de Oral.

Dominica, has it thus:

" Orabat autem Dominus, et rogat non pro se, (quid enim

pro se innocens precaretur?) sed pro delictus nostris. Sicut

et ipse deelarat, cum dicit ad Petrum : Ecce Sata/ias expeti-

vit, ut vos vexaret quomodo triticum : ego autem rogavi pro te,

ne deficiatfides tua."

1 Thess. IV. I».

In Tertullian, lib. de Patientia :

" Praeponendus est enim respectus denuntiationis Apostoli,

qui ait : iVe contristemini dormitione cujusquam sicut na-

tiones, quae spe carent."

In Cyprian, lib. Iv. de Mortalitate :

" Improbat denique Apostolus Paulus et objurgat et culpat,

si qui tristentur in excessu suorum. Nolumus, inquit, igno
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rare vos fratres de dormientibus, ut non contristemini sicut et

ceteri, qui spem non habent."

Luke XII. 20.

Tertullian, advers. Marcionem, lib. iv.

" Ab eo ergo erit et parabola divitis blandientis sibi de

proventu agrorum suorura, cui Deus dicit : Stulte hoc node

animam tuam reposcent. Qua autem parasti, cujus erunt."

Cyprian, Sermone I. de Eleemosyna •

" Patrimonium cumulas, quod te pondere suo onerat, ne

meministi, quid Deus respondent diviti, exuberantium fruc-

tuum copiam stulta exsultatione jactanti : Stulte, inquit, hoc

noete expostulatur anima tua a te. Quee ergo parasti, cui

■erunt?"

Galat. I. 6.

Tertullian, advers. Marcionem, lib. v.

" Miror, vos tarn cito transferri ab eo, qui vos vocavit in

graliam ad aliud Evangelium.

Cyprian, lib. n. Epist. m.

" Miror, quod sic tarn cito demutamini ab eo, qui vos voca

vit in graliam ad aliud Evangelium."

From these examples, therefore, it is apparent;

1st, That Tertullian and Cyprian gave each a different

version of the same expressions in the Original Text.

2dly, That the Codices which they employed, had

different readings : e.g. in Luke xxii. 32. Tertullian read

e'xAnri), as many Codices do still. On the contrary,

Cyprian read «xAeorij, like our ordinary Original Text.

In Luke xii. 20, Tertullian read with us a 5e ; but

Cyprian « ovv, like the Codex Cantab. In 1 Thess. iv. 13,

Cyprian read SMhofiev, as many Codices do still.

I shall close this Appendix with two remarks; to



APPENDIX (D.) 217

guard what I have said against all possible miscon

ception.

First, I grant that no conclusion can be drawn, as to

the individual structure of the Original Text which

they possessed, from every instance of quotation occur

ring in theWorks either of the properly Greek, or ancient

Latin- Greek Fathers of the Church; for both occa

sionally quoted texts of the Bible from memory ;

either condensing or paraphrasing the subject-matter of

those texts. I only assert in general, that whenever

Greeks or ancient Latins, who understood the Original

Text, quote passages of the New Testament, we may be

sure such passages (at least in substance) were actually

in the Greek Manuscripts then extant. To suspect

the contrary, is evidently to stigmatize men of probity

with the imputation of a stupid fraud. "But—But—

Piafraus /" Well, be it so ! But you must not merely

suspect fraud in all the Fathers of the Church : you are

bound to prove it, demonstratively, in each individual

whose credit you endeavour to impeach ; else you con

vert history into romance.

My Second observation is this. I shall adduce a

very remarkable example, from the history of Various

Readings, which is somewhat parallel to that occurring

in the 1 John V. 7 ; and furnishes historical evidence,

that Readings which are at this day actually peculiar to

the Latin Fathers exclusively, did also formerly exist

in Greek Manuscripts.

The African divines, Tertullian, Cyprian, Augustin,

and other ancient Latin Fathers, read, at the end of

1 John hi. 6. the words " Quia Deus Spiritus est."
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These words are not found in any Greek Manuscript.

They are wanting in the Latin Manuscripts, some few

excepted. They are unknown to almost all the Greek

Fathers. Ambrose says that the Arians had expunged

them from the Text. But still it appears, from Euse-

bius, that they formerly stood in Greek Manuscripts.

For that bishop writes, (in his Treatise De Eccksiastiea

Theologia, lib. I. cap. XII.) To ysyevvttfj.evov ex tijs <r«oxo;

aapi- eari' xat to yeyswrtftevov ex rov Uvav/naros, Ylvevfia sari,

I1NEYMA AE 'O 9EOS. Am enerou votiv, ca; ro ysyewnfuvov

ex rov Qeov, 0eos sari.

But why have we no controversy in the present day

upon the authenticity of this pretended passage of

Scripture ? Are we not bound by the same arguments

which prove the authenticity of 1 John V. 7. to admit

this passage also into the Sacred Text ? I answer, No !

For besides that it has only one Greek testimony to its

existence in the Original Text, it is also palpably inconsistent

with the content on which it is obtruded.
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(Seep. 69.)

I have stated above, that Gregory's Writings shew

that the Heretics had misapplied 1 John V. 7., and

transgressed the limits of Biblical ideas, in the meanings

which they affixed to the words 'EN and TPEIS. I shall

adduce only one proof to that effect. Gregory praises

the Carthaginian bishop, Cyprian the Second, for

having restored to its primitive notion the Godhead of

the Trinity, which some had disunited, and others con

founded. But how had he restored it? Because, in

stating that doctrine, he adhered, like a man of piety,

stedfastly within the limits of the two notions of the

Unity and the Connumeration, (exactly the two ideas of

the EI2 and TrEIS.) In his 18th Discourse, (a

panegyric on the African bishop, Cyprian the Second,)

he says, K«< tijs ap%ixtK xai /}aai\ixiK TpiaSos Tt)v OeoTt]Ttxx

TSfivo/icvtiv Se v<p' av xai <rvva^ei<j>o/jiev>jv, ets to apjfauov errav-

tiyayev, tv 6poi$ /jieivat; evtre/iovs evaioeas re xai avvapi6-

It appears, therefore, that the early Anti-Trinitarian

Heretics took all possible pains, by overstrained inter

pretations, to invalidate the testimony in 1 John V. 7.

(for it is in that text, the GNOSIS and 2YNAPI0MHSIS '"

occur together and in connection) ; and that, on the con

trary, the Orthodox laboured most strenuously to pro-

( 1 18) See what I have stated about the word aui/apiS/irjc-is, in pp. 66, 67.
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tect the meaning of the two remarkable words in that

passage, the 'EN and the TPE1Z.

Nay, even among the Orthodox there were some

who could not satisfy themselves about this verse ; and

frankly communicated their doubts, to be solved by

their brethren. Of this class was the Monk Evagrius.—

Let us hear what Gregory says of him, at the opening

of the 49th Discourse, " ei$ Y,vaypwv Mova^ov." He ob

serves : I^o5o« T£ Qavfia^to xai Atav ex7t\riTT0fj.ai tijs vr)(pa-

A/ot»jtos, vTtcuq rotovToiv ^coiptjfiaraiv xat Tt]\ixovTO>v XflTtiaeoiV

aiTiog xaditnaaat ran; axpif&tmv epayrrtoeoiv, £<? avayxrjv r/fias tov

heyeiv xai aycuviav aTroiu^eco^ TTCpiioTas, cpa>Tii<Teis avayxaiat;

xai xptiffiftovs riy.iv araywv. Tla<ra Sri\ovori h.ontov avayxry,

xmo-niv ray eparrti<reo>v r^irn, evapyets iroisicrdat T«s a-noxptaeis,

xai vvv toivvv to •npoatvEyitv epanrifia ■napa aov, TOiovSe, xai

•Kepi rovie rjv. " '£2; riva rpoitov av eiri Tlarpos rt xai Yiov xai

ayiov TlveufiaTOs r) <pv<Ti<;, r)v av t«s opt)a>s overiav fiaKKov ij (pviriv

xoeXoiij, irorepov octtAt; t/s 17 (rvvSeroq ; ei fuv yap a-7t\r\, 7ra>s top,

TFEIZ, eirtoe^irai ra>v Trpoeipnfievav apidfiov ; To yap «i:-

Kovv, [iovoeto'es xat avaptdfxov. to ie apidfiois imoiriir-

tov, avayxr) Tefiveaffai, xdv fit) apidfiOK; xjirof&ahrrrat, to oe

re/avofLSVov, e/jnra$e<;. TLaOos yap r) to/uj. Hi toivvv a-n'Kr) tov

xpeiTTOvoq r) ipvffiS) TtepnTri tiov ovo/xarav r) yens* E< os twv

ovofiarcov aXqA|s r) Picric, xai 5e« toi; ovopaoi ittiOtaQai, to ftovo-

£<8es xai ait\ovy eu6v<; cxrroitov oi%erai. T*s ovv av etij tov

TtpaypaTOq r) <pv<n<; ; T«t/T« 7Tpos r)fia<; e<j>atrxeq.

In short, Evagrius could not reconcile the proposi

tion, " There are Three that bear record in Heaven, the Fa

ther, the Word, and the Holy Ghost ; and these Three are One;'

which, in his view, involved a contradiction. He con

ceived, that the number Three, and the names of the Di-

yine Persons, destroyed the Oneness, the singleness, of the
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Godhead : and this number, these names, this oneness,

occur conjointly in no other passage of Scripture, but

1 John V. 7.

Therefore 1 John V. 7, was a mighty apple of dis

cord between the Orthodox and the Heretics ; nay, the

meaning of that verse disquieted even some of the

True Believers. What wonder, then, that it ultimately

disappeared from the majority of Manuscripts. Hi

story informs us, that Scriptural passages of that kind

shared a similar fate; e.g. John vii. 53. viii. 11.; also

Matt, xxvii. 16,17. IH20YN Bapa/3/3av "9.

(119) In Professor Adler's Biblische Kritischen Reise nach Rom,

pp. 181, 123., we find an.important discovery of this Reading.
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{See pp. 75—77.)

The Author of the Didascomenus was well acquainted

with the Bible. Besides the actual quotations which

I have already noticed, he makes several other un

questionable allusions to various passages of Scripture ;

e. g. to 2 Cor. xii. 2, 4. Thus ;

Triephon says 12°, " When I met the Galilaean 121 with

the bald pate and aquiline nose '", who ascended into the

third heaven and there learned unspeakably excellent

things, he renewed me by water."

Again, Gen. i. 3. and Exod. iv. 10. " God," says

Triephon123, " brought forth light by a single word."

(120) 'HviKa 5e juot ra\t\aios (vervxtv, avutpaXavrias fmppivos, es

•Tpnov ovpavov aepu@a.TT}aas , km to. KaWiaTa CKfiftia(h}Kws, Si' tiHaros yfjuxs

awcawurfP. Critias also says to Triephon : Ei km rax" ircSopirios

tyeyovtis fiera tov iiSaffKaXov km ra a-noppTjra ffivrjdris.

(121) That is, " the Christian," according to the phraseology of

that day.

(122) Paul is described exactly in the same manner, in the Acts of

Thecla. (See Joh. Ernest. Grabe's Spicilegium SS. Patrum, Tom. T.

p. 95.) ISovres 5e Toy avSpa epxopeyov, rov TlavXoy, fUKponcyefh]., tytKov rtjy

KMpaKyv, ayKvKov tms Kvrjfiats, ffuyotppvy, rnippivov.

(123) 'Hy <pus cupdiTov, aoparov, aKaTavoijTov, ' Xvtt ro ffKoros km ttjv

aKoafitav Tavryjv ant]\affe \oytp /j.oyw pt\BivTi vtt avrov, 'fly jSpo-

$vy\<o(T<ros aneypaipaTo.
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This is recorded, for our information, by the man "ofa

slow tongue 121."

He repeatedly speaks of " the Book of God;" a phrase

which frequently occurs in Holy Scripture.

He mentions " the Lord's Prayer ni"

He says, that he adored the Unknown God at Athens"6;

a manifest allusion to Acts xvii. 23. It is notorious,

that the Emperor Julian embraced Paganism at Athens,

and became a worshipper of the Deities honoured there.

Does not Triephon, in the foregoing quotation, intend

a sly allusion to that event ? Critias, the Catechumen,

also swears by " the Unknown God of Athens."

It has therefore been supposed, that the Didascomenus

(otherwise called Philopatris) was written with the

intent of turning Christianity into ridicule, and that

Critias personates the scoffer. It is further believed

to have been composed by a Pagan, perhaps the Sophist

Lucian, to ingratiate himself with the Emperor Julian ;

and therefore that the Philopatris was written in the

lifetime of that apostate. All this I also had believed.

But having perused the Didascomenus, for the fourth

time, and with closer attention and maturer deliberation,

I have now adopted a different opinion. Triephon,

who represents the Christian, is really the victorious

combatant ; consequently the hero of the plot, which

the author of the dialogue contemplated ; for what he

urges against idols, strikes at the root of Paganism,

(121) According to the Alexandrine Version, Moses says of him

self, Exod. iv., that he was 0paSvy\aa<ro!, " of a slow tongue."

(12&) 'fioT€ taaov tovtovs, ttjv evxw AIIO IIATPOS ap£a/j*vos.

( 1 26) 'H|Utis St roe tp ASrivcus ayvuarov etyevpomts «ai TrpocrKunjiravTfs.
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and covers it with deserved ridicule. On the other

hand, the little which is regarded as a scoffing at

Christianity, in the mouths of Triephon and Critias

(especially the latter), is really such, that part of it is

unworthy the name of sarcasm; and the residue is

merely those conceits to which a Pagan is liable, when

he commences Catechumen (the character which suits

Critias in the dialogue), and hears for the first time

some of the doctrines of Christianity. Among the

former, I reckon the description which Triephon gives of

Paul's personal appearance, " The Galilean, with t/u

bald pate and aquiline nose, converted me." Now, this

cannot possibly be meant in ridicule ; for even the pri

mitive Christians describe the Apostle's aspect in the

same terms. I appeal to the Martyrology of Thecla,

from which I have already quoted a passage to the

point. It was quite in the manner of Lucian (whom

the Author of the Philopalris studiously imitated) to

give a description of the person, rather than his name.

True, when Triephon bids him swear by the Triune

God, Critias says, " He teaches him numeration, and turns

his oath into arithmetic, like Nicomachus Gerasenus." If this

be meant as a sarcasm, it does not affect the Orthodox,

but the Arians, who disputed with them, (as I have

already shewn,) about the Synarithmesis, or Connumera-

tion, in the doctrine of the Trinity. Moreover, when

Critias is told of a " book of God," in which the deeds of

men are recorded, he says, " There must needs be a

vast many scribes in heaven." Both these retorts are

so stupid, that the utmost they deserve, is to be called

" childish jokes." The Author of the Dialogue would
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Gth. The conclusion of the Gospel of St. Matthew

is written oravporwitax;, cruciform ; and shews thus :

TtpOtTS-

xvvipav

avTa>'

oi 5s e-

iiOTovaaav.

Ka» irpo-

ot\9aiv 6 lijaovi, (AaAqtrev avrov;,

Keywv' Eoo?ij fiot noura e^ovata tv

ovpavco xai ctti yijj. Tlopevffevres pM-

fftJTCU-

actre

Ttavra

t« tdvr\,

fiaTTTI^OV-

T£S Ml/TOt/S £/?

TO ovofia tou Harpoq

xai tov Yiov xai tov

uytov HvevfiuTOS' fiiSaa-xov-

T£j avrov<; rripsiv itavTa

ova evsrsi\afir}v vfuv' xai i-

iov, cya> /neS' v/iav a/u -naaa%

raq rifxepas, ecus TflS vvvTehei-

oes TOV ouatvaq. a/it]v j | | f

May not this cruciform style of writing have also

been a prolific source of Various Readings, on account

of the frequent disruption of the words ?

7th. There is occasionally an uncial letter in

the middle of the words"6; a proof that the origi-

(136) e.g. Matt. xv. 1. wpooEpx0*'™- v. 22. ywn) XaraNaia.

V. 25. TrpcHTfxvvwEv.
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nal of this Manuscript must have been an ancient

Codex l3'.

8th. The N e<pe\xv<mxov is used even sequente consona,

i. e. when a consonant follows.

§8.

After the Gospel of John, comes

Ai;AmiT(<; dttiAiififiuvovcrii Ttjv tov xpovov nw Et/ocyycAiau

avayvaxnv xat rr\v to>v JLvayyrfuffTcov SiaSo^nv ■no$ev tc ap^ovrai

Km ttou xaraKtiyovaiv.

This ArjAaxr/? is taken from Dorotheus ; and is also

found in the Typicum.

Then follows : Ai)A<u<n$ axp//3ij$ Tav xaff exaornv rifiepav

KeipaAiiicov tov xrxt AttoittoAou xm TOV V.vnyytAiov ap^Ofievav

a-no t»j; fieya\n^ Kvpiaxnt.

But we are mistaken if we expect here the Lectiones

(Lessons) from the Apostolus ; that is, from the Acts and

Apostolic Epistles. They are merely portions from

the Gospels ; e. g.

Kvpiaxn tov Ilao^a,

x. II .

x. e.'.

x. /8'.

ev. Aovx. x. piy. &C. &C

" §9.

.Then Comes Apyr\ tov ixnvohoyiov vtoi toiv tvpwav evay-

ychtix ioprcov.

This Calendar of Festivals begins the year with the

month of September. It omits many Festivals of the

Modern Greeks.

(137) See ray Beytr'dge xur Kritik fiber Johannes Offenbarung, p. 41.

also my Ulphilas, cap. iv. § 134. n. 6. cap. v. § 165. n.4.

e/83. sv. l<o.

TOV .

etrnspitc;, ev. Iw,
0%OV

ypovov 13'. £V. \w

i

cv. Ao
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The whole of March, and the beginning of April, are

stated thus ; viz.

Mtiv MapriOK.

d'. rcav dyiaivfuyaXofiapTvptov fj., row <nfia.<nua. ev. Mar. x. it.

xe. 6 evayyehia/ioi tij; {nrepayiaq Qeoroxov.

ev. Aot/x. x. y .

TOV OpSpOV w

. . toi/ OO0OOV. ev. Aovx. x. o .
Aovx. x. py . r r

Mijk AwpiAAjos.

«'. t>!$ dovas fitiTpos rifitov Mapia? tjjs Aiyi/wna?. ei/. Aoi/x.

x. Ay'.

x/8 . toi/ dinoi* itarpos tj/xaiv Oeo5<Uj0oi/ tou St/xewTOi/. ev. I«u.'

x. A*-'. &C. &C-

§10.

The whole terminates with the following Summary of

the Ecclesiastical Calendar ; viz.

Evayyehia ei% Zia<j>opov^ /uijvaj dyicov'

E/s Atiooto\ov<;, ev. Mar. x. AS', xai Aovx. x. yd .

Eis Maprvpas, ev. Mar. x. \r'. xai Aovx. x. py . xai pr :

E/s ftlaprvpeas, ev. Aovx. x, /*) . xai I<u. x. vfi . &C. &C.

All these Liturgical notices are written in a hand

visibly different from that which wrote the Prefaces and

Gospels.

The Dissertation of the late Rector Heusinger "8, in

which he has given a description of this Codex, is a

Congratulatory Epistle to the late Chief-Superintendant

Hostel, when he was appointed Principal Court-Chap

lain, and Counsellor to the Consistory. It has been

long out of print, and not to be procured. I shall

therefore subjoin what my late friend says in it, of this

Wolfenbiittle Manuscript ; viz.

(138) See Note 130.

r2
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Nee igitur Tua persona indignum, nee nostris titeris alie-

num facturus mihi videor, si hoc tempore, quo Tibi novos

eosque tam insignes honores gratulaturus ad Te accessi,

Codicis quatuor Evangelia Greeca in membrana luoulenter

scripta exhibentis, brevem descriptionem praemittam. Habet

ille membranas octojuges, quae tamen paginis nostris quadri-

geminis parum magnitudine cedunt. Jam ante Gudianorum

librarian accessionem in Guelferbytana Bibliotheca sub nu-

meris 16. 6. adservabatur. Scriptus est Uteris nexis inter se

quidem, quarum tamen ductus, cum reliquis antiquitatis argu

ments, prohibent aetatem ejus sasculo post Christum natum

decimo inferiorem ponere. Non literarum solum munditia,

sed picturae etiam elegantia, qua nitet hoc non contemnendae

vetustatis monumentum, oculos spectatorum haud imperito-

rum in se convertit. Quatuor enim seriptores sacrorum Evan-

geliorum, singuli suis libris eleganter depicti, praefiguntur.

Imagines Matthaei et Marci coloribus floridis in auratis tabu-

lis (in aureo fundo vulgo dicunt) repraesentatae prae caeteris

pulchritudine et integritate conspiciuntur. Seriptores sacri

adsident mensis, quibus iravra cvypatpeos reyvtn opyava impo-

sita videas. Matth^us dextra mento admota, sinistraque

manu xahafiov axpofia<pr) teneus, meditantis vultum habi-

tumque jam nunc scripturi praefert, pulpitoque, quod stat

pone mensam, membranam virginem suspensam habet. Mar

cos ad librum jam literatum, pulpitoque impositum conversis

oculis, eidemque sinistra manu admota, dextra vero calamum

tenens, librumque atramento intactum, ex more prisco, em

yowaai $r)*a<;, speeiem praebet scripturi, et quod pictor videtur

designare voluisse, imoypa^ovros xoti emTe/unnrrot to xara Mar-

$a.tov tvayycAtov. Instrumenta scriptoria, quae in utraque

mensa picta esse dixi, longe sunt plura iis quae in imaginibus

LucjE DiONYSiique Halicarnassei apud Montfauconium in

Palaeographia Graeca deprehenduntur, ut etiam hinc appareat,

vel hoc nomine has imagines Montfauconianis digniores esse,

quae tabulis aeneis incisae in plura exemplaria transcribantur.

Marci praesertim mensa exhibet omnem librarian» supellecti-

lem, quin etiam copiosiorem ilia, quae in Anthologia Epi-

grammatum Graecorum, lib. vi. cap. xxvi. recensetur. Singula

instrumenta ista, quamvis Tua attentione, qua3 rebus gravio
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ribus debetur, non sint admodum digna, si breviter enumera-

vero, spero Te, benignissimum virum, facilem veniam datu-

rum hiiic obscurae forsan diligentiae hominis antiquitatum

studiosi, eaque superstitione capti, ut sibi persuaserit, vix

ullum prions temporis monumentum superesse, cujus accnra-

tior contemplatio non aliquantulam utilitatem adferre possit

Uteris. In utraque igitur scriptorum sacrorum mensa, con-

spicimus xtartiv hvo owws e^ouaav, Tr/v fiev fiehavSoxov, ti\v Se

xiwajiaptoy; ■n\r\6ovaav. Adest praterea laguncula plane si-

milis vasculis, quorum alteram sub mensa S. Luce, alterum

in mensa Halicarnassei apud Montfauconium depictum

videre memini. Censet vir doctus ha?c vasa cinnabari reci-

piendae fuisse destinata. Quod ad Dionysh imaginem attinet,

nihil contradicam Montfauconio, quia ibi, ut ipse testatur,

liquor in vasculo vitreo ruber depingitur. In LuciE lagun

cula nondum sentio cum viro antiquitatis alioquin peritis-

simo. Primo enim vas istud in scrinio sub mensa repositum,

si cum atramentario mensa? imposito conferatur, longe majus

est quam pro usu cinnabaris, cujus minore etiam quam atra-

menti copia scribentibus opus erat. Deinde similem lage-

nam et in Matthjei et in Marci supellectile animadvertimus,

quum tamen ut supra adnotatum est, utriusque atramenta

rio coha?rens aliud vas cinnabari, quod pictura manifeste de-

clarat, repletum, lagenae xivvafiaptaq do^ay locum ibi vix

relinquat. Omnein vero dubitationem eximere potest, quod

lagena ista, que colore albo in utraque imagine picta est,

apud Marcum os habet colore nigro maculatum, indicio

satis aperto vas hoc atramento majore copia servando inser-

-visse. Prater haec exhibent pictura? nostra? :

A.xpa ts fi£<r<roTo/iovs, euy\v<peas xaAa/tov;

a-ou ;£aAt//3« ax\npov xa^M/ju]<f>ayov, aWa xat avTOv.

n.yc/iova ypixfifitK anrAai/eos xavova,

K.a< \i6ov OKpioevra, hovixl- 061 ^lanov oSovra.

Qiryerat, ajxfih.vvdei% ex io\iyoypoi(j>irK,

&-ou /3u0it]v T/mtcbkjs a\m\ayxTOio yafj£vvt)v.

2inoyyoi/, axetrropitiv TTlVt^ofievtn ypee^iSo?.

His adjiciuntur utroque loco, prater circinos quibus in

chartis dimetiendis utebantur, alia instrumenta quibus figura
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non valde dissimilis est binis circinis, quorum capita perforata

funiculis inter se constricta sint. Hsec organa, parallelisne

(liiceiulfsiaiisscandis chartis, an alii usui destinata fuerint,

parum definire ausim. Finetn describendi apparatus scrip-

torii faciam, si unum hoc addidero, in mensa Marco apposita

satis clare depictum esse :

1 ov rpo^oevra fioXifihov, 05 onpavov oi&e -^apaaattv,

\Jp0a itapa^vtav tOvrevi] K«i oi«"

sive, ut alius poets verbis utar :

1 prxftuMT iko) ■nh.rfiovTa fieKauTfirxTi Kt/xAo/xoAi/SiW.

Hsc posterior descriptio stili plumbei quo lineas duce-

bant, adeo imposuit Montfauconio, ut in Palffiographia,

p. 21, atramentarium plumbeum inde conlinxerit. Poterat

ab isto errore virum doctum revocare, non id solum, quod in

eodem epigrammate, unico versu interjecto, sequi viderat

ypa<f»xoio So^eta xeXcuvoTaroio peeffpov ; sed etiam quod in reliquis

omnibus taehygraphorum epigrammatis, primo loco plumbum

lineis signandis accommodatum, commemoratur. Ne quid

tamen dissimulem, pro primo vocabulo hujus carminis ypa/i-

firxTiKco in Henrici Stephani exemplaribus Anthologise ex-

script 11 in, video ypafifiaroKQ). Tantum abest ut banc vocem

minus obviam ex priore vulgari omnibusque nota temere

ortam credam, ut potius pro certo affirmare ausim, pro post-

eriore parum intellecta priorem illam imperitiu describentium

esse substitutam. Nee tamen to yprx/xfirxroxov ex tov ypotfi/iaTOS

kou tov nxreiv, compositum arbitror, quum ex comparatione

similium, ypa/upaTOToxov inde dicendum fuisse videatur, sed

potius ypafi/iaroxov, idque amo t>k ypotftfitK formatum, in priscis

exemplaribus fuisse existimo. Ita hoc poema reliquis tachy-

graphorum epigrammatis omnino consentiens, et vocabulum

poeta longe dignius habemus. Sed missis picturis, ad reli-

quam codicis nostri descriptionem accingar. In fronte libri

occurrunt sine nomine tamen et sine epistola Eusebii, rubro

colore scripts decern tabulae ista? tjk ta>v cvwyyeXi<rroiv avfupa-

vias, quas Millius exemplaribus suis adjecit. His responden-

tes Humeri, quos et ipsos Milliana exemplaria servant, per

to turn codicem marginibus inscripti sunt eodem rubro colore,

quo etiam majusculsc liters, ad quas singuli numeri pertinent.
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Antegrediuntur unumquodque Evangelium Praefationes quas

quia alibi legisse non recordor et breves sunt, hue transcrip-

tas Tibi, vir eruditissime, qui in maxima exquisitissimorum

librorum copia plurimum legi.-ti judicandas proponam cer-

tissime nimirum indicaturo, publicatae istae jam apud alios

habeantur, an ex hoe demum codice in publicum producantur.

Matth\eo haec Praefatio praemittitur.

(I have given the Greek Text already, in p. 233.)

Erunt fortasse nonnulli amicorum Tuorum quibuscum has

literas communicabis, qui majore cum voluptate Latina quam

Graca legant ; etiam his, si possim, gratificaturus interpreta-

tionem subjiciam.

" Scias Evangelium Matthjei Hebra'ica lingua scriplum

" ab ipso, Hierosolymis editum esse interprete Joanne. Re-

" censet secundum humanam naturam Christi generationem,

" et est humanae formae Evangelium. Quatuor enim sunt

" Evangelia, nee plura, neque pauciora. Quia quatuor venti

" cardinales, etiam quatuor sunt Evangelia, undique spirantia

" incorruptibilitatem et inflammantia homines. Unde mani-

" festum est, eum qui sedet supra Cherubinos, quum apparuit

" hominibus, dedisse nobis quadriforme Evangelium, quemad-

" modum Davides precatus adventum ejus : ' Qui sedes supra

" Cherubinos, appareas,' inquit. Nam Cherubinorum quatuor

" sunt facies, et facies eorum sunt imagines actionum Filii Dei.

" Ea enim quae similis est leoni, actuosam et regiam et im-

" peratoriam virtutem exprimit. Quas similis estvitulo, sacri-

" ficium sacerdotiumque indicat. Humana forma earnis as-

" sumptionem declarat. Aquilina facies accessionem Spirilus

" Sancti deformat.' "

In fine Mattmi rubro colore ista adscribuntur :

(The Greek Text is already given, in p. 234.)

" Scriptum est sanctum Matthjei Evangelium, octo annis

" post Christum Deum nostrum in caelum receptum. Editum

" est Hierosolymis lingua Hebra'ica. Versus bis mille sexcenti."

Ne quis eorum qui post hac codicem istum Evangeliorum

mauibus versabuntur, mala me fide egisse existimet qui nu-

merum versuum /?,%'. ediderim, quum legere sibi <]*%'. videan-

tur, brevi adnotatione occasionem male de nobis opinandi
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avertara. Scripta est prior numeri nota ad hanc >/•'. fere simi-

litudinem. Haec vero figura orta est ex antiqua forma literae

/3', et subscript;! lineola, quae milliarii valoris nota addi solet.

Notissimum autem est his qui antiquos libros hand fugitivis

oculis perlustrant, jam inde a nono s;cculo, in scriptis et in

impressis saeculi decimi-quinti codicibus, frequentissime li

terae /3 hanc fi esse figuram, qua? in ipso etiam TrrpixsvoeyyeXuf

nostro saepissime occurrit. Huic literae si inferius lineolam,

milliarii numeri indicem, adjeceris, facile effeceris figuram,

quam duo millia exprimere affirmamus. Et mirum videri

queat, formam priscam, quam dixi, literae /3 non absimilem

literae /x hodie adeo ignotam esse plerisque ; ut doctos etiam

viros pro diversa scriptura adnotare non pigeat in aliis exem-

plaribus AfuvaSafi legi pro Afuvd&afi, et quae his sunt similia.

Sed ad praefationes codicis nostri revertimur, qui sub initium

Evangelii Marci talia disputat.

(The Greek Text is already given, in p. 235.)

" Marci nomine Evangelium hoc inscribitur, quia Marcus,

" discipulus Petri et comes itinerum Pauli, conscripsit illud.

" Narrationem vero ab initio instituens docet, initium esse

" Evangelii, praedicationem et baptismum Joannis sumpto ab

" Esaia propheta testimonio. Declarat et ipse Jesum tenta-

" turn esse in monte, non enumerat vero tentationes. Praeterea

" tradit electionem discipulorum, quaeque miracula et prodigia

" facta sint, et arcani traditionem, tandemque corpus Jesu

" traditi Pilato cruci suffixum esse. Milites vero divisisse

" vestimenta ejus, et corpus positum in monumento tertia die

" surrexisse, idque mulieribus angelum, qui ccelo descenderit,

" nuntiasse, ut hae nuntiarent discipulis."

Evangelio Luc» antiquus, quicumque is fuit, auctor ista

praefatur :

(The Greek Text is given, in p. 236.)

" Memineris hoc Evangelium, Evangelium Lues inscriptum

" esse, quia Lucas discipulus Petri, lectusque comes itine-

" rum'Pauli, cujus etiam testimonium. tulit, conscripsit illud.

" Incipit autem ab ortu Joannis, ac deincepsenarrathumanos

" Salvatoris hatales, generis seriem enumerans, et ascendens a

" Deo ad Davidem. Rursus et ipse enarrat baptisma Joannis,
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" factasque in monte a diabolo tentationes, et electionem dis-

" cipulorum, iiliorumque LXX. designationem, et tandem

" corpus Pontio Pilato traditi, in crucem sublatum esse, ac

" milites divisisse vestes ejus. Latronum cruci affixorum

" alterum, qui resipuerit, confessum esse. Corpus Jesu posi-

" turn in sepulchro, surrexisse die tertio. Post omnia, in

" coelum eum receptum esse, in conspectu discipulorum."

Joanneo Evangelio haec adnotatio praefigitur :

(The Greek Text is given, in p. 237.)

" Tenendum est Joannis Evangelium temporibus Trajani

" exceptum esse ab Joanne in Patmo insula. Enarrat vero a

" Patre prineipalem et actuosam et gloriosam Christi genera-

" tionem."

Annexa sunt codiui quem describimus, opuscula quaedam

antiqua quidem, ea tamen, quae scripsit Evangelia, aliquanto

recentiore manu exarata. Hsec quia lectu parum Tibi jucunda

fore arbitror, nee ea transcribere mihi vacat eorum titulos hie

posuisse suffecerit. Primum est: AijAomtis haKotftfiavovira tx\v

rov ■xpovov rmv evayyehiatv nvayvaaiv x«« rtpi rcov evnyyt\iaroiv

SiaSo^riv, 7rodsv rs apy^ovrai, xai irov KnraKr)yov<Ti. Tunc sequi-

tur : Ai7A»j« axptfint ra>v ku0' knoujTtiv ij/iepav x.t<j>a.\oua>v ra>v

uyttav uiro(TTO\a>v xai rov evayye\nrTOv ap\o/xevn atro tjj? /tffy«A()s

Kvptaxn. Hanc excipit brevis tractatio, cujus hsec est in-

scriptio : Apx*> T0V vwohaytov, nroi rtav e%ovi7a>v svayyeKia

ioprt»v. Agmen claudunt : EvayysMa eis h'toupopovs /J.vti/iai; dyiuv.

Hi libelli lectiones certis diebus destinatas indicantes, nu-

meros capitum sequuntur longe diversos ab istis, quos manus

prima, Millianis consentientes, marginibus codicis Evange-

liorum adscripserat. Is vero librarius, qui Appendicem

scripserat, pertotum fere Evangelium Mattiuei, etperpaucas

paginas Marci, numeros prffilectionum, cum suis e-ntypafan

marginibus minio notatos adlevit, secundum quam distinc-

tionem Matthbi opus in cxv. capita dispescitur.

Nunc ut appareat qua diligentia, qua negligentia in co-

dice isto descripti sint libri sacri, generatim quaedam monuisse

suffecerit. Tituli primaeque Evangeliorum literae auro fulgent.

Evangelii Matthjsi titulus, vetustate quidem valde detritus

est, ita tamen, ut ex vestigiis literarum, spatiisque, et ex



250

collutione reliquorum titulorum, facile appareat, nihil aliud

scriptum fuisse quam hoc: EBANITEAIONKATAMAT-

6AI0NKE*. a. Marco vero satis perspicue praescriptum est :

EBArrEAIONKATAMAPKONKE*AAAION a. Utroque loco

vocabulum EYArrEAION loco tov Y habet B. Error natus est

ex prisca ilia pronuntiatione, quae calligrapho nostro sexcento-

rum aberrationum praebuit occasionem. Sic saepissime e et

«i, sic ti, <> «> et 01, sic o et at innumeris locis inter se permu-

tavit. Et nisi plurimis aliis rationibus eruditi grammatici

antiquos diphthongorum sonos dudum confirmassent, vel hoc

solum, quod prisci librarii tain frequenter 6fio<fta>vovs syllabas

confuderunt, omnem nobis de ea re dubitandi locum praeripe-

ret, praesertim quum Montfauconius atque Kusterus e libro

quinto circiter saeculo scripto, pluribusque antiquissimis mem-

branis easdem aberrationes passim adnotaverunt. Vides,

Vir Summe, quanta vetustis monumentis religio hoc etiam

nomine debeatur, quod vel errores hominum priscorum tarn

ainplam imperitioribus discendi materiam praebere possint.

Quod vero chrysographus in Matthbi titulo, vocabulum

EYAITEAION scripturus, N ante rr posuit, ne id quidem

peculiari suo errore fecisse videtur. Nam etiam apud Gru-

terum p. lxxi. ex antiquo marmore 2YNXAIP0MEN0Y pro

SYrXAIPOMENOY adferri recordamur. Caeterum codex nos-

ter, quod ex festinata ejus ac tumultuaria inspectione animad

vertere potui, plerasque optimorum criticorum emendationes

suffragio suo egregie comprobat, et si quando ab his dissentit,

raro tamen pejores receptis scripturas sequitur. Passus est

identidem correctorum, etiam recentissimorum, manus ; sic

tamen, ut prior scriptura plerumque satis clare cognoscatur.

Ita spiritum reciproci avrov, quem antiquus calligraphus te-

nuem constantissime dederat, ineptissimus emendator saepe

in asperum mutavit, idemque iota, quod manus prima voca-

libus nunquam subscripserat, subinde adjecit. N efyeXxvir-

riKov frequenter addit librarius, sequente litera consonante, nee

id solum in fine sententiarum, verum etiam in oratione con-

texta. Multis etiam locis sequente vocali N istud omittit.

Nee ista temeraria, et optimis quibusque, etiam in prorso

sermone atque Attico, usitata esse, passim a viris doctis, ad

alios scriptores Graecos adnotatum est. Etiam in his plura



251

antiqua monumenta habent membrane nostra? sibi consen-

tientia, quod voculam ovtcos nonnunquam ante consonantem

exhibent, quodque compositas particulas plerumque dijun-

gunt. Ita scite ubique separant : oj t/;, <&s re, a>? avrcaq, Sm ti,

iva. ti, Ttapa. xPWZf et similia. Alibi tamen conglutinantur ab

eodem librario, ea qus nos hodie divellimus, ut ista : em-

Toavro, c!;apxtK, Ka.TafjMT0a.iov, xaTahovxav, xartSiav, xmaaapxa,

KUTOTOTtOvq, X. T. A.

Sed hffic atque his potiora, illis disputanda relinquimus

qui id sibi negotium sument, ut prsclarum hoc principalis

Bibliothecse xeifuiXiov cum Vulgatis Iibris rnajore cura con-

tendant, atque inde eruant, si quid publicis usibus profuturum

hinc colligi posse arbitrabuntur.

FIN' IS.
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[App. means Appendix, n. Note.]

Acta Sanctorum, (Junius',) referred to; p. 41. n. 29.—when

admissible as Historical Evidences; p. 97.

Adler, Professor, of Copenhagen—his " Biblische-Kritisch

Reise nach Rom," (Biblico -Critical Journey to

Rome) referred to, respecting a supposed Alcuin's

Bible ; p. 100. n. 102.—his discovery of the Reading

hpovv Bap/i/30av in a MS. (Matt, xxvii. 16, 17);

Appendix (E.) p. 221. n. 119.

Africana, or Fetus Itala, a Latin Version of the Bible, current

in Africa during the 1st and 2d centuries, not inva

riably quoted by Cyprian ; p. 36.—not a closed version,

like Luther's German; App. (D.) p. 213.

Alexandrine Version of the Bible, not free from Gramma

tical Solecisms; App. (C.) p. 208. n. 112.—quoted;

App.(F.) p. 223. n. 124.

Alcuin's Bible, said to be in the Vauxcelles Library ; but

the Book so called omits 1 John V. 7., which his Re

cension is said to have recognised as authentic ; p. 100.

n. 102.

Ajloqi—Heretics, who rejected the Gospel and Apocalypse

of St. John, and possibly also his Epistles ; p. 79.

Ambrose—his interpretation of 1 John V. 8. not mystical ;

p. 63.—says that the Arians expunged a clause from

John iii. 6 ; App. (D.) p. 218.

Andreas Cketensis, a Greek Author of the 6th century, al

ludes to 1 John V. 7. ; p. 105.

Antioch, Council of, (a.d. 273,) rejected the erroneous sense

of ofwovams ; p. 59. n. 50.

Apostolus, The, or Liturgy of the Greek Church.—The modern

Apostolus reads I John V. 7.—desirable to collate

MSS. of it—Apostolized Codices, what ?—valuable to

Critics; p. 85. & n. 84; p. 107.

Aquinas, Thomas—his Note on 1 John V. 8 ; p. 64. & n. *.
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Arians, The, acknowledged 1 John V. 7. authentic ; p. 62.

n. 54.

Athanasius disregarded the Edicts of Councils, and appealed

solely to Scripture ; p.71. n. 70.—not the author of the

Nicene Disputation ; p. 74.—nor of the Twenty Ques

tions ; n. 72.—supposed to be Author of the Dialogue

against the heretic Macedonius ; p. 75.—his ' Synopsis

Scripture' quoted; p. 236. n. 134.

Augustin, St. — his maxim " In rebus obscuris &c." ; p. 6.

—explained 1 John V. 8. mystically of the Trinity ;

p. 32. — manifestly alludes to 1 John V. 7 ; p. 33.

—his work against Maximin, probably written later

than the " Civitas Dei " ; p. 34. n. 24, 25.—his Com

mentary on the 1st Epistle of John does not extend

to 1 JohnV. 7; p. 35.

Ausonius, a Latin of the 4th century, alludes to 1 John

V. 7 ; pp. 77, 105.

Basil the Great—Maurop's panegyric on; p. 41 .—his festival

in the Greek Church Calendar; p. 45. n. 38.—Menaean

narrative of; p. 46.

Basileensis Codex, called by Wetstein Cod. 4. omits xai be

fore vSmp, in 1 John V. 8. ; p. 87.

Baumoarten.A. G.—his Metaphysica quoted; p. 122. n. 108.

Benedictines', Library of, at St. Casino, has a MS. Bible,

superscribed " Biblia ad recensionem S. Hieronymi " ;

p. 101. n.102.

Bernoulli, James, the great Calculator of Probabilities,

recognises Augustine's maxim *' In rebus obscuris &c."

—his own rule in similar cases ; pp. 6, 11 (& n. 7), 12.

Beza, Theodore.—his rendering of 1 John V. 7. in the Co

dex Guelpherbytanus D. ; p. 88.

Biblical Criticism advanced by the attack on 1 John V. 7 ;

p. 5.

Blanchini, Joseph, gives an engraving of the 1 John V. 7.

as found in a Codex of Cardinal Passionei ; p. 1 00.

n. 101.

Britannicos Codex has 1 John V. 7. ; p. 110.—not identical

with the Codex Montfortianus ; ditto, n.*.

Bruns, Professor, of Helmstadt—his hint to Investigators of

Manuscripts ; p. 43. n. 34.—his Fac-simile of 1 John

V. 7. from the Codex Montfortianus; p. 95. n. 98.
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Bryf.nne, John db, (Bryennius,) a Greek Monk of the 13th

century, quotes 1 John V. 7.—was an opposer of the

Latin Church—consulted Codices; p. 72.—omits the

v kou before v$<op in 1 John V. 8. ; p. 87.—asserts 1 John

V.7. to be the very words of the Apostle ; pp. 105,107.

Burgess, Dr. Thomas, (Bishop of Salisbury)—quotation from

his "Letter to the Clergy of St. David's" ; p. 78, n. *—

and " Selection of Tracts on 1 John V. 7.'' ; p. 95, n. *.

Calecas, Manuel, a Greek of the 14th century, quotes 1 John

V. 7. ; pp. 73, 105.

Cantabrigiensis Codex, reads « ow, Luke xii. 2.; App. (D.)

p. 216.

Carolus Calvus ; p. 101. n. 102.

Cassiodorus' Complex. Canon. Epist. alludes to 1 John V. 7. ;

p. 52. n. 45.

Castalio, Sebastian —his Version of 1 John V. 7. in the

Codex Guelpherbyt. D. ; p. 88.

Caution recommended in discussing the Controversy on 1 John

V. 7. ; p. 6.

Cave—his remark on the Philopatris of Lucian ; p. 76.

Charlemagne, in his Letter to Pope Leo, alludes to 1 John

V. 7. ; p. 52. n. 45.

Chrysostom, John—Maurop'sPanegyric on; p. 41.—Mensan

Narrative of; p. 46.

Cicero, M. T.—his remarkable quotation of a lost line in

Homer; analogous to lJohnV. 7; deserves critical

examination ; p. 16. n. 12.

Clemm, in his " Vollstandige Einleitung in die religion und

Gesammte Theologie," (Complete Introduction to Re

ligion and General Theology,) gives the Algebraic

Formula of proving the Doctrine of the Trinity;

App.(G.)n. 129.

Codex, Basileensis, p. 87.—Britannicus, p. 110, & n.*.—Can

tabrigiensis, App. (D.) p. 216.—Colbertinus, p. 43.—

Corsendoncensis, p. 98.—Guelpherbytanus, A. B. C,

p. 83. n. 80.—D., pp. 88, 1 10.—E., p. 231.—Havnien-

sis, App. (B.) p. 205.—Leicesterensis, p. 239.—Mont-

fortianus, pp. 89, 94, 110 & n. *. — Ottobonianus,

p. 110, n. *.—Ravianus, p. 94, 110.—Regius, p. 235.—

StephaniCodd., p. 89.—Ulm. Codd., p. 100, n. 101.—

(See under these heads respectively.)
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Colbertinus Codex, (No. 2493,) written by George, writer

of the " Martyrium Demetrii," and of Maurop's Pane

gyrics ; p. 43.

Complutensian Edition of the Bible—contains 1 John V. 7. ;

p. 94.—ably defended by Goezen of Hamburgh ; p. 95.

n. 96.—was printed from ancient Greek MSS.; p. 107.

—must not be impeached on mere suspicion, unsup

ported by historical evidence ; p. 109.

Corsendoncensis Codex—remarkable interpolation of a mar

ginal gloss into the Text of; p. 98.

Coteleiuus ad Apost. Constit. ; p. 17. n. 13.

Cunninghame, a German Author, opposes the doctrine of

Mysteries; pp.117, 122.

Cyprian, Tascius Gecilius, Bishop of Carthage early in the 3d

century—his quotation, " Tres viium sunt &c." taken

from 1 John V. 7. and not an allegorical application of

1 John V. 8. ; p. 21.—various extracts from his Works,

in proof; pp. 22, 23. n. 15, 16, 17.—extract from his

Letter to Jubaianus; p. 29. n. 21.—Cyprian under

stood Greek well ; p. 35.—would not be likely to

quote texts against the Heretics, which did not exist

in the Original Text ; p 36.—his testimony proves that

1 John V. 7. existed in Greek MSS. of the New Testa

ment of the 3d century ; p. 37.—uses the words " Three

are one," as words of Scripture designating the Holy

Trinity; pp. 106, 110.—often quotes different Latin

Versions of the same text ; therefore, did not slavishly

follow the Africana or Veins Itala Version—proofs

that he actually had the Greek Original before him,

though he quotes the text in Latin—occasionally

plays on the words in the original—varies from Ter-

tullian in his mode of quoting the same text—quotes

a clause of John iii. 6. not found in extant MSS. ;

App. (D.) pp.209—218.

C YRit.Presbyter ofAlexandria, quotes a clause (IThess.V. 21.)

not found in extant MSS. ; p. 17. h. 13.—accuses the

Heretics of having perverted Scripture; p. 69. n. 67.

AqXoxri;, appended to Codex Guelph. E. ; p. 242.

Dibascomenus, or Philopatris, a Dialogue so called—its

author possibly not Lucian the Sophist ; p. 75. n. 71.—

evidently took the phrase lv ra jpia from 1 John V. 7. ;

p. 76.—Criticism upon it—its author well acquainted

with Scripture, &c. &c. App. (F.) ; p. 222—227. (See

the Analysis of Contents of App. (F.)
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Difficulties and Objections, distinction between; pp.10—14.

Dionysius, Alexandrinus, proves that the First Epistle of

St. John is free from grammatical solecisms; App.(C.)

p. 208. n. 112.

Halicarnassensis, referred to by Heusinger; p. 244.

Dorotheus ; quoted, p. 242.

*Evaxri{, or Unity in the Trinity—Gregory Nazianzen's re

mark upon—asserted in 1 John V. 7.—that text mis

interpreted by Anti-Trinitarians ; App. (E.) p. 219.

Ehphanius de Haeres. ; quoted, p. 79. n. 78.

Erasmus, Desiderius, important services rendered by—gave

first occasion to the Controversy on 1 John V. 7.—

Restored that clause in his 3d Edition of the New

Testament ; p. 5.—his Latin Version of it in Codex

Guelph. D. ; p. 88.

Erpenius, his Edition of the Arabic Version; p. 8.

Euoenius, Archbishop of Cherson, his Criticism on 1 John

V. 7. ; p. 87, and App. (C.) p. 206.

Eusebian Canons, prefixed to the Codex Guelph. E. ;

p. 232.

Eusebius, his report that Pantsenus left the Gospel of St.

Matthew, in Hebrew, among the Indians; p. 13.—quotes

a clause in John iii. 6. not in any extant MSS. of the

New Testament ; App.(D.) p. 218.

Euthymius Zygabenus, a Constantinopulitan Monk of the

12th century, quotes 1 John V. 7. ; p. 74.—his Pano-

plia Dogmatica referred to; p. 105. n. 103.—asserts

that 1 John V. 7. are the very words of the Evangelist

St. John; p. 106.

Evagrius the Monk, Gregory Nazianzen's Address to—Could

not reconcile 1 John V. 7. to his ideas of the Godhead ;

App. (E.) ; p. 221.

Evidence in favour of the Authenticity of 1 John V. 7. stated

in Seven Propositions ; pp. 9, 10.

Fabricius, Cod. Apocryph. Nov. Testament.; p. 17. n. 13.

Facundus, Bishop of Carthage, denies that Cyprian quoted

1 John V. 7.—His denial shewn to be inconsistent with

Cyprian's own words ; p. 24—27.

Franco-Gallic, or Merovingian Characters, used in the

Latin Codex Guelph. (99 MS. Weisenb.) ; p. 99.

Fulbert, Bishop of Chartres, ' asserts that some Heretics

mutilated the First Epistle of St. John ; p.78. & n. 77.

s
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Fulgentics, Bishop of Ruspa—his remarks on Cyprian's

quotation " Hi tres unum sunt"—The word " confi-

tetur," which he uses, misunderstood by opponents of

1 John V. 7.—its right interpretation ; p. 26. & n. 18.—

he must have read 1 John V. 7. in his Greek New Tes

tament ; p. 29.—his work against the Arians, p. 29.

n. 19.—he usually quotes the testimony of antecedent

Orthodox Fathers ; ib. n. 20. — quotes a clause in

1 John IV. 3. not found in any extant MSS. ; p. 36.

n. 28.

George, the Writer of the Codex Colbertinus, also of Mau-

rop's Orations, and the " Martyrium Demetrii ;" p. 43.

the Monk, Writer of the Codex Guelph. C. ; p. 84.

Gerhard, J., his Essay " De tribus Testibus in Coelo,"

quoted ; p. 8. n. 6.

Gesner referred to ; App. (F.) p. 226.

Goezen, John Melchior, of Hamburgh—his Works in de

fence of the Complutensian Bible ; p. 95. n. 96.

< in auk, J. E., his " Spicilegium S. S. Patrum," referred to ;

App. (F.) p. 222. n. 122.

Gregory Nazianzen, Maurop's Panegyric on ; p.41.—Extract

from his 15th Discourse eis tov harepet &c. : occasion of

it explained; p. 42. &n.41.—his Festival in the Greek

Church Calendar; p. 45. n. 38. — Extracts from his

Works prove that he was acquainted with 1 John V. 7.

and actually quoted it as the words of that Evange

list; pp. 55, 58, 65, 71.—Never applies 1 John V. 8.

to the Trinity; p. 58.—Asserts the Homoousian doc

trine against the Anti-Trinitarians ; also dwells on

the (rvvapifffittaii, or Connumeration of the Divine Per

sons ; p. 59.—Does not quote the last clause of

1 John V. 8. ; p. 63.—Asserts that the Holy Ghost is

auvTCTay/xevov and aviapiOfj.ovfievov with Father and

Son; pp. 65, 67.—his argument against the Sabellians

and Nestorians; p. 69.—Remarkable passage from

one of his Hymns; p. 70.—Replies to the grammatical

objection against 1 John V. 7. ; App. (C.)—p. 208.

Extracts from his Works, and his Address toEvagrius;

App. (E.) p. 219—221.

Hassel, Rev. Mr. ; p. 243.

Havniensis Codex ; App. (B.) p. 205.

Hellenisms—none in St. John's First Epistle ; App. (C.)

p. 208. n.112.

Hencken, Dr., Editor of " Annales Literariae ;" p.43. n. 34.
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Hensler, his " Specimen Codd. N. T. Greecorum qui Havnice

in Biblioth. Reg. adservantur," quoted ; App. (B.)

p. 205. n. 109.

Herodian, the Historian—his silence respecting the Chris

tians—how to be rightly interpreted; p. 15, 16.

Herodotus makes no mention of the Romans; p. 15.

Heusinger, Rector of the High School at Wolfenbiittle—his

Description of the Codex Guelph. £., with Extracts

from that Essay ; p. 231, 243—251.

Hinckmar asserts that the Heretics expunged certain passages

of Scripture; p. 78. n.76.

Hoffmann's Lexicon referred to ; p. 46. n.*.

Ignatius, his testimony to the existence of the Apostolic

Autographs in his time ; p. 11.

Itala Vetus, the Latin Version so called.—(See Africana.)

Jerome, St. understood Greek; p. 31.—the Prologue to the

Canonical Epistles (ascribed to him) certainly existed

in the 7 th century—How far its testimony available

—Asserts that the Heretics expunged 1 John V. 7.;

p. 95, 96.—His Recension of the Bible supposed to

exists in the Library of the Benedictines at St. Casino;

p. 101. n. 102.—See also App. (D.) p. 212. n. 117.

Josephus, Flavius, his testimony to the existence of Jesus

Christ; p. 14. n. 11.

Julian, the Apostate Emperor—See the Criticism on the

Didascomenus ; App. (F.) p. 222—227.

Junius.—(See Acta Sanctorum.)

Justin Martyr, his Dialogue with Tryphon the Jew, re

ferred to ; p. 14.

Kalendar of the Festivals in the Greek Church—In Cod.

Guelph. E. p. 243.

Ke<pa\aia.—lb. ib.

Knittel, Francis Anthonv, his " New Criticisms on Jo-

sephus's Testimony to Christ ; " p. 14. n. 11. — his

" Beytrage zur Kritik &c."—(Contributions to Criti

cism on the Apocalypse of St. John) ; p. 55, n. 47. his

Ulphilas. (See Ulphilas.)

Kuster, referred to by Heusinger, p. 250.

Lambeccius, his Comment. " de Biblioth. Caesar." referred to ;

pp. 41, 44, 237.

Laodicea, Council of, its 60th Canon investigated by Spittler ;

p. 6. n. 1.
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Lateran, the Council of— 1 JohnV. 7. quoted at ; pp.73, 105.

Latin Version, the Ancient Ante-Hieronymian ; p. 9.

Leicesterensis Codex, remarkable Reading in Luke XI. 11. ;

p. 239.

Leo the Great, Pope, his explanation of 1 John V. 8 ; p. 63.

Less, Dr. his Work on the Truth of Christianity; p. 118.

n. 107.

Liban:us, referred to ; App. (F.) p. 226.

Lucian, the Sophist; p. 75. n. 71.—(See Didascomenus.)

Luther, Dr. Martin, omitted 1 John V. 7. in his Editions

of his German New Testament ; pp. 2, 4.—but evi

dently recognised its authenticity before his death, and

must therefore have seen it in Greek MSS.—His two

Commentaries on First Epistle of St. John ;—when

respectively published, and by whom—extracts from

the Second ; pp. 91,94, and notes 90—95—inserted

the tv tij ytj in 1 John V. 8. in his last Edition of his

German N. T. p. 78. n. 73.—(See Analysis of Con

tents.)

Marsh's, Bishop, Translation of Michaelis ; p. 7. n. 4.

Materials of Inquiry into the Authenticity of 1 John V. not

exhausted ; pp. 5, 6.

Mattrki, Dr. J. F., of Moscow, his Edition of the Seven

Catholic Epistles; p.105. n. 103, and App. (C.) p. 206.

Matthew, St., Gospel of, supposed to have been written in

Hebrew ; pp. 13, 234.

Maurop, John, Archbishop of Euchania in the 11th cen

tury—his Oration on Gregory Nazianzen, Basil, &c.

proves him acquainted with 1 JohnV. 7. ; pp. 41, 54.

—was well acquainted with Gregory's Works on the

Trinity, and coincided with him in opinion on that

subject; pp. 72, 74, 105, 125.—(See Analysis ofCon

tents.)

Maximin, the Arian.—(See Augustin.)

Maximus, the Confessor, in the 7th century, Author of the

Nicene Disputation—quotes 1 John V. 7. ; p. 74.—

uses the words to iv as Origen does ; p. 77.

Men«a (Gr. Mqvoua)—what ? p. 46. n.

Michaelis, his statement of the ground of the Controversy

upon 1 John V. 7. ; pp. 7. 11, n. 8 .referred to ; p. 95.

Mill asserts that no Greek Father uses 1 John V. 8. of the

Trinity; p. 94.—His New Testament referred to;

p. 128, 232.
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Montfaucon, his PaieBographia referred to ; pp. 43, 44.

Montfortianus, Codex, agrees with Codex Guelph. D. as to

the number of aTtyoi in 1 John; p. 89.—contains the

verse 1 John V. 7.—specimen of it ; p. 94 ; n. 98.—

agrees with Codex Guelph. E. in Mark xiv. 58 ; p.240.

Moses, Author of the Pentateuch ; pp. 10, 11.

Mysteries, Brief Philosophy of, in 25 Propositions, by F. A.

Knittel; pp. 117—123.

Neumann, Dr. G., published Luther's First Commentary on

1 John; p. 91.

Newcome, Archbishop, sent a Specimen of 1 John V. 7. in the

Codex Montfortianus to Professor Bruns of Helm-

stadt ; p. 95. n. 98.

Nicomachus Gerasenus, referred to in the Didascomenus ;

p. 76. App. (F.) p. 224.

Nomocanon, the Greek—the Author of it lived in the 8th

century, and refers to 1 John V. 7. ; pp. 74, 105.

Objections to 1 John V. 7 ; pp. 1, 2.

GScumenius' Commentary referred to ; p. 83.

'O/uoAoyij/ua, or Universal Agreement of Ancient Fathers in

the Authenticity of 1 John V. 7. ; p. 108.

'Opoovotos, erroneously interpreted by the Anti-Trinitarians ;

p. 59. n. 50.

Origen—an ancient Scholium of his quoted ; p. 52. n. 45.—

the first Greek who has quoted 1 John V. 8.; p. 63.

n. 56.—His Scholium on Psalm cxxii. 3. proves he

was acquainted with 1 John V. 7. ; p. 77.

Ottobonianus Codex, discovered by Professor Scholz, con

tains 1 John V. 7. ; p. 110, n. *.

Pant.enus, said to have left the Gospel of St. Matthew, in

Hebrew, with the Indians ; p. 13.

Passionei, Cardinal—a Latin Codex of his, containing 1 John

V. 7, referred to; p. 100. n. 101.

Phosbadius, a Latin of the 4th century, quotes 1 John V. 7. ;

p. 105.

Philopatris, The.—(See Didascomenus.)

Photius' Epistles referred to ; p. 68. n. 64.

Rambach, of Halle, translated Luther's Second Commentary

on 1 John, into German ; p. 92.

Ravianus Codex contains 1 John V. 7. ; pp. 94, 110.

Reasons suggested by the Opponents of 1 John V. 7. for dis

pensing with that verse ; pp. 2, 3.—Answered; pp. 3,4.
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Regius Codex, No. 2247, does not contain tv tij yp, in 1 John

V. 8., though Simon asserts that it does ; p. 78, n. *.

referred to p. 107. n. 104.

Codex, No. 2863, referred to; App. (D.) p.233. n.132.

Sai.masius "deTransubstantiatione" referred to; p.232.n.l31.

Scaliger Joseph, his maxim " Nescire velle &c." ; p. 116.

Scholz, Professor, his " Biblische Kritische Reise " referred

to—discovered the Codex Ottobonianus, containing

UohnV. 7.; p. 110. n.

Simon, Richard, his " Histoire Critique du Nouveau Testa

ment " referred to; p. 78, n. 73.—Remarks on Quota

tions ofScripture in Latin by Greek Fathers ; App. (D )

p. 210.

Sirmium, Council of, (a. d. 350)—Bishops then present almost

all Arians ; p. 114. & u. *.

Socrates, the Ecclesiastical Historian, asserts that some

persons used to mutilate St. John's First Epistle ;

p. 78. n. 75.

Spittler, his Inquiry into the 60th Canon of the Council of

Laodicea, referred to ; p. 6. n. 1.

Sprenger, Jacob, alias Probst, wrote down Luther's First

Commentary on 1 John ; p. 91.

Stephens, Henry, referred to by Heusinger; p. 246.

Codices used by ; p. 89.

Suicer's Thesaurus Eccles. referred to ; p.17. n.13; p. 50. n.*.

p. 232. n. 131.

2vvapi0/j.eofiai—explained ; p.66.—(See Gregory Nazianzen.)

2w«Pt0w<ris—See ib. ; and App. (E.) p. 219. & (G.) p. 228.

Syriac Version contains the 1 («<) in 1 JohnV. 8.5 p. 8. n. 6.

—its (Latin) rendering of 1 John V. 7. in the Codex

Guelph. D. ; p. 88.—(See also p. 107. n. 104.)

Tertullian recommends the consulting the Original Greek

Text of the New Testament ; p. 35.—uses the phrase

" Three are One," in allusion to 1 John V. 7. ;

pp. 105, 110.—quotes Latin Versions of Texts dif

ferent from those that Cyrian quotes; App. (D.) p. 215.

Thecla, the Martyrology of, referred to ; App. (F.) p. 224. &

n. 122.

Theodorite, Bishop in the 5th century, alludes to 1 John

V. 7.—Extract from his Dialogue against Macedonius

the Heretic ; p. 69. n. 66 ; pp. 75, 105.

Theorists, Modern, frequently built their triumph over an

cient truth upon imaginary difficulties ; p. 13.

Theophylact referred to ; p. 234.
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Typicum, (Tt/wixos), the Greek Liturgy so called ; p. 234.

Ulm, Latin Codices at, their reading of 1 John V. 7. j p. 100.

n. 101.

Uncial or Capital Letters, occasionally the cause of Various

Readings ; p. 87. n. 86 ; p. 239.

Ulphilas' Gothic Version of the Gospels referred to; p. 37.

n. 28 ; p. 87. n. 86; p. 242. n. 137.—(See Knittel.)

Ursacians, of the 18th century ; p. 114.

Ursacius ; ib. note *.

Valens ; ib. ib.

Valentines, of the 18th century ; p. 114.

Vatablus' Latin Version of 1 John V. 7., in Codex Guelph. D. ;

p. 88.

Vauxcelles Library; p. 100. n. 101.—(See Alcuin.)

Vitulus Sigfridus, Writer of a Latin Codex Guelph. ; p. 99.

Vulgate Version, its Reading of 1 John V. 7. in Codex

Guelph. D. ; p. 88.—Many ancient MSS. of it con

tain 1 John V. 7.—few after the 10th century omit it;

p. 107.

Walch, Dr., of Gottingen, Editor of Luther's entire Works ;

p. 92. &n. 90.

Wetstein, J. J., his New Testament referred to ; p. 55. n. 47.

—his Note on the word iptt/xov, in Matt. iv. 1 . ; p. 235.

Winkler, Preacher at Halle, strangled ; p. 92. n. 94.

Zyoabenus Euthymius.—(See Euthymius.)
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