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PREFACE

TO TUE

INTRODUCTION TO THE NEW TESTAMENT.

Tms volume consists of three parts, which may be con-
sidered separately.

The first is an Introduction to the Teztual Criticism and
Study of the New Testament : for this I am wholly respon-
sible; for, with the exception of portions cited expressly
from the Rev. T. H. Horne, it has been entirely preparcd
for this volume. It would, indeed, have been easy to have
taken the material already existing on the subject of the
MSS., versions, &c. &c., of the New Testament, as written by
Mr. Horne, and to have enlarged it by a few additions, and
to have introduced the mention of newly-discovered MSS. in
a similar manner ; two reasons, however, especially weighed
with me in giving to this portion of the volume its present
form.

Textual Criticism has been my especial study in con-
ncction with the Greek New Testament for many years;
and thus it appeared to be right to treat the topics more
independently than I could have done, had I sought to act
merely as an editor and annotator; for when any scholar
has been an investigator in any department of study, it is
only natural that he should be in some mecasure especially

qualified for speaking for himself, and communicating the
YOL, 1V, /é/, 73 il
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results of his studies to others. And this leads me to the
second of the reasons referred to above.
In examining the whole subject of Textual Criticism, and
in obtaining an acquaintance with the sources of evidence
(MSS,, versions, and early citations), not a little has accumu-
lated on my hands, which is certainly not accessible to all
Biblical scholars; and although others have freely used and
have published without hinderance much that has been col-
Jected by me, yet all this has formed a part of what I have
long thought might be profitably published at some future
day, as & contribution to the accurate knowledge of New
Testament criticism. These things, then, being 0, 1 was

glad to have the opportunity of thus making some present
so that they may be avail-

use of the results of my studies,
able for the benefit of others. I have thus, in speaking ot

MSS., versions, the History of the Text, and some other
topics, given at least an outline of my own investigations on
these subjects. A hint was communi
yolume was passing thro

been unduly extended ; but as
me in considering that too much com

viit

part be injudicious, no
was omitted. It mus
on the sources of criticism man

cated than entered into in detail ;

been given to direct the student in learning for himself.

To me it is & satisfaction to h

far on these subjects, though

possible to have entered nore minutel

characteristics of the ancient

and to have di
ol this volume, and one which app

#» « Apn Account of the Printed T

Remarks on its Revision upon Critical Principles.” Bagster : 155t

cated to me while the . §
ugh the press, that this portion had
the publishers coincided with B
pression would in that &
portion of what had been written
t be understood, however, that even ;
y subjects are rather indi- |
enough, however, has §

ave been able to speak thus ]
I might wish that it had been §
y into the internal
MSS., and the several versions,f

scussed fully the patristic citations. But]
eared not long ago ™,

oxt of the Greek New Testament, with -
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may suffice for the present for communicating to others tl
results of my own studies, which have b:.en ca,rr?rsl .
through many long years. I ought, perhaps, to add l:}i to'n'
I am ever able to exhibit fully the results c;f m st,ud'a 'lt
t]u.s department of Biblical learning in a con};binedlezrxlzl1
;1emted1 form, I can see no I')rospect of its being possible for
veral years at least, a period which appears doubl
tain to those who consider the instability of all mund};rlxl(:mel;i
human things. The indefiniteness of any such prospect r aln
me al% the more glad that I have been able to put tll)le n:'{es
of this volume, which relates to Textual Criticism igt? X 1_°n
prese.nt definite form. I may rightly add, that ir,x th'o :]ts
termination, and in the manner in which if: has been ls' o
?rut, I have had the satisfaction of the approval of th(;ml:u:rd
Sh.ogc.l II;I:rlr)st.‘n IF onl?r require;, in stating this, that it'
e in mind that for all critical opinions ex-
pressed, I alone am responsible. )
'When I remember how differently some now regard
‘critical principles to what was the case comparativel D:r
years ago, I cannot do other than feel thankful that ry ?W
should so far have been attained. Twenty years ago Ss_“ .
were not so regarded in this country as is the cai atnngs
sent; the principle of recurrence to the earliest and ll))re‘
aut-horities is one in which many have now acquiesced ; es(;i
while continued efforts, made both in private and )iﬂ?lr'l
have been thus far of use, the original authoritics havle b o
at the same time re-examined ; MSS. have been more a o
l‘a.tely collated ; the texts of many have been publishe 1001;]-
'Fxschen'dorf ; the ancient versions have beén more zcxccu.}j
:Iate‘ly mve:stxgated, and the patristic citations have been
1ore Stl?dled. Thus there has been in the last twenty
Z{c‘%atrlieafsn:ultallecfus apprehension of critical pl'inciples‘, alis‘
el Oﬂc s to.wlnch they may be applied. I believe that 1
¢ occasion to say more as to the first part of this
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lI‘o nany now the investigations of suely forcigners as Liel,

- horn and Michacli i -

lis secm things almost unknown ; and such

C s i
... Seem unconscious that we ever had Biblical scholars in our

change of the tone of thought as to many critical points : own country. To such the names of Lardner and othe
amongst Cliristian scholars in this country, to effect which - are unfamiliar, and their works are ahnost or quit .
my cfforts have been constantly directed for more than :v{f kPown. I am therefore glad that such citations i‘lem ¥ ‘1'“‘
twenty years, and that not without some success. I given by Mr. Horne, and I hope that they ma bamtldS
The second portion of this volume eonsists of Introductions - means of directing some students to the works of ti)lros ¥ 1le
to the respective books of the New Testament. And here I - lived before the present generation. Had there noteljv?o
am not author, but simply editor. Here I felt that I stood ~such an ignoring of what others have done lono %- em{
on very different ground from that which I had occupied such obliviousness as to their works, we should ;o‘t‘:g’ cim(
with regard to the Textual portion of the volume. I had ‘many new discoveries made as to points long ago i iy S.O
not so much to consider how I should have treated the gated and known. It is the part of wisdomO f:):r “]Velsﬂ-
subjects, as what addition might be needful, in consequence | © TOW to combine all that is #rue in recent rese:u'ch ‘:;11031'5
of modern research, to what the Rev. T. H. Horne had him- } - ascertained facts of earlier inquiry. e
self stated. It was not for me to pull down one edifice in It is true that many of the objections raised amains
order to erect another in its stead; to do this for the merc | -‘i~;“.books of the New Testament, which were noti::eggull)St e
sake of change, would be like removing an old manor house Horne, belong, in the Jorm stated, to a past generati ony- 11\)11;
) ?

to make room for a trim Italian villa.

But as editor I have used my liberty: as to those books
of the New Testament, the authority, &c., of which has
been specially disputed, I have added what appeared to me
necessary ; 1 have removed what seemed doubtful, or what
has not borne the test of close examination, and I have :
songht that the evidence in favour of the respective books
of the sacred volume may be sufficient for the purpose of
the general student.

Some would have wished that the quotations of earlier
writers given by Mr. Horne should be omitted; to do this
in general was, however, equally opposed to my judgment
and inclination ; for there are few things to which it is now
more needful to direct the attention of young Biblical stu-
dents than that there were Biblical scholars before those
who have lived and written during the last thirty years.

volume, the contents of which may speak for themselves.
No onc will, T believe, consider that I have given undue
prominence to my own investigations, who is aware of the

me, even thoug

h it is now

subject all testimony to the
Inciple, or to the subjective

Ob.I hflve not gone out of my way to state these forms of
: Jection ; they vary continually, and their shapes change
8 often as that of the clouds which flit across the sky DIf
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1 know on the evidence of my senses that the sun is there,
the varying kinds and consistencies of cloud and mist that
obscure his brightness do nothing to efface from my mind
that known fact. Had objection assumed some one definite
ground of argument, I might have well noticed it; but
absolute evidence, if apprehended, is sufficient to answer
the subjective notions which are put in competition
against it.

On some occasions, and for certain students, it is well, no
doubt, to meet and refute sceptical theories, and to discuss
objections and difficulties one by one: but this is not the
only thing to which Introductions to the New Testament
books should be devoted. A young student may well receive
the impression (if this be the prominent and principal thing)
that all that can be said about the New Testament is to
show in how many ways it may be assailed, and how clever
the men must be who use such ingenuity in raising ob-
jections. In this way a tendency may be communicated to
the mind of the student, from too great prominence being
given to forms. of objection, which is hardly ever eradicated ;
just as the specimens of false spelling in Lindley Murray’s
exercises have often so familiarised the eyes of children with
what is incorrect, that they never quite overcome the effects
of that most injudicious mode of teaching orthography.
The result produced is just the contrary of that which was
intended.

All facts and arguments stated by Mr. Horne are retained
with due prominence. It was not my business as editor to
interfere with these, even though my own opinion is freely v
added where needful. ~ (3

The third part, or Blbhographlcal Appendix, contains such
portions of Mr. Horne’s List as relate to the Scriptures in
the original languages and in the ancient versions, with such
additions as appeared to me to be necessary. Some of thesc

f | gt
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are old works; but the greater part are such as have ap-
peared in the last ten years.

In conclusion, let me remind all students and readers
that the New Testament is not given us as that on which
our intellectnal faculties simply are to be cxercised, but as
the revelation of God, inspired by the Holy Ghost, to teach
the way of salvation through faith in Christ crucified.

S. PRIDEAUX TREGELLES.

Plymouth, September 18, 1856.



ADDENDA AND CORRIGENDA.

ON THE

FEDUS CUM GRZECIS AND THE FLORENTINE COUNCIL.

Ix p. 108. the correspondence between Erasmus and Sepulveds is re-
forred to in connection with the question whether Greek MSS. wero
ordered by the Florentine Council to be corrected by the Latin. But ag,
in the collected works of Erasmus, but little of the correspondence between
him and Sepulveda is given, some points are left in obscurity.

Since, however, the -passage above mentioned was printed, the works of
Sepulveda ! have been ndded to my study, and there the letters are given
which are omitted amongst those of Erasmus. My oversight of these
letters ill now will not be harshly judged by those who remember thag
the same had been committed by those who wrote before me on this subject,
and who observe that I myself have drawn attention to my former omission,

The first of these letters (vol. iii. p. 77.) is from Sepulveda to Erasmus,
dated April 1. 1532, in which he speaks of the annotations of Stunica. To
this Ergsmus replied (p. 78.), on the morrow of the Assumption of the
Virgin in the same year. The third letter in the series is from Sepulveda
to Erasmus, dated the Ides of October, also in 1532,

The fourth (p. 81.) is that from Sepulveds to Erasmus, dated Nov. I.
1533, which is noticed in this volume (p. 108.), as not existing amongst the
letters of Erasmus any more than his reply. In it Sepulveda thus mentions
the Vatican MS.: ¢ Scito exemplaria Grmca, qua tu secutus es in Novo
Testamento, plerisque mendis esse depravata, jam singulis verbis, jam solidis
orationibug sublatis, aut vicissim redundantibus. Quod factum esse reor
culpa librariorum, quibus errandi occasionem prmbuerint scholia quadam
importune ut sepe solet, a quibusdam studiosis in librorum marginibus
ascripta.  Itaque id malum, semel per errorem 4 nonnullis admissum,
tam late, ut video, permanavit, ut non solum excusi omnes libri cum cis
erratis circumferantur, sed quedsm etinm manuscripta exemplaria ab his
mendis non abhorreant. Quo minus debet mirum videri cuipiam, te dum

“Jommis Gencesii SepuLvepz Cordubensis Opera, cum cdita tum incdita.  Accurante
Tegin Mistorie Academia, Matriti, 1780, 4 vols. 4to.
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cecos sequeris, ad easdem salebras offendisse.  Fst enim Grecum exemplar
antiquissimum in Bibliotheca Vaticana, in quo diligentissime et accuratis-
sime litteris majusculis conscriptum utrumque Testamentum continetur longe
diversum a vulgatis exemplaribus. Mihi enim cum ab Stunica fuissem
admonitus, rem perspicere, et librog conferre cure fuit. IHoc autem
exemplar omniam esse emendatissimum, cum ¢jus antiquitas declarat, et
libravii diligentia, tum quod multum convenit cum vetere nostra transla-
tione, quze dubitari non debet, quin ex emendatissimo quoque exemplari
conversa, et tradita nobis sit a majoribus. Cum igitur ad illins exemplaris
fidem et quasi normam ceteri libri sint emendandi ac dirigendi, quid opus
facto sit, ipse considerabis: sic enim habeto, raro vulgatam Groecorum
editionem & veteri translatione nostra discrepare, discrepat autem, ut nosti
szpissime, ut a Vaticano illo exemplari non dissentiat. Ac ne teneam,
trecentis sexaginta quinque locis scripturm diversitatem adnotavimus.”

The list of the 365 places is not given in the printed letter.

To this letter Erasmus replied by one dated February 17. 1534, in wlnch
he says: “ Quod scribis de Codice Greco, quem nactus es in Bibliotheca
Pontificia tantopere cum Vulgata editione consentiente, vide ne inanem
operam sumas. Constat enim, cum Gremei feedus inirent cum Ecolesia
Romana, quemadmodum testatur Bulla, quee dicitur Aurea, hoc quoque
fuisse comprehensum in articulis, ut Grmcorum codices, preesertim Evan-
gelici, ad Romanam lectionem emendarentur, et in similes codices ipse inci-
deram, cum primum ederem Novum Testamentum., Quare ex isto codice
nihil est, quod possis judicare. Sed Grmcorum lectio petenda est ex
Grmcis auctoribus, Athanasio, Basilio, Origene, Chrysostomo, Nazianzeno,
Cyrillo.”

1t is part of the reply of Sepulveda to this letter which I have given in
p- 108.1, in which he shows that the Bulla Aureahad contained no such
clause, and that no decree of the Florentine Council could apply to an
ancient MS. like the Codex Vaticanus.

In Erasmus’s answer to Sepulveda, “V.Non. Jun. 1534,” he says:
“Quod adducis Pontificie Bibliotheces auctoritatem, acciperem; nisi
exemplar, quod secutus est Franciscus Ximenius Hispan, Card. missum
esset ex Pontificis Bibliotheca tamquam germanum. Atqui hoe fere con-
venit cum exemplaribus meis. Bullam auream nec ipse vidi. Cutbertus
Episcopus Dulmensis vir apprime doctus mihi narravit cui credidi. De cor-
rectione codicum non dixit esse in bulla, sed aiebat idem mutationem
Graxcorum Codicum esse factam. Vidi et ipse codicem Evangeliorum ex
Bibliotheca Capnionis [1 Evangeliorum, &ec.], qui per omnia consentiebat
nostre editioni Latinz, verum is erat recentior.”

This information which Erasmus received must have been when le

! But therc are some verbal variations between that in Erasmus’s works and that in
Sepulveda. Thug, “nam quomodo poterant” in Erasmus, is “ quomodo enim poterant
in Sepulveda; “ a sciolis scholin smpe cum scripturis confundentibus” in one, is “ parum
doctis scholin sepe cuin seriptura confundentibus;” and the date in Bepulveda is according
to the Romun Calendar, “ X, Kal, Jan.” Thus casily did various readings arise.
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wrote his annotations for his third edition. Thus, then, originated the notion
of the Fadus cum Grecis in an incorrect casual remark of Cuthbert
Tonstall, Bizhop of Durham; and this hint thus thrown out las haunted
the domain of criticism like a phantom, so that after three hundred thirty
and three years it still seems to possess a vitality which would not have
been possible if the correspondence between Sepulveda and Erasmus had
been rightly attended to.

P. 138. line 28, read, ** The first and third of these editions have at the
end tables of the variations;” for it seems that this table is not rightly
added to the second: the titles and contents of them, however, are much
confused.

P. 160. foot-note. It should be mentioned that the writer has now
ascertained that it was not from beneath the Mosque of Omar at Jerusalem
that the fragment of the Pentateuch came, but from beneath the Mosque of
Amrou at Cairo. The error arose from a confusion of the two names.

P. 296, &c. To the Thebaic fragments mentioned, there should be
added that in Zoega's * Cutalogus Codicum Copticorum Manuseriptorum
qui in Dluseo Borgiano Velitris adservantur,” some fragments of the Apo-
calypse are printed; also there are Thebaic fragmnents introduced into the
Bgyptian Grammar of Tukius.

The work of Zoega also shows that there exists another fragment of I’
of the Gospels, not edited or collated, containing part of St. Luke’s Gospel
in Greek and Thebaic; and that this or some other Thebaic copy does
eontain Luke xxii. 42, 43. commonly said to be absent from that version.
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INTRODUCTION

TO

THE HOLY SCRIPTURES.

INTRODUCTION TO THE TEXTUAL CRITICISM AND STUDY OF THE
NEW TESTAMENT.

CHAPTER L

THE OBJECTS PROPOSED IN AN INTRODUCTION TO TEXTUAL CRITICISM
AND STUDY,

A pisTINCT apprehension of the object proposed in any study is a
needful preliminary: the definition of terme having been at first
made once for all, may render it not necessary to enter into repeated
explanations, and may save the trouble of frequently notifying the
limitations of the subject under discussion, which may be sufficiently
guarded by the broad principles laid down at first.

By Textual Criticism it is, then, intended to denote all that
relates to the condition of the text of the Greek Testament; to its
history during the eighteen centuries through which it has been
transmitted to us; to the sources of critical revigion which we possess;
to the mode in which those sources have been applied, whether
wholly or partially, by various editors; and the means by which
the Biblical student may use his own judgment with regard to the
transmitted sources of criticism, and to their application either to the
sacred text at large or to individual passages.

As a general definition, Textual Criticism may be stated to be
that species of criticism which has to do with the ascertainment, as
far as'is practicable, of what it was that the writer of any ancient
work actually wrote. The subjects with which a treatise on Textual

riticism is occupied, are those which relate to the communication
of such information as shall cnable the student to apprehend the
Principles on which textual evidence may be applied, and the form
In which such evidence may be obtained. Many, indced, there are
Who study the Bible, and who know its value, as conveying to them the

revelation of the trath of Grod, who never would find it practicable
VO{... 1v. B
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2 Textual Criticism.

for them to be investigators for themselves in the region of Textug]
Criticism ; but that does not cause the subject to be to them devoig
of interest, or (if they view it aright) of profit. For if they use the
opportunities of study which are afforded them, they may be enabled,
though never aspiring to the rank of critios themselves, to under-
stand intelligently, and to use discriminately, those processes and
results of critical study which others may bring before them. They
may, by a very moderate exercise of diligence, be saved from either
avoiding the subject altogether, as though it were involved to them
in hopeless obscurity, or from simply adhering to the results which
some real or supposed scholar may have brought forward.

There are, indeed, those who regard textual critics as thongh
the.r object was to affirm dogmatically that the reading of passages
is such, and that this ought to be received on their assertion; and
who suppose that eritical studies are singularly barren of profitable
results. This misapprehension is a fact, however strange it may
scem to those who are better informed.! And hence it is of import-
ance to give, if possible, a more accurate and discriminating idea of
what this department of criticism proposes. To take a simple illus-
tration: in judicial proceedings in this country the jury are those
whose business it is to weigh the evidence which may be produced,
aud to form if possible an accurate and discriminating conclusion.
This is not the peculiar prerogative of a few official persons; but it
is the function of those who are simply jurors. And it is in such a
place that considerate Christian readers and students of Holy Serip-
ture are placed. But the jury must decide according to evidence;
and so, too, must those who are so intimately connected with the
results of Textual Criticism. Now, in judicial inquiries the jury
themselves may be very incompetent to collect the evidence, and to
bring into prominent view the leading features, to show how the
different portions are connected, and how link after link conducts
to a certain end; and yet practically it is taken for granted that
these things can be pointed out to them intelligibly by those who
are competent, and that they may thus form a correct conclusion.
Be it observed that this conclusion does mnot depend upon what
any authority says that the evidence proves, but it springs from
that which is either plain on the face, or which is shown to the
jury to be the natural or necessary result. In this, as well as in

many other processes of reasoning, moral as well as mathematical,
the correctness of the conclusion flows forth by a kind of necessary :

inference.

v
*
¥

Now the real object of Textual Criticism is to enable the student =

or reader to form such a judgment as in the judicial proceeding?

referred to is the province of the jury. It is not to lead to blind
acquiescence in the dictum of some one of admitted learning and ¢~

abilities; but it is to lead to an intelligent apprehension why he has

! Had not this been g fact, we should not hem the complaints of the proceedings of

textual critics which too often appear, especinlly i» relig.ons periodicals. The name o r

textual critic is not rightly applied to him who s.eks, by mere dogmatism, to requir®
others to adopt Ais view of the reanding of a passage.
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arrived at such and such results, and on what evidence the results are
supposed to be justified.

Tt 13 true, indeed, that the textual critic must state his conclusions ;
he cannot leave them to the reader: but still this does not at all in-
validate the supposed judicial illustration, for the critic himself is one
of those concerned in drawing the needful conclusion; fe has an
interest in it as well as the students of Scripture who may use the
results of his labour; and thus his having arranged (it may even be,
having himself collected) and marshalled the evidence, can by no
means preclude him from doing his part towards drawing a conclu-
gion, But no one would be truly acting the part of a textual critic
who did not think that he had so defined principles, and so stated the
evidence, as to vindicate the conclusion at which he had arrived, at
least in the cstimation of competent scholars, who understood and
admitted the principles, and who felt the cogency and congruence of
the evidence.

It is only a thorough and entire misapprehension of what Textual

- Criticism proposes,‘trxat could lead any to regard it as being in its
true application at all connected with peremptory and dictatorial
assertion, that such is the text of Scripture because a certain scholar
judges it so to be.

There may be, indeed, cases in which the student finds difficulty
in understanding how certain critical conclusions can legitimately
follow the principles laid down and the evidence adduced. But even
in such cases it is.well for him to remember, that one who is
thoroughly conversant with a subject may see at once the links of
evidence which are not obvious to the unpractised eye; and thus,
perhaps, the want of connection may be only a misapprehension on
the part of the inquirer; or it may be that the critic has failed not
in the result, but in distinctly stating the processes of thought
leading to that result; or the case may be one of the very many
in which minds imperfect in their constitution as ours are, fail in
seeing alike the inference which ought to follow from certain given
Premises.

But if any person has shown himself to be correct in the enun-
ciation of principles, competent and accurate in marshalling evidence,
and very frequently convincing and satisfactory as to the conclusions
at which he arrives, —it then at least behoves every modest student
to examine with full attention, and also with some measure of
respect, those conclusions which may at first appear doubtful. On
further inquiry they may be found to be not merely uncertain, but
ahsolutely erroneous; but this conclusion should be formed not on a
mere superficial survey, but on such a full inquiry as is demanded
by the importance of the subject.

These remarks may serve to meet the mistake which is still
repeated, that the object of Textual Criticism is to lead to an
dcquiescence in the conclusions of certain critics ; instead of being
(what it really is) that which has to do with causing the student to
Dossess a competent knowledge of the subject for himself, so that ke

may test and exanine the conclusions of critics: and if he shouid
B 2



4 Textnal Criticism.

receive them, that he may know why, and if his mind arrive at dif.
ferent results, that he may equally apprchend the grounds for so
doing.

The subjects for study in the department of Textual Criticism ave
pretty extensive; the intention of an ¢ Introduction” is to indicate
these in part, and to point out the sources from which fuller in-
formation may be obtained ; and to communicate on other portions of
the subject information as full as may appear requisite. If it he
thought that in directing to other sources for part of the information,
a responsibility is avoided which ought to have been met, it must he
remembered that many of these departments of learning belong to

what might be called the preliminary education of him who enters
on Biblical Criticism. Thus, it is not a part of such an introduction

to give instruction in the language in which Holy Scripture has been
communicated to us; nor does it belong to this department of
Biblical learning to discuss the history, authority, contents, or

doctrines of the sacred books: these subjects may be referred to

incidentally ; they may often require to be assumed as things pre-
viously known; but kere their minute discussion would be thoroughly
out of place.

Let not this be misunderstood: no one who is unacquainted with
the spirit and nature of an ancient writing can be fully competent

to enter upon its Textual Criticism, and especially true is that with '
regard to Holy Scripture; but this is a mental and moral prerequisite

for the critic, a qualification which he needs in order rightly to
enter on the subject atall. It has to do with him subjectively rather
than with Biblical Criticism objectively.

Some, indeed, have placed Textual Criticism as the first in order t

amongst theological studies, for how (they have said) can we know
what the contents of Seripture really are, unless we are first sure as
to the genuine text? On this it may be remarked that, although
absolute certainty as to the text of any ancient author, and therefore

as to his doctrines and sentiments, cannot be obtained without a full i °
examination of critical authorities and an accurate deduction of the -
results of evidence, yet still it may, almost as a matter of course, be -
taken for granted, that there is in all copies (unless they have been : -
wilfully falsified) at least a general transmission of what the author

*

actually wrote : and thus he who is able to read the original langnage *

of an aneient author may proceed at once to acquire some knowledge . -
of the contents of his works. In thus forming an acquaintance with -

the author’s style, sentiments, and subject, much may be acquired

which is not only useful for application to the department of Textual

Criticism, but also much which may be safely said to be essential.
Of course, if at once there is the opportunity of using a text which |
we have reason to suppose has been carefully revised by a competent

scholar, it will be so much the better; for in that case we are able ti
use the results of the labours of others as our own point of departure;

and then it may be that we shall find that our own critical studie?, -
justify and confirm, or else modify, those results which have becn '
already used by us in a condeunsed form: we afterwards learn the

.
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principles and their application to the evidence on which such a text
rests.

If Textual Criticism had been a mere mechanical application of
rules and principles, then it would not have been ncedful to enter
into an apprehension of the mind and spirit of the writer to whose
works it is applied : it is true that ¢n general it has to do with a mere
statement of facts, but these facts can only be understood in their
relation to the work as an organic whole.

And thus to apply properly critical evidence to the text of Homer
or Demosthenes, it 1s needful that these authors should be themselves
understood and apprehended ; not, indeed, that we should thus pos-
sess a supposed confidence of asserting what they must have written,
but that we may regard the evidence which relates to the subject from
the proper point of view.

The more important prerequisites which a treatise on Textual
Criticism may point out, but which it does not profess to supply, are,
a competent knowledge of the /anguage of the work under discussion,
and a proper acquaintance with the work itself. Many of those who
decry the labours of Textual Criticism in connection with Holy
Scripture, do so either from the want of one or the other of these
qualifications.

It would be a great mistake in the criticism, if the text of the
Greek New Testament were regarded as something completely sui
generis, as though the common rules could not apply. It would be just
as reasonable to expect that in language, in material, and in mede of
diffusion, it should differ essentially from all other writings. The
only difference which the peculiar character of Holy Seripture can
occasion, is, that its value impresses an émportance on the application
of criticism to its text, incomparably greater than is the case with
regard to any profane writings.

Many have, indeed, undertaken the critical examination of the
Greek New Testament without being properly and competently
furnished with the preliminary acquaintance with criticism in general,
or with the original language as found in its best and truest form.
They have thus come to the sacred text without the needful pre-
paration, and thus the results are in themselves imperfect ; and even
though the range of Biblical scholarship which they may afterwards
master may be considerable, the original defect will often prove a
hinderance to the obtaining of satisfactory results,

The student of the New Testament, who approaches it with the
one desire of knowing the revealed truth of God in the very tongue
1 which it was given forth by inspired apostles and evangelists, will
hot find that his time is misemployed which is occupied in gaining a
satisfactory groundwork of classical Greek; and this can hardly be
Insisted on too fully ; otherwise, indeed, he may know all the words
and sentences of the Greek New Testament, but he will only know
them in themselves, and not as a part of that language in which
grammatical form and the structure of sentences were so remarkably

eveloped as giving precision to thoughts expressed in words.

Ingeed, it may truly be said that all that has been done in the
B3



6 Textual Criticism.

more accurate ascertainment by scholars of the laws and usages of
the Greek tongue, has a direct importance in cnabling us to know
with more exactitude (with a precision which often cannot be ex.
pressed in translation) what we are taught in the inspired record of
the New Testament. In this point of view it is interesting to see
the spirit and manner in which some of the scholars of former years
regarded their studies. Isaac Casaubon may be taken as an instance,
He was one who deservedly occupied a high place as a Greek scholar,
and wlo, in the classical texts, did much to establish sound Greek
learning. In his Diary he shows the spirit with which his mind was
filled ; for he made these labours and studies subjects of continual
prayer. And surely those men who established a definite apprehen-
sion of the force and usage of the language of the New Testament
Scriptures, were led of God in a remarkable manner to render abiding
gervice to his Church. It may be that they but dimly apprehend
what would, in application, be the result of their seemingly indirect
studies; but they were led to pursue them in a devout spirit; and
beautiful is it to see the simple utterance of thanksgiving on their
part when any difficulty was satisfactorily explained, or any point was
established. We now know to what, in the providence ofp God, all
this was tending, and how classical studies have placed divine truth
in a clearer and more apprehended light.

One lesson may be profitably learned by Biblical students of the
present day from these cla.ssica.{ scholars of former years. Let their
devout spirit be borne in mind, and let it be distinctly apprehended
that it is the place of every one who studies God’s word, even though
it be but as to its criticism, and as to what some might term its
secular aspects, to look to Him in prayer for that blessing which He
alone can impart, and without which there can be no real profit. A
right apprehension of the value of Secripture as containing the reve-
lation of God, and of His mercy in the atonement and redemption
wrought out by Christ His Son, and of the need of His Spirit to
illumine our minds, must lead to a habit of prayer as a prerequisite
to the study of the word of God in any of its aspects. g[‘his is not
to take the place of careful investigation, but it is thus that we may
seck that our inquiries may be rightly directed, and that the needed
diligence, patience, and application may be maintained.

In the following pages it is not presupposed that the renders are
other than those who value Holy Scripture, and prize its doctrines
as commonly held and taught amongst Protestant Christians, who
maintain the principles on which the Reformation was based. No
apology is needed for assuming this, even though doctrinal questions
are not professedly discussed, and the authority and interpretation of
Holy Scripture belong not to this branch of Biblical study.

T){le prerequisites of a competent knowledge of Greek, and an
acquaintance with the New Testament itself, having been laid down,
an Introduction to Textual Criticism has its proper province before
it. The subjects of which a knowledge is to be communicated will
then be, the peculiarities of the language employed in the work

‘r‘! |

itsclf, so far as they affect criticism; the history of the text; the .
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nature and origin of various readings ; the sources of criticism as found
in MSS. versions and early citations ; and then the application of the
evidence so furnished.

To these subjects may properly be added, remarks on the hearing
of the results of Textual Criticisin on questions of Scripture authority
and interpretation, on the citations from the Old Testament found
in the Nev:, and on various points, which may seem to be affected by
the principles of criticism or their application. Such remarks will
serve as materials from which a judgment may be formed how fur
criticism of the text affects the New Testament as a record.

The present writer may mention in this place that he is personally
responsible for the statements in the following pages relating to the
Textual Criticism of the New Testament. In acting on the liberty
that was accorded him he has endeavoured to give a clear and correct
statement of those subjects which are of real utility in this depart-
ment to the Biblical student. He has not sought to give any undue
prominence to his own opinions, but has rather desired to gather
together the facts, and to place them in such a light as may give the
reader the grounds on which opinions may be formed.

Althougl% questions of interpretation and of Scripture authority
are not formally discussed here, it is proper for the writer to state
distinctly that he believes that the true point of view in which Holy
Scripture ought to be regarded is, that it is such a record as God
has willed should be given forth for our instruction in all ages ; and
that as it proceeded from the original writers, it was in all its parts,
whether such parts be revelations or the record of known facts, so in-
gpired by the Spirit of God as to be His Holy Word, even as He in
His infinite wisdom saw fit that it should be. This authority it
claims : and it is right that those who treat but of the external facts
rclating to its text should be definite in informing those for whom
they write, how far they maintain the plenary authority and inspira-
tion of the Seripture.

Biblical study is a field in which the labour bestowed is amply
rewarded: and as discussions are continually arising which can only
be met satis’actorily by a competent acquaintance with Textual
Criticism, it behoves those who really love and value Holy Scripture
a8 the record of God, that they be not mere perfunctory students
In this department. This country was once the field in which such
studies pre-eminently flourished : —the names of Usher, Walton,
Mill, and Bentley hold an honoured place in the history of the
Biblical labours of that century in which Textual Criticism found
lere its cherished home. If we value the labours of those who have
preceded us, and honour their memory, it should be an incentive to
13 to attend onrselves to this snme department of Biblical knowledge.
¢ —— xalper dxovovres, Srav Tis dralvy Tods Tpoydvous Dudy kai Ta
Temparypuéva éxsivows Sueflp ral Ta Tpomaia Néyp' voullere Tolvuy Tavr
alfaesival, Tovs Tpoybvous Tudy oby va Bavudint adra Bewpoivtes
Bovoy, aAN’ fva xai pupfiabe Tas Tow avabévtwv dperds. (Demosth.
vmep 1ijs “Podlwy ENevbeplas, sub fin.}
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CHAP. IL

THE LANGUAGE OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

THE first subject to be considered in the eritical study of the New
Testament is the language in which it is written; and those points
of resemblance and contrast which are found between the Greek of
the Evangelists and Apostles, and that of other writers in the same
or previous ages.

The reason why the New Testament writers should have, under
divine guidance and inspiration, employed the Greek tongue is
sufficiently manifest. The intention of God now was to give forth
a revelation, not confined in an especial manner to one particular
people, who were peculiarly the depositaries of divine truth, but
that which was intended for the lost children of men whether Jews
or Gentiles. Just as the gospel was commanded to be preached, as
God’s message of salvation to sinners througlh faith in the Saviour’s
sacrifice, to all nations beginning at Jerusalem, so too the written
Scripture of the New Testament was equally intended to go forth
for the instruction of all whose ears and hearts should be opened to
receive the teaching thus communicated and thus recorded for after
ages. .

Thus then it was in accordance both with the divine wisdom and
even with what man would have felt to be fitting, that a language of
wide extent as to use should be employed. Kor thus the written
record of (od's truth became so much the more accessible to the
many. And thus GREEEK was the language to be employed; for
this tongue was at the time of our Lord’s advent diffused far more
than any other throughout the civilised earth. There was also a
fitness in the language, being one of high cultivation and flexibility,
in which shades of thought were well and accurately defined, and
which had been so cultivated that it would ever demand attention
amongst the civilised races of men. These qualities were so pecu-
liarly combined in the Greek language, that the means by which it
had become diffused throughout the eastern and central portions of the
civilised earth must be regarded as specially ordered by God, with
reference to His own purpose in the mission of Christ, and the sub-
sequent preaching of the gospel and the giving forth of this part of
the written Word, : :

How had this been accomplished? How had the Greek tongue
burst the narrow limits in which it had once been confined, on the
western shores of the Agean Sea, and spread itself in Asia Minor,
Syria, Egypt, and other eastern lands; and how, even in Italy
in general, and Rome itself, had it become amongst all the educated
well known and familiar? A few words in reply to those questions
will bring the subject clearly before us, and will gshow that
before the New Testament had been written in Greek, nations of

i
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Greek readers had been prepared, by whom it should be read and
used.

Many centuries before the birth of our Lord, the Zolian, Ionian,
and Dorian colonies had spread the Hellenic language far beyond the
regions in which it had previously been spoken: and as these
colonies were commonly, if not invariably, planted in lands inferior
in all the arts of civilisation to the Hellenic race, each became a spot
not only preserving its Grecian tone of feeling and tongue, but also
o centre from which in some measure these things were diffused.
Thus it was that in Asia Minor the Grecian cities might well be
deemed the rivals of those which had been their elder sisters on the
European shores. And even in literary eminence, it must be re-
membered that Herodotus, « the father of history,” as his own race
termed him, was an Asiatic Greek, Dorian by birth and citizenship,
but Tonian by dialect.

In the literary eminence of Greece in the fourth and fifth centuries
B.C., Athens took the first place; and this fact had this measure of
importance, that it caused the dialectic forms of Athens to be imitated
in a general manner in the more diffused period of the history of that
tongue. Thucydides, Aschylus, and the other dramatists, the Attic
orators, and Plato impressed a character on the tongue which they
employed, which afterwards had an effect on the minds of those who
used it, and which may still be observed in the language which the
Greeks now speak after all the changes of two thousand three
hundred years.

It was important that Attic supremacy of dialect should have
preceded the wide diffusion of the language; for had this not been
8o, the outflowing of the Grecian population and the Grecian tongue
would have resulted in dialectic distinctions of various kinds, taking
root in various regions; and thus, those who adopted the Hellenie
speech, instead of possessing a common dialect, would have used
forms differing at first, and differing still more in each successive
%eneration. his would certainly have been the result; for the

reek tongue, adopted in its varying forms of dialect as spoken at
home, by peoples of less keen perceptions, and less exercised tones
of thought, would, of necessity, have diverged more and more; pro-
ducing, not the diffusion of one noble language, but the formation of
a family of languages, bearing merely such traces of their origin as
would, to the ear of the polished scholar, contrast painfully with the
refined exactness of that from which they had sprung.

After Athens had gained and maintained her literary preemi-
nence, the Macedonian supremacy over Greece arose. The kings
of Macedon were themselves of Hellenic blood, and this was, on
many oceasions, a subject of boast to them when brought into con-
flgction with the Grecian states in the days of their independence.
The Greeks regarded the Macedonians as being beyond the Iellenic
Pale, and thus, the claim of the ruling house was one which separated
them as to race and feeling from their subjects. There are instances,

efore the days of Philip, of Macedonian sovereigns patronising the
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literary men of Greece; and there can be no reasonable doubt that
they sought to lead the Mucedonians to the enjoyment of those arts
of civilisation which in Greece proper were so intimately connected
with their cultivated language. The Hellenic feeling of the Mace-
donian rulers was in the case of Thilip materially strengthened by
his Grecian education at Thebes; and thus the fashionable dialect of
his court was formed on the model of that which had become the
popular literary dialect.

Thus, before the conquests of Alexander, the Macedonians of the
higher classes at least had learned from Athens: and even if some
of the elegancies and proprieties had been impaired, it was patent to
all in what school they had studied. The conquests of Alexander
gave a new extension and energy of life to this speech; and wherever
his successors bore sway, the Greek tongue, in a form based on the
Attic dialect, obtained a footing, firmly established and long con-
tinued. In the capitals of states, and other large cities, amongst the
cducated classes, and with the officials of government, Greek, in the
form of the common dialect, had become the proper and habitual lan-
guage. No doubt that Bgypt, Syria, and other countries retained
their own languages also; but this does not impugn the fact that
Greck had established itself, not as a temporary sojourner, but as a
settled occupant of the same regions. ,

The Attic origin of the COMMON DIALECT has been already
mentioned ; wherein it differs from pure Attic, has been thus de-
scribed : —

« Tts staple was of Attic texture, but it differed from that variety
of the language in several main respects: it was divested of certain
forms, especinlly Attic, such as might be termed provincialisms, if
the idea of vulgarity were not associated with the word; it employed
certain words, where the speech of Athens would, with the same
meaning, have substituted others, either quite distinct, or differing
from them in some point of structure; and it admitted some forms
or words belonging to other dialects, or which, though of ancient
use, had for a time disappearcd, at least in Attic Greek. Besides,
it should be observed that the classical type could not be sustained
in rigid purity; because it came in collision with people who, taken
in the mass, possessed not the exquisitely acute perception and
severe taste of the extraordinary community among whom it had
its birth. . . . The Common Dialect, technically so called, was
that of the courts of the Seleucide and the Lagidee, of the schools of
Alexandria and Tarsus, of the educated Roman, of Philo, Polybius,
Plutarch, Origen, Chrysostom.”*

Thus, by the supremacy of Macedon in Greece, and then by the
conquests of Alexander, the diffusion was effected of such a tongue
as should facilitate the first preaching of the gospel amongst Gentiles,
and which should cause that the new revelation of divine truth, which
God was about to give forth for a permanent record, should be the

! A Treatize on the Grammar of the New Testament Dialect, by the Rev. T, 8. Green,
M. A, pp. 3—5.
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more extensively used with familiarity by those amongst whom it
was primarily circulated.

But it would be a mistake to suppose that the FEast merely had
been affected by the expansion of the Greek tongue: to say nothing
of Southern Italy, where the early colonies had” implanted Hellenic
institutions and forms of speech, RoME, the mistress of the civilised
earth, had, at the Christian era, become familiar with the lancuace
and literature of Greece. Not only had the imperial metl%pofis
attracted vast multitudes from among the Greek-speaking nations,
but the Latins themselves so cultivated the literature of the ancient
models and masters of poetry, philosophy, and history, that to them
the Greek language was just as suited for a medium of communi-
cation as was their own vernacular Latin.

And the Roman, who deemed that his vocation was the govern-
ment of the nations, was fain to employ the Greek tongue as that by
which he could throughout the East communicate with the provineials.
The Latin language was wholly unsuccessful as to any efforts to take
root in a soil where Greek had preceded it. Thus Cicero truthfully
said, 8 to the diffusion of the two languages, “ Grzca leguntur in
omnibus fere gentibus: Latina suis finibus, exiguis sane, continen-
tur.” (Pro Arch. 10.)

But even though the fact be admitted and known that there was a
fitness in the New Testament having been written in Greek, for the
use of Gentiles, the question must arise, How far could thic be
suited to the Jews? They too had to do with the gospel; for to
them it was commanded to be first preached; and thus the written
record of that gospel might, perhaps, have been expected to he
suited also to them. A few words on this subject is all that may be
needed in this place; the Hebrew original of St. Matthew’s Gospel
may be discussed elsewhere ; but it will suffice to remark, that the
books of the New Testament were most of them written after the
time when the Jews had rejected the gospel, both as a nation, and
also as far as any united body amongst them was concerned; and
thus in the written record Gentiles were especially to be considered.
Also many of the books gathered in the collection called the New
Testament were addressed to communities which consisted either of
converted Gentiles entirely, or else with an admixture of Jews hy
nation, but who, by residence out of the land of their fathers, had
become Hellenized as to their language. And, farther, it must be
borne in mind that even when the gospel was first preached, and the
New Testament books were first written, the portion of the house of
Terael who were settled in various countries was very great; and
such had long been accustomed to use for ordinary purposes the

XX. version of the Old Testament. .

In regarding the diffusion of Greek as a_providential ordering of
God, to prepare for the spread of the gospel, and for the usc of the
New Testament Seriptures, it is not without significance that the
dqstructlon of Jerusalem and the entire dizpersion of the Jews undoer

tus took place so soon after the writing of the New Testament,
(and indeed before all the books had been penned,) that if this record
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had been given forth either in the ancient Hebrew, like the Old
Testament, or in the Syro-Chaldaic, which had become venacular
(under the name of Hebruw) amongst those residing in Palestine, it
would have been an arrangement tending in very little measure for
permanent or general utihty. How far a temporary need amongst
the believers from the House of Israel was met by the Gospel of

St. Matthew in Hebrew, may be considered elsewhere when the evi.

dence on that subject is examined.

CHAP. IIL

CHARACTERISTICS OF NEW TESTAMENT GREEK.

WE may plainly see that there were sufficient reasons to make it
fitting tiat Greek should be the language employed by the sacred
writers of the New Testament. The next points for examination
are those which relate to the style of the writers, to grammatical pecu-
linrities, and to the influence of Hebrew idioms to which their minds
were accustomed, or modes of thought arising from the subjects on
which they wrote.

Any work or works may be examined on three aspects as to its
style and language, (i.), with regard to the words employed, or (as
it might be termed) lexicographically ; (ii.), as to the use of forms
and constructions, grammatically ; and (iil.), as to the phraseology, in-
cluding form of sentences, and modes of expression arising from the
character of thought, or from the subject matter on which the writer
is engaged.

Thus a work may be written in a certain known language, — the
words may be such as wholly belong to it (or there may be certain
foreign admixtures); but still the question would remain, whether
the use of grammatical forms is such that the laws of correct usage in
the language in question might or might not have been observed ;
and besides these two points would always remain to be considered
the writer’s phraseology. For it might so happen that the lexicagraphy
and grammar had nothing peculiar, while the structure of sentences
and form of expression were something by no means customary ; and
this might be the case even though no obscurity or ambiguity was
occasioned in result. This remark bears especially on” the New
Testament ; for the peculiarities which the diction presents have far
more to do with phraseology and modes of expression than with either
lexicography or simple grammar.

These three subjects must then be considered in their order.

I. Lex1coerRaPHY. — The Greck of the New Testament is in its
general form the Common Dialect, xows) Sudhecros, which was esta-
blished in a kind of gencral usc at the Christian era: the basis of
which was (as has been said) the Attie, but with by no means a
thorough retention of its purity; and thus we might expect to find
an admixture of words not Attic in form, whether they had bcen
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introduced from the other old dialects, or whether they were of later
growth, .

The following have been given as examples of the lexicography of
the common Greck as found in the New Testament, as comprising
words and forms of words which had belonged to all the old dialects.!

Atticisms, such as falos, 6 groTos, detos, pudhn, darijbw, mpiuva,
ews. Doricisms mdfw (for mélw), ©\ifavos, 5 Apds, to which
some have added mola, James iv. 14., taking the word not from 7o/os,
but as identical with ol or méa. Ionicisms, yoyyilw, picow, mpyrijs,
Babuos, aropmitev, dpony. To both the Tonic and Doric belongs ¢iw
in an intransitive sense. mapspBoly and pvun have been deseribed
as Macedonian words.

Besides words which had once been appropriated to particular
dialects, we find in the New Testamert old words with new meanings
or shades of meaning; such as waparaléw, to beseech; maibeiw, to
chastise; ebyapiotéw, to give thanks; dvax\ivw, dvamiTTo, dvaxsipas, to
lie or recline at table; amoxplvopas, to answer ; dvriléyw, to guinsay ;
dmotdoaoual, to renounce ; ovykpivw, to compare ; Salpwv, Sarubvioy
in the sense of an evil epirit or demon; Edhov, a lving tree;
dvaaTpodr), mode of life ; kepalis, a volume, roll of a book ; eboyiuwy,
a person of distinction ; oyrwviov, wages ; &\rdpiov, fish ; dpetyopar, to
ulter ; mepiomdopar, to be distracted with cares; mridpa, a corpse ;
axo\r, a school.

Also words or forms of words which in the older Greck had been
of rare or poetical use, but had been adopted as part of the language
of common life; such as adfevréw, psoovixriov, didaintos, Eocbnais,
Bpéyo.

Many words received a new, and in general, a lengthened form
such as perowecla, ixsola, dvifepa (dvabnua), yevécia (yevéfria),
YAwoaokopov (yAwaaoropsiov), Exmaar (mdhar), Exbes (x0¢s), dEdmiva
(ékamivys), alrpa (alrois), Yebopa (Yeddos), dravmous (dmravrpua),
xavynaws (kabynua), Avyvia (Avxwiov), émrracia (Syns), 1) dprwpocia,
pobBamodoaia (piabodoaia), katynois (kavyyj), cvykvpia (cvykipnas),
Suosvrépiov (Buoevrepla), pellooios (uekiooeios), dmooracia (dmosTa-
ais), Bacluooa gﬁaalksm), Etcxﬁuw (2kxéw), amikw, dpyés, declined
as an adjective of three terminations, vooooi, vooaid (veooaal, veooaid),
werdopar (méTopar), olwoopr (olkodbunois, olkodounua), Sveldioubs,
tvmiite (dpvmvitw), pavrite (paivw), 8ekariw (Sekateiw) dporpiiw
(d4péw), BiBrapibiov (BBABiov, BiBNSdpiov), drdpiov, Yrixlov (YiE),
Tapeiov (tapieiov), vikos (vikn), vovbecia (vovBérois), raramovrifw

xatamwovtéw), poryakis, Yubupioris; also verbal forms in o pure in-
stead of the termunation in —ui, such as duvdw for duvvue; Evpdw
gfvpéw), Bapéw for Bapive, capéw for calpw, yordw for yolcouar.

esides these and other similar examples there may be noticed a
peculiar use of certain words, and at times a preference for dimi-
nutives instead of the common term. '

Not a few new words were formed, especially by composition : such

Sl Thgls? are taken nlmost entirely from Winer’s Grammatik des Neutcstamentlichen
prachidioms, 5th ed. 1844, . 26. seq.
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a8 d\\orpioemiokomos, lpwmrdpearos, wovodOaluos, dyeveaNdyyros,
aipatexyvoia, dcaiokpiaia, airouérpiov, raomwoldw, alyparwtlw, dv-
Ti\vTpov, dkpurTnpilw, d\extopodwyia, dmorepakitw, dvramorplvopar,
2ovlevéw, dkraréw, ebdoxiw, ouoidlw, dyabovpyéw, dyabwaivn, Sia-
oropitw, dyrpareiouat, oikodeamoTys, olkodeomoriw, NiboBoréw, mpoa-
¢eryov, Noyia, kpdBBaros (or as in many MSS. kpdBarros), wemoibnas,
papis, amilos, papun, dypiéhaios, kapuulw, aloypdTns, ayvéTns, dyioTys,
émerdirys, dxréveia, mehexllw, amapdBatos. The substantives in —ua
form a numerous class of those added to the language; such as,
katd\vpa, avramodopa, katdaplopa, pamopa, yévvyua, Extpopa, Bd-
mriopa; so also do those compounded with guy, such as cupuabnris,
and cuvumolirys; and adjectives in —wos, as 8pBptvos, Syrwos, wpwivos,
kafnuepwds, darpaxwos; also verbs in - ow and -ifw, as avarawiw,
apumvdw, Sohwow, Efovdevéw cleviw, dpfpllw, Seryparilw, Oeatpilw,
¢puraritw. Adverbs, such as wavrére (Siamavros, ékacrore), maididbev,
kabws, wavowel. To these later words it may be added, that such
later compounds as kahomoiéw took the place of older expressions (as
in this case xal\ov moiéw) which had formerly been in use.

There were also foreign words introduced at times into the later
language ; and of these we might of course expect to find the number
greater in any writings which from any cause had at all a provincial
character. Thus, in the New Testament there are Syro-Chaldaic
words, which generally occur in a phrase or a sentence cited or in-
troduced by the sacred writers, such as TaA:8a xovul (or xodp); 7Al
7L, Napd caBaybavel; and Mapav 40d. In other cases these words
had been adopted in the form of the common Greek employed, and
thus they were used as being significant to those to whom the New
Testament was first addressed. To this latter class of expressions
belong aBBa, papwva, pard.

The intercourse of the provincials in the East with their Roman
rulers had some effect in introducing Latin words; these were
mostly technical terms, or the names of such things as the Latins
had introduced with their arms and government. The following have
been specified : — @oodpiov (from the Latin assarius, a coin less in
value than one farthing), Matt. x. 29.; Luke xii. 6. «fjvoos (census),
Matt. xvii. 25. «kevrvplwy (centurio), Mar. xv. 39. 44, 45. ro\wvia
(colonia), Acts. xvi. 12. kovorwdla %;zstodz'a, as a guard of soldiers),
Matt. xxvil. 65, 66., xxviil. 11. &yvdpios (denarius, the Roman
penny), Luke vii. 41. ¢payé\iiov ( flagellum), John ii. 15.; hence
comes the verb ¢paysAhéw, to scourge with whips, Matt. xxvii. 26.;
Mark xv. 15. ’loforos (Justus, a Latin word used as a surname).
Aeyewv, or, as in some MSS. Aeyidv (legio), Matt. xxvi. 53.; Mark
v. 9. kodpdvtns (quadrans), Matt, v. 26, \iBéprivos (Libertinus, a
freed man, used almost as a proper name), Acts vi. 9. Advriov
(linteum), John xiii. 4. pdxeAhoy (macellum), 1 Cor. x. 25. uepSpdva.
(membrana), 2 Tim. iv. 13. wiriov (mille, the Roman mile of a
thousand pnces). Eeors (seztarius, a pot containing a ocertain
quantity), Mark. vii. 4. 8. wpatrwpiov (pretorium), Matt. xxvii.
27. (this’ word when used in connection with the city of Rome had
apparently another meaning (Phil. i. 13.), probably the quarters of the
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reetorian guards). guucivBiov (semicinctium), Acts xix. 12, ouwdpeos
?sicarius), Acts xxi. 88. govdapiov (sudarium), Luke xix, 20. ore-
xovhdrwp (speculator, used of a soldier employed as an ewecutioner),
Mark vi. 27. TtaBepra (taberna), Acts xxviil. 15. tirhos (titulus),
John xix. 19, 20.

These lexicographical peculiarities present no real difficulty; they
are only of importance as showing the phase of the common dialect
of the greek which the New Testament writings exhibit. In general
the words which are brought forward as new are so thoroughly formed
in accordance with analogy, that there is not the slightest diffieulty
ag to their full sense and meaning, It is probable that they were,
in general, words in use in common life, which the sacred writers
adopted. To ascertain the meaning of any words not previously oc-
carring in Greek, the same means must be employed as we shonld
use with regard to profane anthors; the usual pEilologica.l principles
must be carried out, and the usual aids employed. Etymology, form,
and use (as gathered from the context) have in the New Testament,
as elsewhere, their determining value as to the sense of a word;
whether it be employed in a derivative signification (secunda intentio)
must be learned from the nature of the case, and the history as far as
can be traced of the particular word itself. It is well to observe in
this place that there are words of classical usage which the New
Testament has appropriated to meanings very different to those which
they had previousl Eorne: they have been adopted as the exponents
of new ideas or of such as have received a new development; and
thus their force and bearing would be altogether impaired if the ap-
propriated meaning were excluded from our thoughts, and the former
classical signification were alone regarded. Usage has in such cases a
value of the highest kind; and with regard to such terms it will be
found very often that the New Testament itself supplies such a defi-
nition or explanation as leaves no room for doubt. guch appropriated
words are’ often those which are employed to denote some new
thought, for which either a new word must have been formed or an
old one applied to a different use. Also in the New Testament, as
in other writings, words are used in fechnical senses; and this, too,
is the case with many which are also employed in a general and non-
appropriated signification.

Some of the words which have been mentioned above would be
more or less affected by the criticism of the zext of the New Testa-
ment; in general, however, they are such as rest on grounds of
absolute certainty.

- IL. GramMuaTIiCAL PECULIARITIES, — These may be considercd
88 relating either to forms of word, or grammatical charaeteristics.

The peculiarities as to grammatical forms are not many ; there are
certain inflexions of nouns and verbs, which were rave in the earlier

reck, but which were adopted in the later language. The presence
or absence of such forms has little or no bearing on any question of
Meaning or interpretation : the fact is worthy of observation, and has
18 interest as a point of philology; it is also of value as part of the

orm and colouring of the New Testament diction. Perhaps few, if
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any, of these forms are absolutely peculiar to the New Testament,
but at least there are some, the nuiversality or frequency of which in
the inspired writers is worthy of note.

But besides peculiarities of forms and inflections, there are in the
New Testament Greek remarkable defects in the non-occurrence of
those forms which are habitual in classical Greek; and this goes very
far beyond what is met with in other works belonging to the common
dialect in that age. With this is connected the non-occurrence of
certain words; for there is hardly a sentence in which there is not
more or less of disuse of that array of particles which, in the
models of good Greck writing, have a force and beauty which is
felt most by contrast when its absence is detected. Not that
omissions of this kind are necessarily connected with ambiguity of
thought or expression ; for so far as they are needed for such purposes,
the New Testament has them: their presence, however, in ordinary
use, gives & flexibility to the moulding of sentences, which a reader
accustomed to the classic usages of the tongue must miss in such
Greek as we are now considering : this comparatively rare occurrence
of certain particles is similar in kind to the absence of particular
forms.

The following have been given as specimens of the peculiarities of
the later Greek found in the New Testament, both as to the forms
which it presents, and those which do not occur. Such genitives
as "Apéra, catavd, (instead of the termination in —ov); vol for vg ;
70 mhotros instead of ¢ mhodros; 8o used in the genitive as inde-
clinable ; the absence of the dual number; contractions such as
"Aprepas from *Aprepldwpos, Anuds from Anuérpios or Aruapyos, &e.
The interchange of the terminations of the second Aorist with that
of the first Aorist, such as eldav, edpav (so also in the LXX.), #irfare,
Ereca, dvevpav, mapsABitw (as found in the MSS. of the New
Testament), ¥yvwxav instead of dyvwraci; 8ohodoav for ddollovw;
kavyacae for ravyd; 8um for dolp; fjusba for Auev. The rare oc-
currence of the optative ; the construction of va with the present;
the weakened force of fva in phrases such a3 8¢é\w Wa ; also preposi-
tions with adverbs.! To these may be added forms to which but
little attention has been paid except in critical editions of the Greek
Testament: such as the doubled angment of compound verbs, as
amexarecraln, or even trebled as sjvedyfnoav; the future tense in
the subjunctive mood, as fva 8way, Wva ravBijowuar; also forms of the
later Greek found in the MSS. of the New Testament, and admitted
of late years by critical editors, such as the retention of u before a
labial in the flection of NapBdvw, e.g. Mjuyrerar; the strenthening of
a syllable by the insertion of a letter, n8 dxyvvvouevov, amronréuvew ;
inflections such as payaipp; accusatives such as dorédpav. There
are also flexions of verbs to which but little attention has been paid;
in which those terminating in -o pure seem to adopt forms taken
from some other class of those which are contracted. Thus in good
MSS. werobyre occurs where the common text has the ordinary form

} Do Wette, Einleitung (5th ed. § 6. 4.)
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vedyre; and thus it appears that vikdw assumed in flexion, at least,
forms taken as if from a verb mwéw. So too in Matt. vi. 28, where
the common text has xom:d, recent editors have adopted the plural
on good and sufficient grounds; but they have given this in the
regular form from «omidw, komidow ; whereas in B. (the Codex Vati-
canus) and other authorities of high character, the actually occurring
form is womwbow: and this it is which on the ground of authority
should be adopted ga.s if from xomiéw). The adoption or rejection of
such forms must always depend on the weight of authority in each
case. They are only of importance in this place as belonging to the
enumeration of those particulars in which the Greek of the New
Testament differs from that ordinarily in use.

The whole subject of grammatical characteristics is of far higher
importance than that of mere forms of words; for this involves the
question whether the force and meaning of tenses, moods, cases, &c.
as fixed by the common syntax of the Greek language, will apply
to the New Testament; whether, in other words, we must suppose

that the sacred writers, employing a remarkable definite tongue, but

with certain peculiarities of diction, carried their differences froin
the common use of language so far that the rules of construction will
not apply at all, or must be modified essentially, and not merely in
circumstantial details. On this question much of the interpretation

¢ of the New Testament must, as a matter of course, depend. The

real object of all New Testament grammar (as distinguished from
that of Greek in a general sense)is to show how far the common
application of rules of syntax requires to be modified when the New
Testament is the specia.{ subject of consideration. The necessity of
investigating this point arose out of the proved peculiarity of the
New Testament Greek in many particulars, for some seem to have
carried this thought so far that they have maintained that the sacred
writers were not bound by any precise grammatical laws. If this had
been the case, how hopeless would have been the task of examining
what they wrote with the endeavour to understand what it teaches.
And if we receive Holy Scripture as the inspired record of that
truth which it was fitting to the Divine Wisdom to impart, and im-
portant or essential for man to know, an hypothesis would be indeed
strange which left men in such a state as to what had been taught,
that each would need for himself an objective revelation of divine
truth, and not merely the subjective application of what has been
already recorded.
A satisfactory examination of such a point as this can only be
carried out by means of a full investigation of facts; and this has
een the mode in which the inquiry has been conducted with regard
to the New Testament. The result is that, with certain exceptions
elonging rather to the head of phrasevlogy than that of grammatical
characteristics, the severe rules of Greek syntax may be as fully
applied to the New Testament as to other writers of an age sub-
sequent to that of the classic models. The purest Attic writers ave
en as the standard, and after full investigation the conclusion may
e thus stated. The peculiarities of the New Testament diction do
YOL, 1v. C
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not interfere with the correct and idiomatic use of the article, tlie
moods and tenses, prepositions, conibined constructions, &c., so that
the shades of thought which Greek expresses more fully than almost
any language, were defined as accurately by the expressions of the
sacred writers, in almost every case, as they could have been by the
more refined writers of Athens. A few modifying considerations
may be noticed under the next head. Of course this subject cannot
be entered into in this place in its detail ; for to be considered fully it
would demand not a mere section, but an elaborate work on this
particular subject, as well as a full statement of the general principles
of Greek grammar.!

III. PaRrasEOLOGY. — A work may be in English as to its
words, as to their inflections, as to the grammatical constructions em-
ployed, and yet the whole may have a very peculiar colouring, so
peculiar as to show that it has not sprung from the tone of thought
and feeling common amongst English writers; this peculiarity may
spring from the idiosyncrasy of the author, or from the character of
his subject being such as has rarely or never been discussed in our
tongue, or from some influx of foreign streams, which impart charac-
teristics of their own to the English words employed, and a form
of their own to the sentences. Thus it has been occasionally with
those who have written on philosophical subjects; when they have
let the tone of their vwn mind influence their phrases, and when they
have enployed new terms, or else old terms in new senses ; and have
also perhaps unconsciously intermixed not a little of the form of ex-
pression used by foreign writers whom they have followed.

All these particulars illustrate the phraseology of the New Testa-
ment. The sacred writers were Jews by nation (almost if not entirely
without exception), and they were accustomed to the ancient Biblical
Hebrew as the language of expression for religious thoughts and
feelings, and to the Syro-Chaldaic idiom which had become current
among them as the language of common life. There was, indeed,
some knowledge of Greek in Palestine in the first century ; Ceesarea,
Gaza, Gadara, and others were Greeh cities: but it is probable that
even in those places the Hellenic tongue had received a considerable
colouring and modification from the dialects of the Aramsan, then
current in the land amongst, at least, three peoples, the Jews, the
Samaritans, and the Syrians. Also the LXX. translation ought here
to come into consideration ; for in that version there was a transfusion
from the Hebrew original into the Greek ; but (as was needful from
the nature of the case) with the retention of the Hebraic mould and
form of sentence. Thus, so far from its being a cause for surprise
that the form of phraseology presents traces of Hebraism, it would
rather have been remarkable if this had not been the case. And

! See Winer’s Grammatik des Neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms, als sichere Grundlage
der Neutestamentlichen Exegese. (5th ed. Leipsie, 1844.) Also, A Treatise on tho
Grammar of the New Testament Dialect, by the Rev. T. 8. Green, M.A. (London, 1842.)
The object of this latter work is that of definitely comparing the best Greek eonstruc-
tiony, as found in classic writers, with those of the New Testament, to show the essenti
E&cy of the syntactic principles, 'es existing even in the midst of circumstanti

urences.
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this Hebraistic character is one reason by which may be explained
the comparative absence of those particles which are so conspicuous
in every page of classical Greek.

The non-periodic form of sentences (often, indeed, resembling the
Old Testament in the use of parallelisms) may be observed in every
part of the New Testament. The fact is obvious and patent to all.

But besides this cast of sentences, there are words and phrases
which show s#ill more of a Hebrew character. These have been
divided into perfect and imperfect Hebraisms, the former including
those expressions and uses of words which have no parallel in Greek
writers in general ; the latter comprising those to which something
(though of very rare occurrence) has been pointed out in common
Greek, but which, in the New Testament, had probably an origin
merely from Hebrew connection. A knowledge of the elements of
the forms of construction in Hebrew suffices to enable a reader to
detect many traces of the kind in the New Testament. The usage
of words in Hebrew equally shows what Ilebraisms in the New
Testament belong to that class. The following have been specified
a3 Hebraisms : —dpeiAnua, debt, used in the sense of sin (like 2in);

viudn, bride, used (like 153 is sometimes) for davghter-in-law ; els,
used for first, as MY also is; dfopoloyodual 7w, as answering to
2 1IN, to praise or give thanks to some one; sdloyéw, as answering to
193 ; dpwrde to SN, There are many figurative usages of this kind,
such as morijpeov, as an allotment, answering to p)3; ckdvSalov, used
in a moral sense like YWW; yAdooa, like 1S, used for nation ;
xéihos, like nBY, for speech. Some of these Hebraisms were trans-
fused into the Greek by mere verbal translation, as seems to be the
case with the expressions mpégwmov NapBdvw, DB 8YY; yméw Yuyiy,
vny Ypd; moidw #dsos (ydpw) perd Tiwos, BY QD YN dvoryiw
(SdBatuobs, oropa), MR5. %ome Hebraisms arise from Greek deriva-
tives having becn formed after the analogy of something existing in
Hebrew ; thus, om\ayyvifopar from omidyyva, like DR connected
‘'with 2'%03; okavdalilw, oravéaiopar, like Sway Swian.1

Besides the use of words and terms of so decidedly an Hebraic
character, Hebrew constructions and modes of thought are of fre-
quent occurrence: they present no peculiar difficulty, for most of the
former kind are expressions such as oixdvouos Tijs adurias, where such
a use of the genitive is Hebraic, while the latter has been illustrated
by of viol 10D aldvos TovTov.? Care must, however, be taken not to
be too hasty in setting down genitives after substantives, as being
necessarily used adjectivially, according to the Hebrew usage; for
this would deny to the New Testament that independent character
which in a great measure it does possess, and might often reduce it
to some mere Aramaic writing transfused into Greek.

One of the more marked Hebraisms of construction is the ples
nagtic insertion of a pronoun after a substantive, preceded by a
relative, with which the pronoun is in apposition. This answers

! See Winer's Grammatik, pp. 22, 23,
* See Green’s Treatise. Introd. viL mote,
o2
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precisely to the use of W4 in Hebrew, with the pronominal
suffix joined to the following noun. Examples of this Hebrew con-
struction are found in Mark i. 7., oD ol elus ixavos . . . Adoar Tov
{pavra T@v Umodnuatwy albtod; Vil 27., fs elye To OBuydrprov adTis.
Rev. iii. 8., Ovpav ... v oddeis dlvatar w\siocar adriv (so the best
authorities); xx. 8., dw 6 dpfpos atrav.

These remarks on Hebraisms have relation to two of the subjects
proposed under this head, namely, the tone of thought characterising
the writers, and the influence of a foreign idiom. ?t need only here
be added that in different writers of the New Testament, Hebraisms
of expression, construction, and tone of thou%ht, are found in very dif-
ferent degrees of frequency, and each as to these things seems to have
his own personal characteristics. .

One peculiarity of the New Testament Greek arises from the
subjects on which the authors wrote, and the terms and expressions
which they had to use as expressive of Christian ideas. The LXX.
might furnish them with a portion of their theological vocabulary :
but in the communication of new truths they could not limit them-
selves to that version as a basis of technical expressions; and they
had to nse new words, or else old words in senses so new that their
definition had to be learned from the nature of the subject to which
they were applied. In this procedure there was nothing strange or
opposed to the custom of the Greek tongue: heads of philosophic
sects had found it necessary to act in this manner ; much more then
was it needful for those who were for the first time authoritatively
dealing with the Greek tongue, and consecrating it as the channel of
communicating the truth revealed by God. Thus arose the use in
the New Testament of such terms as mwiores, miorevw eis ypiarov,
Sikatooivn, Siaxatobpar, fpya and dpyafopar in their appropriated
senses, the expressions dyior, ©¥\yTol, dkhexTol, several ethical terms,
and words which related to Christian offices or observances, such as
dmogrolos, Bdwmigua, edayyehlomns, and even the name éxwAyoia
itsel. Such words and expressions must not be interpreted by a
comparison either with classical Greek or with Hebrew usage; for
they really belong to the technical terminology of the New Testament.
Had not this terminology been introduced the New Testament
could not have been written ; since the truths which apostles and
evangelists were commissioned by God and fitted by the Holy
Ghost to teach, resulted so thoroughly from redemption by Jesus
Christ, and the character of this sacrifice. Now those things which
the law had dimly shadowed were fully manifested, and thus
redemption, righteousness, propitiation, in its full and effective sense,
and all that shows the sin of man, and the mode in which God
mercifully deals in taking away sin and bestowing the gift of
righteousness, could be formally and expressly taught. Thus the
need of a new terminology is most manifest. And from this new
terminology spring other characteristics of phraseology and expres-
gion ; for the language of the sacred writers is in a great measure
moulded by the subjects of which they treat. Their object also
almost prevents the adoption-of the -periodic form, which, in good
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classic writers, is so effective for their purposes: they had to make
forcible statements in simple words, and thus, what they wrote, almost
required an unadorned mode and style.

However much the classical Greek scholar may see in the Greek of
the New Testament that is peculiar, the greater part by far springs
from the nature of the subjects, and the mode in which it was ncedful
to apprehend them : the difficulties arising from the points of lexico-
graphy and grammar are of little importance when compared with
those springing from the subjects on which the authors wrote, and
the mode of thought and the terms which were needed to convey these
subjects aright.

It now seems to be strange that it ever could have been a subject
of discussion whether the Greek of the New Testament is. pure or
not. The term Hellenistic was applied by Joseplt Scaliger to the
Greek of the Septuagint and the § ew Testament; the origin of the
name being apparently the fact that the Jews who used the Greek
language are called in the New Testament ‘EX\nuiorai, Hellenists
gin our version “Grecians®). The name is, however, little suitable ;
or though a Jew speaking Greek might be well termed a Hellenist,
gso far from its following that the Greek language when used by
Jews should receive a similar name, the very opposite is the con-
clusion which should have been formed. Jcws called other Jews
who used Greek IHellenists, because they so far differed from He-
brews; but to use this term with regard to Greet when marked by
any particular idiom, is wholly inapt: if a name of distinction be
used, it should be one to express wherein this kind of Greek is not
Hellenic, and what the different colouring may be that it has received.
And thus Hebraic Greek might (if needful) be adopted to designate
Greek which has thus received a tinge of Hebrew idioms; while
Christian Greek would be needed if we wished to include the most
characteristic of the peculiarities of the New Testament phraseology.

The name Hellenistic Greek will, however, retain a place in works
in which the diction of the New Testament is discussed ; but this is
simply from its having been so habitually used in the controversies
which were once carried 6n, when it was a subject of debate whether
the New Testament was written in a style of Attic purity, or of rude
and uncultured barbarism. A brief outline of this controversy is
needful a8 a record of past discussions, which, though wearisome in
themselves, and carried on with very defective and one-sided views,
have resualted in good, and have given definiteness to our grasp of
the facts of the case. When once the facts were apprehended and
admitted, the fruit of the controversy was gained. Meanwhile much
bad been done to illustrate the words and phrases of the Greek
New Testament from the sources of comparison to which each side
respectively appealed.

Laurentius Valla (in the fifteenth century)has been cited as an
early opponent of the notion that the Greek of the New Testament
Was pure; its Hebraic tinge was definitely pointed out by Erasmus
In the early part of the next century. Beza (on Acts x. 46.), main-

tained not only the existence of this Hebraism, but he even defended
- c3
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its use by the sacred writers as being a kind of elegance, and as
(what many might now well maitain) an advantage as to force and
expressiveness. Henry Stephens, however, in the prefice to an
edition of the Greek Testament, in 1576, defended the purity of the
style, as to many particulars in which some had deemed it to be
barbarous. A merely one-sided view of the subject appears to have
commenced with Sebastian Pfochen, whose Diatribe de lingue
Grece Novi Testamenti puritate, appeared at Amsterdam in 1629:
in this work he undertook to show that profane authors had used
the same phrases and words as the writers of the New Testament have
employed. A reply to this soon appeared from Joachim Junge of
Hamburgh, who maintained the HeEraistic cast of the New Testa-
ment, but he denied, like Beza, that this was a barbarism. But this
point was resolutely denied by Grosse, also of Hamburgh (1640),
who carried on a long paper war on the subject, bringing not a few
irrelevant questions jnto the discussion ; for he even used his opinions
on inspiration as an argument, maintaining that this doctrine could
not be fully upheld by those who were not purists.!. Meanwhile two
scholars, Daniel Heinsius in Holland (1643), and Thomas Gataker in
this country (1648), distinctly opposed the purism of Pfochen, and
maintained what was now termed Hellenisticism. After many works
had appeared, some of which were distinguished by little except
boldness of assertion, and of which others were useful in collecting
the actual idioms of the New Testament, and classifying and arrang-
ing them, J. H. Michaelis published in 1707 his Dissertatio de Textu
Novi Testamenti, in which he took a very similar ground to that
which Beza had maintained: the existence of Hebraisms was also
twenty years later conceded by Blackwell in his ¢ Sacred Classics
illustrated and defended ;” although he took on the whole too muck
the side of the purists. All the studies of the last century issued in
result on the side of the Hellenists, though there were not wanting
defenders of what they considered to be closely connected with the
honour of the sacred writers.

The process of argumentation to which the better sort of purists
resorted was thec of collecting from classical writers all the words
and phrases which appeared to correspond with what had been called
Hellenistic. In doing this they doubtless illustrated some passages;
but they confused the poet.icaly or figurative language of the classics

! Hoffmann well remarked on this notion : — “ Frivole queritur, cur 8. Spiritns Apo-
stolis non idem quod Isocrati et Demostheni aliisque Grmcis scriptoribus familiare fuit
dicendi genus inspiraverit ? DPotuisse 8. Spiritum, dubium non est, ctsi ratio quoque
detur, cur mysteria fidei non nisi aliis quan: Demosthenis verbis exprimi potuerint. . Noluisse
autem 8. Spiritum, in propatulo est; eccur vero? 1. Quia,si Apostoli tam puro, uti
Demosthenes, dicendi genere essent usi, nemo facile erederet cjusmodi libros ab hominibus
Judeeis conscriptos. Nunc autem ipsum seripturse genus incredulos convincere potest,
libros revera ab illis, quibus tribuuntur, auctoribus compositos esse. 2. Quia Spiritus S.
Amanuensibus suis usus est, non ut machina inanima, neque manibus eorundem ut
inanimis celamis; co usque nemo sanus GesovedoTiav extendet, etsi in rudi plebecnla
subinde cjusmodi opiniones observentur : sed per avyratdBagi cuilibet S, viro permisit,
ut suwo dicendi genere uterctur, ac pro naturm dotibus ingeniique viribus Gedwvevora
eloqueretur. . . . . Divina autem Oecomveboma singulis adfuit, ne quaes alias voces,
quam quw rebus aptissimes et verissime mente conciperent, literarumque monumentis
traderent.” — Introd. pp. 319, 320, (ed. 1737).
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_ with the plain and homely diction of the New Testament; they also
often brought together words and phrases which, though to the eye
the same as were found in the New Testament, were really used in
genses and connections wholly different; so that no result of truth
or profit could spring from the com}mrison. Also they even used
works subsequent in date to the New Testament, in which the phrases
and expressions under discussion had no doubt been borrowed from
it by writers whose minds were imbued with scripture phraseology.
Still there were many Hebraisms of the New Testament of which
these writers said nothing, because they had nothing to say. The
inaptness of some of the comparisons of the use of words which were
brought forward are hardly conceivable: e.g. the New Testament
use of yopTdlw, to satisfy, or fill (one who is hungry), was put into
connection with the use of the same word in Plato (Republ. 1i. 372.),
where it is used of feeding swine. Matt. x. 27., knpbfare émi T@V
SwudTawv, was compared with Asop, #ptdos &l Tivos dwuatos faTws:
and so too as to many other of the illustrations employed.

The application of correct philological principles has settled the
questions amongst scholars which were once so warmly debated; and
now in a few words it may be said, that the Greek of the. New
Testament is essentially the common dialect of the later writers,
with a certain influx of Hebrew constructions and phraseology, and
with that colouring which the subject to which Greek was now
applied—revealed Christian truth—rendered necessary.

To some it may seem strange that this question was so long
debated ; but one reason appears to be that many theologians were
far more ncquainted with the Greek New Testament than with the
classical writers of antiquity: the words, phrases, and constructions
used by the sacred writers were, therefore, so familiar to their minds
and ears, that they did not regard them as anything at all strange ;
and thus they were almost (if not quit(ﬁ incapable of perceiving the
force of the arguments plied by the Hellenists. And this, too, is
still a hinderance to many theologians whose Greek studies have
been specially directed to the New Testament, so that they can
hardly appreciate the force of critical remarks which require a more
comprehensive view of the Greek language. It can hardly be too
earnestly pressed on Biblical students the importance of making their
Greek studies far more comprehensive than this; and if they have
begun with the Greek Testament, and even if they are familiar with
1t, and it alone, it is needful for them to know in addition Greek nas
found in Attic writers of the purest days, and to be familiar with
%rammar as laid down by good authorities. Thus there will be

nown what the standard of comparison is by which the Greek of
the New Testament must be judged, and by which the shades of
thought, definitely expressed by the sacred writers as well as others,
will be properly discriminated and apprehended. A knowledge of
the Greek of the New Testament only will be a mere verbal know-
ledge; but a thorough acquaintance with a few good Greek writers
n addition, will give it a very different cast. Theological studies

are not to be coutrasted with philological, as though there was some
¢4
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opposition between them; but as Holy Seripture has come to ug
expressed (as it only could be expressed) in language, sound anq
thorough philology becomes a part of the theological armoury of himy
who would use the Word of God and understand its contents aright,

CHAP. IV.

ON THE TEXT OF THE NEW TESTAMENT, IN ITS EXTERNAL FORM,
DIVISIONS, MARES OF DISTINCTION, ¥TC.

IN giving an account of the text of any ancient writer as unprinted,
there is little in general that can be done further than to collect the
few notices which may bear on the subject, from the time in which
the author in question may have lived and onward. In discussing
what relates to this head, it is intended to treat, first, of the external
form of the Greek New Testament in ancient times, and of the
divisions, &c. which were from time to time introduced, and of those
points which are connected with these ‘subjects. In this manner
there will be a general outline drawn of what is known of the
external history of the text. The internal history, such as it is, will
then be considered. ‘ '

The twenty-seven writings which we possess conjointly in the
New Testament, were originally, ag the most cursory reader may see,
separate and distinct; they were composed by various persons and
at intervals during a period of perhaps sixty years. The original
writing material employed was probably the Egyptian papyrus
(xdprns is mentioned expressly 2 John 12.). We do not find the
least trace in ancient writers of the autographs of any of these
writings (for the passages which have been cited as referring to them
will not stand the test of critical examination); so that it is probable
that the ancients knew as little of what had become of them as we
do. They were in all probability unnoticed from the time that they
were copied and distributed ( published, in the ancient sense of the
term); for then they would be as little likely to attract particular
attention as does the MS. of any modern work., Of few works
printed fifty years ago can we now say where is the author’s MS.
The copies which were multiplied in ancient times by the transcribers
by profession, under the direction of the anthor or those acting for
him, took the place and did the work of originals., - It ca.nvhurdTy be
doubted that the Epistles at least were written at first on papyrus,
whatever be thought of the historical books; and that they were also
so written is probable in the highest degree. It must have been,
however, at a very early period that the more durable material for
use, parchment or vellum, was employed for the copies for circulation,
and it is on this material that the oldest codices which we have are
written.

The history of the combination of the New Testament books into
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one volume belongs rather to the history of the canon than to this
place; it may suffice here to say that in the reign of Trajan, ¢ e
almost immediately after the death of St. John, the last evangelist
and the last surviving apostle, the four Gospels were collected
and circulated in one volume: and as a united volume they were
used in the former part of the second century by the churches in
general. St. Paul’s Epistles were also in the same age circulated
unitedly : there inay have been another collection in use omitting
some of them, but this question, as well as whether the Epistle to
the Hebrews belonged to this united volume, does not require to be
" here discussed. Of the other books of the New Testament, the
greater part were in use as separate books; but in the third century
they appear to have been all combined in one volume; and this ar-
rangement was habitual from the fourth century and onward ; though
even then a copy might contain but a part of the collection.

‘We do not find any trace of copies of the New Testament or of
its separate writings in the form of rolls; all that we have are in

" square books of the modern form. At a period comparatively late,
we find paper employed as a material; cotton paper makes its ap-
pearance subsequently to the ninth century, and that of linen was
used after the twelfth,

The writing of the oldest copies is what has been termed unciul ;
by this word 1t is intended that the letters are all capitals, written
without any connection with one another. Cursive writing, in which
the letters run on continuously, being often joined, and with no
capitals except as initial letters, belongs to a later age; Montfaucon!
ascribes it in sacred documents to the tenth century. The uncial
writing was not, however, at once discontinued ; it was employed for
some ages after this for certain church books.

In very ancient MSS. there is no division of words whatever, no
accents, no breathings, no iota postscribed (as sybscribed it belongs
to more recent time%, no interpunction, as regular or systematic.
The continuous writing led to errors of interpretation; for some
read words wrongly by so dividing the letters as to give them
another meaning; and some read words in a former sentence which
others took as commencing that which succeeded. There are, how-
ever, very early some traces of interpunction, a dot makes its ap-
Pearance between two words, and it i evident that the copyist was
accustomed to divide the sentence at such a place. When such a
mark is common to several ancient MSS., we shall rarely find that it
18 not both in accordance with the sense of the passage, and also
upheld by some of the ancient versions.

An instance of this variation of interpunction is found in John i.
3, 4.; where the habitual division in the earliest times was such as
to separate between 008 #v and the following clause & yéyorev. How-
ever opposed this is to the modern mode of treating the passage, its
Prevalence prior to the Macedonian controversy cannot be doubted.

he notion of Macedonius and his followers was that the Holy

' Palmographiin Grxea, lib. iv. p. 262.
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Ghost is included in the cxpression mdvra 8 abrod éyévero, as thougy,
the third person of the Trinity had been a creature, and made 3,
Christ. To limit the wdvra and oddz &, & yéyover was taken froy,
the following sentence in order to exclude the Macedonian intey.
pretation. There was no dishonesty strictly speakiug in this pro.
cedure, for many MSS, had no marks of distinction, and it cannot
be shown that such divisions were regarded as authoritative.!

It seems probable that by the beginning of the fifth century
(even if not long before) the use of a dot to divide sentences haqd
become very general, and that there was a kind of received punctua-
tion thus adopted; which, although it did not serve to distinguish
the pauses as our system does, sufficed to show the reader when he
might draw breath without confusing those who were listening. And
this appears to the writer to have been almost or quite identical
with the origin of stickometry.

Euthalius, deacon of Alexandria, and afterwards bishop of Sulca,
published an edition (in the ancient sense of the term) of St. Paul’s
Epistles stichometrically divided. This has been supposed with
good reason to have caused stichometry, arexousrpla, to be very
generally adopted ; while others have assumed (too hastily as it will
be shown) that this must have originated with Euthalius himself. The
date of the Futhalian copy of the Pauline Lpistles thus divided was
A.D. 458., as is known from the reckoning of Euthalius himself, by
which he carried on the computation of the period from St. Paul’s
martyrdom, from the fourth consulship of Arcadius and third of
Honorius (the point to which a writer from whom he copied had
brought his coraputation) to his own time. This he estimated pretty
accurately to be 462 years after the birth of our Lord, whence some
have given A.D. 462 as the date of the commencement of sticho-
metry.?

Inythis mode of writing the text was divided into Znes, aréyos, for
the convenience of readers, each of which was intended to contain as

! The writer has elsewhere remarked pretty fully on the evidence which bears on the
interpretation of this passage. See “ An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New
Testament,” by 8. P. Tregelles, LL.D., pp. 218, 214,

* So Hug and De Wette. The point is very unimportant in itself; only for reasons
which will presently be explaincd, it is nccessary to investigate every purticular relative to
the cditorial labours of Enthalius, and to see what he collected and copied from others.

The writer from whom Euthalius took the computation of the period from St, Paul's
martyrdom, places that event in the sixty-ninth year after the birth of our Lord, the
thivty-sixth after his crocifixion. The day is defincd to be “the fifth of the month
Panemos, called by the Romans the third of the Calends of July” (i.e June 29,); and
thence the compntation is carried on as being 330 yems to the fourth consulship of
Arcading and third of Honorius. (This notice in this form may be found in Montfaucon’s
Bihliotheca Coisliniana, p. 77.) Eathalius, in adopting this nccount of St. Paul’s mar-
tyrdom, prefixcs nard Zvpopaxeddvas to the name of the month, and also subjoing map’
Abyvrrlos émgpl . He then states how he carries on his computation “to this present
eonsulship.” &md riis dmaries Terdprns piv 'Apkaliov, Tpirns 5 'Ovwplov pexpl Tis wapobons
TabTys imarlas, wpdrns Adovros Alryoborov, Ivdixridvos SwBendrns, émidl €. AwnAeriavod pod'.
frn §y’. bs elvai 74 wdvra &xd s Tob Zwriipos Hudv mapovslas pexpl Tob wpoxeipdvov Erous
fry retpundoia &fixovra Bbo. (Zacagni Collectanea Monumentorum veternm, p. 537
Rome, 1698.) This deseription of the year answers in part to 458, and in ‘part to 459,

apparently from the different beginning of the year in the Roman and Egyptian modes of
reckoning. .
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} much as might be taken up by the reader at once, without marring
! the sense. After the year 490 he put forth a similar edition of the
f Acts and Catholic Epistles. This he said was ariyndov ypdyrai, and
¢ from the name thus given to the divisions the name stichometry has
arisen. :

There has been a very general snpposition that the stichometrical
division was the work of Futhalius Limself, and thus it has been
attributed to the latter part of the fourth century. But this can
hardly be adopted as cerfain, if every thing is taken into considera-
tion. For Euthalius was professedly a collecfor, and he seems to
' liave diligently availed himself of the labours of others. The wholo
of the Exbeois xepahaiwv Tév mpibewv @y dmoorédwy (in Zacagni
Collectanen, pp. 428-36) is taken from a work of Pamphilus the
Martyr, as may be seen in Montfaucon’s Bibliotheca Coisliniana,
pp- 78—82., where this same enumeration is entitled #cfeais xepa-
\atwy Tdw wpdfewy Tob Ilapdirov. Hence it is worthy of more
inquiry than the subject has received, how much of what was put
forth in a collected form by Euthalius might have been taken from
Pamphilus the Martyr. It has been already shown that Euthalius
made use of a writer who belonged to the year 396; so that in
copying from Pamphilus he acted on the same plan. It appears
probable that he intended fully to avow his obligation, for at the end
of his enumeration of the xed¢draia, &c. of the Acts and Catholic
Epistles he adds, évreBA\fn 82 Tdv wpikewv kal kabokikdy dmioTordv
10 BiBhiov mpos Ta arpyBi) avriypapa Tis dv Kaioapela BiShiobijkys
BiceBiov Tod Tlappirov (Zacagni, p. 513.). Having thus copied the
- kepalaia from the MS. of Pamphilus in the Ceasarean Library, it is
at least nof improbable that he may have taken more from the same
source. Now the Coislin fragments of St. Paul’s Epistles H (from
which a specimen of stichometry will presently be given) contain
& subscription stating, 1st, that this copy of St. Paul’s Epistles had
been written orevynpov (sic), and that this was 7pos édyypauuov xai
 ekaralnuntov dvdyvwow Tov kaf fuds ddedpdv, and 2nd, dvre-
B\iOy 8: 4 BifNos mpos 16 dv Kawgapelg dvriypapov tiis BiyShiobijxns

700 dyiov 1laudihov ysipl yeypapuévoy adrod.
| It has been suggested that this subscription is that of FEuthalius,
‘Tetained by the more recent scribe who wrote the Coislin MS. ; but
i °ven if this be the case, it gives another point of connection betwcen
L 118 labours and those of Pamphilus; for it shows a comparison with
i Tegard to St. Paul’s Epistles, such as he has himself mentioned at the
| end of the Acts and Catholic Epistles.
§ J ust, then, as it is certain that some of the Euthalian chapters and
Wisions are the work of Pamphilus, so it is at least not improbable,
§ '*om the joint testimony of the Coislin fragments and Euthalius's
:l‘l"“ subscription, that the stichometrical arrangement was a part of
® Biblical labours of Pamphilus the Martyr to which allusion was
& by Jerome. '
€ account which we have of the stichometrical arrangement is
Yo 1ned in the Prologue to the Acts, addressed to Athanasius the
Unger, bishop of Alexandria (and, therefore, after the year 490).

i

-

Conty;
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In this Euthalius, or the writer from whom he quotes, says that |,
now sets forth the Acts and Catholic Epistles arouyndév, as he hyq ;
formerly done those of St. Paul, so that the whole of this must haye
proceeded from the same person, whether Euthalius, Pamphilus, op
any other. He then speaks similarly of making summaries (avaxegq.
Aawwoacba.) of the Acts, which we know proceeded from Pamphilys
himself.!

This account of the origin of aréyo:, though very uncertain as t,
the date, scems to be the best which can now be given. .

There was also a division termed prjuara, which was probabl
another mode of separation into lines, perhaps not so long as the
atlyot. Many MSS. contain at the end of the books an enumeratioq
of the ariyo. and prjuara ; but in these there is considerable confusion,

The following will serve as specimens of stichometrical writing : —

IIPEZBTTASNH®AAIOTZEINAI
SEMNOTZ ,
SQODPPONAZ, .
TTIAINONTASTHIIIZTEI
THATAITH
THTITOMENH
IIPEZBTTIAAZQZATTQS,
ENKATASTHMATIIEPONIPEIIELZ, .
MHAIABOAOTZ
MHOINQITIOAAQAEAOTAOMENAY,
KAAOAIAAZKAAOTY,

Tit. il 2, 3., from the Codex Coislinianus, described by Montfaucon
(Bibl. Coisl. p. 259.). :

TONMENINPOTONAOT'ONEIIOIHZAMHN
INEPIITANTONOG®EOPIAE
QNHPEATOIHSIIOIEINTE ‘ ’
KAJATAASKEINAXPIHZHMEPAZ ;
ANEAHM®OHENTEIAAMENOZTOIZATIOZTOAOLE |

ATATINSATIOTOTSEEEAEEATOKAIEKEAETSE
KHPTZZEINTOETATTEAION. :

Acts i. 1. &e. from the Codex Bezm,

' If we could be certain when that Hesychius of Jerusalom lived who divided the t
minor prophets gTixmpdv, we should know with more precision whether these in the New -
Testiment arc the work of Euthalius ; for Hesychius says, mAhw &AA& kal Thy &roarorsd 4
BiBrov ofre Tul ovyypapeicay elpdy, This makes it at least prodable that they did nob -
originate in the New Testament in the latter half of the fifth century.

Zacagni, who cdited the labours of Eunthaling (Collectanea Monumenterum Veterum
Rome, 1698,) from several Vatican MSS,, found a difficulty in reconeiling some purts_f!f
their contents with the dates of the life of that Egyptian bishop, especially (Pref. p. Isil.) -
thut any one who had been connected with the Council of Chalcedon (451) should call
himself forry years after wéov xpdvwy ral padnudrer, This difficnlty wonld have beet
removed on the publication of the Bibliotheea Coisliniana (1715), if it had been observe
that this expression is taken from Pamphilus, and has nothing to do with the ycars thf
Euthalins hud lived. A somewhat similar expression, in which the writer compares him”
self to véos &uaBis dpfuny 68by Kal &rpiBii idvas Tpoardyperos, occurs in the gencral Prolog®
addressed to Bishop Athanasius; and it certainly seems to comport more with one w0
wus young, than with Euthalius, whose scclesiastical standing had been such for fortf
years. It may very well be the expression nsed by some writer whose words Kuthalius ust

T
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It has been remarked that we have no information as to any
similar work performed by Euthalius or any one else with regard
to the Gospels ; and the division of those books into oréyo: has been
conjectured to have been performed by him at a later period; but is
it not more probable to suppose that it had been previously executed
by some other hand, and that it was in common use, and that the
division of the Epistles, whether originating with Euthalius, or only
circulated by him, was in imitation of what had been previously
employed in the Gospels? At all events the Gospels required it the
most, because they were the most habitually read in the churches,
and it was to meet a felt need that this mode of writing was adopted.

Thus it appears as if Euthalius, or the author whom he followed,
completed a work previously begun; and that the whole plan of
stichometry was to write in separate lines, for the sake of greater
distinctness, those members of a sentence which might have been
separated by dots.

There are also instances of a MS. being written like the Codex
Laudianus (E) of the Acts, in which only a word or two stands in
each line ; this has been sometimes styled stichometry, but it has no
relation whatever to the proper oriyo.. It only resembles them to
the eye.

Fi)yr a time the adoption of stichometry seems to have prevailed,
but how far it was general has never been shown; it must have dis-
appeared after a few centuries, though some MSS. appear to exhibit
traces of having been copied from exemplars so divided ; thus in the
Codex Boernerianus of St. Paul's Epistles (G), a large letter often
stands at the beginning of an ancient oriyos, though this MS. is
itself written in lines continued across the page. It has also been
thought that the dot of interpunction found in t%e Codex Cyprius (K)
of the Gospels, marks the end of a oréyos; but this seems to be only
the same mode of interpunction whicin was probably in use before
stichometry had been introduced, and certainly was so before it was
common.

From the eighth or ninth century punctuation in MSS. became
more frequent and more regular; and after the tenth century it is
very common to find it carried out very thoroughly; and thus it is
customary in cursive MSS. But there was no absolute regularity,
and certainly nothing that could be called a system, prior to the
Invention of printing. Even then the same editor varied from time
to time. On this subject it is important to observe that though
Punctuation is necessary, yet there is none that is authorised
absolutely by ancient use, or that possesses any prescriptive right.

he sentences which are ambiguous in their connection are but few;
Or writers do not often so combine their words that they are capable
of being punctuated in a way in which they did not intend ; and this
18 the case even more markedly in Greek than in English. In
really doubtful cases the context and parallel passages may decide ;
nd if in such cases there is a pretty general early testimony in
<&vour of some particular punctuation, it must not be considered rash-
Uess in any to follow it, cven though all modern usage may oppose.
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The absence of word divisions was a far greater difficulty to
reader in ancient times ; for it required a considerable acquaintance
with a work before it could be read aloud with any certainty of

avoiding mistakes. This barbarous mode of writing was continueq °

in Greek far longer than in Latin; for the Gothic rulers of Italy
in the close of the fifth century, introduced word divisions in Latiy
documents. We have not many existing proofs of confusion having
arisen from the undivided mode of writing ; 1. Cor. vi. 20, howeve:’
affords one instance ; where after ofdoate some copies read in early
times, as they do still, dpa Te, Thissentence then stood in undivideg
writing AOEASATEAPATETONGN, and this was read by some ag
if the latter words were dpare Tov G2y ; and so in the Latin Vulgate
the passage now stands “glorificate et portate Deum in corpore
vestro.”

AxcCIENT Drvisions. — The chapters and verses which we now
use are inventions of comparatively recent times; those which were
anciently employed, and to which reference is made by early writers,
are still found in MSS. as well as being retained in some printed
editions, Their utility is considerable in modern copies, because they
facilitate reference to MSS., and they explain ancient allusions.

Chapters, xepdrara, are early spoken of; but perhaps in some of
the more ancient writers who use the word, it was employed inde-

finitely as denoting part or section. Of the introduction of some of .

the existing divisions we possess some historical information; of
others which appear in MSS. we know neither the origin nor the
date. Thus the Codex Vaticanus B, contains a distribution into
sections wholly peculiar; of these St. Matthew contains 170, St
Mark 61, &c. The length of these divisions is very unequal; the
sense being the reason of the breaks occurring where they do. In
the Gospels, at least, the sections are perhaps the best that were ever
devised ; and this system of capitulary g
earliest of which we have the means of knowing any thing.! A
In the second century Tatian, the disciple of Justin Martyr and
afterwards the head of a body of ascetic heretics, had formed a
harmany or combined history from the four Gospels: and in the
following century this plan appears to have been carried out still
further by Ammonius of Alexandria, who divided the Gospels into
such sections as would answer to certain other parts in one or more of
the other Gospels. The length of these divisions was wholly depend-
ent on the portion which might be parallel in another Gospel. These

divisions may very commonly be found in MSS.; they take from .

their inventor the name of Ammonian sections. In the early part of
the fourth century Eusebius, the celebrated bishop of Ceesarea, made
the divisions of Ammonius the basis of his harmonising tables ; he
let each Gospel remain undisturbed as to its order, but under the

' This Capitulatio Vaticana is inserted in the “ Emphatic New Testament,” edited snd

ivision is probably the !

A

Pt

arranged by John Taylor, Esq. In this work a very commendable prominence js give?

to the rcadings of this most ancient and important MS. These divisions, with thef
numbers, are also given and made the basis of the distinction into paragraphs in Dr*
Tregelles’s “ Greek Testament, edited from ancient authorities,” now (1855) in the pres
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number of the Ammonian sections another was placed referring to one
of ten lists in which they were so arranged as to show what answered
[ in the other Gospels to that which was found in St. Matthew, or if it
were a portion which had no parallelin St. Matthew, then one of the
other Gospels took the lead. These ten tables contained, first, the
passages common to all four Evangelists; then (in three tables) what
three have in common; then (in four), what two Evangelists have
in parallel statements; and in the last were placed those passages
which are peculiar to each of the four. The Eusebian Canons, as
these tables are called, were adopted almost as generally as the
# Ammonian sections,
| These divisions were chiefly for the aid of those who wished to
study the New Testament minutely, and to compare the Gospels with
one another. Sections of a different kind were also formed, though
their date and origin are wholly uncertain: these were the portions
allotted for public reading.

The divisions of the Gospels, which have been styled érAot, pro-
bably originated in this manner; of these Matthew contains 68,
Mark 48, Luke 83, John 18. The divisions appear to have been
formed from their subject matter, so as to be a kind of chapters in
the modern sense of the term. KEach of these divisions received a
title from one of the first or principal subjects mentioned in it; thus
the fifth of these sections of St. Matthew, which happens to begin at
the same place as our fifth chapter, is entitled mepl vdv paxapiopév,
concerning the beatitudes, from the first subject in the sermon on the
mount, though this same érAos comprehends the whole to the end of
chap. vii. The last section in St. Matthew, the 68th, is called mepl
Tils alrijcews Tod coparos Tob 'Incod, concerning the request for the
body of Jesus; this being the first thing which it contains, though
the principal part of it treats of the resurrection of our Lord. These
titles are found in MSS. placed at the head of the page on which they
begin, with the nmumeral prefixed, which also stands in the margin
opposite the line in which each commences: and prefixed to each
Gospel is an index of the sections, with their numbers and titles.
There has arisen some confusion from the term repdracoy having
been used to designate the rérhot, as well as the Ammonian sections,
to which that term was more commonly appropriated. Hence, when-
ever xepdlaia are mentioned it is needful to observe which kind of
divisions are the ones intended.

In the Gospels, and in some of the other books, the first section
Or tithos, noted in the margin, does not stand at the beginning of
the book itself ; 80 that there is one section more than those enume-
Inted in the index. Griesbach! explains this peculiar arrangement

us: “In all MSS. which comprise the notation of the xeparaia,
‘ﬂ-nd. have the rirhor marked, the first of those in Matthew, marked

» 18 inseribed mrepl 7év pdywv, and begins ch. ii. 1. Similarly the

8t of these divisions in Mark is entitled pepl Tob Satpoviloudvov,
"d commences ch. i. 29. The first in Luke is mepl 7ijs drmoypags,

I Commentarius Criticus, ii. 49.
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and begins ch. ii. 1. The first in John is mepi Tod &v Kavd ydpoy,
commencing ch. ii. 1. Also in several of the Epistles the arrange.
ment is the same. The first section in the Epistle to the Romang
begins ch. i. 18. It may be worth while to explain so singular 5
mode of enumerating the xspddaca, by reference to their origin,
At first, the argument of every larger secetion was in a few words
prefixed!, or else placed in the upper or the lower margin; after-
wards they were drawn out into a list, and numerals were prefixed,
. But the deginning of each book had already a general in-
seription (as ETATTEAION KATA MATGOAION, or IIPOS
POMAIOTS, EITIZTOAH). Hence it was thought that there was
hardly a place for a special heading at the beginning of the first
page of each book. And thus it came to pass that in the enumera-
tion of kepalaia there is no mention whatever of the first portion of
each Book.”

A clear apprehension of the érho: is not only of historieal impor-
tance, but it is needful from their being found so generally in Greek
MSS., and also in the so called fac-simile editions, which have ren-
dered many of the more valuable of these documents accessible to
the biblical student, without his having to go beyond the walls of his
study.

It may seem singular that MSS. should contain the twofold
division of Ammonian sections, and these larger rirAo:; probably
the latter originated in church usage; and when once they had
been marked in MSS., copyists, whose aim ever was not to omit
anything, inserted both systems of division.

The divisions of the other parts of the New Testament have
been thought to be of later origin. Euthalius, whose stichome-
trical arrangement of some of the books has already been mentioned,
introduced into a copy which he sent to Athanasius the younger,
bishop of Alexandria, a division of the Acts and Catholic Epistles
into xedalata, giving also similar divisions which had been pre-
viously introduced into St. Paul's Epistles by some one whom he
does not name, but whom he describes as, &i Tév copwrdror Twl kal
PuoyploTwy matépwy fudv, one of the wisest of our Christ-loving
Jfathers, a term by which it has been supposed that he intended
Theodorus of Mopsuestia. He also %:we headings to the chapters,
descriptive of their contents; these, however, are not his own, but
they were collected by him from a previously existing synopsis of
Sacred Scripture, and from other sources. Euthalius has been sup-
posed to have formed the divisions of the Acts and Catholic Epistles

himself; but this seems doubtful as to the latter, and certainly in-

correct as respects the former, which was (as has been stated above)
the work of Pamphilus the martyr, nearly two centuries previous.
It is more certain that he subjoined to the Epistles subscriptions

denoting the places from which he supposed that they had been ‘}

written ; in these particulars he sometimes contradicts the sum-

maries of the chapters which he had introduced. Euthalius als0

1 This is the case in the Codex Sangallensia A of the Gospels. The tides are thert
introduced in a different form of writing into the tex® itself.
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wserted written nccents in his copy,—a great aid to the reader of
undivided Greek; and many of these particulars were transcribed
by others from his Exemplar.! The labour of Eusebius in arrang-
ing the Ammonian sections of the Gospels, and that of Euthalius in
connection with the Acts and Epistles, resemble far more what is
undertaken by a modern editor of the New Testament, than any-
thing else which we find in ancient times,

The Apocalypse was divided into twenty-four portions, to which
the name of Adyor was given, and into seventy-two smaller xepd-
zata; both of these divisions are attributed to Andreas of Cwsarea
in Cappadocia: if it be correct that this twofold division was made
by one person, it is probable that it was in imitation of what was
found in the Gospels, where both xepdlaia and 7irho: were marked
in the same MS.

The Greeks continued to use the ancient divisions until after the
taking of Constantinople by the Turks in 1453 ; some of the fugi-
tives, who sought to obtain a living in Western Europe by copying
Greek MSS.,, then, in some exemplars, introduced the Latin chapters.
These more recent divisions, and the still more modern verses, may
be briefly mentioned here as completing the outline of the history of
the divisions and marks of distinction in the New Testament.

The Latins had used the Ammonian sections and Eusebian canons,
and breves resembling the Greek tirho.. Whether these had fallen
into disuse, or whether they seemed unsuitable for the purpose in-

1 It is very uncommon for a change of accents to affect the sense at all. More might
be said as to the difference of breathing at tho beginning of certnin words; abrod and
adrod, for instance. It happens, however, that in thc New Testament there are the
strongest grounds for exeluding adrod and its cognates altogether, and for always using
abrob. Inour common printed copies, some passages have beent much misconceived from the
aspiration on this word, arod, &c. having been inserted in & manner which is wrong on any
principle and in any manner. .

Thus, in Col ii, 15., Op:apBeloas a'rods & adrg occurs in most of the Greek Testa-
ments in common use in this country. This has, of courge, becn taken to mean
“triumphing over them in himself ;” and this has been applied to Christ as the only
person of whom this could be said. Christ has thns been assumed to be the subject of the
sentence, and all has been applied to him. And thus, in the same verse, &rexdvoduevos

been thought, of course, to belong to our Lord ; and whatever it may mean, it has
been thought to be his action, Of late an endeavour has been made to translate it
“having put off,” or “having stripped himseclf of” the &pxal and &ovafay, which are
immediately mentioned ; and it has even been maintained that these powers of evil were
what cxisted in the humanity of our Lord (1!), and that He put them off at the cross.
This doctrine is sufficiently differcnt from what is commonly held to be true of our Lord’s
Person, ag to make one ask whether the words of the verse conld be thus translated,
applicd, and interpreted. As to this, let it be observed that the notion that Clyist is the
Subjeet of the sentence turns entirely on the breathing v adrd, and on a kind of tradi-
tlonul‘ apprechension taken from that form of the word. But let the whole context be
¢xamined, and it will be seen that év adrd is in entire discordance with it. Verse 12.
Speaks of “the faith of the operation of GOD who raised Him (Christ, sc.) from the
de'“.“ (Ver. 13)) And you . ., . hath Ho [God] quickened together with Him [with
B | having forgiven you all trespasses; (ver. 14.) having blotted out the hand-
h"ﬁmg «... He FGod still] took it out of the way, nailing it to the cross; (ver. 15.)
0“‘"”-5 despoiled the principalitics and the powers, He {God] made o shew of them
b]:e“ly’ triumphing over them in it” [i.e. in the cross of Christ].  Thus might some have
en kept from going so far astray, if they had not been misled by & abrg having been
PUt with s breathing which could not belong to it. Whatever bo the menning of Gmexdu-

:i':’;l')'lm; no sense must be assigned to it which is incompatible with the subject being Gop
y
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tended, the modern chapters were invented in the middle of the
thirteenth century by Cardinal Hugo de S. Caro (Hugues de Sy,
Cher), who had projected a Latin Concordance of the whole Bible,
He subdivided each chapter into different portions by using A. B,
C. D., placed in the margin at intervals. This new notation spread
amongst the Latin copies, and it was afterwards introduced into the
printed editions of the Greek New Testament, just as some had
adopted the Latin chapters previously in their Greek transcripts,
Verse divisions of any kind, and numberings, seem first to have ap-
peared in Latin in the Psalterium Quincuplex of the elder Henry
Stephens (Paris, 1509), in which each of the Hebrew verses (as dis-
tinguished by the punctuation) was marked and numbered in Latin,
This was repeatedly imitated in printed editions of the Psalter. In
1528 Pagninus published his new Latin translation of the whole
Bible, in which he numbered the verses in the Old Testament, the
divisions of which are marked in the Hebrew text ; he also introduced
certain numbered verses into the New Testament; these were how-
ever much longer than ours, which were suggested by them. After
Robert Stephens was molested and almost persecuted by the Theo-
logical faculty of the Sorbonne, in consequence of his large Greek
Testament, in 1550, he found it needful to flee to Geneva, and there
in the following year he published the first Greek Testament with
our modern verses, He meditated the formation of a Concordance
to the Greek New Testament, and during his ride from Paris to
Lyons!, he either planned or else executed this verse division : it was
introduced into the edition which he published at Geneva? in 1551,
in which the Greek text standsin a central column between the Vul-
gate and the Latin version of Erasmus. In this edition there were
not only the numbering of the newly invented verses inserted
(which is all that would have been needed for a Concordance), but
also the verses are divided by separate breaks, according to the
modern plan. For this Robert Stephens had a reason, irrespective
of what had led to his having introduced them at all. He says in
his preface that he did this to make other versions correspond in
location to the Greek text. From the time of their introduction,
but a short period elapsed before their use had become genersl;
they were adopted alike by Roman Catholics and by Protestants, in
editions of the original, and in modern versions, f late, however,
many editions have been printed without breaks, in which either the
verse notation is placed in the margin, or else introduced in the line
itself at the commencement of each verse.

! The account is given by his son, Henry Stephens, in tho Preface to his New Testa-
ment, 1576,
? Dr. Wright says, in Dr. Kitto’s Cyclopsdia of Biblical Literature (Art. Verss, il
. 910.) of this edition, * with the date in the title MDLXI., an evident error for MDLL
he X has been in consequence erased in nearly all the copies.” It is quite true that the
title-page is thus found in some copies; but it is a mistake to suppose that there are none
with the proper date. There arc copies with M.D.LI without any erasure or place for au
erasure, between the L and I. Such a copy, formerly in the library of the Duke of Sussex,
is in the writer’s possession. Those which have MDLXI seem to be copies in which 8
reprinted title had been inserted.

r
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Many complaints have been made of the want of skill shown in the
divisions of sentences. Some of these, however, ought not to be
charged upon Robert Stephens: thus Col. i. 21, ends in our common
editions with the words ywvl 8¢ amokariz\akev, but now hath he re-
conciled ; and then verse 22. goes on v 76 cwpart Tis caprds avTod
dua Tod Bavdrov, in the body of his flesh through death ; although not
the smallest pause can be interposed between the words. 1. Stephens,
however, put the whole of this at the beginning of verse 22.; so that,
here at least, the sense was not marred.

It has been often said that the introduction of verse divisions has
had an injurious effect; for it became (it is said) almost a habit for
each verse to be taken as a distinct proposition, and it thus was
treated in preaching or exposition apart from the context. It must,
however, be remembered, on the other hand, how much the use of
verses has facilitated the reference to passages in the New Testa-
ment ; those only, indeed, who have had frequent occasion to use
those editions (such as the Complutensian and those of Erasmus),
" which were anterior to verse division, can appreciate the practical
inconvenience of the undivided chapters. It may, however, be
gravely doubted whether the introduction of verse division has caused
the injurious effects which have been attributed toit For if we com-
pare the modes of preaching and of scripture exposition which were
prevalent during the middle ages with those of the last three cen-
turies, we shall find in the former period that there was quite as much
of the system of taking a few words for a motto without regard to the
context, ag has been the case since. The evil lies far deeper than
any thing connected with typographical arrangement; and it is much
more dependent upon those habits of thought which cause the Serip-
ture to be regarded rather as teaching subjectively than objectively.
This leads to the non-contextual selection of portions for exposition :
the remedy must be sought in a more full apprehension of Serip-
ture, and in the importance being felt of true and thorough ezposition.
The tendency has been far too often found to make the Scripture text
the basis for our own thoughts, rather than to let the Scripture speak
for itself in the form and manner in which it presents its truths.

From the time of Bengel many editions of the Greek New
Testament have appeared divided into paragraphs, like any other
book, This may be considered as a sufficient remedy for the evil of
which complaint has been made ; for thus conventional divisions which
g:.Ssesses no authority are cast aside. The notation of the verses

Ing retained renders such editions as convenient as others for
reference and use. No system of paragraph division has been univer-
sally adopted, though that of Bengel has been followed by several,
and no numbering of the paragraphs has been introduced. = Of late,

Owever, an attempt has been made to bring into use the oldest
System of divisions of which we know anything, by adopting as
Paragraph divisions the sections found in the Vatican MS. together
:lth_ the numerals by which they are designated. But for reference

othing now introduced could have the smallest probability of taking

the place of the modern chapters and verses. Their admitted defects

D2
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are well known, and it is casy for every student of the Bilile to leary,
from childhood that both these modes of division are purely for con
ventional use, without any pretentions to authority.

Besides the ancient chapters and other divisions, there were portiong
appropriated at a comparatively early period for church reading at
particular festivals. Such divisions of the Acts and Epistles in the
latter part of the fifth century were given by Euthalius; he probally
specified the portions which use had before his time thus appropriateq
to the Sundays and other festivals, But as days of special observance
were multiplied, appropriated portions of the New Testament in.
creased in number likewise, and many MSS. are marked in the
margins with the copious lists of church lessons and with indications
where the reader was to begin, where he was to end, and what
he was at certain times to pass by.

But as the Scripture ceased to be a book of domestic and private
use and study, it became valued almost exclusively for ecclesiastical
services ; thus Lectionaries were formed, in which the portions re-
quired for the different festivals were arranged in the order in which
they were wanted in the course of the year. It is said that though
the Latins had such books as early as the fifth century, they were not
introduced among the Greeks before the eighth. They continued
to be transcribed in uncial letters long after cursive writing had
been adopted for Biblical MSS. in general: this was, it seems, in
part with the object of retaining a church usage, and partly because
the size of the letters was deemed more suited to the reader’s eye.
These Lectionaries have received various names from the parts of the
New Testament from which they are taken. Thus one from the
Gospels has been styled Evangeliarium (by Griesbach Evangelista-
rium), one from the Epistles, Epistolare; while the Greek term
mpafaméarolos seems to be the only name given to one from the
book of Acts, Similar to these names is dwooréros, which appears
to have been originally a volume containing the Epistles of St. ga.ul,
while it gradually became a designation for the volume of the select
lessons from all the Epistles; and this appears to be the present
meaning of the name in the Greek Church.

Besides the Lectionaries themselves there were also lists of lessons
called Synazaria, and Menologia, in which were specified the portions
to be read on the different days. Scholz has printed a Synazarium
and Menologium from several Paris MSS. in his Greek Testament;
there is hardly a day of the year for which the lessons are not
specified. A knowledge of the conmection, the beginning, &ec. of
these portions is sometimes of value when various rea%.lings. are under
discussion,
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' , CHAP. V.
ON THE HISTORY OF THE TEXT ITSELF, ESPECIALLY TO THE FIFTH CENTURY.

THE preceding chapter has contained various notices of the text in
the early ages, so far as its external form is concerned; and while
books were not multiplied by means of the press, it often happens that
even less could be said of their history than that which }ms been
already stated with regard to the New Testament.

There are, however, certain points of importance which give us
historical notices respecting the text itsclf in its internal condition.
These may be gathered in part from the citations of ecclesiastical
writers, and in part from what they occasionally say respecting
readings which Ead been employed by others., In the second
century we find that our canonical books in general were in the
hands not only of the Christian Church, strictly so called, but also of
various bodies, Marcionites, Valentinians, some of whom used certain
books, and some employed others. From the moment that the sacred
books were in the hands of those who were hostilely opposed to each
other, there was some check on falsification or intentional alteration.
Not but that accusations were made of such changes having been
introduced, and sometimes on very sufficient groungs; but the fact
of such charges having been brought shows that attention was
directed to the subject.

Supposing that it had been possible for an ancient work to have
" been so transcribed as to be transmitted in all respects with accuracy,
8o that there would be no variation of any kind in the copies used
a thousand years after the author’s time from his own autograph,
then tertual criticism would have no place; the subject could not
have been a matter of study, and there would be no such thing as a
history of the unprinted text, unless it gave a detail of means that
were used to preserve it from wilful and designed corruption. It is
Probable that, except as to few and rare passages, the early Chris-
tian fathers thought but little of any changes except those which
might arise from design or evil purpose: at all events, they reve-
renced the words and phrases of the Scriptures, so a8 to think that
intentional alteration would be a sin. Thus Irensus (C. H. v. 30. 1.)
discusses the true reading of the number of the beast in Rev. xiii.
18., whether it was 666 (y£s) or 616 (yis'), as still found in some
authorities ; he determines that the former is the true reading (as we
now have it) on the authority of the old copies, xai uaprvpovvrov
abriw dksivav Téw kar’ Sy Tov "lodvmy dwpardrwy, and on the testi-
Mmony of those who had seen John face to face. He attributes the
Other to the error of copyists who had wrongly transcribed the
Dumbers, expressed in the accustomed manner by letters, and that
thus iota, tem, had been substituted for £ sizty. This, he thought,

d led many into error who had ignorantly followed what they
ound in incorrect copies. He adds, ©“ Sed his quidem qui simpli-

CGiter ct sine malitia hoe fecerunt, arbitramur ventan dari a Deo;”
b3
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But to those who have done this simply and without evil intention, wg
suppose pardon to be granted by God. Whether he applies this tq
the inaccurate scribes or to those that followed them, is not quite
clear; but it is very certain that he judged (and in this no doubt
but that he uttered the Christian sentiment of his age) that any
change in Holy Scripture, even when only from oversight and care.
lessness, was a very serious thing. On Matthew i. 18. Irenaus says
(C. H. iii. 16. 2.), ““ Ceterum potuerat dicere Mattheeus, Jesu vero
generatio sic erat; sed preevidens Spiritus Sanctus depravatores, et
premuniens contra fraudulentiam eorum, per Mattheum ait;
Christi autem generatio sic erat.” This perfectly legitimate argu-
mentation on the use of a word is of twofold importance; for it
bears on the early reverence for the authority of Scripture in al]
its parts, and it also is a plain proof as to what the phraseology
was of this passage in the second century; this reading, ypiorop
without *Incob (of the common text)is also upheld by other good
authorities, so that it has, irrespective of the evidence of Irenwus, no
small claim on the attention of critics; the testimony of that father
may be considered as giving a decisive preponderance. Whether or
not errors of transcription had been often or to any great extent in-
troduced in the second century into the sacred text, it is at least
certain that the Christian feeling was strongly directed to uphold
and maintain the readings which were believed to be true. '

The actions and doctrines of Marcion of Pontus belong to Church
history, but his corruption of the New Testament is of importance
in this place. As to the ground of his procedure it must here
suffice to say, that Marcion having rejected the Old Testament alto-
gether, and denying that the God of the Jews could be the Father

of our Lord Jesus Christ, he formed out of some of the Epistles of 1 -

St. Paul (the only apostle who in his opinion really understood
Christianity) a sort of canon, on principles of selection and rejection;
and as he repudiated the doctrine of the true incarnation of the I.ord
Jesus, he formed a Gospel for himself; of this the ancients who
speak on the subject all say that the basis was our canonical St.
Luke; from whicli, however, the more prominent features that
would militate against his system were removed; but enough still
rcmained without change (through oversight probably) to refute
Marcionism on Marcion’s own ground.

We learn in part from Irensus, and as to more particulars from
Tertullian and pitphanius, how Marcion acted. And thus we have
in the two latter of these fathers very many specimens of the read-
ings which they approved, but which Marcion had (as they alleged)
altered, In their general accusations they were undoubtedly right;
though it must be said that in several passages Tertullian accused
Marcion of falsification when his own copy or Latin version was all
that was in fault. But let all deductions be made, the general fact
remains, and we can go through St. Luke’s Gospel, passage by
passage, pointing out what Marcion cancelled, and what he allowed
to remain unaltered. Thus early did the corruption of the sacred
books commence; for it appears that in A.D. 127 Marcion went

(
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from Pontus to Rome, carrying his remodelled collection of the New
Testament Seriptures, and spreading his peculiar opinions. Although
the most remarkable fact in the history of the text during the second
century connects itself with that heretical leader, he was not alone
in his designed alterations. Dionysius of Corinth (Euscbius, Ece.
Hist. iv. 23.) complains of the manner in which the apostles of the
devil had dared to adulterate the sacred writings by sowing tares
amongst them.

It seems as if this had been partly done by means of false readings
introduced into the text, and partly by the assumption of certain

losses as being the explanation of what the true text contains,
%remeus (C. H. iv. 6. 1.) gives a specimen of the proceedings of
those who thus professed to be more skilled than the apostles in
enunciating and expounding a text. “ Dominus enim ostendens se-
metipsum aiscipulis, quoniam ipse est verbum, quiagnitionem Patris
facit, et exprobrans Judmis putantibus se habere Deum, quum et
frustrentur verbum ejus, per quem cognoscitur Deus, dicebat, Nemo
_cognoscit filium nisi Pater, neque Patrem quis cognoscit nisi Filius, et
cui voluerit Filius revelare. E?ic et Mattheeus posuit et Lucas simi-
liter et Marcus idem ipsum': Joannes enim preteriit locum hune.
Hi autemn qui peritiores apostolis volunt esse sic describunt: Nemo
cognovit Patrem nist Filius nec Filium nisi Puter, et cui voluerit Filius
revelare : et interpretantur, quasi a nullo cognitus sit verus Deus
ante Domini nostri adventum; et eum Deum qui a prophetis sit
annuntiatus, dicunt non esse Patrem Christi.”

Clement of Alexandria, after citing a passage from the Gospels
(Matt. v. 10.), mentions how it had been metaphrased by some:
paxdpios, Pnaly, of Sediwyudvor Evaxev Sukaroavuns, 8T abrol vioi Beod
wapbicovras: §, ds Twes Ty psraribbvrov ¢ Edayyéina, Maxdpiot,
dnoly, of Sediwyudvor Omo Ths Sixawoaivys, 8ty adrol ¥govrar TéNEoL*
Kal, pardpior of dediwryuéyor §verxa duod, 8tv Efovar Témov Smov od
Suoyfigovrar (Strom. iv. 6. ed. Potter, p. 582.). In this, however,
it is by no means clear that Clement speaks of a change introduced
into the text: it seems rather like a play on the twofold meaning of
Sediwypévor : “ those persecuted for righteousness’ sake ” are “ followed
- after by righteousness.” But still tie actual text in its unchanged

words received attention.?

In this manner, at all events, the way was prepared for intro-
ducing corruption into the text itself; and those fathers who drew
attention to this might have been aware of the tendency of copyists
of all works to make insertions.

! If the words “ et Marcus idem ipsum” are really those of Irenseus, and not of his Latin
translator, or of some eopyist, he must have himself made a remarkable mis-statement,

It is curious to observe that Clement himself herc subjoins the close of Matt. v, 9, to
the beginning of verse 10. It is difficult to suppose that he could blame the metaphrasts
When Jis own use of Scripture and his mode of quotation is so often of precisely the
Same kind. Xndeed, the notion of o perdfeais mnst often be employed as explaining how
':imgm‘cnn cite as Ius does. Thus, he says (Strom. ii. 5.; Potter, p. 440.), maréov ol
3 AP wGANOY Tfi Ypadf, Aeyolop, Odrrov kdumhov Bid Tpumiuatos Bendvns Biihedoeodar,

*Aobaioy ¢iAacopeiv: a surprising and perverted nse to be made of our Lord's
kilehmg in Matt, xix. It scems to assame, that to be a philosopher, and to enter into the
'gdom of heaven, are convertible terms.
b 4
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Thus in the latter part of the second century the Christian writerg
were very fully alive to the danger which there was of the adinissioy,
of designedly false readings. And it may be safely concluded, that
whatever may have been the variations even then introduced into the
text from accidents of transcription, the text was free from any
general corruption or designed falsification.

The second century was also the period of the execution of a work,
which had more effect apparently on the text of the Gospels in use
throughout the Church than all the designed falsifications of Marcion
and every scion of the Gnostic brood. Tatian formed his Dia Tes-
sardn from the narratives of the four Evangelists combined ; and this
appears to have led to a confusion and intermingling on the part of
transcribers of the words and expressions of one Gospel with that
which was found in some other.

Something may be learned of the state of the text by examining
the quotations found in the writings of each father separately; for,
although this may possibly only show what was in some one private
copy, and though the ancients (just like the moderns) often quoted
loosely and (as it is called) from memory, and though transcribers
may have adapted the passages in a father to that to which they
were themselves accustomed;—yet, when we find in a father a
definite citation of a passage in a form (differing perhaps from the
common text), such as is also found in other very ancient authorities,
we then need not doubt that we have the actual reading of the Greek
text as read by such a father. And just as we find a father con-
sistent in his citations when express, even though in mere allusions
the words are given very loosely, so do we learn to have increased
confidence in the general character of the quotations in his works as
they have come down to us. And when the quotations are habitual
and not merely of detached sentences, but of large passages, we feel
all the more definiteness of thought as to the use wﬁich we make of
them.

The early versions would supply us with good evidence on this
branch of the subject, if we were rcally cerfain of the date of any
prior to the Gothic of Ulphilas. But as it is, though they do not
furnish us with any precise point of chronology, they have their use
even here ; for they show the character of text from which they were
respectively taken, and in some cases we may feel pretty sure that
we are not far wrong in our estimate of their actual dates. It i3
not too much to assume in this place that the old Latin and a Syriac
version of the Gospels, that which was brought to light by the Rev.
W. Cureton!, were products of the second century. If their readings
are examined, they will be found to exhibit certain points of resem-
blance, and also some of diversity. There is enough to show that
very great weight attaches to their readings (that is, to the Greek
text from which they were respectively taken) when they accord.

! In one of the MSS. from the Nitrian monasteries, now in the British Museum, It i$
well for sacred criticism that the difference between this text and that commonly printed
was so soon discovered by Mr, Cureton, who was then in the MS, department of th¢
Muscum library.
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Their diversities are a significant hint of the divergences of text of
regions 80 separated as the East and West.

The Egyptian versions — Memphitic and Thebaic —are also of
such antiquity, that their readings are of importance in any inquiry
into the state of the text in early times; and if we find these ver-
sions agreeing with those already specified, there is a strong case in
favour of such documents as contain the same readings. But it is
with diversities that we have now principally to do; and diversities
there are which would be sufficiently attested by the ancient versions,
even if all existing MSS. of the Greek New Testament belonged
(as is the case with the Hebrew copies of Old Testament) to one
general class or family.

The history, then, of the text must, if pursued minutely, resolve
itself into statements relating to the copies in use in different regions;
for in each distinct country the causes of variation would operate
distinctly; and thus, unless there were some eritical revision (such as
that of the LXX. undertaken by Origen), there would be no reunion
of readings, but divergences would be always liable to increase.
Hence the importance of using such testimonies as take us back to
the time of the earlier divergences; for from these the later must
always have sprung, and the nearer we are brought to the actual
autographs, the more surely can we say that the limits of doubt and
uncertainty must be within such and such definite boundaries.

Great as were the complaints made of the alteration of copies, the
old versions executed in diverse regions show within what limnits this
must have been confined ; and the alterations, too, except when they
had a Marcionite character, were no doubt far oftener the results of
inadvertence than of design. Those who mention the variations
were themselves, it is probable, but little aware of the causes of
error which are natural to copyists.

In the former half of the third century a writer appeared amongst
the Christians whose works were both far more extensive, and in some
respects more important, than those of any who had preceded hini. In
this place, however, ORIGEN deserves especial mention from the in-
formation which he gives as to the state of the Greek text in his
day; and also for the materials which his writings afford in evidence
a8 to the kind of MSS. which he used. He laments the diversitics
of the copies which were then in circulation, and he traces theso
variations to certain causes. Nuwwi 8% SnjlovéTe moAN) «yéyovey ) T
wrvypadwy Siadopd, eire amd pabupias Twidv ypadéwy, eite dmwd ToMuns
Twwy poyfnpds tis Siopbioews TAV ypadouivwy, giTe Kkal dwd TOV Td
favrols Soxotwra dv T Swpbuwge TpoaTlivTwy 4 ddatpovrrwy. Con.
I Matt, tom. xv. (Ed. De la Rue iii. 671.) It is now manifest that
the diversity of the copies has become great, whether from the care-

essness of certain scribes, or from the rashness of some who make
Corrupt emendations, or also from those who in emendation add or

e away what they think fit.” The latter words secm to refer to
€ occupation of those whose business it was to rewise a transeript
With its exemplar (mueh as is done by a modern press-covrector),
and he appears to say that they revise according to their own judg-
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ment instead of simply following their copy throughout. Thesg
correctors would be very liable to alter a transcript before them 8
as to adapt it to what was in their minds and memories; and thus i,
parallel passages they would be apt to bring them into verbel agree.
ment by the addition or omission of words; and so too, if ap

ortion of a narrative were passed by in church reading, they woulg
ge likely to obelize it in a transcript before them, if they were cor-
recting without consulting their copy: and in passages in different
parts which were publicly read together, they would feel no smal}
inclination to add, either in the margin or the text, such portions ag
would be thus brought familiarly before their minds. Those whoge
rashness is reprehended, seem to be such scribes as acted the critic
themselves, and introduced such emendations as we know did actuall
find their way at an early period into the text; such would be
peculiarly liable to remove difficulties and to alter what they could
not understand: while the first class to which Origen refers would
be those whose inadvertence has always produced so many variations
in the copies of early writings.

But Origen did not consider that the text in general had been
rendered uncertain; in such of his numerous writings as are still
extant in Greek, he quotes and uses a very large portion of the New
Testament ; and he thus supplies more important evidence than any
other early father as to the readings which were current in his own
day. Tt 1s true that he sometimes cites passages differently, and
that he must at different times have used copies which did not read
alike ; but this does not affect the general testimony of his citations
farther than to show that such varieties existed in the copies which
this critical writer and reader thought worthy of use. He may not
himself' have been aware of the variety-of reading in his citations;
for his works were written during a great number of years, and some
of them in Palestine and some in %gypt; gso that 1t can hardly be
thought surprising if his memory and attention did not serve to
detect verbal variations.! Besides the habitual quotations from the
New Testament which Origen introduces, he also at times expressly
states that such a reading was that found in such a place. us on
Matt. xv, 35., he says é¥8d8s 0¥ rehaiss, aAAE mapayyé\her: showing
that his copies read, not xai dxé\evosy, but mapayyeihas, which is ac-
tually found in some of our best copies. He says on Matt. xv. 8. that
the Evangelist gave the citation from Isaiah, not in the very words,
otk alrails AMéfeow, and he cites it from St. Matthew without dyy(les pos
and & té oTduari abrdy, and in this form the passage stands in the
most ancient MSS, and versions. Occasionally he says that passages
are read differently in different copies; as an instance of this
Matt. xvi. 20. may be taken, where he says that some copies had
Swearelraro, and others dmeripnoev. Origen in his Commentaries
sometimes expressed an opinion on a reading, suggesting what he
thought should be in the text, though, perhaps, without citing any

! These remarks are wholly iivespective of the manner in which transcribers may have
remodelled the Seripture pussages in the fathers. There is enough, which is free from
all suspicion, to meet the present argument amply and fully.
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copy for his supposition. In such cases it has been thought that the
influence of his authority as a critic led transcribers to insert what
he had approved. A case in point is found in the reading
BnbaBapd, John i. 28., where the most ancient copies have in general
& Bnﬁauz% a reading which Origen did not believe to be genuine.

The writings of Origen are thus of great importance with regard
to the history of the text: from them we learn much as to the third
century, and we are able to ascertain the fact, which is of great value
for our present purpose, that the oldest MSS. and versions which we
have, contain just the same variety of tert as existed in the third century.
How far we possess evidence for forming any classification of the
readings current in documents of that time will be considered in
another place. All that will now be laid down is that the general
tone of the citations of Origen, the most ancient versions, and certain
MSS. (of more recent date themselves) present the readings which
belong to a text or texts demonstrably thus ancient.

In the fourth century Eusebius of Cmsarea was the most critical
of the Greek fathers: his labour in connection with the text of the
Guospels, in introducing his tabular canons, has been already noticed:
it is probable that copies into which he introduced these references,
exercised an influence over the many exemplars in which the same
divisions and tables were employed. Eusebius was commissioned by
the emperor Constantine to procure copies of the Gospels! for
public use in the churches of Constantinople: this shows that there
was no opposition to the reception of copies which came from that
quarter, and that there was as yet, at least, no thought or supposi-
tion that any particular country or district possessed a class of text
%eculiar]y its own. It seems to have been assumed by some that

usebius was directed to procure these copies from Alexandria, which
was the great centre in that day of Greek literature. But it is
pretty certain that for some years Ceesarea had been a place of im-
portance in connection with the transcription and ecirculation of
Christian writings; and thus from Casarea itself it is probable that
Eusebius was intended to obtain these fifty copies. In either case
their text would in all probability be just the same; namely, that
which Eusebius himself used, and which was in general accordance
with that of Origen in the previous century. And thus, nfter the
edict of the emperor had been complied with, it is pretty evident that
Constantinople must then at least have accorded with Alexandria in
its text of the Gospels, though in after ages the two cities have been
regarded as the special seats of two rival families of text.

To the latter part of the fourth century belong the critical labours
of Jerome, Those only which relate to the text of the New Testa-
ment need observation here. When Jerome was at Rome, in the
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Upplied xard rhy emdovuoy Ny T\,



44 Textual Criticism.

time of Damasus, bishop of that city, at his request he undertook
the revision of the Latin Gospels which were then current. Thig
part of the New Testament he had completed A.D. 384 ; and in the
introductory epistle, he shows what his judgment was of the then
condition of the MSS., not merely the Latin, but also the Greck,
He deemed it needful to use a comparison of ancient MSS. in that
language as the ground for his Latin revision. In this he showed
that he thought that many of the MSS, which were then the more
recent were not to be trusted as fully as the older. It should be
observed that the MSS. which he employed were evidently such as
were in use in the West, such as he supposed might have been the
exemplars from which that version had at first been made, which he
had occupied himself in revising. Many of his complaints wounld
apply alike to Greek and to Latin copies. Parallel passages had
becen brought into verbal conformity to each other; portions which
belonged to one Gospel had been inserted in others; and thus the
confusion to be remedicd was not slight. Some allowance must be
made, however, in all these remarks for the strong colouring which
Jerome was accustomed to use in expressing his opinions.

But, besides the Latin Vulgate which thus proceeded from
Jerome’s critical studics, we find in this century monuments of a
different kind. The Gothic version of Ulphilas varies considerably
in its text from the carlier of the ancient translations; many passages
are in a different form, and the fome of the text when minute com-
parison is instituted is discrepant. We find, also, that the Latin
version which had been previously in use was in this century sub-
jected to many revisions. One of these, which may have originated
in this period, is found in the Codex Brixianus, differing considerably
from this old version as unrevised; it agrees even x:'less with the
Vulgate of Jerome. It is certain that, in some manner, there was a
considerable influence brought to bear on the text of the New Testa-
ment in the fourth century. And yet Eusebius, who of all the
Greek fathers of that age was the most learned and critical, and
whose writings are very copious, did not, in the general character of
his citations, differ at all materially from Origen. But Eusebius be-
longed to the former part of the fourth century, and the text, in a
transition state, pertains rather to the middle of that age and onward.

The attempt to account for phenomena apart from direct historical
testimony, can never go beyond a statement of probabilities; and
thus we should be cautious in not inventing rash theories. It may,
however, be remarked that, in the fourth century, there were certain
causes in operation which might affect the text. After the persecu-
tion, in the reign of Diocletian, during which the copies of the New
Testament books were so relentlessly destroyed, it was requisite to
take steps to repair the loss for the use of the churches. This must
have given to the publishers of those days a new impetus to supply

the demand. Soon after this, the adoption. of the profession of

Christianity by Constantine caused a vast extension in the demand
for the Christian Scriptures. Not only at that time was Christianity
freed from actual suffering and penalty, but it was so fostered by
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the Roman ruling power, that its profession became respectable in
the eyes of men, and it involved in itself no reproach; and thus the
number of nominal Christians and of Christian assemblies became,
within a very short space of time, very much greater. And simul-
taneously with this extension of the name of Christianity, the new
features in the sacred fext itself began to be manifest. This almost
suggests that there was a connection between the two facts. Iach
of them, apart from all theory, is a known truth. It has been thought
that the influence of Constantinople, the new imperial city of the
East, had to do with the diffusion of a text pretty early adopted
there, and differing much from that which had previously emanated
from Alexandria, the centre, in those days, of Greck literature in a
mercantile point of view. But the difficulty which lies in the way
of this theory is the fact (to which notice has been already directed)
that Constantine caused the copies of the Gospels which were in-
tended for church use in the newly-founded eastern capital, to be
procured by Eusebius; and thus it is in vain to look to Constan-
tinople in the fourth century as the source of a non-Eusebian, and
therefore so far non-Alexandrian text. It might be more in accord-
ance with facts if Antioch were suggested, and if it were supposed
that the kind of text which at length, in the Ilast, so much super-
seded that employed by Origen, had been diffused from thence.
This is proposed as a subject for inquiry : evidence may be drawn
from the quotations in the writings of John Chrysostom, who be-
longed to Antioch by birth, education, and residence, up to the time
of his elevation to the insecure height of the patriarchate of Con-
stantinople. It would not be difficult to show that he repeatedly
uses the Scripture in such forms as were expressly stated by Origen
not to be found, that is, in the copies then current ; and it may also be
proved that the points in which the Latin Codex Brixianus and the
Gothic version giﬁ'er from the older authorities, are just such as
would be supported by Chrysostom. If this transition tezt did ori-
ginate at Antioch in the fourth century, it might become easil
diffused through the East, where the demand for the books of the
New Testament, and the Gospels in particular, was now so great.
And thus the influence of the Church copies sent by Eusebius to
Constantinople might be more than counteracted, especially during
the long period in which the latter city was in the hands of the
Arians, who associated every thing Alexandrian (as they might such
Copies) with Athanasius, and with the Nicene symbol which they so
utterly repudiated.

Let these theories be taken for what they are worth (they may at
east serve as a check to the reception of untenable explanations),
and then it is not difficult to explain how this transition text might
originate. It pretty thoroughly meets the description given by

erome, and before him by Origen, of the procedure of those copyists
Who confused the text by blending the phraseology of the different

Tospels together, and by making insertions and alterations. I ad-
Visedly call this a transition text, and take as progfs against it the same
testimonies which were used by Jerome for similar purposes: he
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appealed to the translations previously made in many languages, ag
evidences against what he esteemed to be innovations; so may we;
and surely the old Latin, the Curetonian Syriac, and the two
Egyptian versions are amply sufficient to prove this point.

But the older texts were not yet superseded: they continued in
use long after, as may be seen by the citation of Alexandrian fathers,
and by the versions afterwards executed, such as the Armenian and
Athiopic; in both of which the readings which have been called
Alexandrian are of such frequent occurrence that they might in g
general sense be said to beloug to that class. Indeed, with regard to
versions, it is not till we get to the later Syriac, executed in the
beginning of the sixth century, but which we only have as again
revised at the beginning of the seventh, that we find in this form
readings which may be li.ced by the side of the transition text of the
fourth century. But against these the revision of the later Syriac
also witnesses; for it contains readings from Greck MSS. belonging
to that class of text whose anterior existence has been already stated.

In the course of centuries, the general use of a text containing
readings greatly differing from those of the early versions and Origen,
sufficiently authorises our regarding that of which we have been
speaking as deserving the name which I have ascribed to it, of a

transition text. 'We find no evidence of revisions of the fert having

taken place: there is no trace that all was not left to the copyists
who simply did the work that was assigned them. We do find,
however, particular copies revised in later ages; and the earlier
readings which have been altered to others subsequently current are
so far land-marks in the history of the text.

Occasionally even among the comparatively recent copies there
are some which in their general readings atgree with the most ancient
authorities ; this probably was the result of some scribe meeting with
an older copy of this kind and using it as his exemplar. He may
have done this at times from being possessed of some eritical know-
ledge; but it is more probable that this more frequently aroge from
his taking the exemplar without being really aware of the differences
of copies from one another. But as the mass of the Greek MSS.
now existing present a text which has passed beyond the transition
state, it shows that there must have been some apprehension-of dif-
ferences enough to cause copies of a particular cgamter ‘to be pre-
ferred. It must not be supposed that there is a precise agreement
or even a general uniformity in the mass of the later copies; for they,
too, have discrepancies of their own, and many new phases of variety
of reading : but it is as to characteristic readings that there is in the
later MSS., such a general agreement in opposition to the older, that
the variation may be so far called generic. To draw the line of dis-
tinction may not always be easy, and thus many important documents
must be considered as belonging at least in measure to the ¢ransition
slate.

It is only by observing surrounding objects or known land-marks
that the distance can be appreciated which we have voyaged or tra=
velled: and 8o too here; tﬁe steps in the history of the text may be
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1 general such as can hardly be noticed; but if we take the be-
ginning of the third century and compare it with the twelfth, the
change of position is at once visible; and thus those who might have
doubted that documents in the transition state must have existed, or
that any are still extant, may have a standard, by which they may be
sure that such a change has taken place.

It seems probable %if not absolutely demonstrable) that the text
which was the more recent in its characteristic features, was at first
adopted in certain countries (apparently the regions connected with
Constantinople and Antioch), and that Alexandria retained the more
ancient form; but, after the Mahometan conquest of Egypt, the in-
fluence of that literary metropolis ceased; for it was no {)onger the
place from which transcripts of Greek works emanated through all
the regions in which Greek was known. Much, indeed, of this
ancient traffic had before that time pnssed from Alexandria to various
monasteries, and to Constantinople itself,—the city which, after the
Mahometan power had crushed Syria and Egypt, was supreme as
the centre of eastern Christianity.

When the attention is especially directed to the diversities of any
objects, and when the points of difference are stated in minuteness of
detail, they may easily seem to be essentially unlike; and yet if the
similarities alone are brought forward prominently, it may seem as
if there existed an almost absolute identity. And thus is it with the
different classes of text in the Greek New Testament. The general
accordance of copies may be 8o rested on as to obscure all thought of
the points of divergence. The differences may be made so prominent
that those before whom the subject is presented expect to find hardly
any resemblance in the copies themselves. Both of these opposing
judgments are erroneous. The variations are neither few nor unim-
gortant; but still they form but a small portion of the text itself:

y far the greater part of the sentences and words remain wholly
-unaffected 1 all the different classes into which critics may have
divided the copies. ‘

The reader is requested to bear this in mind, in order thereby that
misconceptions may be avoided : let it then be distinctly understood
that in speaking of the essential or generic difference of copies, the
reference is confined to those passages and parts in which variety of
reading exists. Thus, to say that two documents differ in the whole
tone and complexion of their text, means simply that this is the case
ng regard to the characteristic readings in which variations are

tual.

The result of what has been stated as to the internal history of the
text is, that the modern MSS. in general contain a text differing
°0nsiderably from that in use in the beginning of the third century,
80 that these later documents may be regarded as another class; and

at, in the third century and before, considerable varieties also
€Xisted : and thus it may be questioned whether locality or any other
Peculiar point could be taken as enabling us to subdivide the more
8ncient documents of every sort amongst themselves.

e minute examination of this point must be a subject for after
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consideration: here it must suffice to say, that in the actual mony.
ments of the ancient text, there exists just such variety as might he
expected from the early testimonies: such versions as the old Latiy
and Memphitic unite in opposing the more recent documents, bu
amongst themselves they seem to exhibit the marks of specifig
difference.

CHAP. VI
ON THE VARIOUS READINGS.

Var100S readings are the differences between any copies of an
ancient work. When first written none existed; for they can only
arise in the course of transcription. The fact of certain characteristic,
various readings being found in certain MSS., while others have some
different word or phrase, or some insertion or omission, constittites
the reality of those classes of the text, whose existence has been
mentioned in the preceding section. It will now be needful to treat
in more detail concerning them, in order to give the student a clear
view of these variations In the origin, causes, and classes, so far as
they are at all capable of being thus described.

It is no longer needful to maintain that the acknowledgment of
the fact that various readings exist in copies of the Holy Scriptures,
involves no want of reverence, and casts no reflection on the provi-
dential care which (od has taken of his own inspired word. It must
be admitted as a fact, that Holy Scripture has been subject to the
game casualties in copying as other books, and that the same conse-
quence has resulted : for as copyists are not infallible, they have made
mistakes in transcribing Holy Secripture, just as they might when
engaged in copying any secular writings. Of course God might, if
it had been in accordance with his wise purposes, have made copyists
infallible, and thus have preserved Holy Secripture from the usual
accidents of transcription: but, he has no more seen fit to do this,
than he has either to prevent compositors from making mistakes
when engaged in setting the types of a sheet of scripture, or to
hinder translators of the word of God from ever missing the meaning
of the text before them.

And thus the New Testament shares the common lot of all Greek
works: the transcribers made mistakes, but not the same in all copies;
and now the business of critical study is to investigate these differ-
ences. Indeed, there are few, if any, ancient writings, in the copies
of which so many various readings have been found: this arises
partly from the frequency with which the New Testament was
transcribed, and partly from the great number of copies which have
come down to us. ' _

Some of the sources of various readings must be obvious to every
one who has had any practical connection with the operations of
printing. When a picee of MS. is placed in the hands of a compositor,
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1t is probable in a very high degree that he will make some mistakes
in setting it up in type. Here and there he might read the copy
wrongly, or he might omit 2 word or words; or he might transpose
words or sentences, or repeat something ; or if there were references
to foot-notes, and the copy were not very clear, it might be thought
that the intention was, that they should be inserted in the text, or if
there were a mark indicating that something should be inserted, it is
not impossible that the piece so to be introduced might be brought
in, not in the place intended: and besides all these mistakes, there
might be not a few errors in punctuation and orthography. If it
left the compositor’s hands in this state, it would require a good deal
of revision before it accurately represented the copy of the author.

But if, instead of being corrected, the page or sheet were at once
printed off as it stood, errors and all, and if the copies so printed
were put into the hands of other compositors, then of course new
variations would arise. Some of the compositors might notice un-
questionable mistakes, and they might endeavour to correct them ;
in doing this, they would be very likely to depart still further than
before from the copy, and each perhaps in a different way ;—they
might also in some instances correct what did not need correction ;
and their tendency to do this would be all the greater from their
finding undoubted errata in what had been put into their hands.
And besides this, they would be also subject to the same causes of
error, a8 was the first compositor, and this too in a still greater
degree, from their having something still more defective to work
upon. Let the same operation go on a few times more, and then we
should have copies of the same page or sheet, the general texture of
which would remain the same, but with variations, and some of them
considerable in particular parts.

Now, if the MS. of the author, which had been originally used,
was lost, so that it could not be applied to the revision of the in-
correct copies, the only way would be, to take these, such as they
are, and, by examining them with one another, to restore if possible
- the original readings. To this end the page or sheet as set up by
¥ the first compositor (if it could be procured or distingnished), would
be the most helpful, and it would assuredly be nearest to the MS.:
if possible, it would therefore be important to trace the genealogy of
- the printed copies. If the same piece of the author's M'S. had been
I DPutinto the hands of more than one compositor, the printed pages
# et up by each of these, would be a separate and important witness :
the united testimony of such pages might lead to something like cer-
tainty a5 to the original reading. At all events it would be known

eyond what limits there can be no reasonable ground for doubt.

This illustrates both the causes of various readings, and the im-
Portance of their being investigated in the hope of discovering the
true text,

m Besides the chances of error which now exist in copying a docu-
we“t, Wwe must also bear in mind the manner in which Greek MSS.
¢ written in early times. The whole of the text being written

i . . O
n:zpltal letters, without any break or division between the words,
L, 1V, E
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the difficulty of copying correctly was greatly increased. Tlg
abbreviation of certain words of frequent occurrence might als, |
cause the confusion to be still greater; and the copyist writing oyt
his new exemplar in the same undivided manner must have been 5 !
Linderance to his seeing whether he had transcribed accurately: ang
just as this makes it the more difficult for modern collators to
collect with certainty the readings of the uncial MSS. so would it
hinder in ancient times the exact revision of copies, on which ag
much depended then as there does on thé correction of proof sheety
now.

But, besides the copies which scribes made by the eye, it is very
clear that some of them must have written from dictation ; and thus,
mistakes were introduced partly by the wrong or indistinct reading,
and partly by the defective hearing of the two, who were thus con.
cerned in their introduction. ‘ : k

Besides the various readings, properly so called, there must be
noticed the changes of vowels, which are common in even the oldest }
MSS., though in them they are not so habitual as.in those of subse- ;
quent centuries. The term Itacism has been applied to the inter-
change of vowel sounds, which was prevalent in the early centuries
of our era; but this name seems probably to belong only to the in-
terchange in writing, or the confusion in enunciating the two
vowels Eta and Iota; the power of Iota being incorrectly given to
E'ta. DBut, this is by no means the most frequent vowel interchange
in the New Testament MSS.: the confusions of vowels and diphthongs
which are most habitual are, e« and ¢, ac and &; others too may be
met with, the sounds of which, as Greek was then pronounced, were
gimilar or perhaps identical. And at a later period, when the mode °
of pronunciation employed by the modern Greeks was becoming .-
common, new interchanges of vowels are found in MSS,

Tlhese in themselves can never be considered as * various readings;”
we might just as well reckon under such a head the mere differences -
of orthography in an English book, — points as to which we know ¢
that copies vary according to what is customary at any given time:
so that we do not commonly reprint a work of the last century in
the orthography then in use. But if the Greek vowel changes
should happen to produce an actually different word (not a mere
variation in spelling the same), then they may demand the notice of *
a critical editor. At times also they may suggest a question as t0 |
the orthography in use at the time when the New Testament was
written. We Anow, for instance, that some of the Greeks pref‘erred '
the spelling TMEIN to TMIN as we have it in common use; and ;
this mode of writing the word is found in copies not'a few. But{
such peculiarities may in general be left with the mere statement ;
of the fact.

The interchanges of vowels may be sufficiently illustrated by & |
few examples: eldov and ov; elde and 18¢; wyelvouar and ylvopats *
Svvauss and Suvdpuss (in which word it is only by the connection that !
we can know, certainly, whether the singular or the plural ¥ .
intended) ; #\ewpa for eAnda; "Avreimas for Avrimas; Aelav, xip°" |

5
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pifwv, akalwvia, éraryyeNela ; Eorar and ¥ore; aiyfpos; Tes fuepes for
Tais Huepals ; dvameocar and dvdmeoe; dvamijpovs and dvamelpovs ; Ta
fsov for 14 Huion (v and 7 being sometimes confounded).

Such interchanges as these are frequent even in the oldest MSS.
extant; and their occurrence belongs rather to the head of ortho-
graphy than to that of warivus readings in the proper sense of the
term. In general they may and ought to pass unnoticed ; but when
they happen to form an actual word it may require some considera-
tion to determine what was the word intended. AAMBANETAI
as spelled may be equally the 2nd pers. pl. act., or the 3rd pers.
sing. pass.; the letters in such a case determine as little as they
would whether tdmrrovaw is the 3rd pers. pl. of the ind. pres., or the
dat. pl. of the participle. The sensc and meaning must determine;
for the spelling has no authority at all between érrac and #ore, ysre
and Zyerac, and similar words. Even if every MS. should agree in
one spelling, thera would be no liberty taken by any who read the
other ; since these vowels and diphthongs were used indiscriminately.

In later MSS. other changes are introduced ; and in some of these
" the confusion between o and w is frequent. This, however, is not any
particular inconvenience; because we always have the older copies
to follow, and they were written before this confusion of pronunci-
ation had been introduced. In them the rare interchange of o and w
is rather to be attributed to a mistake of eye, or peculiarity of
flexion of particular words adopted by the scribe, than to the habitual
nondiscrimination of sound af'terwnrg,s prevailing.!

The noninsertion of the subscribed or postseribed Iota belongs in
part to this head. This letter which had originally been postscribed
with the long vowels AI, HI, QI, as may still be seen in inscriptions,
was dropped first, apparently, in pronunciation, and afterwards was
omitted in writing. In the copies of the Greek New Testament
which have come down to us, this noninsertion is fully introduced.
In classical MSS. the usage is inconstant; and thus the same page
i will be inconsistent in reading ATTQI, EKEINQI, and also
@ TOIOTTO. At alater period, when cursive letters were employed
i f'or Biblical documents, this Tota again appears: its usage, however,
18 not regular; its insertion, or the contrary, must have seemed
wholly indifferent to the scribes. A new mode of writing it was
also introduced ; and thus we find not only the old forms a:, 7, wi,in
# cursive letters, but the subscribed Iota, g, , @, is also in use; and
§ this continued until the latter mode was fully adopted.

- The relation of this Iota to the subject of various readings and
| their distinction from mere orthographical peculiarities is this: —
though the older documents do not exhibit this Iota, they seem to

ave a trace of it; and thus AQ and AOI, ’'NQ and I'NOI, and the

IXe, seem to be employed almost ad libitum. In the termination
| ~OL the Tota seems to have been the postscribed letter; and this, if
| tained at all, is joined to the short vowel instead of the long; while

doe The confusion of o and @, in later MSS,, mast not he overstated; for except in a few
dcsz‘ﬁe"lt& it is only quite occnsionally that this mistake is made. The use could not be
ribed i

as indiseriminate in the MSS. in general.
R 2
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if the Q) is retained the postscribed letter entirely disappears. Tl -
AQ and AOI scem equally to represent AQI of the older and hette, |
orthography, or 8¢ of the later. Thus we cannot be certain whethe,
or not terminations which are written ~OT really represent thyy
diphthong as we now use it, or whether they express what we noy
write —: in all doubtful cases authority should of course be followeq
provided it be previously laid down definitely that the sense mugt :
determine which we read; and that our doing this irrespective of tl)q |
mere combination of letters involves no licence of conjecture, Thig
is the only interchange or confusion of vowels which has beey
satisfactorily demonstrated to be connected in the oldest MSS, witl,
the partial or peculiar use of the postscribed Iota. The interchange
of & and n (or 5 as we now write it) belongs to a later period; the
sounds of & and 7 were not so similar as those of o and w.

These vowel-interchanges, though not constituting various read-
ings, might help to cause them to be formed; because they so far
renderced the mind and eye of the scribe uncertain.

The various readings, properly so called, may, for convenience, be
ranged under three general heads: — substitutions; additions;
omissions. It may be seen by the instances that are given, that
occasionally it may be doubtful whether, when a various reading is
much longer or shorter than the original text for which it has been
put, it ought to stand under the first head, or under one of the
others: this will be practically of little or no importance ; and it will
suffice to have mentioned it thus once for all. !

e

SunsTITUTIONS. — The general notion of all various readings by |
substitution is that of a word or words being exchanged for what |
might have been thought equivalent,— what might have been wrongly -
copied from oversight. : ‘

Thus, words of just the same force and signification, and only dif-
fering in some point of form, are continually placed one for another; !
as viv and wwvi; ev@fws and 50s. Synonymous words were put |
one for another; as wiunral for {Mwral (1 Pet.iil, 13): dmép and
mepl are interchanged frequently ; so too feos and xvpios in all their l

cases : this partly arose from these words being written contractedly

6C, KC; and thus the change was all the less from there being but 1|
one letter in each case to determine the point to the eye: ofme and |
008w ; dvdrmiov and dvavriov; Bzagduevos and Swv; opé and Pewpd
Different parts of the same verb were often put one for another; a3
émerifegav and émerifovv (Acts viil. 17.); edyyyelloavro and —fovro
ver. 17.); dréotpeyray and dméorpedpov (1bid.); eExpyeto and 2Eipyorm
ver, 7.); é0epamreibnoar and #spamedovro (ibid.); mopevov and |
mopedfnre (ver. 26.); émopefn and emopedsero (ver, 27,). It is need-
less to multiply examples, for every part of the New Testament
furnishes them; they may have originated partly from error of the
eye, and partly from the mind having wrongly apprehended the
sentence: sometimes the substitution of one tense for another, suct
as an imperfect for an aorist, gave a vividness of expression to a nar”
rative, and this might euggest it to a copyist.
The order of words was frequently altered: for instance, 4



On the varivus Readings. 63

dpapare 6 xupros and 6 kipios dv dpdpars (Acts ix. 10.). os Freow
reTpakoaiows xal mevTikovTa. wal petd Tavra Ewesv; so the most
ancient copies in general; the common text has, xai usrd Taira ds
Erecy TeTpaxociows kal wevrijkovra Ewre (Acts xiil. 20.) ; wpeoBurépons
xat dk\olay and xatr dxx. mpeoB. (Acts xiv. 23.); dvdfepa elvas
avros dyw and alrds dyo dvdbepa elvar (Rom. ix. 3.); evpneévas
'ABpadp Tov matépa (or mpomatépa) fudv, and 'ABp. Tov war. fud
ebpne. (Rom. iv. 1.) When transpositions are merely verbal, as is
often the case (e. g. Tob drylov mwvedpatos or Tob 7y Tob dy. ; Tod Beod
mpobeais and mpébecis T. Oeol; xpiords 'Inoods and "Incods ypioTos),
the difference occasioned may be hardly appreciable; while in other
variations of this sort, such as Aects xiii, 20., the whole meaning of
the sentence is affected.

Sometimes a different word is formed by a change of one or two
letters; as érpomopdpnoey (of the common text) for drpododdpnoey
(Acts xiii. 18.); xatexAnpodornoey for -wvéunoev (ver. 19.): thus
parts of the verbs dmayyé\io and drayyéi\iw are frequently con-
founded. To this head might be referred the reading oixodouiav in
1 Tim. i. 4., for oixovouiav, were it not that the former though
common in printed editions seems to be wholly destitute of MS,
authority.

Similarity of sound seems to have sometimes led to substitutions;
thus mporxexnpuyudvov for mpoxeysipiopdvoy (Acts iii. 20.); & wod for
ouolws (Rev. ii. 15.); & Fue\kes amoBdlhew for & Eue\\ov amofavely
(Rev. iii. 2.); of mowbvres Tas &vrodas abrod for ol mA\dvovres Tas
ororas adrdy (Rev. xxii. 14.); od odv kaxomdfnoov of the common
text, 2 Tim, ii. 3., is only ovykaremrdfnoor in the ancient copies.

Sometimes the words in which copies differ have no resemblance ;
a8 7o 8k wholov 98y péoov ThHs Bardoays 7y and 16 82 wA. 70y oradlovs
moANoUs amo Tis fis dmelyev (Matt. xiv. 24); xal dwefiue yeuioas
v kou\lav abrod, and ral dmef. yoprachivar (Luke xv. 16.).

A very large portion of the variations consist merely of such
changes as m% instead of &4, or vice versd; thus Aéywy &, or rai
Aéywy, and in other points so minute that it is difficult, if not impos-
sible, to exhibit them in a translation.

Sometimes a compound word and a simple form are interchanged ;
98 gvykowwrds and kowwvés, aTpatustys and oworparidrys (thus
written), éxfijiTwv and $rwv; sometimes a verb is compounded with
One preposition in certain copies and with another in others; thus
avéBy and &véBy (Matt. xv. 39.).

ranscribers had a tendeney to assimilate the final syllables of*
words when occurring near together: thus for tob dyyéhov avrod 76
90VAe adrod, there is found Tob dryyélov adrod Tob Sovhov alrrod (Rev.
L 1) for Aeydvrwv 'lovdalovs, Aeyévrwv 'Tovdalov (Rev. ii. 9.); for
dy DPiradeddela dxAnoias, dv DinaSerdelas dexdnoins (Rev. il 7.);
Or 860y adrd, #d6n avri (Rev. xii. 15.). To this cause may
Perhaps e attributed Suds ds xAérras in some copies, for uds ds
*®Némrps (1 Thess. v. 4.).

eadings which are found in the same place often appear to have
10 relation to each other, and thus their origin must be aseribed to
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the tendency to error which copyisits have ever shown. Sometimeg
however, readings which look at fiirst as if they had no connectioy
may be traced to some mistake off the eye or judgment, when the
old manner of writing is taken into account. Rev. xv. 3. appears t,
exhibit an instance of this: the common text has there é SBagiey,
Tér dyiwv; but for dylwv the copies in general have 2vav, while
other good authorities have alwwwv: between these two words,
therefore, the choice lies. How could one of these spring out of the
other? E®NQN in the old writing by confusion of vowels would
be liable to be written AIONON ; ien the ® might easily be mig.
taken for O, and the word by  correction would thus become
AIQNQN. i

The contracted words were not only interchanged amongst them.
selves (as is noticed above); but from the contracted forms other
various readings sometimes sprung:. Thus the readings olpavoi and
Bpdvov are found in the same place; this would be likely to spring
from the general resemblance to thie eye of OTNOT and ®PONOT:
it might thus act either way. Amother variation which arose from
contractions wrongly seen or undewstood, is found in the word cwrsy-
piav introduced instead of cwrijpa "Inoody (as in Acts xiii, 23.). The
former contraction was written CPAIN, the latter CPIAN; the mere
transposition of two letters would rmake the alteration.

Difficulties of all kinds were at; times removed by copyists, who
might do this almost unconscious that they were introducing changes,
especially when some grammatical form seemed to involve a solecism;
thus, iy yuvvaika "lefaBen % Néyovora (Rev. ii. 20.) was changed by -
some into v ywv. 'lef Ty Myovoay, and by others into 7. 4. "Iet. 4
Ayer: in lva ffovaw kat mpooxwvijoovow (Rev. iil, 9.) the termina-
tions of the verbs have been altered into —wou: after Tijs kawis ‘Ie-
povaatiju (Rev. iii. 12.) 7% xaraBaivovoa has become # raraBaivet:
o0U8tv ypelav has been altered into @ddevos ypsiav (ver. 17.). In Rev.
iv. 1. Myovoa has been substituted. for Néywv after pwrrj. In Rev.v.
10. adrovs and Bagihedovaw have been changed into #Huds and Ba-
oedoouey to suit the first persom of the preceding verse. These
%rumma.tica.l amendments sbound in the whole of the Apocalypse;

ut they are not confined to that book: nor are the corrections
always merely grammatical; for mot unfrequently they sought to
amend the sense; e g.in 2 Tim. iv. 1. Tod péA\hovros kpivew ldvras
xal vexpoUs kal Ty dmupdveiav adrod xal Tyv Bacikelav alrod, the
second ral has been changed into rkard, as it stands in the common
text. In Heb. iv. 2. ovyrekpacpévovs, in conformity to a supposed
meaning of the sentence, has had its termination altered into -uévos.
It is very likely that the introducers of these changes only thought
that they were correctihg some casual mistake in the copy before
them, and that nothing was really farther from their thoughts than
corrupting any part of Holy Scripture.

But of all substitutions that can be classified and explained, none
are 8o frequent as those in which parallel passages have beed
brought into verbal conformity. Thus St. Paul in a doxologys
Rom. xvi, 27., used the phrase move copd 0ed; hence in 1 Tim
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117, and in Jude 25. the word gopp has been introduced in a

- similar connection, so as to produce verbal agreement. But no

part of the New Testament has suffered so much from this cause
as have the parallel narrations in the Gospels; for there the alter-

| ation was systematic: transcribers thought that the same facts ought

to be stated in the same words; and to this arbitrary canon of
criticism they make the sacred records conform. Thus in Matt.

| xvil. 2, Nevka ds 70 pds has in some copies been changed into Aevka

ds yuwy, from Mark ix. 8. Matt. ix. 17, dwoA\wvrar has become
dmohobvrar from Luke v. 87. ver. 24. #\eyev became Aéyer airols,

{ from Mark v.39. Matt. x. 4. 6 xal wapadods in some copies is
| altered into bs xai waré8wkev out of Mark. iii. 19. ver. 10. dfwos . . .

s Tpopis is changed in some MSS. into dfios . . . . Tod peofoi
from Luke x. 7. ver. 13. for mpos duds is also found &’ duds from
the parallel place, Luke x. 5. ver. 28. us ¢oBnbire for pg ?{oﬁs&rﬁs,
is from Luke xii. 4 Matt. xi. 26. éyévero ebdoxla transposed in some
copies to suit Luke x. 21. Matt. xil. 44. imiorpéye transposed after
els Tov olkov pov out of Luke xi. 24 ; also dmooTpsyrw in some copies
from the same place. Matt. xiv. 26. xal idévres adrov of pabnral:
in some MSS. for this we read of 8% paf. . avr. from Mark vi. 49.
So too the transposition of mepimaroiivra, in the same verse. Matt,
xvi. 8. dprovs ovx ENaBere changed into dpr. odk #yere from Mark
vill. 17, ’

Such instances might be greatly multiplied if there were any oc-
casion, Sometimes, too, a parallel expression in similar narrations
had led to alterations; hence the interchange in different places of
1§ Tplry pépg and perd Tpeis Huépas.

he narration contained in Matt. xix. 16—22, as read in the com-
mon text, affords a good specimen of the mode in which the Gospels
were brought into verbal accordance.

Ver. 16. dyab%, inserted from Mark x. or Luke xviii, (In the
same verse some copies, instead of lva ¥yw [or ox®] Cwiv aldviov,
have Wa fw. al. KAnpovoprjow from Mark.)

Ver. 17. 7l pe épwrds mwepi Toi dyaboi, changed into 7/ pe Aéyeis
dyafoy; and, els doTiv 6 dyabis into oidels dryalos, el uy els; and then
6 Bz6s added. '

Ver. 20. i¢pvrata altered to 2pvhafduny, and x veornTis pov added.

In this passage we have the advantage of possessing distinct
ancient testimony, anterior to the alteration of text found in most
MSS.; and this early evidence is confirmed to us by some MSS. still
extant, and the best of the ancient versions; thus, we can speak with
confidence of the manner in which this passage has been affected by that
adaptation of one Goospel to another of which Jerome complained.

I¥sErTIONS.—Tt can hardly be too fully borne in mind that
copyists have always been found far more disposed to add than to
omit ; and though mere inadvertence may lead to omission, yet the
Common infirmities of seribes led them far oftener to amplify ; and
i there was anything which they could be supposed to have a
shadow of a reason for inserting into the text, it was almost sure
to find its way.
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And thus, the effect produced by parallel passages (in the Gogpelg |

especially) has been shown in the habitual additions made in oy,
portion of the New Testament of something found elsewhere in ,
similar connection.

Thus in Matt. v. 44. the words dyamare Tods &ybpods Judv haye
led to the addition of edhoyeire Tovs kaTapwpévovs vuds, and then of
ka\@s wouelte Tols pioobaw (common text Tovs wioodvras) Duds from
the parallel passage in Luke vi. 27, 28. where these clauses aye
found, though in inverse order. Then in the same verse in Matthew,
xkal mpoasiysale Umép T@v SiwrévTwy Yuas has been amplified by in-
troducing (after 7&v) the words dmrnpeafovroy duds kai, 80 as to have
all that is found in Luke. In Matt. ix. 13. (and also Mark ii. 17.),
after ¢AA& dpapTodovs, the words els uerdvoav have been added
from Luke v. 32. In Matt. x. 12. after domdoacfe aldmiiv, some
copies add Aéyovres, Eiprjvn 78 olxp Tobre, from Luke x. 5. In
Matt, xi. 21. xabijuevor or xabrjueva: has been prefixed in MSS. to
petevémaay, from Luke x. 13. In Matt. xiil. 4. 7od odpavod has been
added in MSS. to Ta merawd, out of Liuke viii. 5. In Matt. xv. 38,
as is added between fjoav and the numeral in some authorities, ac-
cording to the analogy of chap. xiv. 21., Mark viii. 9., Luke ix. 14,
and John vi. 10. In Matt. xvi. 4. Tod mpodijTov has been joined to
Twvd, as found in chap. xii. 39.

We Anow from the distinct statement of Origen, mepl edyfs, the

differences in the form of the Lord’s Prayer as found in Luke xi.
from that in Matt. vi. as existing in the former part of the third
century. But the shorter form in St. Luke is now in the common
copies amplified, and this has been, it is evident, out of St. Matthew,
originally (in ver. 2.) mdrep, without Hudv, 6 év Tols ovpavois: éND. 1)

Béa. aov, without yevnbrite 16 OéAmud cov ds tv odpav xai i Tis yhs.

In ver. 4. kal pn elaevéyeps Huds els Tov Tapacuby, without dia
pooar fuds amo Tod mownpoi. This then is a good example of the
tendency of copyists to produce verbal conformity.

This mode of amplification is by no means confined to the Gospels,
although there, as might be expected, it is the more frequent; it was
habitual, wherever narrations or sentences were, or appeared to be
parallel. Thus in Acts xxvi. 14. after idkeis there occur the words

aKkNnpby goi mpds kévtpa artifew ; and in the two other accounts of

the conversion of St. Paul, the same sentence has been added. In
Acts ix. 5. these words (with a further amplification) are in the
common text; and in ch. xxii. they are added in some copies. Also
in the account of the institution of the Lord’s Supper in 1 Cor. xi.
insertions have been made from the Gospels, such as AdBere, pdryere
before rodré pov éoTiv To adua, in ver, 24. In Col. i. 14. between
v dmorirpwoiw and Ty ddeaw the words 8ia Toli aluaros adrod have
been introduced from Eph. i. 7., where they stand in similar con-

nection. In Rev. i. 11. Tais év 'Aclg has been added after 2ex\nolats, -

-a8 found in chap. i. 4. In Rev. xix. 5. the epithet 8/sTouos is given
in some copies after pougaia from i. 16. In Rev. xx. 2. 6 TravdV
v olkovuévny S\v has been subjoined to Zaravas out of chap. xii. 9.

The citations from the Old Testament have been continually ex.
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panded by copyists, who have given more of the context than was
actually cited by the sacred writers: thus in Rom. xiii. 9. after od «Aé-
Yrais, we find the insertion od Yrsvdopapruprioas. In the citation from
the eighth psalm in Heb. ii. 7. the words, ral xatéornoas alrov émi
Ta Bpya T@V yepdy oov, have been inserted from the Old Testament,
between iorepdvwoas atrov and wdvra dmérafas. Heb. xii. 20. the
words # BoAid. raratofeufijoerar have been added after NifoBong-
Onoerar out of Exod. xix, 13. Matt. xv. 8.: Isaiah xxix. 13. is here
cited compendiously, 6 Aaos obTos Tois xeiAsoly pe Tind; but the com-
mon text prefixes yyllz poi, and adds after odros, T7d oropar. adrdy
kai; thus producing conformity to the passage in the LXX. of the
Old Testament. So too passages in which there were some words
similar to those found in the Old Testament have been occasionally
amplified by an addition: thus in Luke iii. 22. 0¥ €l 6 vide pov has
been amplified by the addition from Psal. ii. of &y® ojuepov yeyévrnucd
oz, as read in the Codex Bezw® (D.]): how early such an insertion
had found its way into some of the copies in the narrative of our
Lord’s baptism, may be seen from Justiu Martyr (Dial. c¢. Tryph.
§ 103.), who thus cites the passage.

It has been noticed that in all ancient works, copyists have always
had o tendency to insert in the fext itself whatever may have been
written in the margin of the exemplar from which they transcribed:
and this is considered to be quite sufficient to account for interpola-
tions. This cause of amplification would, therefore, be naturally
expected to be found in the Greek New Testament; and to its
operation various insertions may be confidently attributed. How
simple this tendency is, may be shown by the reading of 2 Cor. viii.
3. in the Codex Corsendoncensis (a recent copy, 3 of Wetstein),
d¢faaBas fHuds dv moAhols TOY dvTiypdder olTws elpnTar xal ob xabos
fAw{oapev !, where a marginal scholion relative to the words 8¢facfa.
- tuds (omitted by the best authorities) has been introduced into the
- text;—and by Heb. vii. 3. in the Complutensian text, pever iepsus
. Ets To dunueres, &v ¢ O0TL kav Tov 'ABpaap mpoeripnbn: Oswpeite. where
~ the text and the title of the section have been confusedly blended.

This is a species of amplification which has apparently effected
more change in the writings of ancient profane authors than all other
kinds of transcriptural error; and if in the Scriptures it has not had
8 prominent a place it must arise from there being so many other
causes of error in writings copied so often, and from the copies or
texts used in one locality having been a check on those employed in
other places. Thus additions of this kind have had, generally
8peaking, only a partial circulation: all versions, however, have been
liable to this species of mistake as well as the original texts; and it
18 in versions that some of the more remarkable glosses introduced
Into the text are now found.

The possessor of a MS. in ancient times probably (or certainly)
8dded in the margin historical or other circumstances relating to the
Passage before him: a later copyist thought that the additional matter

¥ See Alter’s Gr. Test. ii. 594.
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was of too much value to be omitted, or he may lionestly have sup.
posed that what was written in the margin was something which tj;
corrector (6 SiaBdMwy, a person whose services were as much re.
quired in ancient times as now!) had added as having been omitteq
by the seribe: of course with this persuasion all was introduced intq
the text. No MS. has received so many insertions of this kind as D),
of the Gospelsand Acts(Cod. Bezee). In this MS. it scems as if very
many of the points of which carly writers complained, are founq
combined; so that if this one copy had not come dowu to us, we
should hardly have known how to appreciate ancient stricturcs on
copyists. In Luke vi. this MS. transposes ver. 5. after ver. 10. (so
as to follow all that is said about the works of mercy performed by
our Lord on the Sabbath), and instead of it there stands, 1 airj
Huépa Beacdpcvos Twa dpyalopevoy T cafBdre, elwev alrd, Avbpuwre,
el piv oldas T( wowsls, paxdpios el &l 8 u1) olbas, émikatdpaTos € kai
mapafBdrys el Tob vépov. But it is in the book of Acts that these
historical additions abound the most in this MS.; they are some-
times only a few words introduced into & sentence, sometimes the
addition is that of part of a narration.

In Acts xii. 1. after dmd Tijs dkxdnalas, D. adds &v 7§ "Tovdaia (with
Syr. Hel.*). Ver. 2. after apeoror dorw Tois "lovdalos, D. adds %
gmiyelpnois alrod dmi Tovs morobs. Ver. 10, after #enfovres, D, adds
katéBnoay Tovs éwra Babuovs, xal. Ver. 20. after ouofuuadorv 83, D.
adds 2f dudorépwv 7édv morewv (with Syr. Hel.). Ver. 21. after
d8nugyopes mpos avrovs, D. adds qua.M\wwaor 8 adrod Tois Tuplows
(with Syr. Hel.). Ver. 23. before yevouevos, D, has raraBas dmo Tob
Bruaros; and after crwinwoBpwros, D. adds ¥rv {dv, ral odrws. Chap.
xix. is thus introduced in D.: @é\ovros 82 Tot Mavhov xkara v Lbiav
Bovnyy mopeveahau els ' lepocovpa, elmev alrrd 10 Tyvebpa UroaTpédew &ls
v "Aciay Suenfdv 8 Ta dvwrepucd pépn, Epyerar eis "Edecov (so too
Syr. Hel. marg.) _

The number of additions of this kind in Codex D. amount, it is
said, to 600; and on ‘account of these peculiarities some have decried
the text contained in it as too corrupt to be worthy of much atten-
tion, This, however, is a hasty and ill-informed judgment: for the
basis of the text itself can be separated as definitely from the demon-
strable accretions, as the foot-notes in a modern book can from the
body of the page. This might be done even if in some editions text
and foot-notes had been blended into continuous paragraphs.

There are in the book of Acts (as well as other parts) many ex-
planatory amplifications in other copies besides D. Chap. xv. 24
after tas Yuyas vudv has been added Myovres mepiréurecfar xal
Tnpety Tov vopov. Ver. 34. of the common text is wholly an addition,
¥dokev 8¢ T SiNg émipeivar adrod: to this D, further subjoins, pévos
82 'lov8as émopsvfy. Chap. xxviii, 16. after ‘eis “‘Paduny, the common
text adds ¢ sxardvrapyos Wa{JéSCDICEV Tods Seapiovs T¢ aTpatomeddpyn-
Ver. 29. xal radta airod simévros k. T. ., appears to be a similar

' But whose labours were often dispensed with ; for as eack transcript made requz‘reJ

the attention of a corrector, ancient publishers often saved themselves the expense ab
rouble.
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insertion. So also chap. xviii, 21. 8¢l pe mdvrws . . « . ‘Teposdrvua:
chap. xxiv. 6. xal xata Tov fjuérepov véuov . . . . Epyecbai fmwi oe
(ver. 8.); and chap. viii. ver. 87., which appears to contain an account
which was ecarly current of what had passed between Philip and the
Lthiopian, after the latter had asked what hindered him to be bap-
tized. The ¢ruth or the contrary of these intruded glosses is a point
wholly independent of the question whether they are parts of }Ioly
Scripture. lNo doubt that the additions to the narration were placed
in the margin because they were believed to be true, and we may
well suppose that sometimes this may be the case.

The liturgical use of the New Testament caused additions to be
placed in the margin to be combined with the text in public reading
by way of introduction or conclusion. Thus lessons from the
Gospels were at times prefaced with elmev ¢ 'Incods Tols pabnrais
adrod, or something of the kind; and those from the Ipistles were
introduced with 45 i, Méyw Vuiv adeldol, yvwpilw Duiv adehgol,
rénvoy Tepobee, &e. ords from these liturgical formul® have here
and there found their way into copies in the text. So tou the words
6 ¥ywv dra drovew drovérw, which were at times used to conclude a
section from the Grospels. To liturgical use should be attributed
the doxology appended to the Lord’s Prayer, in Matt. vi. é7¢ ocd
dorw 7 Baciela kal ) Stvaus xal ) Soka els Tods ultdvas® dusjy; which
as a matter of known evidence was not originally part of the prayer
in Secripture, but was the liturgical response very early used in the
Christian congrega.tions. With this head may be connected the
addition of aunv after certain doxologies, to which it appears not to
have originally belonged, and also at the end of many of the books
of the New Testament, where it is not only omitted in the ancient
suthorities, but it is in itself inapt.

Some of the insertions may be called common additions; such ns
"Ingobs before or after ypiorés and vice versa; adr@, adrois or some
other pronoun after Aéye, elmey or other gimilar verbs; adrod after
pafpraland other nouns of the same kind; wov, oov, &c., after warijp,
wyrip, and other words which imply relation : all these additions would
be suggested by the nature of the case; and to avoid their intro-
duction would require no small effort of attention.

One of the means by which amplifications have been introduced
has been the inadvertent repetition of words or letters: this has
sometimes apparently given rise to the formation of whole clauses,

om the endeavour to give some definite meaning to the words
doubled through mistake. After abrols in the Gospels there is fre-
Quently to be met with the addition of ¢ "Tnsods in some documents:
this might be supposed to belong to the head of common edditions,
Were it not that it seems rather to spring from repetition. Thus
ATTOIC might easily lead a copyist to double the three last letters
ATTOICOIC, for he might retain them in his eye as being the con-
traction for 6 'Inoobs, OIC, differing only in respect to the line of
Contraction, which is often very faint.

Similar in character to mere repetition is the insertion of the same
Clause twice in pretty close sequence: thus in Matt. ii. 13., the Va-
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tican MS. B. adds after dvayepnodvrove 8t adtdv, the words els 7,
yopav abrdv, which immediately preccede. In Matt. xxviii. 8, the
words oceur dmayyeias Tols mabnrals aadrod, and then the common
text continues in ver. 9. ds 8 dmopslowyro Amayysidar Tols pabnyrajs
adrov; a clause which is omitted by ssuch an array of authorities
MSS., versions, and citations of fathers, * that it seems probable that it
arose simply from a repetition and an asttempt to introduce a proper
and intelligible connection.

Conflate or double readings are thosse which, in places in which
there is some variety in copies, containa both combined, blended, or
merely placed in juxtaposition, Thus.in Rom. vii. 12. some ancient
copies have els 70 Umakovew Tais dmibupifars alrod, while others have
gis 7. Umax. adrf, while the mass of the: recent copies combine both
readings (as given in the common texxt), eis 7. vmax. avTii év Tals
#mif. avr.; the preposition being introsduced to form the sentence.
In 1 Pet. iil. 8. after elomhayyvoi, the tbest authorities read rametvs-
¢povss, while the common text has ¢iréipoves: some copies however
combine both words in a conflate readiing ¢iNédpoves Tamewidpovss,
and others blend both words into one (compound ¢ureramevappoves.
Tn Matt. xvil. 27. some copies read simépros 84, 'Amd @V dANoTpiwy,
and others (such as the common text) thave Myet adr 6 Ilérpos, Ao
&y dMnotpiwv. And thus in some coplies we read both; Aéyer adrd
6 TléTpos, "Amd TGV aMNoTpiwv* gomrovas (83 alrod, 'Amd Tév dA\hoTplov.
This is the manner in which the wordls stand in C., and with the
omission of adrod in L. In such a casee it is probable that the dif-
fering reading had been noted in the maargin by a reviser or possessor
of an ancient copy, and that then the winecritical transeriber, in order
ihat he might omit nothing, combined &oth.

Some additions arose from the diffferent circumstances of the
mind of the copyist from that of the wrriter: hence the insertion of
the article before words which had beccome definite from their ap-
propriated use, but which could not hawe been treated thus by the
author himself. The transcriber unceonsciously regarded what he
was copying from his own point of view. Also the introduction of
such words, and of connecting particless, may often have arisen from
the familiarity of the marrative to the: mind of early transcribers:
they unconsciously filled up what seemied like hiatus.

Oxissrons.— Altho ugh omissions arre by no means as ﬁ-equent a8
additions, they must be attributed to jlust the same kind of causes,
go far at least as they will apply., Thius parallel passages at times
seei to have occasioned an omission; sw in Matt. xvi. 2., all the words
from dyrias ysvouévns to the end of ver., 3, are omitted in some good
docunients, so as precisely to suit the yparallel passage chap. xil. 39.
In Matt. xiv. 24., 78 is omitted by sorme in accordance with Mark
vi. 47. And the same fendency to prioduce verbal conformity may
often be noticed.

But of all causes of omission, theree is none which has been £0
fruitful in results as the eye of the copryist passing from the termi-
nation of a word, line, or sentence to) a similar termination which
might occur soon after: in this manuer all the intermediate words
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tican MS. B. adds after dvaywpnodvrov 88 atmév, the words sis v
xopav avrév, which immediately precede, In Matt. xxviil. 8. the
words occur amayyeilar Tois pabyrals avrol, and then the common
text continues in ver. 9, s 8% dmopsbovro dmaryyeihal Tols padyTals
abrob; a clause which is omitted by such an array of authorities,-
MSS., versions, and citations of fathers, that it seems probable that it
arose simply from a repetition and an attempt to introduce a proper
and intelligible connection. : . o
Conflate or double rendings are those which, in places 1n which
there 1s some variety in copies, contain both combined, blended', or
merely placed in juxtaposition. Thus in Rom. vii. 12, some ancient
copies have eis 7o Smrakovew Tals dmibuplass alrod, while others have
els 7. Umak. abrf, while the mass of the recent copies combine both
readings (as given in_the common text), sis 7. Urax. avTh & Taty
#mif. adr.; the preposition being introduced to form the sentence.
Tn 1 Pet. iii. 8. after sdomhayypor, the best authorities read ramewd-
$poves, while the common text has piNéppoves: some copies however
combine both words in a conflate reading ¢L7\.6¢(foves- Tamawdppoves,
and others blend both words into one compoun ,
In Matt. xvil. 27. some copies read eimovros 8, 'Amo TGV AANOTpIwY,
and others (such as the common text) have Aéyee alrd 6 Tlérpos, A
+év d\Mopiwv. And thus in some copies we read Doth; Méye alrd:
6 Tlérpos, 'Amo Taw dANoTpuwy elmovTos OF alrod, 'Amwo T dMotplav,
This is the manner in which the words stand in C., and with th
omission of avrod in L. In such a case it is probable that the dif
fering reading had been noted in the margin by a reviser or possesso,
of an ancient copy, and that then the uncritical transcriber, in orde
that he might omit nothing, combined both.
Some additions arose from the different circumstances of th
mind of the copyist from that of the writer: hence the insertion 0
the article before words which had become definite from their ap
propriated use, but which could not have been treated thus by th
author himself. The transcriber unconsciously regarded what h
was copying from his own point of view. Also the introduction |
such words, and of connecting particles, may often have arisen fr
the familiarity of the narrative to the mind of early transcrib
they unconsciously filled up what seemed like hiatus.
5MISSIONS.— Although omissions are by no means as frequen
additions, they must be attributed to just the same kind of cau
so far at least as they will apply. Thus parallel passages at tim
seem to have occasioned an omission; o in Tatt. xvi. 2.,all the wor
from dyrias ryevoudvns to the end of ver. 3. are omitted in some g0
documents, so as precisely to suit the parallel passage chap. xii. 4
In Matt. xiv. 24., 77 is omitted by some in accordance with Ma
vi. 47.  And the same tendency to produce verbal conformity
often be noticed.
But of all causes of omission, there is none which has been
fruitful in results as the eye of the copyist passing from the ter!
nation of a word, line, or sentence to a similar termination Wi
miglit occur soon after: in this manner all the intermediate W@
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wele left out of the transcript; such omissions are styled 8/ ¢
TéNevTov. _Thu’s lnnN[a.tt. v. 19, 20., after é\dyioTos xi)n(?)fasﬂ'a:)g:t:ﬁ
,l_iamkeu.z v odpavidv, the following words are omitted in D. and other
MSS., to the end of ver. 20., where the same termination again
occws. In John vi. 39., this cause explains Lhow some copies
omitted !;he whole verse, ending as it does with 15 doydry Huépa. %)ike
that which follows it (here, however, it would have l‘:’é‘:zgt;nore
natural to have expected the omission of the latter than the former):
in ver. 39. also some copies omit TobTo & doriw TO GEAnua Tob é )
Yavros pe, as ending with the same words as the preceding senten(:,l:,
In Rev. xiii. 1. after eixéve 00 Onpiov the Codex Ephracmi (C.)
omits iva xai AaX. % elkwv T. Onplov kal mou. iva da. &. uy wpoakuw N
gk, Tob Bnpwov; the eye having passed from the first to the 1':hi17-7d
occurrence of the words To) fnplov. Rev. v. 4. is entirely omitted
in Cod. Alex. from ending like the preceding with Sémew adré. In
(I)}eg‘.’eilyv.k.l. (i)f ;(lile (zomnmors text after 76 dvoua almost all authorities
ry kind add adrod xal 76 Svouas; :
beesn s a g L oua; 80 that these words must haye
ometimesﬁi_n a similar manner, but more rarely -
tences are omitted from the deginning, being the };;.u‘:reorfss :}:a:ezf
something which follows: thus Matt. x. 41. is omitted in D. as be-
ginning like ver. 40. with 6 deyduevos. .

When a word is repeated, 1ts omission may fall under either of
the heads just mentioned : an instance of this is seen in weved, Luke
:‘1‘;.(2:9., where the common text has it but once; the best a.utl,aorities

ice.

Some omissions may be attributed to the custom i
lessons of passing by portions of a_narrative, so their no:inggazg:
by some copyists was only what might have been expected. To this
cause not improbably may be ascribed the omission in copies of Luke
xxii. 43, 44.; for these verses were customarily read in a lesson com-
prising Matt. xxvi. 2. to xxvii. 2., with the insertion of John xiii
3—17. after ver. 20; and these two verses after ver. 39. The con:
sequence has been (as might have been expected) that there are
copies which insert both of these passages in Matt. xxvi.; and this
fl?o may occasion the omission of the two verses in I:uke xxil
1.ehere appears from a passage in Epiphanius to have been a dogmatic
not;s;m _which afterwards had weight with the orthodox, leading them
ot o insert a passage which brings into such prominence the humi-

a ']1?011 of our Lord, and the character of his agony in the garden.
o hle)a arrangement of the various readings, as classified by Michaelis,

‘¥T§ here stated before concluding the subject : —
have 1 e various readings in our manuscripts of the New Testament
S e'%n occasioned by one of the five following causes: —
words fhe omission, addition, or exchange of letters, syllables, or

s’ I{Iqm the mere carelessness of the transcribers.
°Tigi1;al. istakes of the transeribers in regard to the true text of the

sig iD) ) . .
- Errors or imperfections in the ancient manuscri i
. : ript fr
the transcriber copied. pt from whicl
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4, Critical conjecture, or intended improvements of the origing
text. ’

«5. Wilful corruptions to serve the purposes of a party, whethey
orthodox or heterodox.

“To the last cause alone I apply the word corruption; for though
every text that deviates from original purity may so far be said o
be corrupted, yet as the term is somewhat invidious, it is unjust to
apply it to innocent or accidental alterations.”’ .

The general account which has been given sufficiently illustrates
the three former of Michaelig’s classes; the last would comprehend
all such corruptions as those which were introduced by Marcion,
and such omissions as that of Luke xxil. 43, 44, if done of set
purpose, and not through misapprehension. Accusations of this
kind require very definite proofs to establish them; and if variations"
were observed between the copies used by different parties, there
would always be the tendency to ascribe such differences to improper
motives, -Some of the orthodox seem to have accused the Arians
of being the introducers of the clause 0982 6 vids, in Mark xiii. 32,
a charge from which the all but uniform consent of MSS. and
versions acquits them; perhaps, indeed, this accusation against the
Arians in its original form related to the addition of these words to
the parallel passage in Matt. xxiv.; but this need not lead to the
supposition of design ; for the common modes of amplification would -
suffice to account for it. It is remarkable that some of the same
most ancient authorities which exhibit (what was deemed) the
orthodox omission of Luke xxii. 43, 44, also contain the insertion in
Matt. xxiv. 86. of o08é 6 vids, which was regarded as lLeterodox

though most ignorantly, as the very words, though out of place in

atthew, belong undoubtedly to Mark xiii.). It cannot be shown
that any ancient authority which has been transmitted to us, had its
text formed or adapted to suit any party or sect whatever.

The correction by a copyist of supposed mistakes in the exemplar
before him, though very injurious to the purity of the text, must
not be classed with wilful corruption, for to that head it does not
belong.? Some instances of correction have been noticed above

! Marsh’s Michaclis, i. p.270. The whole dissertation on various readings (pp. 270—333.)
is well worthy of attentive examination by the stndent, with the exception of the remarks
in favour of critical conjecture as that which may be now employed.

? Editors, translators, and others still exhibit this tendency, and thus illustrate the in-
fluence which it must have exerted in ancient times, when every single copy passed through
the hands of one who was tantamount to a modern cditor, It is even now not easy ulways
to get a peculiarity in phrase or word before the public precisely as it was written,

Hug, in his Einleitung, § 50., in describing the Codex Vaticanus, speaks thus of the
titles of the books as contained in that MS.: «Sie sind dusserst einfach und lanfen an
der Héhe jedes Blattes bis zum LEnde cines Buches fort : xara padfaior, (sic) kara paproy,”
&c. This, in Fosdick’s American translation of Hug, i3 given thus: ¢ They are cx-
tremely simple, and arc found at the top of each page throughont the MS.: kard Mar-
6atoy, (sic) xatd Mdpxov,” &ec. Fosdick undertook to add the accents to the Greek
throughout his translation ; and this labour, thongh in general useful, is in this ease just
the contrary ; but this scems to have led him to correct the very peculiarity to which Hug
had drawn attention ; and thus ua8faior became Marbaior, while Hug’s “ sic,” being
retained, becume positively misleading

No one can have had twenty yenrs’ experienee in press-correcting without learning how




On the various Readings. 63

under the head of substitutions, and more might be specified. Ilerc
belong changes of orthography into forms which were more common;
such as 7zccapdrovra for Teocoepdrovra; HAboy for fAbay ; Aijjouas
for Mjuropar: also the alteration of proper names, such as ’Auds,
’Acdp, into Audy, 'Acd, to suit the Hebrew form; Mab6aios,
Mab8dv, into Mar8atos, Marfdv, so as to be more Greek in the
nature of the doubled consonants; Kagapvaolu into Kamepvaoiu, as
being & more modern orthography apparently; Bznfavia (John i.
28.) into BgnbaBapd, in accordance with a conjecture of Origen
(which, however, he did not intrude into the text), and as being the
name by which the supposed locality was known at a later age.
The common form AafBi8 hardly belongs here; as in MSS. this
name is generally contracted AAA, Aad; while in the older copies
in which it is expressed at length, it is given AATEIA, and in those
later, Aavis. The insertion, however, of AaB{ in the common text
as printed, may be compared with the adoption of more recent forms
in MSS.: this orthography belongs so completely to the latest
period of Greek pronunciation, &ec., that it would only have been
adopted when it conveyed just the same sound as Aavid. The form
AapBe8 (which may be justly termed barbarous) owes its adoption to
its introduction by Erasmus (or Froben his printer), in his first
edition, The Complutensian editors both in the New Testament
and the LXX. gave Aavid; and this form has been commonly

adopted in that version as printed, except in the Aldine text.
Though these changes for the removal of difficulties are of very
slight importance (since the sense is unaffected), yet they require
observation, as being parts of that habit of correcting whatever was
peculiar or difficult, which has in other circumstances more serious
import. Of this a few instances may ‘be given. In Mark i. 2.
‘Hoalg T mpogrjry was felt to be a difficulty, as the citation is from
Malachi ‘and Isaiah; hence the introduction of & ois mpognjrais.
So too, the computation of the generations in Matt. i. 17.; and in
the supposition, doubtless, that a generation had been inadvertently
omitted between David and the captivity, the insertion arose in
ver, 11, of 7ov 'lwaxeip’ "Twakelp 8¢ éyévimoev, before the words Tov
exoviav rai Tols a8ehpovs atrod. The genealogies of our Lord as
contained in Matthew and Luke, contain several points of difficulty,
and it may be that to avoid them the Codex Beze gives in Luke iii.
e names from Jesus back to David, mostly taken from Matt. i.,
ut with the three omitted kings between 'lwpau and 'Ofias added,
and with the names of 'E\saxeln and 'Iwakely both between 'lwceias
:ﬁ:“; ally a compositor now (just like a copyist in ancient times) removes difficultics with-

thought that this procedure can be productive of injury.

chngg(‘),?g fftusxc, at least, an accidental erratum in a printed cdition has led to an undesigned
tasmian ‘ll'ltlilldcmg n{ the text as cognn}]lor}]yl"gscg; ﬂI.n ll]\.hm. xiv. 14(. .the]rpn(zlm‘g,?} ‘thc.
of ‘—“Ephens of (lnsT; ute(llls;a:r; text; ;)lg 1351' a]‘ f’" H t,f 115,5.5%0,115 :‘g\:’lmct(] m lci u.llt{olns.
Ceident into e a&rozi}:(th thl:m' r111ri on ‘;)‘_10 iy mc'm 0(1 b da'li}:?:tur:r:]iﬁl'é:'shv:rtm;"(lt,lz
M —3). Tlicn Stophens, i his edition of 1551, corrected the accent (which suiteq thi
en Stephens, in his cdition o 51, correcle ¢ accent (which suited the

Py
stead of correcting the letter, and thus we have from that edition é=* abrobs,

vy
¢ Elzevip text, in that of Mill, and in those printed from them,
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and’Jexovlas. A peeuliar collocation of words was naturally rejecteq
for that which was smooth and easy: thus in Acts iv. 25. the reaq.
ing, 6 Tob maTpds fudv Sia wveduaTos dylov oTiuaros Aaveld madis
gov glmwy, has given rise not only to the common text, but also ¢,
many other variations. In Acts xiil. 32. fueis Upbs edayyehifoucln
v wpos Tous waTépas dmayyeNiav yevousvny i TavTny 6 Oeos demem .
pwkey Tois Téxvois Nudy dvagTicas Ingoiv, has suggested the readin
Tols Térvois auTdv Nulv to remove a supposed difficulty. In the fol
lowing verse nothing can be more definite than the testimony in
favour of the reading mpwre in early times, while the MSS. i
general now on the contrary read Sevrépe: how can the change be
explained ? Is it not evident that Seurépe is 'a correction to adapt
the passage to the notation of the boo£ of Psalms as now found?
The older reading in Acts xxvi. 28, is dv oMyw pe melfes xpioTiandy
moifigat, from which has sprung the reading of the common text
with éveafa., and also (as should be noticed) the variation of Cod,
Alex. which has mefly for meifeis. This is one of the many pas-
sages in which the true reading should have been first investigated ;
after that the business of the expositor may rightly begin.

These tacit corrections of supposed mistakes might be arranged
under the three general leads above mentioned (under the first of which
some have been noticed), namely, substitutions, insertions, and omis-
sions.

It must not be supposed that all the various readings which occur
can be classified and explained. There are many, the appearance of
which admits of as little investigation as do any sporadic phaznomena
in matters of physical science, or idiosyncrasies in the moral
world. These sporadic variations of reading require to be considered
separately, by weighing the evidence for and against in each case.
Nor must it be thought, because some reading might be accounted
for on some of the principles of classification which have been stated,
that therefore it is of necessity false: so far from this being the case,
evidence must be sought to enable us to determine whether what
might have originated in such or such a manner actually did so or not.

Of what use then (it may be asked) is any classification of various
readings, any statement of the manner in which any of them origin-
ated? The answer is simple: in cases of conflicting evidence of ex-
ternal witnesses, the known principles on which various readings

often came into existence are of the greatest value ; for thus we have -

a strong ground of probability which may often turn the scale for or
against a conflicting lection. And even when the evidence in itself
is by no means evenly balanced, there are cases in which a reading
would be rejected, from its origin being evident to the mind of one
who is familiar with the kind of variations which copyists introduced.
Hence those springing from assimilation of aralle{) passages, ampli-
fications of the common kind, &c. would be recognise as being
certainly such, even though the direct evidence might seem to be
numerically slight.

It facilitates the labours of a press-corrector if he be familiarly
acquainted with the kind of mistakes into which compositors are
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liable to fall: experience will thus aid him in detecting mistakes, the
origin of which he understands ; and for this he will be all the more
competent, if, besides being a press-corrector, he has had practical
experience himself of the work of a compositor, and can thus under-
stand how errors of particular kinds are liable to be introduced.
This may illustrate one practical value which even an imperfect clas-
| sification of various readings and their origin possesses: another im-
portance which it has in Biblical studies is the aid which it affords
. towards an exact acquaintance with the ancient documents by which
" the text of Holy Secripture has been transmitted.

Tt is remarkable that, after all has been done that appears prac-
ticable in classifying various readings, those-of which emfy writers so
puch complain hardly come into consideration at all.  Our ecxisting
documents cannot be rightly accused of intentional corruption. And
thus we may see how %ittle influence any of those must have pos-
. sessed, who introduced wilful or extensive changes. And farther,
. the character of the variations (even though, as Lachmann says, not
i asyllable in the New Testament is of small importance) is such that
L in a vast variety of cases the change could not be expressed intel-
ligibly in a translation. And although all assimilation of a passage
to that which was or was supposed to be parallel to it, must so far
{ obscure the definiteness of the statements of Scripture, and the precise
object of the inspired writers, yet this injury is not so great as would
have been produced by the introduction of amplifications from other
sources.

And thus while it must be owned that the sacred books have been
exposed to casualties from which Christians ought in a great measurc
to have preserved them, and while the danger of change was great
from their practical guardians having been mere copyists, it must be
thankfully acknowledged that the real injury has not been greater,
and that the channels of transmission have been such as to afford us
Independent lines of evidence to use for the rectification of the
damage of time, inadvertence, and unintelligent endeavours at im-
Provement, '

It may well be asked whether Christian scholars in general have
~Geemed 1t of importance to use the materials so preserved to thems;
8nd whether they have not rather shown an uninquiring acquiescence
' what has been conmonly received, even though they might have
~nost casily Anown the true condition of facts, and thus have used the
®idence which has been transmitted.

o 0 sy that the change in copies caused by various readings is not
: ergl‘eat 88 to cast uncertainty over the whole text, is quite a dif-
nellt. thmg from saying that it is not of importance for us to
Vestigate in every case the evidence as to the true reading.
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CHAP. VIIL.

ON THE SYSTEMATIC CLASSIFICATION OF DOCUMENTS.— BENGEL'S,
GRIESBACH’S, AND HUG’S THEORIES OF RECENBIONS.

It has been already noticed that similarities as to characteristiq
readings are found to pervade certain MSS. and versions; that the
text may have in certain documents the same general complexiop
throughout; and that thus a kind of affinity might be maintaineq,
Hence has arisen the endeavour to classify and arrange the MSS, i,
certain families or recensions, and to point out what versions ang |
what fathers accord with each of the classes so laid down, thg
existence of which was regarded as proved.

It is not unnatural that such attempts should have been made;
for the observed facts were repeatedly pointing out traces of resem. ;
blance between particular MSS., and hence, a8 documents were more
accurately studied and their readings noted with exactness, the more |
was there brought to light which seemed to carry the relationships
farther, and to give the hope that all copies might be thus classified,
Nor was the hope unreasonable; for in the case of some classical ¥
suthors, we are able to trace all existing MSS. to some few ex
emplars, which must have been adopted in particular localities; and
thus whatever minor differences have been introduced into the !
Jamilies of the text of such works, the distinction of origin remains §
the same. In the case of such classical authors many a reading may §
be dismissed from all consideration, as being one which originated
later than the original divergence of families; the proof of this being 3
found in the united testimony of good documents of both the separate
classes. It should, however, be remembered that the works of
profane authors have come down to us in far fewer MSS. than has §
the Greek New Testament; and thus all copies that we possess of |
classical works might be expected to have emanated from but a few
exemplars used by copyists at Rome, Alexandria, or Constantinople E
This may hinder the analogy from holding good in its full extent }
when sacred MSS. are under consideration.

And when the idea was fully adopted that the existence of familie
or recensions was 8o certain that the documents in general might be |-
definitely distributed amongst them, this was considered to be of
great importance in forming a judgment of the respective value ©
opposing readings: for then it was thought that the question lay ne
between MSS. to be valued according to their mere numerical array: ’
but between classes, which carried with them their own import
ance, apart from all consideration of the numbers of existing copi¢f
pertaining to each. Such was the weight which was attached to th¢}
recension systems in their most developed forms. And though thef
history of these systems may seem to be but a history of theorithii
which have supplanted one another in the minds of critics and other’ ¥,
but without making good their own permanent standing, the subjec}s
continues to be of lmportance, since the discussion of these syste
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led to a more close examination of facts, and, like the alchemy of the
middle ages, to the incidental development of much that was valu-
nble. The object sought and the object gained might be far from
identical, and yet the pursuit might be by no means fruitless.

The first definite enunciation of a distribution of the authorities
into families was given by Bengel. Mill, indeed, had been his
predecessor in attaching great importance to the combined testimony
of the Codex Alexandrinus and the Latin texts; and Bentley had
pointed out the three channels through which authorities as to the
Greek text had come down to us, as * Egypt, Asia, and the Western
Churches,” and had also begun to act on the combined testimony of
the oldest authorities of Alexandria and the West; but neither of
these critics had laid down in the definite manner that was done by
Bengel an actual distribution into families as a fact supported by
actual phenomena.

Bengel thus speaks: “ Amongst the various readings which have
been extracted, such as they are, we must see what codices especially
accord amongst themselves, by twos, threes, fours, and more, in larger
or smaller syzygie (for thus we shall call them). For in this manner
will 2 way be opened to decide; that is, to cut off the superfluous
variations; by which means the genuine reading can do no other
than remain.”! By this he intends to indicate that a peculiarity
Eossessed by some one copy, and not by a body of related MSS., may

e safely dismissed from consideration as having no primd fucic
claim.

Bengel then lays down points in which the affinity of MSS. is
shown, at first in connection with their external resemblances; he
then shows the general relation which the Codices Graeco-Latini
have to each other, especially in readings derived from parallel
passages, additions, explanatory glosses, &c. To these remarks he
adds that this class of MSS. add no little weight to the readings cx-
hibited in what he terms  justi codices” when they do agree.

_ He next states that the origin of various readings, by means of
“individual codices, pairs of MSS., greater or smaller syzygie, their
families, tribes, and nations, might be investigated and set forth;
and that thence the approximations and divergences of MSS. might
be reduced to a kind of disgram, and that concordances of these
diagrams might be made; so that the whole subject might be repre-
sented to the eye in a kind of genealogical table, in which every
Mmore important various reading with the troop of the codices which
Support it, might so appear as to convince even the most slow-
Minded doubters. He then proceeds to show what readings would,
90 his principles, possess considerable weight as being supported
Y different classes of testimony, and what may be left almost or

1 H . s . e 4
“ Omnium testium qui praesto sunt, quedam quasi comitia debent haberi, hac lege, ut

Uniperet . S s . s 2%
mvem‘ codices ipsi sint morma singulorum : qum lex opinor, ipsa rerum natura nititar.
; bi"?“tﬁ Ipsis varietatibus, ut sunt, excussis, videndum, quinam codices potissimum inter se,

» Lerni, quaterni et amplius, per minores majoresque syzygias (sic enim appelinbimus)

tramque partem eongruant, nam sie via patefict ad decidendum, id est, ad varictates.

“m":;‘pc'_'cr_cvcrunt. resecandas, quo facto genuina lectio non poterit non superare.” —
uctio in Crisin N. T. § xxvi. p. 885. (ad fin. N. T, Gr, 1734).
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ad to a more close examination of facts, and, like the alchemy of the

middle ages, to the incidental development of much that was valu-

able. The object sought and the object gained might be far from

dentical, and yet the pursuit might be by no means fruitless,

. The first definite enunciation of a distribution of the authorities
NP . . 1t into faemilies was given by Bengel. Mill, indeed, had been his

Ir has been already noticed that similarities as to characteristic |  predecessor in attac%ling great importance to the combined testimony

readings are found to pervade certain MSS. and versions; that ?he "< of the Codex Alexandrinus and the Latin texts; and Bentley lLiad
text may have in certain documents the same general complexion 7

. . . , L ointed out the zhree channels through which authorities as to the
thronghout; and that thus a kind of afﬁmty might be mamtamefl. %reek text had come down to us, as % Egypt, Asia, and the Western
Hence las arisen the endeavour to classify and arrange the MSS. in

) : Shurches,” and had also begun to act on the combined testimony of
certain families or recensions, and to point out what versions and |y, gldest authorities of Alexandria and the West; but neither of
what fathers accord with each of the classes so luid down, the hese critics had laid down in the definite manner that was done by
existence of which was regarded as proved. Bengel an actual distribution into families as a fact supported by

It is not unnatural that such attempts should have been made; i

" ual phenomena.
for the observed facts were repeatedly pointing out traces of resem- Bengel thus speaks: “ Amongst the various readings which have
blance between particular MSS., and hence, as documents were more

heen extracted, such as they are, we must see wha 1 i
accurately studied and their readings noted with exactness, the more e ord amongst’; themsely es,)‘;y twos, threes, fours:, ;:g(gﬁseeisgﬁ?glz
was there brought to light which scemed to carry the relationships smaller syzygie (for thus we shall call them). For in this manner
farther, and to give the ﬁope that all copies might be thus classified, ¢ il & way ge opened to decide; that is, to cut off the superfiuous
Nor was the hope unreasonable ; for in the case of some classical rintions; by which means the genuine resding can do no other
authors, we are able to trace all existing MSS. to some few ex- | ghyn remain”! By this he intends to indicate that a peculiarity
emplars, which must have been adopted in particular localities; and | i ococeid by some one copy, and not by a body of related MSS., may
thus whatever minor differences have been introduced into the '.Jig, safely dismissed from onsideration as ﬁaving o Drimd fros
families of the text of such works, the distinction of origin remains : p J
the same. In the case of such classical authors many a reading may |
be dismissed from all consideration, as being one which originated
later than the original divergence of families; the proof of this being
found in the united testimony of good documents of both the separate
classes. It should, however, be remembered that the works of )
profane authors have come down to us in far fewer MSS. than has |
the Greek New Testament; and thus all copies that we possess of
classical works might be expected to have emanated from but: a few .
exemplars used by copyists at Rome, Alexandria, or C'onsta.ntmople
This may hinder the analogy from holding good in its full extent
when sacred MSS. are under consideration. .

And when the idea was fully adopted that the existence of families
or recensions was so certain that the documents in general might be ;
definitely distributed amongst them, this was considered to be of ;
great importance in forming a judgment of the respective value 0
opposing readings : for then it was thonght that the question lay nct
between MSS. to be valued according to their mere numerical array
but between classes, which carried with them their own import-
ance, apart from all consideration of the numbers of existing copied
pertaining to each. Such was the weight which was attached to the
recension systems in their most developed forms. And though the
history of these systems may seem to be but a histoty of theor:’
which have supplanted one anotler in the minds of crities and oth?l‘-é
but without making good their own permanent standing, the subJe"’
continues to be of importance, since the discussion of these gystes

CHAP. VIL

ON THE SYSTEMATIC CLASSIFICATION OF DOCUMENTS.— BENGEL'S,
GRIESBACH’S, AND HUG'S THEORIES OF RECENBSIONS.

m.
Bengel then lays down points in which the affinity of MSS. is
shown, at first in connection with their ezternal resemblances; he
then shows the general relation which the Codices Greco-Latini
ve to each other, especially in readings derived from parallel
ages, additions, explanatory glosses, &c. To these remarks he
ds that this class of MSS. add no little weight to the readings ex-
bited in what he terms  justi codices” when they do agree.
He next states that the origin of various readings, by means of
dividual codices, pairs of MSS., greater or smaller syzygie, their
milies, tribes, and nations, might be investigated and set forth;
d that thence the approximations and divergences of MSS. might
reduced to a kind of diagram, and that concordances of these
agrams might be made; so that the whole subject might be repre-
nted to the eye in a kind of genealogical table, in which every
ore important various reading with the troop of the codices which
pport it, might so appear as to convince even the most slow-
nded doubters. He then proceeds to show what readings would,
his principles, possess considerable weight as being supported
different classes of testimony, and what may be left almost or

“ Omnium testium qui preesto sunt, quedam quasi comitia debent haberi, hac lege, ut
versi codices ipsi sint norma singulorum: qum lex opinor, ipsa rerum nature nititur,
que ipsis varictatibus, ut sunt, excussis, videndum, quinam codices potissimum inter se,
i, terni, quaterni ¢t amplius, per minores majoresque syzygias (sic enim appellabimus)
mtramque partem congruant, nam sic via pateflet ad decidendum, id est, ad varietates.
upercreverant, resecandas, quo facto genuina lectio non poterit non superare.” —
firoductio in Crisin N. T. § xxvi. p. 885, (ad fin. N. T. Gr. 1734).
re
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wholly out of consideration as not being so confirmed, applying i,
this end principles which he lays down previously as to his syzygie,
These prineiples relate mostly to the value attaching to the uniteq
testimony of different codices amongst which there is an affinity, anq
on what grounds different copies should be considered as belonging
to the same class. He then lays down a rule which is good and
useful as he intended it to be taken, though not precisely as he
stated it: “ Codices in which a reading is found, which is confirmeq
by no ancient Greek copies, no versions, no fathers, are rccent.”  Thig
may be said of a text which abounds in such readings, or it may
truly be said that a reading found in modern copies and possessed of
no ancient support is worthy of no consideration.

Bengel afterwards proceeds to maintain that the history of the
text can only be rightly apprehended by its being clearly seen that
% the Greek copyists had separated into certain (as it were) nations
or families before the versions (of which he had next to speak) had
been made; and that when once the differences had come into ex-
istence, divergences on divergences from various causes had from
time to time accumulated. That also from the codices so differing
others were propagated by a kind of eclectic care of copyists; but
go, however, that each nation or family retained certain marks of its
origin. How then shall we discriminate amid so great and so con-
fused a mass of materials? That will be done if firet there be also
superadded the heap of versions and fathers.” (Intr.in Cr. § xxxi.)

In discussing these sources of criticism Bengel uses especially the
Codex Alexandrinus and the Latin as standards of comparison;
showing that in some points these two authorities have an affinity to
one another, while in others they diverge widely; but that other
ancient authorities repeatedly agree with one or the other of these
two. And of these he afterwards speaks as the two nations into
which in very early times codices had been divided; and thus he
compares what rests on their united authority to a weight supported
on both sides, and, therefore, all the more stable than would have
been the case with tenfold support on one side only.! The point,
then, at which Bengel had arrived in arranging authorities into
Jfamilies when he published his Greek Testament in 1734, was this:
—the Codex Alexandrinus and- documents agreeing in general with
it on the one hand, and the Codices Greco-Latini, the Latin version,
and all that agree with these on the other hand, formed the two
ancient nations; and besides these were the many more recent MSS.
containing a text of a different kind. It can hardly be denied by

! Unius generis codices, quamlibet multi, s;epe aberrant : dum vero nationes illw, in
quss primo quoque tempore discessere codices, firmitudine summa gaudent ; perindc ut
moles ex utroque latere uni alterique fulero idoneo incumbens perstat melius, guam st €X
uno tantun: latere haberet decuplo plura. Non jam qualiscunque species codicum anti~
quorum, bonorum, multorum in censum venit : valet vero Diversitas testium, gui a fonto
a prima manu, quam proxime absunt; et inter se quam longissime distant ; adeoque su0
consensu genuinam lectionem ostendunt, suoque comitatu scmper et antiguitatem, €&
bonitatem, et, exceptis singularibus quibusdani causis, pluralitatein complectuntur: v¢
ubi pluralitas deficit, defectum supplent, ipsisque codicibus recentioribus ct inconstan-
tioribus robur addunt.” —Introd. in Crisin N.T. § xxxii. obs. xxxi. p. 430. 1734, p. 6%
ed. 1763 (of the Appnratus separately).
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any, however opposed to Bengel’s system, that he showed remarkable
discernment in thus appreciating the documents which were then
accessible. e most certainly used with singular acumen the data
which he was able to employ.

This then was the first theory of families which was at all de-
finitely propounded; and we shall find that as to points of great
importance it recognises facts, the full proof of which has been
exhibited through the labours of those later collectors who have
enlarged the critical field by bringing forward so much from the
oldest authorities, most of which were unknown to Bengel.

But Bengel did not stop at this division into two ancient nations
and a number of more recent codices. His more matured judgment
in his defence of his Greek Testament (1737) was this:—¢ The host
of MSS. which in the later ages were written at Constantinople and
its neighbourhood is of but little importance, although they have
been disseminated throughout Europe, and even beyond. The
whole of the documents, out of which various readings are collected
and judged, is divided as it were into two nations, the Asiatic and the
African. Tf the ancient Greek exemplars from Africa had not been
so few, which are surpassed by the Asiatic herd in numbers only, we
might rightly rely rather more on the multiplicity of MSS.”!

It will be well to give in Bengel’s own words his latest judgment
on the subject of families of critical documents.

- %1, Codices, versions, and fathers, divide themselves into two
familes, the Asiatic and African,

< «2, Of the African family is the Codex Alexandrinus almost
alone (because the African codices have been almost all destroyed);
hut it is, however, equal to many : to this family belong the ZAthiopic,
Coptic, and Latin versions. The other witnesses are mostly of the
Asatic family. The Codices Graco-Latini and Latinizantes rank as
following the Latin version. -

“3. A reading of the African family is always ancient, but, how-
ever, it is not always genuine; especially in cases in which mistake

| Was easy.

“4, The Asiatic MSS., many as they are, have often but little
weight; especially when supported and countenanced by no ancient
version,

“5. The African reading very often corrects the amplification of
the Asiatic; the Asiatic reading sometimes remcdies the defect of

~ the African,
v “6. The consent of the majority, or at least of the leading wit~
| Desses of both families, is a great criterion of the genuine reading.” ?

! “ Caterva codicum, qui citioribus seculis Constantinopoli ac in flla vicinia scripti sunt,
Mminus valet, etinmsi in omnem Europam ct ultra fuerint disseminati. Totum genus docu-
"’.“"101'}1111, ex quibus varie lectiones colliguntur ct deciduntur, in duas quasi nationes
e"“‘ﬂh_ltur, Asiaticam ct Africanam, Nisi tam pauca cssent exemplaria Graeca vetusta

’I‘Aﬁ:lcn, quorum cxcellentium vulgus Asiatienm solo numero longe vineit, nliquanto
Plus niti Jiceret codicum plaralitate,”~—Scc Bengel’s Apparatus, ed. 2, 1763.  Appendix,
3‘1"& No. i\:. §31. p.669. (The Defensiv Novi Testamenti Greei, which had appeared
3 “yden‘ in 1787, was there reprinted.) ) . . .
wu l.‘Codmcs versiones ct patves in duas discedunt ﬁ_\lmhus, Asinticam et Africanam

2 Ex Africana est Cod, Al prene solus (quin codices Afvicani fere deleti sunt), at

F 3
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Thus, then, Bengel finally classed together the earlier documents
as forming one general family. No doubt that he found from time
to time increased difficulties in laying down a definite line of de-
mareation. ‘ )

Probably in Bengel’s own time his views were but imperfectly .
understood, from his having brought them forward in works which,
from their size and character, had but & temporary circulation. His
Greek Testament was criticised, and the principles on which it wag
edited were assailed; and in consequence he published various short
pemphlets in defence, of an occasional character, in which he more
clearly explained his views, and defended the grounds on which they
rested. To the enlarged edition of his Apparatus Criticus, which
appeared after his death, many of these pamphlets (if not all) were
appended; and this portion of that edition becomes the storehouse
for those who wish to learn the groundwork of recension theories, and
how these became gradually systematised. In the additional note
(from which an extract has just been given) he states, however, his
views with more clearness and brevity than in any other one place;
and this note does not seem to have been published prior to the
posthumous edition of the Apparatus Criticus in 1763,

Almost immediately after the critical writings of Bengel had thus
appeared in a collected form, his principles begun to commend them-
selves to the approval of competent Biblical scholars,

The term recension, as applied to a particular class of MSS., seems
to have originated with Semler.! The objection to the word is, that
it properly belongs only to a class which has proceeded from some
critical revision, and thus it is inapt to apply it to one which has
sprung up from the ordinary accidents of transcription. It is
needful, however, at times to use it, though not in a strictly ac-
curate sense, as it has been almost technically appropriated in
gpeaking of this subject.

Semler fully adopted the theory of recensions, although he was
quamlibet multis par; cum versione Mth. Copt. Lat. Ex Aasiatiea coteri fere testes. Latine
versioni subordinantur cod. greecolatini et latinizantes.

“8. Lectio familics Afrieanm semper antiqua est, scd tamen non semper genuina : pre-
sertim ubi aberratio in proclivi erat.

* 4, Codices Asiatici, quamvis multi, exiguum sepe pondus habent : nulla prmsertim
antigua verione stipati.

*5. Africana lectio smpius excessum Asiaticum redarguit; Asiaticm lectio interdum
medetar hiatni Africano.

“ 6. Conscnsus plurinm vel certe priecipuorum testinm ex utraque familia magnum cst
genuing lectionis criterium.”  (Bengelii Apparatus, ed. 2. 1763, p.425. Aunnot. in Jac.
i 19.)

Bengel then goes on to give his reasons for valning so highly the Codex Alexandrinus
and the Latin version. It is needless to quote these, partly because they do iiot relate to
the classification of MSS., and partly because the critical apparatus is now so much more
widely extended, that the specinl grounds for preferring these witnesses would not apply
in the same manner. The argument, however, of Bengel was so far valuable as a contri-
bution to Comparative Criticism. (See Tregelles’s Account of the Printed Text of the
Greck New Testament, p. 182.)

! « The term recensio was first applied to the MSS, of the Greek text by Semler, in the
third volume of his Hermeneutische Vorbercitung, published in 1765, and his dpparatus
ad Liberalem N. T. Interpretationem, published in 1767, and adoptcd by Griesbach, in

his Synopsis Evangeliorum, and in his Greek Testament and Symbole Critica,”—Bp. Mars
(votes to Michaelis, ii. 643.)
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not strictly uniform in his use and application of the term: he seems
to have followed Bengel, but without always discriminating between
what that great critic had stated at an earlier period, and what he
had given afterwards as his matured opinion. And thus, Semler,
almost in the same sentence, speaks of Bengel’s two ancient nations
as being “‘ the more ancient recension” (contrasting it with the other,
which afterwards was used at Antioch and throughout the East), and
‘also of the Egyptian and the western as two different recensions,
However little there was of defined apprehension of the subject,
Semler undoubtedly was the cause of the wide diffusion of the
theory propounded by Bengel.!

But it was through the systematic form which this theory received
in the hands and from the investigations of Griesbach, that the actual
existence of different recensions, and their value in determining the
genuine text, became subjects of earnest discussion. That critical
scholar had before him, not merely the comparatively scanty ma-
terials which Bengel had used, but also the wealth which Wetstein
had accumulated,—wealth, which he had employed so parsimoniously
himself, but bequeathed so lavishly on his successors; and thus he
had far more extended data from which he might form theories or
establish facts. His own recension-system was propounded at a com-
paratively early period; it is illustrated and defended in several of
his works, and i1t was used extensively in the critical editions of the
Greek Testament which he published.

The first work in which Griesbach stated a theory of recensions was

his Dissertatio Critica de Codicibus quatuor Lvangeliorum Origenianis,
which appeared in 1771: in it he used the term recension in just the
same twofold manner as Semler had done; sometimes to denote a
general class as opposed to some other general class, and sometimes
28 meaning sub-classes distinguished from one another. Thus he
speaks of the codices C.D.L. 1. 13. 33., as belonging to one re-
“cension in contrast to 2, 3, 4, &c., pertaining to another.? But as
yet his system was but partly formed, and his investigations had
relation especially to the text as existing in the third century. At
this time he thought that perhaps three or four recensions of the
New Testament might be distinguished.?

Griesbach’s occupation in e?liting (1774-7) first a Greek sy-

! Between the publieation of the Hermeneutischie Vorbereitung in 1765 and the Appa-
Tatus, &e, in 1767, Semler had edited (in 1766) * Joh. Jac. Wetstenii Libelli ad Crisin
atque Tnterpretationem Novi Testamenti” To this he had appended (pp. 167—206.)

Spicilegium Observationum de Variantibus Novi Testamenti Lectionibus, in quo pre-
Spun etinm ex Joh. Alb, Bengelii Introductione in Crisin Novi Testamenti recensentur.”
This Appendix and the * Apparatus ad 1ib.” &e. (p. 45. seq.) are worthy of special atten-
tion ag developing Semler’s views of recensions, and as applying Bengel’s prineiples to the
“'“zll‘!‘ range of critical anthoritics, which had been made known through Wetstein,

Ori In the passnge in which this occurs ho is maintaining that there is no proof that

i gen had formed a new recension of the New Testament : — * Certo non ea significa~
one

chin. quee alias in re critica sacrn obtinct, v, c. ubi de recensione Lucinnca aur Hesy-

Mana loquimur, aut wbi codices, C. D. L. 1,13, 33, ctc, aliam recensionem exhibere dicimus,
wa’{" codices 2, 3, 4, etc.”—Opusculs Aendemica, od, Gabler, i 237,

tres Recensiones sacri textus (v. e. Evangeliorum) agnosco Non nisi paucas (sunt forte
g quatuor), que omnes N, T. codiecs in totidem clusses sejungunt.,” — Opp.
Aeadd. §, 239

¥4
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nopsis of the three first Gospels, and afterwards the whole of tl
New 'Testament, with a critically reviged text, led him of necessity
to examine the relation of MSS. and versions still more closely: ang
in 1777, the year in which his first edition of the New Testameny
was completed, he gave in his Historia Tertus Greci Epistolarum
Paulinarum', and in the preface to the Gospels, a description of hig
formed theory: this theory itself must be judged of according to the
Saets of the case, irrespective of the probability or the contrary of the
supposed historical grounds on whic{i the author sought to account
for the observed phznomena.

The groundwork of the theory was, that at the beginning of the
third century at least, there existed #wo recensions of the Gospels,

-and to these special attention should be paid, however many other
recensions may have been formed. Of these ancient recensions,
the one was * the Alezandrian, the readings of which are gathered
from the codices of the Gospels C. L., and also K. 1. 13, 33. 69,
106. 118., from the Evangelistaria 18, 19., from the Coptic [4. e,
Memphitic], Athiopic, Armenian, and later Syriac versions (in-
cluding the marginal notes of this last mentioned), and from the
citations of Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Eusebius, Cyril of
Alexandria, and Isidorus of Pelusium: the other, the western, the
readings of which may be gathered from Codex D., and in part from
the Codices 1. 13. 69., from the Latin version, specially from the
Antehieronymian, which is commonly called the [fala, and from the
more ancient Latin fathers; sometimes also from the Syriac and
Arabic versions. The Codex A. follows, in the Gospels, a recension
differing alike from the Alexandrian and the western, perhaps Con-
stantinopolitan, more recent, compiled from other recensions.”® He
also states why he cannot commend the Syriac version so much as
some had done, regarding it as rewrought, and moulded in many
parts to more modern readings ; —a judgment which had been pre-
viously formed by Bengel, and which has been surprisingly con-
firmed by later discoveries.

Nearly twenty years after this was written, appeared the first
volume of Griesbach’s second (enlarged) critical edition. The ma-
terials to which he had the opportunity of applying his theories
were far greater than they had been when his critical studies com-
menced, and now, therefore, he was able to give his recension-system
its full development. It is important to observe that he now casts
aside historical theories® which had once pleased his more youthful

! Opuscula Academien, ii, 1—135.

2 Nov. Test. Griesbach, ed. 1777, Preef. p. xiv. ‘

3 Some who have opposed Griesbach and his views, such as the late American Pro-
fessor Norton, have entircly ignored this ; and they have brought, therefore, into juxts-
position sentences and passages written by Griesbach at different times during forty years
of critical study, as if at one and the same time he had held, or professed to hold, the
opinions, which they show to be in several respeets dissonant. Such writers have also
manifested an entire want of apprehension of the wide distinction between the fucts 10
which Gricsbach drew attention, and the theories (partially propounded before) which he
connected with those facts. Had such ccnsors studied the text of the Greek New Testo-
ment, as Griesbach did for half a century, they would have learncd to speak of him und
his labours in a very Gitferent tone from that in which they have so often indulged:
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and imaginative mind, and contents himself with the statement of
what he believed to be proved facts. He says,—

¢ The origin of the various recensions of the text of the New Tes-
tament, in the absence of documents and testimonies of sufficient
antiquity, cannot be historically evinced; nor is this the place to patch
up that defect with conjectures. DBut that at the beginning of the
third century at least there existed already two recensions becomncs
wanifest from the comparison of the passages of the New Testament
cited in Greek by Origen, with the quotations of Tertullian and
Cyprian. These latter quotations imply that there must have been
n Greck text differing in its whole conformation and entire colouring?
from that which Origen used, and before iim Clement of Alexandria.
That text [the one used by Tertullian and Cyprian] is accustomed
toagree with the Codices Graco-Latini, with the copies of the Ante-
hieronymian Latin version, and (in the Gospel of St. Matthew) with
the most ancient Codex Vaticanus B., also with the MSS. 1. 13. 69.
118. 124. 131. 157,, and with the Sahidic [i. e. Thebaic] and Jern-
salemn Syriac versions; the other accords with the Codices of the
Gospels C. L. 33. 102. 106., and (in the latter chapters of St. Matthew,
St. Mark, St. Luke, and St. John) with the Vatican B., with the
Coptic (Memphitic), Athiopic, Armenian, Philoxenian Syriac ver-
sions, and with the citations of Eusebius, Athanasius, Cyril of Alex-
andria, Isidorus of Pelusium, and others.

“This latter-mentioned text, which after the time of Clement
and Origen the Alexandrians and Egyptians especially used and
disseminated, mnay be not unsuitably termed Alevandrian. The
other, used from the time of Tertullian, by the Africans, Italians,
Gauls, and other westerns, may be not unfitly distinguished by the

Griesbnch’s mind continually grew in its apprehension of fucts, and just in the samo pro-
portion became emancipated from mere theorics.

! Those opponents of Gricsbach who substituted ridieule for argument have taken cx-
ception at this strong langnage. Thus, Professor Andrews Norton cites a passage from
Gricsbach’s Symbole Critice, vol.i. p.exxxviii. (1785), in which he is speaking of St,
Paul's Epistles only ns given in one Western MS. (the Codex Claromontanns), Norton
tites thns : — * The Western recension, as far a8 we are acquainted with it from this MS,,
was nearly allied to the Alexandrine.” It is but fair to give Griesbach’s own words, and
not this partial citation and defcctive rendering. Griesbach says: * [Videtur] recen-
Blonem occidentalem, quatenus o codice . noscitur, cnm Alexandrina satis propinqua
cognatione conjunctam fuissc ; h. c. codices cos, ¢ quibus manavit oceidentalis recensio,
uamyis s;epenumero corruptos ct interpolatos, tamen permultis in locis easdem servasse
Cetiones vetustas, quas in Alexandrina recensione deprehendimus, a quibus vero codices
Asiatici, Constantinopolitani, aliiqne recensiones dissonant.”

Professor Norton, after his purtial citation, continues,—* Wo may compare this with
the langunge used in his Prolegomena [the passage above to which the reference is made];
4nd in order to show more clearly the extravagance of the latter, we may blend the words
of hoth acntences into one. The Western recension, so fur as we are acquainied with it
Yom this M 8., was nearly allied to the Alexandrine, although it differed from it in its whole
::’i’i![f_?n'n;ah'nn and colouring.” — Genuineness of the Gospels, note A. (i. 171. English

ion),
o If thi§ mode of marghalling evidence be legitimate, we may join nny parts of sentences
‘f"- of different works, and not wholly on the same sabject, and so make a writer say
Vhatever we please.  But after all, has the German critic been shown by the Amecrican
Bl.-“f“ssor to have expressed opinions of necessity absurd #  Might not the Transatlantic
“050r be reminded that the white and the negro are allicd as being of one blood, and that
“‘_c}' are alike cqually mAN; and that in spite of all differences of treutment, conforms
on, and colowring ?
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name of Western; not, however, that it was limited to the bounis of
the Western Empire, as may be clearly seen from the ac%reement
(frequent but not constant) of the Jerusalem Syriac, and Sahidj,
| Thebaic] versions.

¢ From both of these recensions in the Gospels (of which alone |
here speak), does the text of Codex A. differ; sometimes it agreeg
with the Alexandrian authorities, sometimes with the Westerns, thep
again it accords with both, but very often also it differs from both,
and approaches nearer to our common text. Cognate to this MS,
are the Codices E. F, G. H. S., but deformed with many more modern
readings, and far more nearly related to the common text than isthe
case with A. All of these (A. E. F. G. H. 8.) appear in the Gospels to
agree mostly with those fathers (so far as may be gathered from the
imperfect collations which have been made of their writings) who
at the close of the fourth century, and in the fifth and sixth,
flourished in Greece, Asia Minor, and the neighbouring provinces;
and this recension, which we may here call Constantinopolitan, was
especially diffused in the patriarchate of Constantinople, and by
mecans of many copyists was disseminated far and wide, and was
transfused into the Sclavonic version (the copies of which, however,
differ not unfrequently amnongst themselves). The [Peshito] Syriac
version, as printed, resembles none of these recensions, nor yet is it

wholly dissimilar., In many things it agrees with the Alexandrian

recension, in more with the Western, in some also with the Con-
stantinopolitan ; but so, however, that it commonly repudiatcs the
things which have been brought into it in the latter ages. It scems,
therefore, to have been again and again revised at different times
with Greek MSS., quite diverse.”

Giriesbach then speaks of the mixed text found in Chrysostom,
and continucs:— “ Besides the MSS. which present one of the
ancient recensions, there are also some the text of which is blended
from the readings of two or three recensions; of this kind are the
fragments of the Codices P. Q. T., which accord sometimes with the
Alexandrian, sometimes with the Western copies. Perhaps there
should also be referred to this class, the MSS. which from their
prevailing character have been reckoned above as Alexandrian
or Western; 1. 13, 33. 69. 106, 118. 124. 131. 157. with the
Jithiopie, Armenian, Sahidic [Thebaic], Jerusalem Syriac, and the
margin of the Philoxenian Syriac versions. For in all these Alex-
andrian readings are intermixed with Western, and vice versd. There
are also some MSS,, in which, if the whole conformation of the text
be regarded, Constantinopolitan readings prevail; intermixed how-
ever, more or less, with Klexandria.n or Western readings. To this
head may be referred codices which, although not carrying all of
them equal authority, may be separated from the general herd: K. M.
10. 11.°17. 22. 28. 36. 40. 57. 61. 63. 64. 72. 91. 108. 127. 142. 209
229. 235., and the Evangelistaria 18. 19, 24. 36.”!

Such then were the steps by which Griesbach’s recension system

! Nov. Test. i, 1796. Prol. Scct. iil. (pp. Ixxiv—Ixxvi.)

e ¢ g
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was completed. The comparison of the enumeration given in 1777
with that in 1796, shows that from taking the Codices Grmco-Latini
g3 the MS. representatives of the Festern recension, he had gradually
brought under the same head other copies which in many respects
, ggreed with them: but still the difficulty of drawing a line of de-
1 marcation between the Alexandrian and Western classes was not only
i felt but stated, and this difficulty made the place of 1. 13. 33. 69.,
and other copies, so very doubtful and uncertain. Also the fact of
P.Q. T. holding a middle place was very contradictory to the notion
that these classes were really quite distinet. It is true that the
Codex Beza D. and the Latin versions on the one hand, and C. L. and
the Mempbhitic on the other, loo# like very different classes; but the
. whole interval is filled up with documents more or less allied to the
two extreme points, so that at length we cannot say of those which
hold 2 medial place that they are related to one extreme more than
to the other.

At the time when this systein of Griesbach was first formed, the
readings of that important document, the Codex Vaticanus B., were
ot yet available; and thus he had to use other MSS. as his exem-
plars of the Alexandrian text: indeed at the time when the above
remarks were written, he had not seen any collation of more than the
Gospels in that MS. And thus he had to use as the MS. #ypes of
the Alexandrian family documents of & later date and more modern
colouring : had it been otherwise, it is probable that he would not
have so formed his classes as to put B. partly in one and partly in
another ; its text would have suggested to him either that the Alex-
andrian family in its best form coincided, in much of St. Matthew’s
Gospel, with that which he called Western, and this might have been
confirmed by the character of Origen’s quotations in that book ; —
~or it might have led him to regard as hopeless, an actual distinction
between the Alexandrian and Western texts. As it was, his classi-
fication was made when in possession of but partial data, and this was
gtill maintained when his Greek New Testamént appeared.!

Griesbach thus specifies the characteristics of the recensions which

e recognised : —

“The Western recension is accustomed to preserve the harsher
- Benuine readings, when they are opposed to the genius of the Greek
- Anguage, Hebraising, involving solecism, unpleasant to the ear,-—

Jmasmuch as all these things were less offensive to western readers.
he Alexandrian recension, on the other hand, sought to avoid and
fhange whatever might be offensive to Greek ears. The Western
‘Tecension endeavours to render the sense more clear and less involved
§ Y means of explanations, circumlocutions, additions, gathered from
| “very side, and by transpositions of words and sentences; but the
8 °Xandrian sought to illustrate words and phrases, rather than the

o

- c?‘“c grent objeet which Griesbach had in view, was to vindicate the Greek MSS. from
f invgys irge of Latinising. ‘1'his accusation had been used in sueh a manner as ulm()_s‘t to

1 idatg the nuthority of all the Codices Greeco-Latini; but Wetstein. about the middle

] to, St century, extended it to all the more ancient documents. This led Gricsbach

Mdeavour to discriminate with eare the text which they actually contained.
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gense. The Western recension prefers the readings which are morq

full and verbose, and also supplements taken from parallel passages;

it also sometimes omits what may make the sense obscure, or might
seem repugnant to the context or to parallel passages; in all whicl,

respects the Alexandrian is purer. In one word, the Alexandriay

critic has acted the part of a grammarian, the Western of an intcr.
preter . . . . . . Inall these points the Constantinopolitan
recension commonly accords with the Alexandrian, but with this
difference, that it is yet more studious of Greek propriety, it admits
more glosses into the text, and throughout it intermingles readings,
either Western which are discrepant from the Alexandrian, or else
compourded of Alexandrian and Western,”! To these remarks on
the distinction of recensions, he adds however, ¢ No recension in an
codex still extant is found uninjured, such as it was originally;” an
admission which, of itself, goes far to efface the lines of boundary by
wlhich he songht to define each recension.

The use which Griesbach made of his system is thus stated by |

De Wette.

“1. All the witnesses which belon%K to one recension, and which 3

nnite in their evidence, are to be reckoned as but one witness. 2.
That reading which is supported by all the old recensions is to be
held for genuine. 3. Where the Alexandrian and Western are in

accordance against the Constantinopolitan, the most ancient reading- §
is attested. 4. Where the Alexandrian recension is in accordance
with the Constantinopolitan against the Western, it must be inquired.

whether the reading of the latter belongs to its peculiar kinds of §

error. Also similarly, if the Western recension accords with the
Constantinopolitan against the Alexandrian. 5. If all the three
recensions give different testimonies, the number of the witnesses is
not to decide, but the preponderance of internal grounds of evi-
dence.” 2

The system propounded+ by Griesbach led to discussions and

modifications. MATTEZEI opposed with violence of language and

vehemence of invective, not only the critical principles of Griesbach, §

but even all the more ancient documents on which. his classification
rested in part: and as the citations of fathers had been relied on as
demonstrating the readings of the third century, Matthei with
earnest zeal opposed this mode of investigation, and tried to cast
uncertainty upon all patristic citations, %Ie used to this end the
writings of Griesbach, in which he had shown what kinds of quota-
tions are found in Origen and others, and when they may be relied

on as sufficiently exact, and when they are wholly loose, or modified

by transcribers. All this Mattheei turned against Griesbach, unmindful
of the distinction which he had established, and of -all that had been
done by Mill, Bentley, Bengel, and Wetstein to sift such quots-
tions. From his own study Matthei added to what others had
collected; and then he passed unsparing ridicule on all who could

! N. Test. 1796. Prol. Scet. iii. pp. Ixxvii. Ixxviii.
¥ Einleitung in N. Test. 5th cd. 1848, § 58. p. 82,
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rely in the smallest degree upon such contradictory, confused, and
indefinite allegations of Scripture passages. Matthei had, in fact, no
knowledge of the subject prior to his taking it up for controversial
purposes ; and thus it is not surprising that he only regarded it in
2 manner peculiatly one-sided. Origen’s quotations did indeed stand
in his way; but these he accounted for by the supposition that
Origen had corrupted the text in some places, and that in others the
use which he had made of passages had led some Alexandrian copyists
to adapt what they wrote to the explanations, &c. of that father.
Matth®i also repeated the charges of Wetstein against the most
ancient MSS. when he became really acquainted with his Greek Testa-

~ ment ; for so slenderly equipped was Matthei when he entered into

the field of New Testament criticism, that he was still unconscious
of those collations and opinions which had made themselves known

. in all the literary world of Europe. Matthei, in his Russian solitude,
_seemed to hear only an occasional echo of the voices which resounded

in the ears of Biblical scholars; and thus his answering cry of con-

1 tradiction came forth without his truly knowing how or why the

utterance had been given which had grated so harshly on his un-
tutored ears.

The conclusion at which Matthwi arrived was simply the rejection
of all the authorities belonging to either the Alexandrian or Western
recensions of Griesbach, and the adherence to Constantinopolitan
authorities only. “To the class of MSS. to which the Codex Bez:,
the Codex Claromontanus, and others of high antiquity, belong, he

j | gave, in the preface to his edition of St. John’s Gospel, the appella-
- tion of editio scurrilis, nor did he apply softer epithets to those who

ventured to defend such MSS.” (Rev. T. H. Horne.)

Had Matthei’s knowledge of facts connected with New Testa-
ment criticism at all equalled the diligence with which he occupied
himself in collating those MSS. which fell in his way during his
sbode at Moscow, and had he known how to avoid virulent and re-
pulsive language, he might have been a vseful check on the theorising
spirit which actuated Semler and Griesbach : but, as it was, such
opposition as his, such misstatements, such recklessness in imputing
motives, only had the effect of causing the recension-system propounded
:0 b}t:, received as resting dpon at Teast a groundwork of important
ruth,

Other scholars made some additions or modifications of the three
Tecensions proposed. Thus Michaelis upheld another recension as
that form of the Greek text from which the Peshito Syriac version

d been made: he also divided the Constantinopolitan (as others
Subsequently did also) into earlier and later— a distinction which so
far holds good, that more recent readings were from time to time

4 'utroduced into the text contained in those documents; but if on

3,“011 grounds new classes were to be introduced, there would be no
mit to the divisions which critics might lay down; and also, in such

% classification the later form of any text deserves no place; for let

1 a . o, e
tonce he shown that a text or a reading is really recent, and it is
Nero . . .
‘ereby excluded from the place assigned to ancient recensioms,
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The fact that such a division was suggested is thus far importay
that it shows that it was felt that recent copies contain in genera) a
recent form of text.

Hue, a Roman Catholic Professor at the University of Freibuy
in the Breisgau, brought forward another system, commended 1},
much learning and ingenuity, in the year 1808, in the first edition of
his Einleitung.

The basis of his system is the condition into which the text of the
New Testament had sunk during the second century. To show this,
he carefully collected the various testimonies and complaints of ear]
writers, to which allusion has been made above (see pp. 39—41.). T,
the text in that condition he gnve the name of xows édoats, common
edition, a term borrowed from that which the Alexandrian critics had |
used in speaking of the text or ren.dinﬁs of Homer as unrevised,
The rowy of the New Testament, according to Hug, came into ex-
istence during the second century, an age in which he considered |
that alterations (from the causes assigned above in speaking of various |
readings) were introduced with no sparing kand into the text of the
Gospels and Acts, with less frequency into the Epistles, and with |
still less into the Apocalypse. |

The next position taken by Hug —a position on the correctness of
which or the contrary turns the whole question as to his system— |
is that about the middle of the third century three actual recensions
of the text took place : — that the evils which resulted from the con-
dition of the common text were seen, and independently of one
another Hesychius, Lucian, and Origen revised the text; and that |
from the forms of text thus revised proceeded the copies which were
diffused in that age. ‘

The proof that Hesychius and Lucian undertook such recensions
is sought for in certain passages of Jerome’s writings!, in which he |

' These passages arc here cited with the context, by which alone their meaning can bes
seon, The parts not quoted by Hug ave enclosed between brackets : —

[ Si Septuaginta interpretum, pura et ut ab eis in Greecum versa est, editio permaneret, |
superflue me, mi Chromati, episcoporum sanctissime atque doctissime, impelleres, ut tibi
Hebrrea volumina Latino sermone transferrem, Quod enim semel aures hominum occu-
paverat, et nascentis Ecclesim roboraverat fidem, justum crat etiam nostro silentio com- |
probari. Nunc vero cum pro varietate regionum diversa feruntur exemplaria, et gerniana
illn antiquaque translatio corrupta sit atque violata, nostri arbitrii putas, aut ex pluribug |
tudicare quid verum sit, aut novum opus in veteri opere cudere, illndentibusque Judais,
sornicum ut dicitar oculis configere]. Alexandria et /Egyptus [in Septuaginta suis]
Hesychium landat auctorem,  [[Constantinopolis usque ad Antiochiam, Luciani martyris
excemplaria probat.|| Medim inter has provincim Palmstinos codices legunt, quos ab Origine
elaboratos [Euscbius et Pamphilus valgaverant ;] totusque orbis hac inter se trifarid
varietate compugnat.” — Pref, in Lib. Paralipomenon et Contra Ruffinum ii. 27. (ed.
Vallarsi, ii. 521, 522.) Jerome then goes on to speak of the Greck .versions-from the
Hebrew, which Origen compared in his Hexapla. .

The latter part of this, containing the names of Hesychius, Lucian, and Origen, i8
cited by Hug in separate portions; but instead of “ Alexandria et Egyptus in Septud-
ginte suis Hesychium laudat auctorem,” he gives, by some ovcersight or varions reading
“ Alexandria et /Egyptus ejus opus amplexi sunt.” (Einleit. § 36. p. 169. ed. 1847.)

‘Lo show how widely the reccnsion spread which he useribed to Lucian, he quotes 8
passage from Jerome's Epistle ad Sunniam et Fretelam, which, with the context, is seen to
relate to the Greck Psalter, and not to the New Testament at all. “In opere Pralterit
juxta digestionem schedula vestree, ubicumque inter Latinos Grmcosque contentio b
quid magis Hebreis conveniat, significem. In quo (Hug begins) illud breviter admone®
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speaks of the text of Hesychius being used in Lgypt, and that of
Lucian the martyr from Antioch to Constantinople, while Palestine
was said to use the copies of Origen. Those passages do indced
speak of the LXX. ; but Hug ingeniously applied them to the New
Testament, by showing that Jerome had also spoken of those codices
¢ of the New Testament which took their names from Hesychius and
{ TLucian, and that he had on a few passages in the same part of
Seripture appealed to the codices of Origen.

But the supposed historical ground is most slender: it is certain
that when Jerome says that the Christian world divided itself (in the
Greek-speaking countries) into three portions, following the copies of
Hesychius, Lucian, and Origen, he is treating of the LXX,, and of
LXX. only; and when he mentions ¢ copies of the New Testament
bearing the names of Lucian and Hesychius, upheld by the perverse
contention of some men,” he cannot mean copies diffused through
most of the East, as their recensions of the LXX. actually were, nor
can he speak of those MSS. with approbation, adding as he does,
that ¢ the Scripture previously translated into the languages of
many nations tcaches that what has been added is false.” Thus the
Hesychian and Lucianean exemplars of the New Testament, what-
ever they may have been, and however they got to bear the names
of those men, were not in general use, were upheld by but a few,
and, so far from having the character of revision and accuracy, they
were marked by addition. 1t is probable that the mention of such
copics by Jerome, and not their actually known existence and cir-
culation, led to the condemnation by Pope Gelasius, *“ The Gospels
which Lucian falsified, apocrypha; the Gospels which Hesychius
falsified, apocrypha.”?

Thus when the historical grounds of external testimony in favour
of Hug’s system are reduced to their true limits, by the removal of
all that really belongs to a different subject, it is clear that the basis
was most narrow and precarious on which he sought to rear so vast
and extensive a superstructure. Indeed the only evidence that is
really applicable, when standing alone, tells against any system which
makes the exemplars of Lucian and Hesychius an integral part, and
which seeks to connect them with what was extensively read and
used in the third and fourth centuries.

Ut sciatis alinm esse editionem, quam Origines, et Ceesaricnsis Eusebius, omnesque Grecim
tractatores Kowdv, id est communem appeliant, atque vulgatam, et o plerisqne nanc Aovriavds

1citur ( Hug ends here) ; aliam Septuaginta interpretum qum in ‘EfawAols codicibus re-
Peritur,” &e, (Ep. cvi. ed. Vallarsi. i. 636.) .
In locking at these imperfect and incorrect citations applied to a subject wholly different
m thut to which the context limits them, it scems pretty evident that the passages must
B¥¢ baen extracted by Hug for some other purpose, and that afterwards, by some mistake,
€y were applied to the New Testament.
Laei hq following are the only nuthoritics for supposing reccnsions of Hesychius and
'¢ian in the New Testament : —
®termitto eos codices, quos a Luciano et Hesychio nuncupatos paucorum hominum
ot b perversa contentio : quibus utique nee in toto (this word not in the best copies)
ml;l‘l Instrumente post Septuaginta interpretes emendare quid licuit, nec in Novo profuit
q“ 'dasse : cumn mpltarum gentinm linguis Scriptura ante translata doceat falsa esse
T nddita sunt,” — Hieronymi Priefatio in quatuor Evangelin ad Damasum,
L Vl\':\geh’n que falsavit Lucianus Apocrypha ; Evangelia quse falsavit Hesychius Apoe
Pha.” — Deerctum Gelasii,

85s¢rip
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Tt is believed that the Hesychius who put forth a revision of tl)a
LXX. was the Egyptian bishop of that name who was put to deat},
in the persecution of Diocletian: Lucian is described as a marty,
who suffered in the early part of the.fourth century. '

But even though the historical grounds assumed by Hug and the
nomenclature thence derived be untenable, it does not follow as 3
matter of course that the classes or recensions which he sought tq
establish were equally void of real existence. It is therefore ncedful
to examine the classification itself apart from the theory as to how it
originated. :

First, then, the unrevised text or xowj: this Hug considered to he
found in the Gospels in the MSS. D. 1. 13. 69. 124.; in the Epistles of
St. Paulin D. E. F. G., and in the Actsin D. E., also in the old Latin
and Thebaic versions; these he considered as presenting the form
which the text had assumed in the early part of the third century:
he also assigned the Peshito Syriac to the same class of text, though
in a form somewhat different, and he claimed the citations of' Clement
of Alexandria and Origen as belonging to it.

To the recension of Hesychius he assigned B. C. L. of the Goxpels,
A.B. C. 17. 46, in St. Paul's Epistles, A. B. C. 40. in the Acts and
Catholic Epistles, and A. C. 38. in the Revelation; the Memphitic
version ; and the citations found in Athanasius, Cyril of Alexandria,
Marcus and Macarius the monks, and Cosmas Indicopleustes.

The recension of Lucian he found in E. F, G. H. S. V., and the
Moscow Liectionaries b. and h. (of Matthwi’s notation), as well as in the
modern MSS. in general; in the Epistles in the Codex g. (of Matthzi),
and others at Moscow ; and in the Revelation in several of the more
recent documents; in the Gothic and Sclavonic versions, and in the
citations of Theophylact.

To the recension of Origen, in the Gospels Hug ascribed A. K. M.
42. 106, 114. 116. and Matth®i’'s no. 10.; the gPhiloxenian Syriae
version ; and the quotations of Theodoret and Chrysostom. Beyond
the Gospels lie considered that he could find no MS. proofs of the
existence of this recension; though he thought that the later Syriac
version might be a guide in discovering such copies; but in this he
owned his want of success. ,

In defining the characteristica of these several classes, the xowr, or
unrevised, has been sufficiently described; if, however, a text could
be assumed as being that of which the account given would hold good,
it could be found in no one document or class of documents ; for as the
changes introduced could not be supposed to be confined to any one
locality, its form must have been as varied as the exemplars in which
it was contained. And, exeept in including the Peshito Syriac under
the same head as the Codex Beze, Hug’s systemn allows no room
for this varied development. This class of text, the supposed xowvs
answers very nearly to Griesbach’s Western recension; including,
besides, the Peshito Syriac, and the citations of Clement and Origen.

Griesbach, in examining the hypothesis of IHug, admitted that
there was a measure of truth in his opinion as to the text of the
Peshito; that is to say, he considered that that ancient version had
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got into the condition in which it has been transmitted to us, very
much in the eame manner as the Western recension had sprung up;
and thus, without an identity of text, there was something analogous
in the two. But earnestly did he oppose the notion that the cita-
tions of Origen should be referred to the same class, and he gave
good and valid reasons in contradiction to such a view even on I-fug’s
own principles of arrangement. For the greater part of the readings
of Origen in characteristic passages accord not with D, or the Latin
texts, but with what Hug called the recension of Hesychius. But,
on the other hand, Hug showed that certain citations in Clement
and in Origen do accord with what (iriesbach had termed Western
_ readings. ng.lfhis led to some important results; for Griesbach, by an
examination of many passages, made it appear distinctly that Origen
had at different times used MSS. which differed from each other as
to text; and thus in his Commentaries on St. John he employed an
Alexandrian text, while in those on St. Matthew, in the later part
of his life, he used one containing Western readings ; and in other
places he varies in his citations, and occasionally mentions the varia-
tions of his copies. .

As Origen had been originally a kind of index on Griesbach’s
system for pointing out the Alexandrian text, these admissions or
reconsiderations were very injurious to that defined scheme; for
they did much to remove the land-marks which he had himsclf
erected to denote the extent of each. But Hug himself was also
~led in considering Griesbach’s remarks to express an opinion which
- would be equally injurious to kis arrangement; for he quotes the
| judgment of Griesbach respecting Origen: —“A very distinguished

scholar has remarked, that on the who%e he approaches very near to
the text of the MS. L. For if we take away from D. its greatest
- aberrations there stands out to view a text very like that of Cod. L.”!
-~ The Hesychian recension of Hug is almost, if not quite, identical
- with the Alexandrian of Griesbach; the difference that he appears,
. however, to make is that which the removal from it of so many ot
" the citations of Origen would produce. But it was needful to Hug’s
' S8ystem to distinguish between those quotations and this recension ;
- for a3 Hesychius suffered in the earlier years of the Jourth century,
- 1t would have been incomsistent with all that he was endeavouring
| to establish if he were to admit that his recension had been employed
| Sghty years before. And this was a strong point with Griesbach
In his remarks on the subject; for this alone overset the supposed

1storical basis which Hug had laid. This tezt was certainly used in
gypt: but an Hesychian text was that adopted in that country;

8 then must be the Hesychian text, if the ﬁistoricnl notes related
to the New Testament at all. But as this text was in fact used in
- JBYpt before the birth of Hesychius, the links in the chain of hy-
| Yothesis become snapped asunder.

H;n‘:lslzin‘!ehr angesehener Gelehrter beobachtet hat, das er sich im Ganzen mehr der

0 g L anniihere, Denn wenn wir die grossern Abweichungen aus D entfernen,
b le;; Text hervor der jenem des Codex L sehr hnlich ist.” — Hug, Einleitung,

VoL, 1v, G
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Hug considered this text to be a kind of thorough revision, U
dertaken by a critical scholar; but whether he made alterationg in
the text from a comparison of copies, or from his own judgment, he
leaves undetermined: if the former, then it would follow that, y,
spite of the supposed confusion of the xows #xdoats, some copies ey,
tained a better text; if the latter, then it would only be a conjecturg]
procedure, injuring still more what was already injured. It may b
that Hesychius and the other revisers are, upon this theory, sup.
posed to have introduced into general use readings from copies whicl, -
they considered to be more correct than those commonly employed,
If we must assume actual recensions in early times, the best theory |
probably would be that which represented critics as selecting the mogg
accurate copies which they could find of the text that was current ;
in their own country. They might be conscious of no alterationg ;
except those which were springing up in their own days from the |
blunders of copyists; and these they might correct with care, anqd ;
then their own exemplars might be used by others, from the known |
pains which had been taken in eliminating transcriptural error. Itis {
doubtful in the extreme whether we can suppose more than this tg
have been ever accomplished; and there are no grounds whatever |
for ascribing the Alexandrian text to the labours of Hesychius, or *
of any other one critic who ever lived. Had such extensive re- |
vision ever been undertaken, and had its results been received, more
definite traces would have been left in the history of the text: it
would not have been only recorded in two doubtful and depreciatory |
sentences,

Hug’s recension of Lucian is nearly identical with the Constanti-
nopolitan of Griesbach, at least by assuming the latter in the form :
which it seems to have acquired in after times, Hug laid down that
the basis of this recension was the ko) ¥kBoois as it existed in
Syria, and on ¢his ground (which he thought that he had proved) he |
maintained that the text must be that ofgLucian. This involves no
impossibility on any ground of chronology; but the proof is wanting. .
The relation between this form of text, and the country to which he
assigned it, he maintained from a comparison of passages in which
the Peshito Syriac agrees with this recension in opposition to Alex- {
andrian copies: thus, by assuming that the Peshito represents the
xowh as read in Syria,-he thought that he could account for the
formation of this recension as a revision of it. Hug describes the
supposed procedure of Lucian just as if he had seen the whole; and
b{ admitting that readings not in the Peshito, nor yet in the other
old recensions, are found in this, he shows that it could not be ac~
counted for strictly in this manner. He may be quite correct 18 !
supposing that Antioch was the place where it sprung up; but 10
attribute its formation to any thing more than the common pro-
cedings of copyists, is a refinement not sustained by proofs or by
the probabilities of the case. Griesbach, after weighing Hug's argv”
ments, thought that the Constantinopolitan form of text had sprung |
up from a combination of the readings used in different parts and by
different persons. He accounted for the many resemblances betwee®
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 this text and the Peshito Syriac by supposing that that version had

e

toil ang study
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- be said of the very few MS

been revised by the aid of Greek MSS. of this kind. And all the
researches of Hug, when properly used, went to show that this was
the real character of the honstantinopolitun text ; it might be said
to bear the same relation to the more ancient readings that the common
dz'alecltl, xowrj, of the Greeks did to the previously existing modes of
speech.

pHitherto Hug had done no more than re-arrange the previously
recognised families or classes of text; but in his fourth class or third
recension, the Origenian, he devised a something not easy to be
defined. We know what is meant when we hear of a MS. of the
Alexandrian, Western, or Constantinopolitan recensions of Griesbach,
or of the xoun), the Hesychian or Lucianean of Hug; but it is not
go easy to define the Origenian text or readings of this latter-
mentioned critic. :

It is granted that the citations of Origen do not accord with this
assumed recension; but for this Hug accounts by the supposition
that it was the undertaking of his latter days, after his works had
been completed. How then can a text be found which can be
ascribed to Origen as its author? Hug appeals to what Jerome had
written concerning the LXX., stating that the countries between
Egypt and Antioch use the Palestinian MSS., elaborated by Origen.
This (as before) he transfers to the New Testament, and then seeks
for MSS. which will in his opinion answer the description: as being
intermediate in text between the readings of Antioch and Egypt,

- they were what he expected would be found in the region locally
} interposed. And as the later Syriac seemed to be related to the
4 version of the Old Testament in that language made from the

Hexaplar text of Origen, this version (he thought) afforded a cri-

- terion of the text used by that father.

But here we have ingenuity vainly employed; for all that could
I S?which he ascribes to this recension,
18 that they present features belonging apparently to a transition
state; so that if they rightly form a class or a recension, several

 of those which he has placed either under the xows or the Hesychian

should also occupy a similar place. Again, some of the Hesychian
contain mixtures of the readings which he termed Lucianean ; why
then do not they take their places as a distinet family ?  Also, it
may well be asked, how it is that the ancients, who tell us so much
of the Biblical labours of Origen, say not one word about the weari-
Some undertaking with which he is supposed to have been occupied
In his latter days? And if Origen did indeed crown his years of

gy thus recording the result of his researches into
the true text of the New Testament, would it not be at least remark~
able that he should have given forth a text very little resembling
that which he had used in any part of his life ? and even in some places
“ntradicting the readings which he ezpressly mentions, in some even
his later works, as being that of the Greek copies? These
irks and inquiries are equally applicable whichever of the docu-

fents said to contain this text may be assumed as its genuine form:
¢ 2
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for so vague is the whole theory res]i)ecting it, that there is no py,,
ticular parity or mutual resemblance between the MSS. which I,
brings together as constituting this one class. Most of them belqy,
just as much to the Constantino olitan family (or that of Luciun) al;
those which Hug names under that head.

But it was necessary to Hug’s position to find a Palestinian rq
cension, as one of the tgree classes of revised text; and therefore g |
found it here. One strong point in opposition to the notion the {
these documents contain a text of Palestine, given forth (according 7
to Hug’s supposition) by Pierius and Pamphilus from Origen’s MS§, *:
is found in the character of the citations of Eusebius, who uses a tex; |
generally Alexandrian, :

Twice, indeed, Jerome appeals to the exemplars of Origen; byt
this expression does mot prove that any such recension existed, but
merely that there were copies which Origen had used: in one placq
he joins the name of Pierius with that of Origen. . /

These probabilities are strong against the hypothesis of an Origen-
ian recension; but these are not all ; for Origen himself in one of
his later works disclaims such an undertaking as one that could not
be carried out!; he irew that copies differed, he stated the fact, but |
how to apply a eritical remedy was utterly unknown.to him. This
statement from himself might have sufficed to hinder such a work |
being attributed to him; and if he had really formed such a recen- }
sion, in the text of whicl he contradicted all that he had definitely |
stated for forty years to be the reading of Holy Scripture (as would
have been the case on the supposition before us), it would infer either
that bis judgment in this close of his life was impaired, or else that he §
had acted the critic, by using an unwarrantable licence of conjecture.

Thus the theories of Hug possess rather a negative than a positive
value. They led to a re-examination of the whole subject by Gries-
bach, who entered on it in a spirit of rare candour : the result is given |
in the Meletemata prefixed to his latest work (Commentarius criticus,
part ii.) in 1811. He there refuted some of the positions of Hug, |
expressed his dissent from others, and at the same time admitted
that his own system required certain modifications, He utterly

! In his Commentary on St, Matthew, he questions, on internal probabilities, whether
the words in chap. xix. 19,, kyamfices 7dv mAnaiov gov &s ceavrdy, are really part of the
genuine text (a thing which, on grounds of critical evidence, need not be doubted) ; and
then he speaks of the diversities of copies: kal el uiv uk xal wepl EAAwY woAAGY Singerin |
fv mpds ¥AANAa Tév dvriypdgwy Eore wdrra 7& kaTd Marfaiov pl cuvdbey EAAfAaLs, dpoles
3% xal T4 Aoimd edayyéhia, KBy &oeBis 1is ¥Botev elvar & Swovody dvraifa wpoceppipoat. 0"5
elpmudvyy I T0b owrfipos wpds TOv Thagtoy THY  Ayamfoas Td wAncioy cou ds geavtdV
&vrundy - ywwl 8t ByhovdTi wOAAY yéyovey 0 TEY dvTiypdpwy Biapopd, efre &md paduplas TOY
ypapéay, dre awd TéApns TRy poxOnpas Tis BiopBdeoews Tav ypagopévwy, efre xal &md THV 3
éavrols Boxodvra dv T Biop8doer wpooTiBévTaw §) &papolvrav. THY ulv odv dv Tois &v-rn‘)/}’i_"
dois s walai@s Siabfkns Siapwviay, Oeol Biddvros, ebpouev ldoaohar, xpirnply xpnoduevos ~=5
soiwars dx8doeaw, k.7, A — (iii. 671. De la Rue). This implies pretty plainly that no suc
method had been devised, at least by Origen himself, for forming a recension of the F(‘X‘
of the New Tostament, 'The old Latin translator of Origen has here, “ In excmplarib
autem Novi Testamenti, hoe ipsum me gosse facere sine periculo non putavi,” Even? |
this be not n gennine clause, which has been lost in the Greek, it is an apt commentaryi }
and it shows that the ancients were wholly unconacious of any such work having beelt
undertaken by Origen. Indeed, it is marvellous that any modern writers should h#
adopted such a theory with regard to Origen.
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doubted the historical basis and nomenclature assumed by Hug; he
disproved the notion of any recension by Origen, especially such a
one as Hug had defined. And, although Le still considered that the
cstablishment of recensions, as such, was essential to drawing true
results from textual criticism, he now thought that, except perhaps
his own Alexandrian class, there was none to which that zeme would
in strictness apply.

And this leads to the inquiry how far such a thing can be shown
. a8 actual textual revision of the Greek New Testament in early
days. Is there any real evidence of such procedures on the part of
Christian scholars? Of course it is admitted that after a MS, had
_ been written it passed (or ought to have done so) into the hands of
him who was called 6 avriBdA wyv. And the business of such
properly was to revise what had been written so as to make it
according to the copy (just as a modern press-corrector does). This
name or occupation, as well as that of a dwpfwmis, occurs in the
subscriptions yet found in Biblical MSS.: as to these, however, it
should be observed that the existing subscriptions are often, if not
always, copies from that which had been originally appended to a
MS.; so that though it seems occasionally that some particular copy
had been revised or examined by some known individual, the attest~
ation properly belongs to some more ancient MS. from which what
we possess has been derived.
| he subscription of a MS. (itself of the eleventh century) from
~ which Zacagni published the divisions and summaries employed by
| Euthalius, at the end of the Catholic Epistles, runs thus: — dvre-

By 8 Tév mpakewy xai xafohidv Emiarordv To BiS\lov mpos T
( dxpuB7 avriypada Ths & Kawoapela BiPhiwobrixns EdoeBlov tob Map~
" ¢ov.! And the subscription of the ancient Coislin fragments (H.

of St. Paul’s Epistles) is of a similar kind; dvreB\ifn %?1'7 BiB)os
mpos 70 &v Kawaplg dvrbypapov tis BiSriobiixns Tod drylov Tlapdurov
XEtpi yeypappuévov. .

n other MSS. the work of the 8iopfwmis is also mentioned, and
that in such a manner as to indicate some difference. The following
are subseriptions appended to portions of the LXX. version: from
the end of Esther copied from malaidratov Mav dvréypacov in the
Codex Friderico-Augustanus (of the fourth or fifth century) added
by a later hand (of the sixth or seventh century), perehsjudbn xal
§l0p9é0n mwpos Ta ‘Lfamid 'Qpiyévovs vm’ abrod Siwpbousva, *Avre-
ivos poroynTys dvréBater, Ildudios Sibpbwaa 1o rebyos Bv Tf
$uharh. At 'the end of Ezekiel in the Codex Marechallianus is
found, petelgdly dmwo dvriypdgov Tod ’ASBBE 'Amolhvaplov Tod
”olfoﬁtdpxou. &y ¢ kaBumokeitas TavTa, peTeNipln dmd TGV kaTa Tas

oss sEamrdv, rai Siwpblbn dwo Tidv 'Qpiyévovs alrod TeTpamiiv,

TWa kal adrod yepl Siwpbwro, xal doyohioypddnre. 6 EdoéBios dyar
OXoNia mapéfnra. Tldudunos kal EdoéBios éSiwpbocavTo.

.-0e work of a Siopfwris may apparently be regarded as more
“tical than that of the mere avryBdAiwv; the latter answering

! Zacagni'Collectanea Monumentorum Veterumw, Rome, 1698, p. 513,
a3
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rather to one who read by copy, the former to him who used
critical judgment; and thus from him might arise naturally such
results a3 would be introduced by a comparison of various copies: ,
transcript made from some exemplar, when corrected by means of
another, would produce a modified text And this may account for the
alterations made in various MSS.: when first written the compare,
would examine it with the copy, 8o as to exclude mere clerical errors;
but when at any time it passed into the hands of a corrector, the
alterations would be of a different kind; for then readings would be
changed to suit what might be found in the text or margin of anothey
exemplar. And this process may be noticed in many MSS., where
the corrections show that many successive hands have occupied them-
selves with it.

But we have no proof that any 8wpfwrys ever made a formal
revision of the Greek New Testament, such as were executed by
several with regard to the LXX.; the utmost that can be proved is,
that MSS. were transcribed from some well-known exemplar, such
as that in the library of Cmsarea, or else were compared with it. It
can hardly be doubted that this exemplar of Pamphilus the martyr
was one containing such a text as had been used by Origen, even if
it were not a copy which had belonged to that laborious eritic: no
doubt it was supposed to be free from the interpolations and ad-
ditions of which so much complaint had been made; but that it was
strictly a recensiwon cannot be shown, and if it had any connection
with Origen, the contrary may be regarded as very certain. It was
probably to such a copy at Ceesarea that Jerome appealed when he
spoke of the exemplars of Origen and Pierius,

If any theory were admissible on which to rest a conjectural
recension, it is remarkable that the name of Pamphilus has been
passed by; for copies are again and again stated to be taken from
his, and we know that he prepared many codices, and was diligent
in circulating copies of the Scriptures!,—no doubt such as he con-
sidered to be correct; but it has been rightly seen that his having
transcribed a copy with his own hand is wholly different from his
having made a recension of the text. Hug, indeed, does suppose
that the recension of Origen was thus published by Pamphilus; but
this conjecture does not hold well with another part of his theory, in
which he maintains that the recension of Origen never had any wide
or general circulation; for it is clear that this Cemsarean exemplar
was used by many, and from the connection of Fusebius with Pam-
philus in his Biblical studies and labours, and his- residence at
Cemsarea, it is difficult for any to advance that the copies which he
sent to the churches at Constantinople contained a text which he
supposed to be different.

! The following is part of an extract given by Jerome from the third book of Fusebiusd
Life of Pwmphilus: —* Quis studiosorum amicus non fuit Pamphili ? Si quos videbat 8
vietum necessarium indigere, preebebat large quae poterat. Scripturas gnoque sanctas noB
ad legendum tantum, sed et ad habendwum, tribuebat promptissime. Nec solum viris, sed
et feuinis, quas vidisset lectioni deditas. Unde et mnltos codices praparabat, ut quud
neccs;it)ns poposcisset volentibus largiretur.” —Contra Ruffinum, lib. i 9. (ed. Vallarsh
il. 465,
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Up to the middle, then, of the third century, we find, from the
testimony of Origen, that there was no revised text of the New
| Testament; in the beginning of the fourth, we meet with nothing
~ more than particular exemplars used to copy other MSS. from, but

nothing that looks like a standard of appeal; and at the end of the
i fourth century, it is certain that Jerome knew nothing of any such
" text: had known recensions existed, they would have afforded him
no small aid in his revision of the Latin translation: it would have
been also surprising, if he had known of such recensions, that he had
said not one word on the subject, when noticing differences of
reading in particular copies.

Thus we are without any historical grounds for maintaining that
such recensions of the New Testament were made, as we know to
have been executed of the LXX. One simple reason may be
specified for this: in the LXX., the Hexapla of Origen afforded
what some might regard as a standard of appeal, and what others
might consider to be materials for critical correction; and thus
revised texts were actually formed, in which, however, the real
L.XX. was more and more mixed with portions of the other Greek
versions, It 13 well for the text of the New Testament, that there
were no means of subjecting it to any such process, for if there had
been, it would, no doubt, have suffered even more than it has from
the proceedings of transcribers, and the attempts at local emendation
and correction. ' :

For a while the theories of Hug obtained a considerable reception
amongst German Biblical scholars: Eichhorn, for instance, generally
agreed with his classification, not, however, receiving as proved an
Origenian recension. His arrangement was, an unrevised text in
Asia, and with some differences in Africa; a recension of the first
by Lucian, of the second by Hesychius, and a mixture of both texts.
The admission, however, of a recension by Origen with the arrange-
ment is needed if the basis of the system be at all firm; and thus
Eichhorn’s modification has still less to recommend it than the
classification proposed by Hug.

From all the <§scussi0ns there arose this benefit, that facts were
more diligently sifted, and thus more firmly apprehended, and that
all in early writers that could bear on the history of recensions, or
of the state of the text at particular periods, was clearly brought
foryvard. But this was not obtained without such a process of ex-
#mination as showed how groundless are many theories, and how
Critics had pressed into the service of their views passages and state-
Ments whiclr really applied to things that were very different. The
%eneral result was a doubt as to the tenability of Griesbach’s systemn,

ut without any decided feeling as to what ought to take its place,
or what modifications it should receive. '
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CHAP, VIIL

DISCUSSIONS ON RECENSIONS. — THEORIES SUBSEQUENT TO THOSE OF
GRIESBACH AND HUG.

In this country, the subject of recensions was looked at in ,
rather peculiar point of view. The system of Griesbach had beey
promulgated amongst us through the translation of Michaelis's In-
troduction, with notes by Herbert Marsh (afterwards Bishop of
Peterborough), and subsequently by his Lectures on Biblical Cri.
ticism. The results of Griesbach’s critical revision of the text were
diffused in this country, both by the extensive circulation of his own
edition (a large portion of which on superior paper, provided by the
Duke of Grafton, was prepared expressly for English use), by an
early reprint, and by White’s Synopsis Crisews Griesbachiane. But
it was not to be supposed that anything which looked like innovation
would be allowed to pass without discussion, and thus the work of
Dr. Laurence (afterwards Archbishop of Cashel) in 1814, assailing
the systematic classification of MSS. adopted by Griesbach, was what
might have been naturally expected to be called forth. And this
work has long been considered in this country as the especial refu-
tation of Griesbach’s system. It will, therefore, be of importance
to give a brief account of its plan, contents, and mode of argu-
mentation. ‘

In the former part Dr. Laurence speaks of Griesbach’s edition,
the hopes which Unitarians had formed respecting it', and how those
hopes had been disappointed, from his not rejecting or marking as
doubtful a single passage which bears on the divinity of Christ,
which had not been similarly noted before Griesbach was born.
As to such passages (he says) “they have merely acquired the ad-
ditional support of another individual; of one whom they hold in
equal admiration and contempt, —admiration for his critical, and con-
tempt for his theological talents.” (p.5.) But as the classification
of Griesbach, and the mode of estimating readings in accordance
with it, were liable to such misconception and misapplication, and
were “go readily convertible to party purposes,” Dr. Laurence set
himself to work in good earnest to examine and to refute the system
itself. Dogmatic grounds thus lay at the root of Laurence’s re-
futation; and the bias thence derived may be discerned in some
parts of the work thus introduced. He gives a history of the origin '
of ruch classifications, tracing them through Bengel and Semler, to
Griesbach’s earlier publications. On arriving at the point of his
maintaining three recensions, he states his primary exception to the
system: how do we know that there were three? if the variety had
been greater (so that five or siz had been proposed), would not this

! This was supposed to be the reason why it was so much patronised by the Duke of

Grafton, whose sentiments were well known. It is strange, however, that the explicit

declurations of Gricsbach on the subjoct should have been cither overlooked or forgottos:
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limitation nocessarily lead in application to false results? He goes,
indeed, rather too far in saying‘that Griesbaclh ¢ admitted that there
exist more than three principal texts, perhaps five orsix ;  for this was
but a statement introduced into the progress of an inquiry, and his
conclusion had been, that but three such classes could be definitely
established from existing docurnents. But on the lines of demar-
cation laid down, and their want of historical certainty, Laurence

i argues well and forcibly, entering, as he says, his * protest against

the substitution of absolute decision for conjectural probability.”
(p-25.) In another part of the work he says, “I have remarked
that the very existence of the Alexandrian textis at best but pro-
blematical ; and so I apprehend it must.continue to be, until the

| contrary position be proved by & characteristical collection of Alex-

andrian readings, contradistinguished from those, not only of the
Byzantine, but also of the Western text. When Griesbach under-
took the arduous task of preparing a critical edition, and even a
corrected text, of the New Testament, upon a novel hypothesis, he
ought surely to have placed its accuracy beyond the possibility of
objection, before he attempted its reduction to practice as an un-
erring rule of textual criticismi: not to have proceeded upon the
bare probability of conjecture, but to have previously grounded
himself upon sure demonstratiion. The Alexandrian text consti-
tutes the main pin, which holds together the complicated machinery
of his system. This, therefore, he should have first incontrovertibly
established ; but the position sitill remains exposed to many great
and serious objections.” (p. 124..)

This is well stated with regard to his system; but Dr. Laurence
does not draw, as might have been done, a distinction between the

- fucts which Griesbach maintaiined, and the deductions which he

based on them ; for unless this difference be fairly stated, it is im-
possible to contemplate the smbject aright. To demonstrate the
impossibility of laying down a liine of known and marked distinction
between texts called Alexandriian and Western, is not the same

- thing as disproving that there: is an habitual variety of reading

between docurnents which gemerally agree with the Memphitic
version, and those which accordl with the Latin translations. The
sailor does not confound the IBritish Channel with St. George’s,
a.lthough in the waste of waters there is no sea~mark off the western
extremity of Cornwall, to portion out what precisely belongs to each.
And Griesbach, three years beforre Dr. Laurence’s volume appeared’,
ad himself shown far more convincingly than was done by the

tter writer, that the characterisstics of the Alexandrian and Western
texts could not be so absolutely separated as they had been done in

8 earlier works. Guiesbach sthowed this by giving distinct proofs;
Whereas Laurence was content: with combating the mode of proof
Previously adopted. Such arggumentations might silence, but in

emselves they never could comvince; for all know that an opinion
Day be true, though the reaso)n assigned by an advocate may be

! Prefixcd to the second part of his CCommentarius Criticus. published in 1811,
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fallacious. Laurence did not propound a distinct theory of his owy,.
he contented himself with throwing out hints: thus he calls th(i
Western text, “ that mighty rod of Aaron, ever ready to swallow tl,
feebler rods of Egypt.” (p. 90.) And, in speaking of the pointg
which Griesbacl had indicated, in which the Western text accorde(
with the Alexandrian readings, he says ¢ Should we not rather
contend that they are more probably Western? They are certainly
common to both classes, and seem likely to have been adopted by one
of them from the other: but as the existence of an Alexandiiay
class has not been proved, and as the stream of evidence is fay
greater on the side of the Western, it appears, I apprehend, not
unreasonable to conclude, that the latter exhibits the original, and
the former the adopted readings. The respect paid to the Western
text was always considerable, and the sphere of its action extensive;
rather thercfore should we conceive, that, instead of gravitating
towards another, it attracted every thing within its own influence
towards its own centre.” (p. 128.

As far, then, as can be gathered from the suggestions thrown out,
it appears that Laurence thought that all the more ancient docu-
ments had been subjected to a Western influence. A theory, like that
of Wetstein, that they had afl of them been altered to conform them
to the Latin readings?, is the only one which would accord with
Laurence’s mistrusttul hints.

A considerable portion of Laurence’s work is occupied with a
refutation of the mode of classification adopted by Griesbach: he
endeavours to show that the conclusions of that -critic might be
reversed, if the “received text” were adopted (as of course it was
not by Griesbach) as the standard of comparison. He seeks to
prove that each monument of the Alexandrian text, if compared with
that text itself, and also with that commonly received, will be found
more closely to resemble the latter than the former; and thus
Laurence concludes that, on Griesbach’s principles of classification,
it ought to be referred to the Byzantine family. But in Laurence’s
argument there are two fallacies: first, he Aere assumes (what else-
where he rightly says that Griesbach denies) that any one document
can be considered to present the Alexandrian text pure and unmixed;
and secondly (what is of .far more importance), the truth of the
case does not depend on the calculations of agreements of readings,
as given in Griesbach’s *“ Symbol® Critics,” being correct or other-
wise: phmnomena continue to be true even though they may have
been explained on wrong priuciples.

But the inaccuracy of the mode of investigation adopted by
Laurence is sufficiently shown by its results. No process of legiti-
mate induction could lead to the conclusion that such MSS, as A.
C. 17. in St. Paul’s epistles contain a Byzantine text. No number of
agreements in reading of these MSS., or of the citations of Origen,
with the later copies in general in places of small importance (such
as orthography of words, minor coincidences, common errors of

! The subject of the so-called Latinising of Greek MSS. will be discussed in the subse
quent chapter,

|
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copyists &c.), could be put in the scale so as to preponderate against

the marked difference when characteristic readings are under consi-
deration. In fact, the argument was evidently intended to silence op-
ponents whom it never could hus confute. This is about the weakest
part of Laurence’s work. That its real object was to defend the
common text as such is pretty clear, especially from the remarks on the
three readings feés, 8s, and &, in 1 Tim. iii. 16; in which he seeks
to invalidate the authorities of every kind which read (as is the case
with all the more ancient versions !) a relative instead of a substantive.

{ And thus, in spite of the dispassionate statements with which he set

out, he soon becomes an advocate, and a warm and partial advocate,
for such readings as he considered available in the defence of that
orthodox form of belief which is essential to real Christianity. But
true doctrine may be upheld on certain grounds without our having
recourse to those which are fallacious, ¢ The ancient weapons,

. however, of the [ Unitarian] party, have at least received a sharper

edge,” was one of his introductory statements; and, therefore, to
turn aside that edge was the indirect object of his work. How
much more might have been accomplished by showing that, while
Griesbach had invalidated no text fea.ring on the question which
was not previously known to be uncertain, the passages in genersl
which set forth the Godhead and atonement of Jesus Christ were
vindicated strongly by every result of criticism,

Although Laurence in counter-arguing Griesbach sometimes uses

- language that looks rather depreciatory, it is right to mention that

he occasionally employs terms of commendation : thus, after speaking
of the confidence placed *“in the rectitude of his judgment, and in
the accuracy of his statements,” he says, “If I do not, however,
mistake the character of the man from his writings, he is the last to
claim infallibility in the one case or impeccability in the other.”
(p.8.) “Few writers express themselves more dispassionately than
Griesbach, or more remarkably unite modesty of statement witﬁ con-
fidence of opinion.” (p. 30.)

From the time of the publication of Laurence’s “Remarks,” it was
customary with many in this country to suppose that Griesbach’s
critical labours and system were alike fruitless; and this opinion
Was inertly acquiesced in by not a few who had never seen the work
1tself, and who had never even heard of the principles on which it was
written ?: while even amongst those who were better informed it
Passed current that Laurence had disproved Griesbach’s recension
System ; or (to use Mr. Scrivener’s words) “at once and almost
Without an effort, laid his whole edifice in the dust,”? just as if

! See, a8 to Lanrence’s mode of proof with regard to the rending of the versions in this
Fﬂssuge, Duvidson’s Biblical Criticism, ii. 384, 885. He rightly says, “ This is a curious
;:.‘-V of proving & thing, by simply asserting the thing to be proved :” a remark which

’g.llt often bo applied to the archbishop’s polemical arguments.
hay, 3¢ Accuracy of this statement will be upheld by the many who, on critical subjeets,
ne"e heard Archbishcp Laurcnce’s remarks referred to as authority by those who have
be"er, at all events, studied the work, even if they have seen it. The points which ho had

N Supposed to have proved were repeated, and that by those who certainly did not

2Pt the proccss of argumentation on which they were intended to rest.

Scrivener’s « Supplcrment to the Authorised %nglish Version of the New Testament,’



92 Textual Criticism.

Grieshach’s own Aleletemata had never been written. Certain Dartg
of Laurence’s work are valnable as showing that the Alexandrian angd
Western classes are in many respects one: but it is from Gricsbachs
previous work that we get the definite facts which bear on th,
question.

While Laurence’s work was valued by those who considered it ¢,
be an important support to the common text as such, the same caugg
was upheld on principles diametrically opposite bfv Dr. Nolan in hi,
“ Inquiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vulgate.” 1815. For
Nolan relies absolutely, as to the truth of his system, on the samg
threefold division which had been maintained by Griesbach; let that
be weakened or destroyed, and all that he sought to establish must
at the same time fall. Nolan followed Hug in suggggin that Jerome
referred to the New Testament as well as the L . (if, indeed, he
considered him to allude to the latter at all), when speaking of the
texts in use in Egypt, Palestine, and Constantinople; and these he
identified with Griesbach’s three recensions, making that critic’s
Western the same as his own Egyptian; Alerandrian, his own
Palestinian; while the Byzantine remained the same. These three
classes he sought to identify and define by means of the Latin
versions or revisions. He assumed an identity between his Pales-
tinian text and the Vulgate of Jerome, and considered that the
Codex Vercellensis contains a Latin text analogous to kis Egyptian;
while the Latin Codex Brixianus was regarded as representing
the Byzantine Greek Codices of the Gospels. Then Nolan next
assumed that this Brescia MS. contains the Latin version in its
oldest form (giving to the MS, itself too high an antiquity), and then
deduced that the Byzantine Greek text must be the most authentic,
because of its resemblance to this particular Latin copy. DBut
besides the fallacy of arguing on assumptions, it is certain that this
particular MS. does not present the Latin text in its oldest form,
and the frequent discrepancies between its readings and those of the
earlier Latin copies prove it to be itself a revision: the connection of
this copy, therefore, with the Byzantine Greek text tells against the
antiquity of that family of MSS. _

The Latin Codex Vercellensis contains a text which Nolan affirms
to have been corrected by Eusebius of Vercelli, and he supposes
that it was adapted to the text which that bishop brought with him

1845, p. 18. Mr. S. gocs on to say, “this masterly production has finally settled the
question respecting a triple recension of MSS.,” thus claiming for it far more than the

anthor even sought ; for ke was content with the refutation of Griesbach’s grounds of

classificntion, leaving the affirmative part of the guestion untouched, Does any scholar
who is conversant with MSS, of the Greek New Testament suppose that in St Paul’®
Epistles, A.C. 17. arc (on Griesbach’s classification) more Byzantine than Alexandrian P
A latent defeet in the chain of proof is often evinced by the vesult arrived at. He who
shows that tliere ig no such thing as motion, may consider his arguments sound and incon-
trovertible, and yet no one in his perfect mind receives the result. And yet if Laurcnce's
method of proof be sound, these resnlts must be acquiesced in; which are, however
actually reccived hy none who consider themselves his followers. Indced, if Laurence
hud so proved A.C. 17. to be Byzantine that this opinion were received, he would have
inflicted a far severer wound on the common Greek text than any of those which it
received from Griesbach. Even Mr. Scrivencr says that such MSS. are Alexandrian.
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from Egy})t when he returned from the exile into which he had been
sent by the Arians. Thus, he considered, was the Western text of
Griesbach introduced into the West. The fallacy of the matter, how-
ever, is, that the same text was used in the West, and was circulated
in Latin, long before Eusebius of Vercelli was born.

The Palestinian Greek text is attributed by Nolan to Eusebius of
Cesarea, and this he supposes was the text employed by Jerome ;
and on the ground of the revision or new version of Jerome having
been made at the close of the fourth century, he assumes that dozk
the Codex Brixianus and the Vercellensis must be more ancient, at
least as to text. The resemblance of the Codex Vaticanus, which
Nolan takes as his Greek example of the Palestinian class, to the
Vaulgate of Jerome, is, however, very imperfect. He considers that
at the end of the fifth century it was introduced into Alexandria by
Euthalius, and that hence it became used in that city and region;
just as if this had not been the case long before, when the Mem-
phitic version was made, and when Athanasius and Cyril wrote. This
recension is stigmatised by Nolan as having been executed with a
kind of dishonest criticism by Eusebius, whom he charges with
altering or expunging passages to which he objected as opposed to
Arian doctrine ; an accusation never breathed by his worst enemies
in ancient times, and brought forward without any evidence now.

Ingenuity of arrangement is the only praise which can rightly be
accorded to Nolan’s system: it was, however, approved by some
whose value for Scripture as they were accustomed to read it, was
greater than their skill in apprehending critical facts, An assent to
his conclusions led some (not all) who upheld the Byzantine text to
assent to the reasonings by which he had maintained its exclusive
suthority.!

! That this judgment is not too strong,cas coming from opposers of his results, may be
seen from the following remarks of Mr, Scrivener (* Supplement,” p. 18. note) : “Ihave not
alladed to Dr. Nolan’s ¢ Integrity of the Greek Vulgate, 1815, becanse I have been
compelled to arrive at the conclusion that his scheme of recensions is radically erroneous,
Few things are perhaps more sad to the honest inquirer after truth than to see & learned
and single-hearted mun like Dr. Nolan, by assuming as certain what is barcly possible,
and setting ingenious conjecture in tho room of historical fact, led on step by step to
udopt a theory, which (to use the words of Dr. Turner, of New York) ¢is sufficiently,
condemned by its own extravagance.’” It is well, however, to observe that no one can
be surprised if Dr. Nolan should be censured severely, who considers how bold he has
n in accusing others; e g. charging Euscbius with nltering and mutilating certain
Possages, without any rcason but his own uncharitable conjecture; and accusing Origen
idolatrous compliances out of Cedrenus, a writer who lived some seven hundred years
later, 1t is, indced, strange, but it is instructive as showing how partial was the in-
formation on which Nolan formed his opinions on men and things, that he might have
used Epiphanius as his nuthority for the calumnies against Origen, instead of resting on
A writer so much more recent ; but neither wonld have any weight with those who know
oW fully the charges havo been examined, and how they have been shown to be a part of
the virafent abuse with which Origen and his opinions were at one time assailed. “How-
ver devious were the sentiments advanced by Origen in his earlier writings, and in those
oF a specylative character, his life and actions were not obnoxious to any such accusations
ag t]u_;se which Nolan sought to revive. And these things may excite a prejudice against
'¢ citations of the New Testament in Origen amongst those who are not acquainted with
18 weritings, hut they can have no bearing on critieal inquiries, They have caused some
Tegurd Nolan’s mode of conducting an examination by invalid_ming the opposing wit-
ﬁz’“es’ as peculiarly repulsive and uncandid. Some of the assertions of Nolan were con-
ered by the lato Dr. Lee, in his Prolegomena to Bagster’s Polyglott Bible. VI § 1.
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And thus, in this country, many were wholly inattentive to the
subject of the arrangement of MSS.: some said that Laurence haq
satisfactorily destroyed Griesbach’s system, while others pointeq ¢,
Nolan’s work as showing that Griesbach’s Constantinopolitan elgg,
were alone of importance in establishing the true text; and somq
again vaguely in their own minds tried to combine the two thought,
In result it can only be said that here a state of feeling somewhg;
akin to that of Matthei became very common.

To continental scholars these two works were almost, if no
entirely, unknown: and even if Laurence’s ** Remarks” had beep
circulated amongst the countrymen of Griesbach, they would nog
have found that they led inquiry at all beyond the point to which it
was advanced in the * Meletemata” of that critic. And thus mog !
Billical scholars of Germany seem for some years to have either held
Griesbach’s views in a modified form, or else to have adopted the -
system of Hug or (what was nearly the same) of Eichhorn, ‘

The late professor Scholz at first endeavoured to refine yet farther
on the system of Hug, by proposing a scheme of five recensions; #oo
African or Egyptian (answering to Griesbach’s Alezandrian and
Western), an Asiatic (answering mostly to the text of the Peshito
Syriac), a Byzantine, and a Cyprian; the last being the text con-
tained in the Codex Cyprius (K. of the Gospels). But if this sort of «
minute division be correct, we might make almost as many recensions
as there are MSS. of the most ancient class. This scheme requires
sinply to be mentioned, not discussed; for its author soon afterwards
rejected it wholly, and fell back on the #woofold division as originally
proposed by Bengel. He thus classed all MSS. as being either
Alexandrian or Constantinopolitan, referring to the former the
the Alexandrian and Western recensions of Grieshach. But of these i
Scholz gave the most unhesitating preference to the Constantino- |
politan as being that which he found in the larger number of MSS.; §
many of which he was the first to examine, even though it was im- ¢
possible for him to collate them accurately and fully. To this he
attributed the great body of Greek MSS. written during the last §
eight centuries, and the later Syriac, Gothic, Georgian, and Sclavonic '
versions, and the citations in all or most of the fathers of Asia and >
eastern Europe : to the Alexandrian class he referred several of the |
uncial MSS. and a few of those that were later, and the Egyptian !
versions ( Memphitic and Thebaic), the Latin and Zthiopic, and the
fathers of Africa and Western Europe.! Besides these there were !
-other documents of a mixe¢d nature, which did not (he consideredg
exhibit such distinctive features as to have a right to be considere f !
as a separate class, :

The turning point in Scholz’s mind was that of ecclesiastical =
jurisdiction; and ¢his he considered was an explanation how a pure G
text was preserved within the patriarchate of Constantinople; the
MSS. there executed were commonly for liturgical use, and this (he
considered) was a guarantee for that accuracy and uniformity which {
(he assumed) was found in them. In speaking of Professor Scholz® '

! Scholz, N. T. Prol. p.xv.



Discussions on Recensions. 95

system, there are two things to be observed as distinct; the classi-

Jication (which is simply Bengel’s), and the estimate of value; the

one may be proved or admitted without the other following at all as
a matter of course. These two points must be borne in mind as
separate, for Scholz did not so fully distinguish them; and thus he
was ever ready to class as coinciding with him in opinion any scholars
who acquiesced in Bengel’s arrangement of documents; forgetful
apparently of the different judgment which that critic had formed.
The following may be taken as the heads of argument which have
been adduced in defence and explanation of Scholz’s system :—

1. “ The conclusion to which Dr. Scholz has arrived, is, that the
Constantinopolitan text is almost always faithful to the text now
actually received, while the Alexandrian text varies from it in
innumerable instances ; and this conclusion he founds, not only upon
the actual collation of parts of six hundred and seventy-four manu-
geripts, but also upon an induction of historical particulars,”

The proof from MS. collations is simply a question of fact; it is no pecu-
liarity of Professor Scholz’s system that the mass of the later MSS. agree with
the general conforination of the common text.

2. * The separation of the MSS. of the New Testament into two
classes, in the manner just stated (Dr. Scholz argues), is so conform-
able to the real state of the text, that it is secure from every attack:
there would, indeed, be very little ground for the objection, in order
to combat this classification, that the text of the greatest number of
manuscripts is not yet known, and consequently uncertain. This
objection can only be repelled & posteriori. For this purpose, after
having determined the text of a great number of manuscripts by
actually collating a few chapters, Dr. Scholz proceeded to collate
them nearly at length. When, therefore, eighty manuscripts exhi-
bited, almost constantly, the same additions, the same omissions,
and the same various readings, with the exception of a few obvious
mistakes of the transcribers and some unimportant modifications ; —
when, further, after taking here and there fifteen or twenty chapters,
he uniformly found in three or four hundred other manuscripts the
same various readings as in the first eighty ; — he considered himself
authorised to conclude, that the remainder of the uncollated manu-
seripts would present the same results as in these fifteen or twenty
chapters ; and that like results would be presented by all the manu-
scripts written in the same place and under the same circumstances
38 these four hundred manuscripts were written: that is to say, that
all the manuscripts which were written within the patriarchate of
Constantinople, and were destined to be used in divine service,
followed the text of the Constantinopolitan class.”

Thi_s is not the place to discuss the accuracy or the contrary of Scholz’s
collations : we should, however, mistake grently if we were to suppose that there
0es exist that absolute uniformity amongst the later MSS. which Scholz imagined
1‘0 e the case; the more recent copies have their own kinds of variation, just, in
uct, as might have been expected, for the propensities of copyists are sure to he
iy t? 82me ; and if the variations are not so great in what .nngl.m be called character-

¢ readings, nothing more is presented than an approximation to uniformity.

3. Tt is by no means surprising that this classification should be
U8 clearly connected with ecclesiastical jurisdiction.  The history
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of the propagation of Christianity shows us with what strictness,
especially within the jurisdiction of the patriarch of Constantinopic,
missionaries enjoined on their converts the minutest rites of the
principal church, and also to what warm disputes the least deviation
from them gave rise. These discussions always terminated in
reducing them to the most entire conformity with the metropolis.”

If the alleged point of ecclesiastical history had always been strictly true,
instead of belonging as it does to the leaden period of Byzantine Ecclesiastico-
Iiperial rule, it would only prove that a kind of artificial uniformity was pro-
duced ; so that the question underlying the whole subject would not be how full
was this uniformity attained P but, what was the Byzantine standard text# what
its origin ? what its character ? It need hardly, however, be said that while in
the Eastern Empire vital Christianity was almost entirely sacrificed to dogmatic
disputes, there is but small trace of any attempt to revise copies of Seripture, so
as to bring themn to one standard. Indeed, in the only cases of the kind which
are prominent in ecclesiastical history, the Byzantine MSS. so far from being
revised or reduced to conformity to a common standard, now actually maintain the
reading which was then coudemned.!

4. “ Further, from the fifth to the middle of the fifteenth century,
a greater number of copies of the sacred books was made at Constan-
tinople and Mount Athos than in all the rest of the patriarchate.
Transcribed and collated in the same convents under the eyes of the
superiors, then sold and resold by the monks and priests to distant
churches, all these copies presented the same text, as well as the same
characters and the same menologies (or calendars of Greek saints for
every day in the month throughout the year), in all the provinces
which were subject to the influence of the metropolitan chureh, of
its literature, booksellers, and monks.”

This argument from precise wniformity depends on jfacts; and even if it were
strictly correct, it would not demonstrate that the text so multiplied was genuine;
for it would only be like the mode in which modern printed works are multiplied :
the uniformity of all the copies of the same edition proves nothing.

5. “When Islamism was diffused from India to the Atlantis
Ocean ; — when thousands of Christians were imprisoned, driven to

apostasy, or sold as slaves; —when the flames had devoured a pro- °

digious number of Greek manuseripts; — when the use of the Greek
language was interdicted and the capital of Greek literature was
overthrown,— THEN the influence of gonstantinople extended, with-
out a rival, over almost every thing that remained to the Christians
who spoke Greek. The text of the Constantinopolitan church, and
the manuscripts which contained it, were generally adopted. The

text of the other class, on the contrary, which had till then been used |

for divine service within the limits of the patriarchate of Alexandris, }
and the manuscripts belonging to that class, disappeared almost |
entirely. The copyists ceased to transcribe them: the most ancient -
and valuable perished; and their text was preserved only in a few

! The passages to which this might apply are 1 Tim. iii. 16. and 1 Jobn iv. 8, In the %
case of the former of these passages, Macedonius is said to have been deprived of the

archiepiscopal see of Constantinople in the early part of the sixth century, for having
altered ds dpavepdfn into Oeds dpavepdfn. Whether the charge be true or falsc, it ¥

evident that when this account first received currency, 8 dpavepdén was the pre\'nleﬂ‘

Byzantine reading. Asto 1 John iv. 3., Socrates Scholasticus says that the older reading
Constantinople was xav wvebua § Ae: 'Ingody (the words v aapxl ¢AqAuédra are know &0
be here no part of the genuine text), whereas all the copics which have come down t0
read not Adey, but ud duoroyel. .
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libraries, or by a few lovers of literature, as curiosities, or as venerahle
. relics of ancient and lost documents.”

The former part of this consideration is quite sufficient to account for the
| general diffusion of a Byzantine text in later anges; indced, it may scem remark-
able that any other copies should exist at all; since for so long a period Chris-
tianity was crushed and the Greek language gradually lost, in the other patriarch-
{ ates of the East. The acknowledgment that a non-Constantinopolitan text had
| been Ereviously and up to that time used in the patriarchate of Alexandria, shows
. that this rival text was not suppressed by another beiug preferred as superior in
sccuracy and ‘authenticity, but simply and entirely through the occupation of the
country by the Mahomedans. This, then, supplies no argument in favour of a
Constantinopolitan class ; nay, it tells the other way, for it shows %ow the witnesses
for the Alexandrian family are numerically the fewer. There is no proof that
| MSS. were transcribed simply as relics of a peculiar text; for copyists and book-
buyers had far too practical a character for that to be the case; copyists wrote what
would find the most ready sale.

6. ¢ Although the Alexandrian text is sometimes found in liturgical
books or in lectionaries, Dr. Scholz cannot believe that the manuscripts
| which contained it were ever destined for divine service: they have.

in fact, been written with so much haste and incorrectness, that such
could never have been their destination. The manuscripts of both
families ordinarily have few corrections and no various readings in
the margins: every thing, on the contrary, indicates that they are
exact copies of ancient exemplars.” :
t If the books with all the marks and divisions for church use were not
intended for divine service, it is hard to say what their destination was. There is
one point of value in this consideration of Professor Scholz: it is true that of
| several of the very ancient Alexandrian documents, all that is liturgical is an
after addition ; but this does not prove the point for which Scholz makes the
remark ; it only shows that they are anterior to the general use of such divisions.
| As to the charge of haste and incorrectness, it can only be discussed when the par-
ticular MSS. ore named agninst which it is brought ; but if it were strictly correct,
it is certain that it would not prove or disprove the ecclesiastical destination of
guch copies, to whichever of the families they might belong. There are non-
{ lturgic copies, it is true, especially those written in the West, where Greek was not
vernacular. 'We may believe that the MSS. extant are fair representatives of the
{ exemplars from which they were copied, but this will not authorise us to assume
{ tnything as to the antiquity of such exemplars apart from other considerations and
Proper evidence.

7. “That so few very ancient manuscripts of the Constantino-
 Politan text are now extant, is a circumstance which ought not to
| excite surprise. They must necessarily have been worn out, and
; h}ve perished, in consequence of the daily use made of them for

-

| “ine service. In the fourth century the text may he regarded as
®qually fixed with the canon of the New Testament; after which
| ime the veneration of believers for the sacred books would not allow
{ the introduction of any change. Before that period, therefore, the
erations must have taken place, which gave rise to the division of
1;"‘mUScript:s into two classes. &ince that period manuseripts have
%en collated and even corrected, but never arbitrarily, and always
] L ancient documents: besides, the corrections so made werc of
| o € Importance, and had only a limited influence. Although dif-
L ot manuscripts may be of the same country, it does not necessarily
| Ut that their text exhibits an absolute identity, but only a general

x;"‘“nity in the greatest number of cases.”
oL, 1v, o
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And yet 1t is remarkable that no Constantinopolitan MS. of the carlier age
has come down to us . to whatever casualties they were exposed, the Alexnndrfan ]
copies were liable to the same in a far greater degree; and yet we bave severy *
such Alexnnfh‘mn codnges: and when from time to time very ancient Pn“mPSests !
have been discovered, it would be very singular, on Scholz’s theory, that not op,
of thim is Byzantine in character, This endeavour to account for the disappear. -
ance of very ancient MSS, and their text, will not apply to palimpsests, for 3, §
them we have the worn-out copies, and we are able to resuscitate the burieg -
writing. It is an assumption that in the fourth century the text of the New -
Testament was as much fixed as the canon; and the admission that at that tim,
Alexandria and all the West bad and used the Alexandrian text, shows that th;g
fixing of the text (even if admitted) must be npplied with Joeal limitations, Jg
then the Alexandrian text was fixed at that time, has it not as good a claim on oyy
attention as the Constantinopolitan? And though it may be true that the altey.
ations which divide MSS. into classes are anterior to the fourth century, yetwe ¢
ought to own our ignorance as to the mode of collation adopted by subsequent !
copyists and collators.

8. “What then, it may be asked, was the origin of the Constan. '
tinopolitan text? Dr. Scholz is of opinion that it was the original
text, nearly in all its purity, and derived directly from autographs, '
This he regards as certain as any critical fact can be: he maintaing
that history leads us to admit it; that external evidence confirms it; |
and that it is completely demonstrated by internal proofs.” i

This is the very point to be proved; and to do this there ought to be distinct
grounds stated for rejecting the carlier Alexandrian text, and for supposing that |-
ot Constantinople, in the fourth century, the text which had been (on t{)ﬁs theory)
elsewhere corrupted emerged almost Fure as from the hands of the apostles. i
seems, indeed, as if Scholz had himself wavered as to his bold theory, for he does
not in many places treat this Byzantine text as though it were apostolic in origin
or authority.

9. “The greater part of the writings of the New Testament were
destined for the churches in Greece and in Asia Minor, where the
idea of forming a collection of them would originate, as is evident
from Saint John's approbation of the collection of the three first {.
Gospels. These writings were, from the beginning, read in the {
religious assemblies of the Christians; and when the originals were
worn out or lost by use or by the calamities which befell many of
the churches, apographs or correct transcripts from them were pre- |«
served in private Tibraries as well as in the libraries attached to the ;
churches. These holy writings were furtker multiplied by numerous _ ,
copyists for the use of private individuals. In transcribing the text, 1
the Constantinopolitan scribes certainly did not imitate the aundacity §¥
of the grammarians of Alexandria: this would be in the highest
degree 1mprobable, if the question related to profane authors ; butit |,
becomes utterly incredible as it regards the New Testament. On{jy
the contrary, these writings were cherished with increasing religious j,
veneration. The long series of venerable bishops, who presided over ‘¢
the numerous clurches in Asia, the Archipelago, and in Greece, g
transmitted to the faithful the instructions which they had received Xf;
from the apostles. Far from altering in any degree that sacred
deposit, they laboured with pious vigilance to preserve it pure a.ud‘é
unmutilated. In this state they left it to their successors and tonevis
churches; and, with the exception of a.few errors of the copyist®
the ‘text remained without alteration until the reigns of Constantin®.

v
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and of Constans. At that time, however, some Alexandrian MSS.

were dispersed at Constantinople, whence alterations were introduced

into many Byzantine manuseripts.  This circumstance accounts for

a tendency in the Constantinopolitan family to approximate nearer
- to the Alexandrian text than we should otherwise expect.”

To this it may be said that the destination of the writings of the New Testa-
ment was for Christians in general ; that we do not know enough on the subject of
the early collection of the books to speak with certainty ; but that if it was in
Asia Minor, it must be at least owned tﬁat Ireneeus, a native of that region, though
living in the West, used n text at all events not Constentinopolitan.  As to the
practice of Constantinopolitan scribes, we must not imagine their existence in the
threc first centuries, so that we can say nothing about their miode of procedure
then ; that charges ngainst the copyists of Alexandria require proof where any-
thing is advanced that cannot be referred to the ordinary causes of various read-
.| ings. Veneration for Scripture and holiness of bishogs prove nothing as to accu-
~ | mcy of text; we might on such grounds maintain the literal correctness of the
, | common Greek text used in this country (though hardly in any other). Some
[ t proof should have been given of the uninjured transmission of the deposit to the
* { time of Constantine ; then it should be said where this had continued ; for Byzan-
+ 1 lium up to that time was ecclesiastically dependent on Heraclea ; then it should be
.| shown that this purity of Byzantine text was known to gome, though certainly not
to Constantine, who must be considered to have injured it by the admixture of
the copies which he caused Eusebius of Csmsarea to procure and transmit to the
'} new Imperial city of the East. If, then, we inquire historically what was the
Greek text of Constantinople in the fourth century, we must answer that on the
establishment of that city 1t was the same as was used by Eusebius,—a text which
might be called Alexandrian. But during that century, that city was not the
place to look for Christian purity, or the uncorrupted transmission of anything
through hands that would inspire confidence. For more than forty yeurs the
Arians bore sway in that city, and it was about the last place in sll the East which
tould be selected as likely to distinguish ecritically any subject connected with
Holy Scripture. A vast population was specdily brought together in that place,
and thus there was a great numerical display of protpessing Christians, and this
gave the things connected with that city a preponderance in a certain sphere
which they could not claim on any other ground.  The point which it was incum-

nt on Scholz to prove, was, where was the text transmitted thus pure to the time
o Constantine ? and how did Byzantium obtain it ? otherwise, encomiums on the
Emps vigilance, &c, of the bishops, as far ns that place is concerned, are quite
| beside the mark. But for many years the Constantinopolitan bishops were Aruans;
then, neither the predecessor nor the successor of John Chrysoston have been
tnsidered very creditable; and before many years we find Nestorius, who, what-
&er be thought of his really holding the doctrines charged against him, was not
ey to busy himself in caring for the text of Scripture; and how few of his
ccessors were anything but time-serving adherents of the FEastern court.
W atever (ext was transmitted at Constantinople, we know nothing of any peculiar
 Vigilance, or conscientious exactitude.

~

Thus Scholz's proof fails where most wanted. For the earlier
‘enturies he appeals to other countries for collateral proof, seeking
?t ring i.n Syria and Palestine: for the former he appeals to f,he
(nf‘ei ‘S}'l‘}‘-l@, and with some reason; for in many respects this version
_ ‘rin 1¢ sirth century) does follow B).'zan’rmg readings : ‘he also here
o i%s furwm'.d the Peshito — a version which can do him no good ;
(ﬂlem contradicts the Byzantine readings quite as often as it supports
“‘Onals {is to Palestine, he appeals to a fev»: MSS'., written in
f stay; tene§ In that country in the later centuries, which are Con-
timg nOpohtan_ in character; but as they are more recent than the

When it is adinitted that such readings were widely current,

H 2
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they afford no evidence whatever as to the text of that country i 3
the three first centuries; and that, as far as can be determined frop {
the citations of Origen (who lived much in Palestine) and Eusebiy,
was not Byzantine. i
Scholz appeals strenuously to the expressions of reverence for th,
text of Holy Scripture found in the writings of the early fathers, * -
and all these testimonies he applies to support his Byzantine tex; -
He also bLrings forward the statements which they make on thyy
subject of rash correction and alteration; and then arbitrarily enoug} E!
applies the accusations to the Alexandrian documents alone. Thij, " -
distinction demands evidence, and none is adduced. Also the very
witnesses whom he brings forward, as showing that a pure text wag
maintained, used one very different from that in favour of which he'
applies their words. Of this Irensus is a notable example: thy -
Irenean text of the second century is a decisive witness against the .-
Constantinopolitan text of the fourth (in Scholz’s computation) *
Strangely enough, Scholz supposes that Origen complained of the -
carelessness of copyists to condemn those very MES. which he -
accepted and used. Not a few of the fathers whom Scholz cites asi -
witnesses of the preservation and use of the supposed Byzantine text!
prove nothing for his cause: some give merely faint allusions to -
passages in the New Testament, and the rest show no such adherence
to the supposed Byzantine standard as would be imsgined by any/
one who merely saw the array of names brought forward.!
. As gpecimens of the variations of the Alexandrian and Constanti.
nopolitan families, Scholz gives the following table of readings from
the 5th of Mark. : :

{

CONSTANTINOPOLITAN., - ALEXANDRIAN.

1. fOor HAOev. .
2. tEeNBovre abrg &£eNBorrog adrob,
drfivryoey Umhvreoey,
5. 8pear xal év roig pvipact pvhpage 2al ér -aig dpeoe. Sch.
6. awro : Imo.
elre Aéye.
9. oot dvopa dvopd o,
amexplOn Néywy Aéyer abrg. Sch,
Aeyeary Aeyiov, .
12, wévreg ol Saipoveg omitted (om. wdrrec Sch.)
18. evBéwe omitted.
b 'Inoovg omitted.
14, oi 8¢ xai ol.
roug xoipovg abrovg. Sch.
avfiyyeday &rhyyedav. Sch.
eEijiADoy Hbov.
15. xal tparwopévoy ipariopévoy,
18. éu€éyrog tubaivovrag,
f er' abroi per’ abrov #,
19. & 8¢ 'Inooig xal. Sch,
25. yvvi rig yuvi.

! See, as to this, the Prolegomena to Tischendorf’s first edition of the Gr. 'Test., L4
1841, p. xvi. seq. :
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CONSTANTINOPOLITAN. ALEXANDRIAN,
83. én’ abrj abrﬁ.
34. ¢ ¢ o0 d¢ "Inaovg.
36. ebBéwc " omitted.
38. fpyerar épxorrac
Séov€oy, kAaiovrag SoovBor kai khawyrag, Sch.
40. 4 &¢ abrog o¢.
dravrag mavrag. Sch.
dvaiwetpevoy omitted.
41, xovm KoUp.

. To this table Sch. has been added to those Alexandrian readings
- which that editor actually adopted in his text: it is thus seen that in
' seven places, and partly in an eighth, he rejected the readings of the
family which he upheld, and that, too, in the very chapter which he
had himself selected as exhibiting the characteristic differences.
s These seven or eight places are just about a fourth part of thosec
which he makes prominent in this chapter as showing the charac-
teristic difference of his Constantinopolitan and Alexandrian families.
Others might have chosen portions which would make the variations
of the families far more distinct and certain, and others might not
| have divided those in this chapter as Scholz has. done; but on his
own showing, he is not consistent in his adherence to what he con-
\ sidered to be Constantinopolitan : whereas, the only strength of his
gystem lay in its supposed consistency. Let it be once admitted that
readings peculiarly Alexandrian ought often to take their place in
the text, then all the arguments advanced, all the evidence supposed
to have been adduced in favour of a pure Constantinopolitan text,
are cast aside ; and the turning point of the whole question is con-
ceded. For as it was alleged that Alexandrian admixture had so far
| impaired the purity of Byzantine readings, to introduce one fourth
| part more that is Alexandrian (as Scholz has done) would, on such
principles, be an additional injury. Had the fundamental principle
- which his arguments sought to maintain been firmly grasped, lile
would with a.%old hand have marshalled his witnesses, and denied
that those whose text he had sought to prove corrupt deserved a
voice in criticism. He would thus have formed a text somewhat like
that of Matthei, rejecting all but Byzantine testimonies; though he
would not, however, have done this with the discourtesy and the
offensive language so painfully habitual on the part of the Moscow
Professor, .
The fact is, that in application Scholz again and again shrunk
om the results of his own theory: he could not altogether reject
® array of Alexandrian evidence, and thus he in places adopted
- Teadings of far greater authority than his system would have allowed.
iﬂd the moment that the question was raised as to the recality of
€ uniform consent of the Constantinopolitan MSS., which had
€en alleged, it was evident that Scholz’s statements required to be
®eeived with large allowances.
It must be admitted that it was in England that Scholz’s system

€l wiih more general acceptance than in other countries: it was
u 3
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considered to be a defence of the reccived text in its leading featupe
and this result weighed more with many than the arguments (,;]
which it was based. Nor was the system accepted merely by tlosg
who were little capable of forming a judgment of the evideuce, fi,
some scholars received it as true, thougﬁ they thought the reasop,
assigned by the author were neither good nor satisfactory.! Apay
{from the supposed value of the remflts, the ground on which ]
Constantinopolitan presented a kind of paramount claim to the atten.
tion of Biblical scholars was the allegation that its text was iy
gencral uniform, consistent, and well known; and that as this hag
been the case from the fourth century to the present day, so we might
reagonably suppose that this had been soalso in the preceding centuries,
The remarks which have been already made suffice to show that
no Ithuriel’s spear was needed that by its touch this theory might be
reduced to its true form, and caused to show its actual character; -
but Scholz himself subsequently ground to powder the foundation on
which he had reared his edifice. All depended on our accurate knotw-
ledge of the readings of the mass of the MSS,, which were assumed
rather than proved to contain a similar text. He at length learned
that to inspect is not to collate, stating in 1845 (as cited by M. |
Scrivener), “ut enim dicam quod res est, ex omnibus qui collati *
sunt codices, soli illi Alexandrinus [A.’], Ephraem Syri [C.], Can- .
tabrigiensis [D.], Dublinensis [Z.], Sangallensis [ A.], et Dresdensis ,
[G. Paul.], ita sunt excussi, ut quid scriptum singulis locis teneant
quid non, scias,”? On this Mr. Scrivener remarks, “ I have cited
above the calm and mature judgment of Professor Scholz . . ., ns
to the results of what has been already accomplished for the sacred |
text: there was a time when he heldy far different language; when ;
he could speak of his own achievements in such terms as these: ¢ Om- |’
nibus fere, qui adhuc supersunt, testibus exploratis, eorumque lec- |
tionibus diligenter conquisitis’ (Preef. N. T. vol. i. p. 2. 1829): yet E
even then his own Prolegomena would have sufficed to show how !
large allowance we must make for the ardent temperament of the | -
writer . . . . WhileDr Scholzis entitled to our gratitude for {
having opened to us so many veins of precious ore, it must not be j
dissembled that he has in a great measure left the toil of working |
them to his successors. Of the 331 documents he has discovered in |
the libraries of the Kast and West, he has collated entire only S ;

too broadly marked to be controverted ; and no hypothesis which has yet been suggeste
is so simple as Scholz's, or so satisfactorily explains the leading phenomena of the casé:
At tho sume time I am unwilling to commit myself to the reception of all his details ; and /
his historical demonstration of the truth of his system (Proleg. N. T. cap. i—iv. ix.) ¥
likely to carry conviction to few who really know what historical demonstration means
(Supplement to the authorised version, 1845, p. 20.) P
“ . ... Imay be allowed to express my regret that Scholz’s edition ghould have bee? 5
reccived in England with a degree of consideration to which it has slender claims, 89 .
which was never accorded to it at home. I freely admit the value of this critic’s exertio®® : -

as a collator of MSS. I admire his diligence and vencrate his zeal.” (Ib. p.23

1 Mr. Scrivener said, “ The distinction between the Alexandrian and Byzantine textsis {

This summary was very defective even then; and happily it is far more so nou? (1853)i
but preeise aceuracy ia not needed in a statement of this kind, the object of which i8¢ .
show how fifteen years had moderated Scholz’s_expressions with regard to the geﬂe""f :
certainty which he possessed as to the text of MSS,
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eleven, in greater part sixteen, in a few places or cursorily two
hundred and twenty-two, while eighty-one are merely inserted in his
catalogue without remark. Such a course surely could do little
towards advancing a strict, accurate, and critical acquaintance with
the sacred original.”! And on the ground that the readings of
Scholz’s Constantinopolitan MSS. are still insufficiently known, M.
Scrivener now considers that he has ¢ failed in his attempt to classify
the MSS. of the Greek Testament.” But this conclusion is not neces-
sary; for all that we need consider as proved is, that the Constanti-
nopolitan MSS. have their own variations, — that they present no
uniform text; and thus that the ground on which a preference was
once claimed for them was a mistake in point of fact. And a very
important contribution to our knowledge of MSS. is the collation
of about twenty copies of the Gospels by Mr. Scrivener ; for it has
at once and for ever disproved the alleged uniformity of the later
codices. And thus the comparative estimate of value maintained by
Scholz is a mere mental illusion, an intangible unity which never
possessed any real existence.

No attempt has been made to develope a theory of recensions since
that of Scholz; for a more accurate knowledge of facts, and a closer
examination of historical points, has led scholars to see that a precise
and defined system can hardly be devised that shall really accord with
what we know of MSS. versions and early citations. And thus,
when the terms of Griesbach’s, Hug’s, or Scholz’s systems are em-
ployed.in speaking of MSS., it is often done, not as sanctioning the
systems of those critics, but as describing such documents as would
have been placed under such heads: this is often done simply for
convenience, just as the astronomer uses popular language to describe
the real or apparent motions of the heavenly bodies, without, by so
doing, intending to concede its scientific correctness.

V&e have seen how Scholz used the terms Alexandrian and Constan-
tinopolitan: these names are probably as good as can be found for
denoting the two general classes of text. Others adopt the same
division, but with different names; Rinck, for instance?, calls the
Alexandrian Occidental, and the other Oriental.

The arrangements of Lachmann and Tischendorf do not require to
be described here ; they rather belong to the History of the Printed
Text, where they will be considered : it is only needful here to state
that Tischendorf has suggested a fourfold division, — two pairs of
Tecensions ; one pair Egyptian or African, the other pair Asiatic or

Yzantine. .

The earnest discussion of recension systems has not been fruitless.

ven if the result has not been the discovery of what was sought,
the actual advantage gained has not been smg.,l. The sons who dug
deeply all over the vineyard which their father had bequeathed them,

d not find the treasure of which they were in quest, but the

Increaged fruitfulness of the soil amply repaid them: so has it been
1 this case.

! Scrivener’s # Collation,” Cambridge, 1853. Introd, x. =i
2 Lucuobratio Critica, 1830. e

¢ re vuln .t
PN
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Not one of the definitions has Leen void of some foundation in
fact ; not one of the alleged fumilies, on any system, is there by
what has a traceable rescmblance anmongst those that have beep
attributed to it. On the other hand, no facts which have been useq
to impugn the systematic arrangements can be rightly left out of
cousideration, and their ascertainment has been one of the most im.
portant results of the inquiry.

The issue of the examination is partly negative and partly positive,
The former may be first stated. We may be satisfied —

1st. That there is no proof of any recension of the text ever having
formally taken place, or any revision on an extensive scale: it ig
evident that any corrections must have been partial and local, |
spring:ng from the copyists, and not from authority, ecclesiastical or i
eritical.

2nd. That no definite recension was needed for the text to have
assume:d such a form as that which it presentsin the later documents,

3rd. That it is vain to establish the later MSS. as authoritative
on the ground of precise internal agreement, seeing that such uni-
formity does not exist.

4th. That the gradations of text in different MSS. is such that it {
is impossible to draw definite lines of classification, without admitting
80 many exceptions as almost to destroy the application of such a
system. ‘

5th. That, thercfore, the object proposed in laying down such
gystems cannot be attained by this means, and thus the evidence of -
particular documents cannot be avoided by the consideration that
they in such testimony differ from their proper recension.

Amongst the positive results have been, that we know — |

l1st. The general difference between the more ancient MSS. -
versions and citations, and the copies of general circulation in more |
recent times. k

2nd. That this presents in many respects a line of demarcation !
between the more ancient and the more recent texts. , g
3rd. That this classification must not be understood as though !
each of the portions, so distributed, had not their own points of |
difference amongst themselves. ]

4th. That thus various documents may form what may be termed ,
groups, cither as to their text throughout, or in pa.rticu{a.r books or b
passages. :

5th. That the more ancient MSS. versions and citations which we F
possess, range themselves under what we know from their combined |
testimony to be the more ancient text. ,

6th. That amongst the documents so allied, there are such shades
of difference, and characteristic peculiarities, that the versions and
MSS. might be easily contemplated as ramifying into two sub-classes.

7th. That often the identity of reading between two or more
documents is such, that when one is known to contain such %
variation, it may almost of a certainty be found in the others; so that
the alliance is most close and striiing; but that in such cases
exenyination must. be made whether there are such sufficient proofé

> .
e 6 o o ?
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of their independence as enable us to consider them as corroborative

of each other, and not merely mechanical repetitions.

8th. That the most ancient documents in general are sufficiently
dissimilar to enable us to regard their testimony, when combined, as
poszessed of a cumulative weight.

The original families of ducuments suggested by Bengel remain,
after all investigations, the only distribution that can rightly be
made: and yet with how much more of definite apprehension than
could have been arrived at in the days of that critic. The only thing
that can be called a modification of Bengel’s scheme, is the fact,

- previously pointed out by Bentley, that the Greek MSS. have come
~ to us from Zhree channels of transmission. After the attempt which

Wetstein made to depreciate all the codices which Bengel considered

to belong to his African family, by charging them with containing a

corrupt text altered from the Latin, the labours of Griesbach had a
i great and remarkable value; for, apart from all systems, the endea-~
vours which he made to vindicate his Alexandrian recension sufficed
to demonstrate that there are monuments of an ancient text differing
in some respects from those which could, with any plausibility, be
charged with Latinising. At the time when Griesbach began his
labours, his materials for the establishment of an Alexandrian text,
a8 found in MSS., were but scanty; there was, indeed, in the
Gospels but one very ancient MS. of that kind (the Codex Ephraemi,
C.), of which a collation was available, and that had many defi-
ciencies, and was still ‘but partially known: and yet Griesbach so
collected facts for a somewhat different purpose, as distinctly to
prove the collateral result, that the text which he called Alex-
andrian was anciently received and adopted. How strikingly was
this conclusion confirmed, when, a few years subsequently, Birch’s
collation of the Codex Vaticanus saw the light; and so, too, with
 regard to the Dublin Palimpsest of St. Matthew’s Gospel (Z.), and
other fragments of extreme antiquity. But while the collation of
the Codex Vaticanus confirmed Griesbach’s established facts, he
might have seen that it interfered with his theories ; for in parts it
showed how thin or untraceable is the separation between Alexan-
drian and Western text. Taken, however, in its most important
features, it is rarely that a conclusion, formed on such evidence as
could be obtained, is confirmed so decisively by that which afterwards
Comes to light, as was Griesbach’s with respect to his Alexandrian
text, when looked at in itsel{ and not in contrast to the Western.

In some respects the evidence of the Alexandrian and Western
texts of Griesbach stands higher now than it did in his day or on his
System ; for now we can regard them as not distinct in themselves,

Wt as branches of the same family ; as being alike witnesses of the
ancient text, whose testimony is all the more strong from its mnot
eing precisely the same, as if produced by artificial confederacy.

f Western MSS. are now spoken of, or Western readings as cor:~

sted with those that are more peculiarly Alexandrian, the ex-
%‘mion must be understood to mean those which were written in the

est, or else similarly show a peculiar affinity to the Latin trans:
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lations. In this sense the expression may be convenient, and it might
not misfead. Occasionally, indeed, some such distinction is almost
necessary ; for in St. Panl’s Epistles, for example, the most ancient
MSS. may be grouped thus:— A. B. C. together; and D. G. together!;
the latter group containing a Western text. If, however, these
MSS. are looked at in contrast with the mass of those written in the
later centuries, so far from their standing in opposition to each other,
they must be ranked together, as united witnesses of an ancient text.
And this must always be noticed, that if documents are compared in
relation to their diversities they may seem to be much opposed, but if
in relation to their similarities to each other, and their diversities from
something else, the opposition previously noticed sinks into insigni-
ficance. Thus wemight set A. B. C.in contrast with D. G., as was done
by Griesbach, or we might go one step farther, and class A. C. together,
leaving B. alone in a place of préeminence; in either case we should
carry refinement of classification too far: and investigations of re-
cension systems have rightly led to this conclusion.

We may now say that certain documents contain an ancient text
in a state more or less pure, and that the great body of Byzantine
MSS. contain what is far more modern; and that other copies supply
in a measure links in what might not unaptly be termed the gene-
alogy of copies.

The following may give a general notion of the relation in which
some of the leading MSS. of the Gospels stand to one another with
regard to the text which they contain.

b B.Z.
" C.L.1 33
P.Q.T.R.ILN.R. A
X. (A). 69. K. M. H.

E.F.G.S.U.V.T.A.

This arrangement does not claim scientific accuracy; but it may
be of use as exemplifying the genealogy of the tezt, be it observed,
and not of the MSS. themselves: those codices are placed together
which appear to demand such an arrangement, and those which stand
below others are such as show still more and more of the intermixture
of modernised readings. Many of the copies here specified are un-
happily mere fragments: all of those below A. belong to the Constan-
tinopolitan family, those to the left of that codex to the Alexandrian.
In any other part of the New Testament A. would require to be
placed much higher: in the Gospels there is that kind of admixture
of text in this MS. which probably became frequent in the fourth
century, when the demand for copies of the ghristia.n Secriptures
became suddenly so great.

After the last line in the above table, a vast number of MSS. might
be added, some as pure in text, and others far less so, than those
placed lowest in this general arrangement. 1t may here be noticed

! E. is here omitted as being a transcript of D.; F. is not specified, as it and G. are
buth copies (nediate or immediate) of the same MS,, and F. is in part imperfoet.
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that all the versions anterior to the sixth century would, if added to
this table, occupy places in the non-Byzantine part.

Thus the study of what has been written respecting recensions is
of value, not only as making critical works intelligible to students,
but also as establishing facts which remain unshaken respecting
documents, their affinities, and the texts which they contain.

CHAP. IX.

UN THE CHARGE THAT GREEK MANUSCRIPTS HAVE BEEN ALTERED FROM
THE LATIN. — THE VELEZIAN READINGS.

It is well known that the accusation has been laid against several
of the oldest Greek MSS. that they have been altered from the
Latin; and, although it is now little more than a matter of history,
it is needful that it should be explained in connection with certain
attempts to exhibit a peculiar conformity of the Greek text to the
Latin Vulgate. .

After the publication of Erasmus’s Greek Testament, he was
involved in many controversies, especially because of his departure
from the Latin {7ul ate in the version with which his Greek text
was accompanied; this drew attention to the differences between the
Greek copies then known and the Latin Vulgate.

When discussions were raised respecting particular passages, the
opponents of Erasmus appealed at times to copies which he had
never seen, and sometimes by name to a MS. in the Papal Library,
the same which we now know as the Codex Vaticanus. In these
(it was truly said) that passages were read in a manner conformable
to the Vulgate, which Erasmus had edited differently. This question
seems from Erasmus’s correspondence to have been much discussed ;
and, as far as we can now gather from scattered notices, there was a
JSaint perception of the general difference of the modern MSS. from
the most ancient: the investigation was then not carried farther, and
1t had to wait for two centuries before it was rightly investigated, and
another century before the ascertained facts were used. Erasmus
had thrown out a hint that Greek MSS. which agreed in reading
with the Latin had been altered, so that the accordance was factitions;
and in this category he seems to have included the Codex Vaticanus
1tself, which he had never seen.

The first intimation which Erasmus gives on the subject appears
to be in the Annotations to his third edition in 1522, where in

Cor. chap. ii, after noticing the difference of reading between his

eek copy and the Latin Vulgate, he adds, “ Quidam indicat in uno
Quodarn codice deprehendi scripturam Grzcam, cum nostra [Latina
5. Vulgata] translatione congruentem, iva uf) &\0ow Abmyy ¢l Aomys

®. Hunc ait e Rhodo missum R. P. Francisco Cisnerio [i. e. Xi-
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menio] Card. quondam Toletano, cujus equidem viri memorie, cum
primis faveo, quod ipse faverit pietati bonisque studiis omnibus,
Sed cum Ambrosius nobiscum faciat, cum tot exemplaria suffragentur
huic lectioni quam indicamus, fieri potuit ut Rhodiensis ille liber
fuerit depravatus, preesertim cuin causam indicaverimus depravandi,
fieri potuit, ut ad Latinorum codices fuerit emendatus, presertim cum
sit Rhodiensis. Nam id fuisse factum constat in nonnullis, ut post
concordiam initam cum Ecclesia Romana, hac quoque in parte con-
cordarent. Porro codices ejus generis nihil aliud sunt quam amussis
alba in albo lapide.”!

Before the appearance of Erasmug’s fifth edition this question
seems to have attracted particular attention, Sepulveda sent irasmus
a description of the Vatican MS., informing him that it differed from
the text which he had edited in favour of the Vulgate in 365 places.?
This was Nov. 1. 1533; and writing to him from Rome in 1534.,
after noticing some geographical corrigenda in his notes on Jerome,
he turns to this subject: — “ Quod pertinet ad librum Pontificium

Codicem sc. Vaticanum 12097, Grecos codices Novi Testamenti,

recorum quorundam vel malitia vel levitate fuisse depravatos, id
ipsum quod scribis, fides esse debet indubitata, quod in Grecorum ad
sanitatem redeuntinm jfedere inito cum Ecclesia Romana, cautum
fuerit ut Graeci codices ad Romanam lectionem emendarentur; nam
quomodo poterant clarius utrique contestari, exemplaria Romana
lectionem veram et germanam retinere, Grecorum esse vitiata ?
Nam quod ais, Greecam lectionem e Grsecis auctoribus esse petendam,
diceres aliquid, si rationem Greaeci sermonis affirmares a Greecis com-
modius quam a Latinis explicari. At libros archetypos, fundamenta
nostrae religionis continentes, qui Grezci fuerunt a suis auctoribus
seripti, cur non credamus sanctius, gravius et incorruptius asservatos
esse in scriniis ac in bibliothecis %cclesiw Romane, que caput est
Christianorum, ct semper fuit norma Catholice® pietatis, quam in Gra-
cia, que sepe fuit hereticorum et levissimorum hominum fraudibus
ct motu rerum novarum agitata: quod accidisse certum est in LX X,
deereta Concilii Niceni, que cum integra in scriniis Ecclesim Ro-
mange asservarentur, tamen ad orientem in quibusdam Ecclesiis ab
Heereticis incensa sunt, in aliis ad minorem numerum redacta, sub-
latis videlicet, qua ipsorum conciliis aut conatibus obstitura videban-
tur, ut Athanasius et ceteri Episcopi ex Alexandrina synodo in
epistola ad Marcum Papam conqueruntur, a quo exemplum decre-
torum ipsorum, quod petebant, receperant. Adde quod libri tutiores
ab injurlis esse solent, et minus a sciolis scholia sepe cum scripturis

! Erasmus speaks similarly on the snme passage in his Apologia ad Jacobum Lopidem
Stunicam ; and he also there adds a remark to the same effect to his note on 1 Jobhn v, 7.
(which is otherwisc substantially accordant with the annotation to his Greek Testament).
After “ Quanquam et hune suspicor ad Latinorum codices fuisse castigatum"” (speaking of
the Codex Britannicus), he adds, * Posteaqnam enim Grmei concordiam inierunt eum
Egiclcsio. Romans, studucrunt ct hac in parte cum Romanis consentire” Opera. ix.
col. 353.

% This letter does not appear in Erasmus’s works. Part of it, relating to the Codex
‘Vaticanus, is cited by Blanchini Evangeliarium Quadruplex I, CDXCIIL. Neither doe#
Erasmius's answer appear, and thus we can only collect the general sense of what he said
from Sepulveda’s reply.
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confundentibus vitiari, ubi a paucioribus vel leguntur velintelliguntur,
nisi forte hoe dicis placuisse in foedere, ut dictio Greca emendaretur
ad Latinam, quod nec est probabile, preeterquam in certo aliquo
loco, et numquam factum fuisse certum habeo: nam articulum quam
citas ex aurea Bulla, licit duas aureas Bullas in libro Conciliorum per-
legerim, inveniri numquam potui: quam igitur dicaset unde a nobis
petenda sit, ne graveris ad nos perscribere. Vale. Roma 23 Maii,
anno a Christi nato 1534.”

If this passage from Sepulveda is not very definite as to what he
admits was done or agreed to be done in the correction of Greek
MSS.,, it is not surprising that it has been made the foundation of
theories, and that Erasinus understood it as supporting what had
been previously suggested by him. From this arose the expression
Feedus cum Grecis,—a term used to imply that one of the stipula-
tions of the Florentine Council in 1439 was, that the Greeks who-
were then united to the Romish Church should correct or alter their
copies of the Scripture to suit the Latin Vulgate.

And to this Erasmus applied the statement of Sepulveda in the
last edition of the New Testament, which he published in 1535, in
which he gives a more definite form to his charge. He says in one
of the introductory tracts:— ¢ Hic obiter illud incidit admonen-
dum, esse Grmcorum quosdam Novi Testamenti codices ad Latin-
orum exemplaria emendatos. Id factum est in federe Grecorum
cum Romana Ecclesia: quod fadus testatur Bulla qua dicitur
gurea. Visum est enim et hoc ad firmandam concordiam pertinere.
Et nos olim in hujusmodi codices incidimus, et talis adhuc di-
citur adservari in Bibliotheca Pontificia. Verum ex his corrigere
nostros, est Lesbiam, ut aiunt, admovere regulam. Illud potius
spectandum quid legerint veteres Grzci, Origenes, Athanasius,
Basilius, Gregorius Nazianzenus, Chrysostomus, Cyrillus ac Theo-
phylactus. oc eo visum est admonere quod jam nunc quidam
jactitant se trecenta loca notasse ex codice pontificie bibliothece,
in quibus ille consonat cum nostra vulgata editione Latina, cum
mea dissonat.” He then refers to the copy from the Vatican Library
which had been used for the Complutensian edition, which (he
supposes) might also have been altered and corrected ; but still this
could not have been done extensively, since in general (he says) the
Complutensian text agrees with his own against the Vulgate in

laces of discrepancy. * Quodsi nos urgent autoritate Vaticanwe

ibliothecse codex quem secutus est in Novo Testamento Franciscus
Cardinalis quondam Toletanus, non modo fuit ejusdem bibliothece,
Verum etiam a' Leone X. missus est, ut hoc veluti bonz fidei ex-
emplar imitaretur. Atqui is pene per omnia consentit cum mea
&d{tione, dissentiens ab eo quem nunc quidam nobis objiciunt majus-
culis degcriptum literis. At illo enim dissentiat oportet, si consentit
Cum vulgata Latinorum editione.”?

! Erasmi Opera, iii. col. 1762
N T‘ Capita Argumentorum contra morosos quosdam nc ind_oct'os,” prefixed to Erasmus’s

- L. ed, 1535 (B 3. verso), Similarly, in the note to Luke x. 1. in the sume edition, he

i:) 5, “ Objicitur nobis unus codex ¢ Bibliothcea Pontificia quasi nescismus, post Graccos
concordiam Romance sedis reeeptos et codices illorum ad Latinorum exemplaria fuisse
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Tt appears, then, that Erasmus had suggested that any resemblance -
of Greelk MSS. to the Vulgate in opposition to the rest had arisen

from alteration, and that this was subsequent to the Iflorentine
Council in 1439, and that such alteration had been prescribed in the
Bulla Aurea; that Sepulveda denie:l (rightly) that any such article
conld be found, decming it most improbable that Greek copies should
have been altered from the Latin (except in one particular place,
apparently 1 John v. 7.); but that he did allege that it was under-
stood that the Grecks should correct their copies by the Roman ex-
emplars, as containing the true reading, the “Liber Pontificius”
(the Codex Va.ticanus? being such a copy; and that as the grounds
of such corrcction were that Greek levity or ill-design had injured
the text, exemplars rarely used and free from scholia, such as the
Roman, would be all the more likely to be suited for correcting others,
_as being free from such injuries. He seems not quite to have under-
stood whether Erasmus had thrown out a hint that it was agreed
that the Greek should be altered to suit the Latin, or that a Roman
MSS. of the Greck should henceforth be used as authoritative. The
former notion he rejects, the latter he maintains; but Erasmus uses
all that he thus stated as strengthening his suspicion : now, however,
he appears to throw the charge farther back in point of time, as if it
had been something general in connection with any reception of
Greeks into the Latin Church.

It is certain that in the discussions of the Greeks and Latins
differences of reading were noticed, especially in Acts xvi. 7. where
the Liatin copies as well as the ancient Greek read 7o mveiua 'Inood,
wlhile the later Greek copies omit 'Incoi: this was deemed of great
importance in the discussion of the dogma on which the Latin and
Greek Churches were divided, whether the procession of the Holy
Ghost is from the Father and the Son. And thus it may have been
understood that the reading of the Latins should be followed, not as
imitating the Vulgate, but as using the authority of those earlier
Greek MSS. which in such points are followed by the Latin version.
Nothing can be more certain than this, that no such general alteration
took place after the Council of Florence (an attempt at union which
few indeed of the Greeks accepted), and that coincidence in reading
between Greek and Latin copies cannot be explained by the sup-
position that the former were adapted to the latter.

From this time, however, the phrase Fedus cum Grecis acquired

emendatos. Quorum de numero multis argumentis colligo fuisse codicem illum majusculis
descriptum.  Nam si nos movet Pontificiaz Bibliothcere auctoritas, etiam is codex quem
Romanus Pontifex misit Francisco Curd Toletano crat cjusdem Bibliotheem.” Michaclis
(Marsh's translation, ii. 169.) refers to Erasmus’s fowrth edition, 1527, for this notc; his
translator, in & note, states that the reference is wrong, but without correcting it (p. 642.).
"This annotation, as well as what is cited above, must have been subsequent to Scpulveda’s
letter.  Michaclis’s remarks liere are wrongly based on the supposition that the note had
preeeded, and that the expressions of Scpulveda were taken from Erasmus, and not wice
versa. Blanchini (Evan. Quadr. I. CDXCIIL) refers to both of Erasmus’s later editions
for the passage quoted in the text; this mistake, like that of Michaclis, probably aroso
from the annotations of one edition of Lrasmus sometimes accompanying the text of
another : hence it is needful to examine the date of each. The copy of Erasmus’s fijyth
cdition, now before the writer, formerly in the library of the Duke of Sussex, has the
annotations appended which really belong to the fourth,

e

e
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a kind of cwrrency, and the supposition was often expressed that
there had been some such alteration of copies. This suggestion
ought not to have been applied to ancient MSS,, unless it could be
ghown that their text had been ckanged; and as to those written sub-
sequently, there is hardly a trace of what could be supposed to be
altered readings, unless, indeed, as to one or two MSS, *in aliquo
certo loco,” as Sepulveda expressed it.

In the following century the publication of the VELEZIAN READ-
1Ne8 revived the whole charge of Latinising against Greek MSS,
De la Cerda, the Jesuit, in his ¢ Adversaria Sacra” (Lyons, 1626)
chap. xci., inserted a collection of various readings to the Greek New
Testament, of which he gave the account that Mariana, the historian
of Spain (also & Jesuit, who had died two years previously), had
given him a copy of the New Testament, containing various readings
transeribed from one in which Pedro Faxardo, Margquis of VELEZ,
had inserted them with his own hand, having collated sixteen copies,

" eight of which were from the library of the Escurial. De la Cerda
adds that the copy was a printed Greek New Testament, and that the
various readings were all Greek and in manuscript: he gives them
(ke says) as they were written, only inserting in Latin what might
be needful for purposes of explanation. Mariana had also mentioned
this Greek Testament of the Marquis of Velez, stating that it came
into his hands he did not precisely remember how (perhaps a copy
which had been purchased without the MS. notes having been at
the time observed). He complains that the codices were not stated
from which the readings were taken; and elsewhere he describes
them thus: ¢ Vix est locus, in quo non consonent margines cum
nostra cditione Latina. Verum ex tanta concordia rursus oriebatur

suspicio, cum in aliquem Grzeum codicem incidisse ex eorum numero,
qui post Concilium Florentinum ad fidem Latinorum multi sunt castigati,
et penitus consentiunt. Eam ob causam eo codice parce et caute
usi sumus, nec tamen prorsus rejecimus,”! De la Cerda, however,
was less cautious, for he subjoins to his chapter which contains these
readings, ¢ Fateor has explicationes inutiles nescientibus Grecd,

atqui scientibus utilissime sunt. Magno labore comparate sunt a

Viro sapientissimo, et emendatus Grecus textus ad normam Vulgati

terpretis. . . . Porro multa sunt qus nolui transcribere, sed
&¢ parvi momenti.” 2

From Dela Cerda these readings found their way into other col-
ections of critical materials, and thus they are inserted in Walton’s
P°1yg10tt and the Greek Testaments of Fell and Mill, as the readings
of sizteen Greek MSS.: Bengel also mentions them in his Greek

estament, but he regarded them as of no value.

The Velezian readings raised two points of controversy: were
they taken from Greek MSS. at all? and, if so, was it not {rom
Such a3 had been altered to suit the Latin? We have seen that

riana entertained the latter suspicion, from the great resemblance

?
|

N‘ “Praf. in Schol. ad Bellarmin,,” cited by Wetstein in his Catalogue of Codices, no. 111,
" Test. Proleg,, . 59.
Adversaria Sacra, p. 144. col. 2.
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of these readings gof which De la Cerda gives nearly ninetcen
hundred) to the Vulgate; and when Greek MSS. were more ex.
tensively collated, it was certain that, unless thus altered, no such
Greck copies could be found. And thus, this collection was by
many supposed to be a new proof of the Feadus cum Grecis
Wetstein gave many good reasons for doubting that Velez had used
any Greek MSS., considering that he had only employed Latin
copies, and that the Greek form of the readings was his own trans-
lation into that tongue. The only seeming argument against Wet.
stein’on this point was, that some of these readings differ from our
copies of the Vulgate. Bishop Marsh, in the course of the con-
troversy relative to 1 John v. 7. (in favour of which, sixteen Ve-
lezian MSS. lLad been cited on the ground of the collator’s silence),
entered into a full examination of the whole question; and the
result wag this,— ¢ That the Velezian readingi were taken im-
mediately, neither from Greek, nor even from Latin manuseripts,
but from Robert Stephens’s edition of the Vulgate published at -
Paris in 1540 ; that the object which the Marquis of Velez had in
view, in framing this collection of readings, was to support, not the
Vulgate in general, but the text of this edition in particular,
wherever it varied from the text of Stephens’s Greek Testament,
printed in 1550; and that, with this view, he translated into Greek
the readings of the former, which varied from the latter, except
where Stephens’s Greek margin supplied him with the readings
which he wanted, where he had only to transcribe, and not to
translate.”? Tach point thus stated is proved by the most elaborate
analysis, and the most convincing arguments; so that now the
once famous Velezian readings are known for what they are worth,
an attempt to supply materials for corrupting the Greek text so as
to adapt 1t to the Vulgate version. Whether the story about ¢ six-
teen MSS,, eight of which were from the Library of the Escurial,”
was u fabrication of Velez, or whether it was a mistake of Mariana
(who had stated it prior to De la Cerda) is uncertain: it may have
originated in some confusion from sixteen codices having been cited
by Robert Stephens, half of which were from the French Royal Li-
brary ; and this enumeration, may, by the fraud of Velez or the mis-
apprehension of Mariana, have been transferred to Spain. Many
of these readings at once show that they could not have originated
with Greek scribes. Had there been a Feedus cum Grecis, many
Latinising readings would of necessity have been found in MSS.
The BARBERINI READINGS were another collection, against which
a charge of Latinising was also brought. They received their name
simply from the copy in which they were inserted having been added
to the Barberini Library at Rome, and not from that being supposed
to be the place to which the MSS. themselves belonged. ~ This col-
lection of readings was there examined by Isaac Vossius about the
year 1642; and in 1678, it was printed at the end of a Catena on
St. Mark, edited by Possinus, a Jesuit. The account given of the

! Letters to Archdeacon Travis, p. 253, Leipzig, 17985,
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readings was this, that they had been selected by John Matthew
i ('aryophilus, a learned Greek, of Crete (afterwards made by the
~ Pope Archbishop of Iconium in partibus, who died in 1635), out of
i ten MSS. of the Gospels, eight of the Acts and Epistles, and four
| of the Apocalypse. As the readings thus selected mostly seemed
| to favour the Latin Vulgate, a charge of fraud was raised: it was
i thought by some, that it was an imposture of Caryophilus, and that
| it might have been completed by Possinus, who edited it, with a full
1 knowledge of its real character. However, this charge was entirely
1 repelled %y Birch, who found at Rome, in the archives of the Va-
' tican library, the memorial of Caryophilus to Pope Paul V., in
4 which he requests permission to collate six MSS. from that library,
of which the celebrated Codex Vaticanus was one.! His intention was
to publish an edition of the Greek Testament based on this collation
of MSS.; in which, if even one of his copies contained a reading in
accordance with the Vulgate, that would be preferred to the ex-
clusion of all the rest. His intention, therefore, was not to fnvent
readings in the Greek text like Velez, but to select from what ac-
tually existed. It is supposed that, after the death of Paul V., the
design was neglected by his successors, Gregory XV. and Urban
VIIL, and thus the preparations of Caryophilus passed into the
library of the family of the latter pontiffi If Caryophilus be
thought to have acted very uncritically in his mode of selecting
readings, it must be borne in mind, that as yet there was no edition
- of the %‘Elew Testament edited on what could be called eritical prin-
| ciples.? Very many of the long-suspected Barberini readings are
| now known to belong to the Codex Vaticanus: in his selection of
| MSS. for collation, as far as we can judge, Caryophilus acted with
- great discrimination.

It was long known that CopiceEs GRAZCO-LATINI contain a
eculiar text; and thus the readings of such MSS, as the Codex
eze of the Gospels and Acts, and the Codex Claromontanus of the
Epistles, were observed on examination to accord with the Latin in
Many places, in opposition to the Greek MSS. in general. Hence
ey were regarded as rather suspicious; and at length the charge
Was definitely made, that they contain a Greek text written by Latin
%ribes, and altered to suit the Latin with which they are accom-
{ Panled. This appeared not a little plausible, and it was so enforced
% Wotstein as to be received and believed by many scholars.

B?‘}ﬂey, however, with a deeper apprehension and more accurate
wtieal perception, had valued such manuscripts very highly ; for
€ 8aw in them (a8 others have done, who have at length appre-

1 - .
meeg Birch's edition of the Gospels with various readings, p. xxxvi. (Havnim, 1788),
+'8 Varim Lectiones in Evangelia Proleg., p. xlvi, .
e@jp.s 8 Well known that in modern days an edition of the Greek N. Test, has been
iy N principles even less critical than those of Caryophilus. In this modern edition
Cloy, Teek reading of any Greek MS, is followed in the text that accords with the modern
~whoune Latin Vulgate in use in the Church of Rome. It would have been a
 bogy g’ different mode of procedure, if the most ancient and best attested Latin text had
h et taken, aud the inquiry had been then made as to what Greek copies accord with
Wiy Q; 10 text: and this would have pretty nearly ascertained the (ireck text which
Ployed by Jerome,
Yor, v, I
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ciated the Biblical labours of that illustrious scholar) good apg
intellicible witnesses to the text of the early centuries.  On #y
point FWetstein hardly went further than some who had precedeq
him; Bengel, for instance, had spoken strongly against the Codiceg
Grzco-Latini, as though their text was altogether unworthy of
trust. DBut Wetstein went one step further; for he was not conteng
with the opinion, which he held in common with others, that the
MSS. of this class had been conformed to the Liatin by which they
were accompanied, but between the first publication of his Prole.
gomena, in 1730, and the appearance of his Greek Testament itself,
about twenty years afterwards, he had so changed his critica]
opinions as to accuse ell the more ancient Greek MSS., and those
of more recent date that agree with them in the character of their
text, with alteration from the Latin: and not only were Greck
MSS. made obnoxious to this charge, but even ancient wersions of
various ages and countries were also supposed to have been affected
by Latin influence. Here, too, the learning and the labours of
etstein caused his theory to be adopted by those who were
dazzled by the vast mass of materials which his Greek Testament
E;'esented before them. But the exfent to which Wetstein carried
is Latinising theory, led; not only to the rejection of what he had
added to the charges previously made, but also to such an examin-
ation of the accusation in ite original form as caused competent
judges to conclude that even that was a mistake.

For if all the ancient authorities, MSS., versions, and fathers (in
the citations which they give), are supposed to be adapted to the
Latin, it places that version (or versions) in the centre of the critical
systemn, all the other documents of the most-ancient class revolving
around it: and to carry out this theory, as many things and as com-
plicated must be added as were required by the astronomical scheme
which placed the earth in the centre of our sun and planets, If, on
the other hand, this adaptation to the Latin be not assumed, then
that and the other ancient versions and the most ancient MSS, are
seen to stand in such a relation to each other as does not require the
assumption of any factitious alteration. It is only needful in that .
case to admit that the combined force of those ancient testimonies -
proves that their resemblance springs from the Greek text having
been so far the same as this i(f:antity extends; and that the Latin
version, so far from having originated a peculiar class of readings, 8 !
simply one of the witnesses to their existence —an existence v§bich
is equally proved by Greek MSS. themselves.

Wetstein’s theories were combated by Semler, who, in publishin
an edition of the treatises of Wetstein subjoined to his Greek Tests
ment, added notes of his own to the remarks of Wetstein and of others
from whom extracts were given in the same volume.! Had it bec? :
admitted to be a sound canon of criticism, that we might assume the! |
the more ancient portions of evidence must be rejected because ©
the stigma of accordance with the Latin with which they had bee
branded, inquiry and examination would have been hopeless ; for, if b7 §

! J. J. Wetstenii Libelli ad Crisin, &c, Novi Testamenti . . . illustravit J. 8. Semle® §
Halwe, 1766 (vid. pp. 179. 191., &c.).
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these means we should be led in one particular dircction, the barrier
of prohibition would be found previously placed so as to_hinder our
steps. Semler, whatever may be said of his opinions or theories, was
not one who would take facts for granted irrespective of evidence; and
thus his extensive examination of the characteristics of MSS., and of
the various readings which had been collected by others, led him to
form a decided and independent judgment. He thus vindicated the
ancient documents which Wetstein has so sweepingly condemned,
and he modified the charges against even the Cogices Greeco-Latini
which others had vituperated before Wetstein. Semler was followed
* by Griesbach, who extensively showed that the accusations in gene-
ral were, to say the least, void of proof; and afterwards Woide'
elaborately demonstrated that, so far from the charge being fair that
 Greek MSS. accompanied by a Latin translation were altered from

that version, the reverse was the simple fact ; for in those MSS. the
Latin text is formed from the Greek which it accompanies, so as to
desert (in general) the known Latin versions, and to sacrifice even
the Latin 1diom to & kind of superstitious literality. Such is the
character of the Codex Bezz, in a great measure of the Codex Cla~
romontanus, and especially so of the Codex Laudianus (E.) of the
Acts,—three MSS. which had been especially condemned for
Latinising. 1f the Greek text of such documents were alone con-
sidered, the resemblance in many passages to the old Latin copies is
such as to suggest the suspicion of this alteration; but if the Greek
and Latin texts of the same MS, are examined together, the result at
which Woide arrived is manifestly true; and thus the whole ground-
work of the accusation falls awny. Woide’s object was to defend the
Alexandrian MS. 'from the attacks of Wetstein; but he took the
charge of Latinising higher up, and thus was able to apply the
result & fortiori to that Codex. So convincingly satisfactory was
the examination of Woide, that Michaelis, who had for many years
| Jomed in the charge against the Codices Gramco-Latini, in re-ex-
amining the whole subject was fully satisfied that the arguments
adduced in their favour were such as earried conviction. And thus
I unprejudiced minds the ancient MSS. were held in higher value
than before the attack of Wetstein; for it was now seen that the
Codices Grmco-Latini had been condemned in part from their whole
character not having been known.

No conclusion can be deemed of more certainty in criticism than
this, that we know of no ancient Greek MS. in which general or
fystematic alteration to suit the Latin can be traced. If in single
Passages it seems as if the Latin seribe had the sense or construction
1n 5 own version in his mind, and gave the Greek a slight colouring
- 2 accordance therewith, every such supposed place must%g examined

Y ltself; and if this should be proved to be correct, it must not be
me the basis of general accusation such as can be most satisfactorily
e roved, but it would only belong to the causes of transeriptural
0 to which a copyist is obnoxious when writing a foreign language.
: those passages in which the Complutensian editors or Erasmus

} In his preface to the fac-simile edition of the Colex Alexandriius.
12
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actually did follow the Latin Vulgate, thus obtruding on the Greck
text words or sentences which have still a place in the commoy

copies, it is not to be supposed that they acted with the smallest dis. i

honesty of purpose ; they simply supplied from the Latin something
which they believed to be defective in the Greek copies beforg
them. Just such ought to be our judgment if we do think that we
find traces in Greek copies of the influence of any particular versiog

oy

(Latin is not very likely to have affected any MSS. written in the ,

East): copyists might be as guilty of mistakes of the same kind ag
those of the first editors. If indeed there was an understood article
of compact between the Romish Church and some of the Greeks in
1439, which has been called the Feedus cum Grects, it would be
sufficient to explain any Latinising (if such should be proved) in
very recent copies: or, indeed, if the unhappy Greeks who sought
refuge after the capture of Constantinople in Western Europe

supposed that such a compact had been made, it might have been

enough to lend them to please the Latins by slightly bringing any

transcripts which they then made into conformity with the Latin

Vulgate. This may account for the character of text, found in a
few of the most recent MSS.!, in which (in general) the Latin and
Greek texts stand side by side: the investigation of this point is of
no real importance in textual criticism, because such copiés could
hardly, on any system, come into consideration.

The charge of Latinising was all along maintained by Matthesi,
though his followers in general have tacitly let it drop; from time to
time it is revived, but not in what could be called a systematic form,
and it is more frequently asserfed as a fact than formally présented
with supposed proofs. en it is brought against particular passages,

the subject admits of discussion; but as to the most ancient MSS.,, '

and the documents which accord with them in readin%, it must be
held that the contrary is not a questionable opinion but a demon-
strated fact.?

CHAP. X.

ON THE HISTORY OF THE TEXT OF THRE GREEK NEW TESTAMENT, AS
PRINTED, TO THE TIME OF BENGEL.

In this place it is intended to notice the primary editions of the

sacred text; those which followed them, which had either some im-~

} Such as the Codex Ottobonianus (298 in the Vatican), a MS. of the fifteenth century
containing the Acts and the Epistles (no. 200 of St. Paul's Epistles, 162 in the Acts and
Cath. Epp., in Scholz’s list). In this MS. the Greek is subjoined to the Latin, from which
its Greek text scems here and there to have been altered.

% A late theory of Latinising is that brought forward in the Edinburgh Review for
July 1851 (No. CXCL), pp. 81—34. The writer asserts this as a fuct, and accounts for
it **in the interconrse which took place between some of the principal ecclesiastics of the

T AT e
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Greek Church and the Church of Rome, during the time of the Arian troubles.” The '

question is thus stated, and the examplés by which the endeavour was made to de-
monstrate the fact, and illustrate the theory, are fully discussed in Dr. Tregelies’s  Ac

count of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament, with Remarks on its Revision o8 :

Critical Principles.” Bagster and Sons, 1854, pp. 197—203,

T
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rortance in criticism or else contributed to the formation of the text

in common use; the common text itself; and then the critical editions
published by various scholars who have endeavoured to apply the
' materials for criticism which have been brought to light by them-
| selves or by others.!

The first portion of the Greek New Testament published in print
ot all, was that containing the songs of Mary and Zacharias (the
Magnificat. and Benedictus), Luke i. 42—56., 68—80., which were
subjoined to a Greek Psalter which appeared at Venice in 1486.
The next part was the first six chapters of St. John's Gospel, pub-
{ lished at Venice by Aldus Manutius in 1504 : the first fourteen verses
| of the same Gospel (and not, as it has been sometimes stated, the
t whole book) were published at Tiibingen in 1514. These appear to
| have been the only impressions of separate portions of the Greek
| New Testament, before the completion of the two editions, each of
| which has some claim to be considered the first. To that of ErAsmus
1 will be here given the precedence of description, since it was the
first that was actually published ; the first therefore, practically, for
Greek readers. :

FroBEN, the celebrated printer and publisher of Basle, knowing
that ErAsMUS had paid attention to Greek MSS. of the New Tes~
tament, applied to that scholar to undertake an edition to be imme-
diately put in hand at his office. Before this Erasmus had made
wme preparations with regard to a revised Latin translation and
amotations, so that when the proposition was sent to him (April 17.
1515), he was ready to leave England and go to Basle and commence
the work. On Sept. 11. the printing could not have been commenced,
for it was still undetermined whether the Latin translation should
| be joined to the Greek in a parallel column, or form a separate
| volume. By the beginning of March 1516 the whole volume, in-
duding the annotations as well as the Greek and Latin texts, was
| tomplete ; in less, in fact, than six months from the time that the
¢ first sheet was begun. And now for the first time could scholars

Who were reaping the fruits of the then recent invention of printing
{ find its advantage as to the text of the inspired Seripture of the New

estament in its original tongue: the appearance of this edition
%emed to be a preparation for the Reformation. -

The MSS. ngch Erasmus used were such as he found at Basle:
® had, indeed, expected that Froben would have had the Greek
:"PY ready for him, but as this was not the case, he took a MS. of
bee‘ Gospels of little value, and, after adapting its text to what he

lieved to be correct, he put it into the printer’s hands. In making
Preparation, he seems to have been aided by the revised Latin

1 .
.n;mle subjoct commenced in this chapter is treated in detail, in “ An Account of the

i e:d ext of the Greck New Testament, with Remarks on its Revision on Critical Prin-
Texgp ) S . Tregelles, LL. D.” To this reference will be made, as * Account of Printed
oF points to which brief allusion only is practicable in a general treatise like the
Gre, Aun outline of the subject is contained in “ A Prospectus of a Critical Edition of
,‘,‘“,k_}ﬂ'cw Testament, now in preparation, with an Historical Sketch of the Printed
cient Lhis shore Listory is subjoined to “ The Book of Revclation translated from the
Greek Text, by S. P, Tregelles.” London, Bagsters, 1849,
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translation which he had already prepared in England and Brabant,
it served to remind him of the readings of the MSS. which he lig
seen in those countries: occasionally, no doubt, he was misled fron, ¢
that very cause; for he supposed that he had MS. authority for wordy ¢
&c. which he had left uncorrected in his Latin translation. The copieg

at Basle which he used were really modern, and of but small value;

he passed by almost without notice one of far higher character (1 of

Wetstein’s notation), mistrusting it from the difference of its text '
from the other copies which he had seen. Though oversights and ¢
marks of haste are sufficiently visible in this edition, the wonder
really is that it was executed as well as was the case; for Erasmus
was also occupied in editing for Froben the works of Jerome. In
the Apocalypse he had but one MS. (belonging to Reuchlin, now
lost) ; it was defective at the end, and a commentary was intermixed
with the text: he separated the words as well as he could by the aid |
of the Vulgate, and supplied the last six verses by a translation from "
the Latin, In this manner there are still words in the common .
editions which owe their origin wholly to Erasmus, ‘

This is not the place to narrate the attacks made on Erasmus in
consequence of his new Latin version, which was regarded as an
innovation: his Greek text also received its share of vituperation, -
especially because of the non-insertion of the text 1 John v. 7. This
led, even in those early days, almost before the dawn of what could f
be called ecriticiem, to an extensive examination of Greek MSS., to &
know if any contained the passage in question. The principal op-
ponents of Iirasmus were Edward Lee, afterwards Archbishop o
York, and Stunica, a man of much greater learning, one of the
Complutensian editors.!

In 1518 Erasmus’s first edition was used at Venice as that from
which the text of the Greek New Testament was taken, to accom
pany the Aldine LXX. !

Erasmus’s own second edition appeared in March 1519: inithe |
made many corrections; though, as he says, the state of his health
prevented him from doing all that he could have wished.? He was'
absent from Basle himself; and the attention to. the execution of the'
work devolved therefore upon others: the alterations from the first
edition were (according to Mill) four hundred.

There must have been a considerable demand for the Greek New
Testament, since we know that the first two editions of Erasmus
amounted to three thousand three hundred copies; and in six year
they were all sold (besides those which might have been circulated
of the Aldine edition), for in 1522 Erasmus had to get out his third
edition. In this he inserted the text 1 John v. 7., not as bein
satisfied of its genuineness, but because he had promised that b
would do this if a Greek MS. were found that contained it ; and on®
having been brought forward, he kept to his engagement. The MS
itself (Codex Montfortianus, now at Trinity College, Dublin) is ¢*

]

2

Y- fico a3 to the nttacks of Lee and Stunica, “ Acc, of Pr, Text,” pp. 21; 2%
| Aec. of Pr, Text, pp. 24, 26. .
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tremely modern, and the influence of the Latin Vulgate is unques-
tionable in this passage: the whole of the history of the Epistles in
this MS. is extremely suspicious. In this third edition Erasmus
availed himself of the tacit corrections of his errata, which had been
made by the editor of the Aldine reprint. Soon after this edition
-appeared, the Complutensian Polyglott was rescued from the un-
worthy obscurity to which it had been for some years consigned ; and
i thus Erasmus was able to avail himself of it in the further revision
of his text in his fourth edition, in the Apocalypse, where his own
{ MS. authority had been so slender. In the last six verses, however,
¢ he did not introduce the needed corrections owing to a curious
| mistake: before he saw the Aldine text, he wrote to his friends at
| Basle to restore the passage in question from that edition; and he
| seems to have taken for granted that what was needful had been suf-
| ficiently done.

1 This fourth edition appeared in 1527 : its appearance differs from
1 a1 the others, in baving the Latin Vulgate by the side of his own
.» version which accompanies the Greek Text.

{ In 1535, the year preceding his death, his fifth edition was pub-
‘| hshed: the text is almost identical with that of the fourth; that
therefore may be regarded as the Erasmian text; in fact, the text
which, as to its essential features, is the basis of that still in com-
mon use.!

Tae CoMpLUTENSIAN Eprrion, though not published till after
the first of those undertaken by Erasmus, was printed more than two
years previously. The date which it bears is Jan. 10. 1514. As
early as the year 1502 Cardinal Ximenes began his preparations for
that Polyglott Bible which takes its designation of Complutensian
from Complutum, the Latin name of Alcald in Spain, a place at
which he had founded a university. The principal editor of the part
containing the New Testament was James Liopez de Stunica. The
0ld Testament was not printed till afterwards, as we learn both from
the date, July 10. 1517, at the end of the fourth volume, and from
the dedication of the work to Leo X. by Cardinal Ximenes.

Ximenes lived to see the completion of the Complutensian Poly-
glott, executed under his direction and at his expence: but it was
8till unpublished when he died, on Nov. 8. 1517, aged 81. In 1520

eo X. sent his executors an authorisation for its publication ; but
that scems hardly to have taken place before the year 1522.

We are not acquainted with the MSS. which the Complutensian

tors used, so that we cannot judge them in the same manner as we
“n those employed by Erasmus: we can, however, estimate them
o0l internal grounds from the character of the text which the editors
ﬁoduced. ishop Marsh rightly says, “ Whenever modern Greek

S. — MSS. written in the thirteenth, fourteenth, or fifteenth
®nturies, — differ from the most ancient Greek MSS., and from the

Wotations of the early Greek fathers, in such characteristic readings

.,,{.dfm “ Acc. of Pr. Text,” p. 28., as to Xrasmus’s value for ancient tcstimony as the
‘2l basis for u genuine text, .

14
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the Complutensian Greek Testamnent almost invariubly agrees wit,
the modern in opposition to the ancient MSS,”!

But though a correct judgment might thus be formed, it was long
wished that the MSS. themselves might be examined ; since, when
the text 1 John v. 7. was under discussion, appeals were sometimes
made to the Complutensian edition of the New Testament, as con.
taining it. The statement of the editors was that they had received

A S

m——

Greek MSS. from the papal library for their edition; and this had

also led to the hasty assumption that the Codex Vaticanus must have

been specially intended. Erasmus seems to have first thought this; ;

but when Sepulveda sent him (in 1533) a list of threc hundred and

sixty-five places in which the Vatican MS. accords with the Latin !

Vulgate in opposition to his Greek text, he saw that that MS. could
not be the basis of the Complutensian edition, because in such
respects its general character strongly rescmbled his own text; and

-

thus being better informed respecting the Codex Vaticanus, he sup- ,

posed, very reasonably, that it was some other copy in the pon-
tifical library which had been transmitted to the Spanish editors.
The notion was at one time widcly propagated, through its
having been adopted by Mill, that the Complutensian text really
represents that of the Vatican MS.: a more exact acquaintance
with the results of what Erasmus learned would have prevented this
opinion from being adopted. Wetstein, in opposing it, went too far;
for he cast discredit on the distinct statement of the editors that they
had MSS. from the papal library, sent by Leo X., and that they
had followed them. Now, as the accession of Leo to the popedom
was about ten months only before the date of the completion of the
volume, it was argued that the time would not admit of the possi-

3
!

bility of MSS. being sent from Rome by that Pope.? Bishop Marsh |

rcpeated and enforced this argument. But we have no reason to
suppose that the volumes of this Polyglott containing the Old
Testament, in which the printing would be more difficult, were
executed with greater expedition than the New, and yet they were
all completed (with the Apparatus) by July 10. 1517,—five volumes
in three years and & half: so that there is nothing to render it
necessary to suppose that the New Testament should have taken
longer in proportion than any of the other volumes, But the doubt
was thrown out coupled with the suggestion that the MSS. which
the editors had used still existed at Alcald,

There, then, they were vainly sought in 1784 by the Danish
Professor Moldenhawer; and the account which was given him in
answer to his inquiries was believed through Europe for about sixty
years. At first, when he found no MSS, of the Greek Testament in
the university library, he thought they were concealed from him

1 « Tectures on the Criticism of the Bible,” p. 96,

! Wetstein says that Leo was elected Feb. 28, 1513, and crowned April 11, (this state-
ment has been followed in * Account of the Printed Texr,” p. 7. note, ouly March is acci-
dentally substituted for April): Bishop Marsh says that he was elected March 11. ; and
Cardinal Bembo (see his Epistole) plainly recognises the latter as the officiully notified

date of the election. It makes a difference of but a few days; and at «ll cvents it is

acknowlodged that he was Iope on the 11th of March, 1518,
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out of a motive of suspicion; but on making farther and more

pressing inquiries he was told that about the year 1749 they had

been sold to a rocket-maker by an illiterate librarian, as useless parch-
ments, to make room for some new books, Thus it was believed that
the ‘editors had followed MSS. in Spain and not any sent from

Rome, and that inquiry about them was altogether vain.

In 1821 Sir John Bowring cast some doubt on the story of this
destruction, but he did not investigate the subject deeply, nor
explain how it had originated : and it was some years before much
attention was paid to his statement. The late Dr. James Thomson,

- however, since made careful inquiry, and the result is that, so far
from the library having been under the care of a stupid or reckless
librarian at the time of the alleged destruction, it was under the
superintendence of a learned man, who was at the pains of causing
the MSS. to be rebound. All the MSS. which were formerly
known as belonging to Cardinal Ximenes, and which are described
in the catalogue made in 1743, are still in being, and are now with
the rest of that library at Madrid. They comprise almost all the
MS. materials used in the Complutensian Polyglott, except that the
Greek New Testament is found in none of them. (Nor yet tlie
Pentateuch of the LXX.)! The catalogue shows that such MSS.
| did not belong to Cardinal Ximenes’s collection. And thus when
. Moldenhawer was importunate in his inquiry for Greek MSS. which
i the library had never contained, an ecxplanation was given him
which, at least, silenced him. Now a sale to a rocket-maker had
taken place about the date specified, at the time when the MSS.
were carefully rebound, — but of what? of course not of MSS. of
the Greek New Testament, but of * useless parchments ” in reality ;
‘the old folded paper and vellum covers of the books. Some confused
remembrance of this evidently led to the story told to Moldenhawer
—a story which the catalogue would have at once refuted, and which
is rather lame in itself; for it would be, at least, remarkable if the
only class of MSS. thus disposed of were the very one which was
thus carefiilly sought for. Tychsen, Moldenhawer’s companion, on
whose assurance Michaelis gave currency to the narration, was rather
Prone to adopt theories so incredible that they hardly could bear
discussion, ‘

And thus there is now no sufficient reason for doubting the
Bcount given by the editors themselves, that their Greck MSS.
Were sent from the Vatican, and thither, no doubt, they were
Teturned after they had been used. It is not, however, probable
that they con be identified. Though the erudition of Stunica and

8 companions was not great, yet they may be supposed to have
Olowed their MSS. without intentional departure, except, indeed,
Where they thought that they were defective: the Latin was highly

! M:lrg,: Jnmes Thomson’s investigations were communieated to the Biblical Review for
b » 1847, His statoment was accmnpmnm_l with n transcript ol; the catalogue made
l°gue N José Guttierrez, the librarian at Madvid. Dr, J. Thomson’s letter and the cata-
Were soon transferred to the pages of one or more periodicals: they are also in-

din % Account of the Printed Text,” Appendix to Seetion L, p. 12, seq.
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valued by them as the translation of the churcl, and in taking
1. John v. 7. from the Latin, they did it (as Stunica expressly says)
on the ground that the Greek text was corrupted, but that the
Latin contained the very truth. Their value for the Latin in con-
trast to the original tongues of Scripture is shown by the comparison
which they make in the Old Testament of the Vulgate, in the central
column between the Hebrew and the LXX., to Christ crucified
between two thieves, the synagogue of unbelieving Jews and the
schismatical Greek Church. No person possessed of the least in-
formation respecting MSS. can now allege the authority of the Com-
plutensian edition as a proof of the text of the heavenly witnesses
having existed in the copies which they used.

The types employed in this edition are peculiar, and the accen-
tuation, too, is such as is not found elsewhere; an acute accent
being employed to mark the tone-syllable, irrespective of the ordinary
mode. letter of reference connects the Greek and Latin texts
verbally together; and when there is anything in the one, to which
there is nothing in the other to correspond, peculiar marks are used
to fill up the vacant space. The editors have not in such cases in
general supplied the Greek by making a new rendering from the
Latin, as Erasmus sometimes did. In such passages it would have
been well if the common text had been benefited by correction
from the Complutensian, instead of simply following the Erasmian.

These two primary editions are, then, the sources from which have
proceeded what we still find in common circulation. We have seen
that the actual MSS. of the Complutensian editors cannot now be
ascertained, although their character can; and this is of minor im-
portance, as the text of Alcald had only occasional influence in the
subsequent editions. The MSS. used by Erasmus are, however, in
the greater part of the New Testament well known.

Erasmus employed for his first edition a DBasle MS. of the
Gospels (2. of Wetstein’s notation), of very little value, but which
received his editorial corrections before it was put into the compo-
sitors’ hands.! A MS. of a somewhat similar kind supplied the
Acts and Epistles (designated also 2. in that part of the New
Testament). With these he was able to compare the Basle MS. 1.,
which contains all the New Testament except the Apocalypse, and
which is in the Gospels one of the best codices in existence: Eras-
mus, however, undervalued it greatly. Besides this, he had also the
use of the Basle MS, 4, of the Acts and Epistles. The Apoca-
lypse (as has been already stated) was dependent wholly on
Reuchlin’s defective MS, A MS. of the commentary of Theophy-
lact was also employed as a critical aid. ’

In his second edition, besides corrections from the MSS. already
specified, which had been used far too hastily, he employed one now
at Vienna, the Codex Corsendoncensis (3.) of the whole New Tes-
tament except the Apocalypse, and he also more extensively cited
the authority of Greek Fathers, such as Athanasius and Gregory of

! See Eichhorn's Finleitung, v. 263.
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Nazianzum. DBesides the use of the Codex Montfortianus in the
passage 1 John v. 7. in the zhird edition, and of the Complutensian
text for the emendation of the Apocalypse in the fourth, the few
MSS. already mentioned were all the general grounds on which
Erasmus relied in his text. Some aid seems to have been obtained
from the Codex Leicestrensis (69. in the Gospels), a MS. containing
all the books of the New Testament, and which Erasmus might

erhaps have consulted when writing some part of his annotations
in England. This MS. and that at Basle numbered 1., though but
little employed or relied on by Erasmus, were decidedly the best of
those which he used, and had he known their real value, the com-
mon text, which emanated almost entirely from that of Erasmus,
would have been far better than it is, and would have afforded a far
simpler basis for critical emendation. DBut as it is, the text in
common use resolves itself substantially into the authority of these
few MSS.; and after the Irasmian text had established itself in
common circulation (for the Complutensian was but rarely reprinted)
it was long before any real attention was paid to MS. authorities.

In 1534 Colineeus published an edition at Paris, which was, in part
at least, based on MSS. newly consulted ; it was printed with more
accuracy than those which had preceded it, but it does not appear to
have at all influenced the subsequent editions,

Robert Stephens, the celebrated Parisian printer, was the next
who became prominent as a New Testament editor: he had already
paid much attention to the text of the Latin Vulgate, and in 1546
and 1549 he published two beautiful small editions of the Greek
New Testament, in which the text was blended from the Complu-
tensian and Erasmian. These were followed by his third edition in
folio, in 1550, in which the text is almost identical with that of the
fifth edition of Erasmus, In the margin of this Greek Testament
various readings were given from the Complutensian text, and from
fifteen Greek MSS., distinguished by Greek numerals from d to ¢,
which have been called Stephens’s sixteen codices: in general each
of the MSS. only contains some particular portion of the New Tes-
tament. The readings were selected by Henry Stephens, the
editor’s son, on no very particular principle apparently, and with but
little exactitude. It was supposed that Stephens had wholly fol-
lowed MS., authority ; but no one who had seen the book ought to

ve made such a mistake, for he often cites all his codices as opposed
to the reading in his text.

Many of the MSS. used by Henry Stephens have been identified :
this wag deemed to be important because in the text 1 John v. 7.

obert Stephens placed his mark of reference as if seven MSS.
omitted the words év 7¢ odpavg merely. That this is a misplacement
of the reference (such as 1s also found elsewhere) could hardly have

en doubted, and this became a matter of certainty when the in-
Yestigations of Bishop Marsh, and others who had preceded him,
- €monstrated the identity of certain known MSS. with those cited
1 this place. A

In 1551 Robert Stephens publizhed his fourth edition a4 Genevas
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the text follows that of the third, but with this peculiarity, that now,
for the first time, it was divided into the verses which he had a little
while before devised. In this small portable volume, besides the
Greek text, there were given two Latin versions, that of Erasmus,
and the Vulgate.

And now the text of the Greek New Testament became so stereo-
typed in men’s minds, that it was long before any intentional
departure from the Stephanic readings were introduced except in
most trifling points. :

Theodore Beza was the next whose name has been familiarly con-
nected with editing the Greek New Testament. He had formed a
new Latin translation from the Greek, and in 1565 the original, his
own version, and the Vulgate with annotations, were combined in
an edition published at Geneva. His second edition appeared in
1576, the third in 1582, the fourth in 1588-9, and the fifth in 1598,
He possessed two ancient MSS. himself, the Codex Bezm of the
Gospels and Acts, and the Codex Claromontanus of St. Paul’s
Epistles: readings taken from these are sometimes mentioned in
his notes. He also had the collations of Henry Stephens, containing
‘more than had been published in the margin of the folio of 1550.
Of these materials, however, he made but little use; textual criticism
wag certainly not lis forte: his text is almost a transcript of the
Stephanic, with slight variations, however, in the different editions.

In 1624 the Llzevirs, printers at Leyden, published the first of
their small and convenient editions. Of the second of these in
1633, they said in the Preface, ¢ Textum ergo habes nunc ab omnibus
receptum,” and from this sort of boast sprang the expression “ Textus
receptus.” Yho the editor employed by the printers may have
been, is wholly unknown: the text fluctuates between that of
Stephens and that of Beza, occasionally (perhaps from mere acci-
dent) differing from both.

The Elzevirs reprinted their Greek Testament several times; the
edition of 1633 lhas, however, the character of being the best and -
most correct. :

The Elzevir text is that which on the continent was professedly
used and followed till of late years; almost all (probably all) such
editions, however, vary from the Elzevir by the introduction of
Stephanic readings; so that the expression textin common use ”
must not be restricted to either the Elzevir or the Stephanic text.

Stephens’s was adopted for insertion by Bishop Walton in his
Polyglott in 1657 ; and as Mill in 1707 followed Walton in adopting
the same text without intentional change, it acquired a standing in
this country which it still retains by a kind of traditional right.

The collection of critical materials for the revision of the text
began in this country: the first of any importance which appeared
was that which was contained in the sixth volume of Walton’s Poly-
glott; in which work the variations of the Alexandrian. MS, were
placed below the text itself. A principal part of this critical ap-
paratus consisted of a collation of sixteen M§S. made by Archbishop
Usher In the next year Curcelleus published, at Amsterdam, a
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Greek New Testament with various rcadings; but this was non-
critical ; for the authorities were not given, and conjectures were in-
termixed with what had been drawn from MSS. As some of these
conjectures were theological and such as touched vital points, their
appearance had an unhappy effect, for it caused criticism (with which
such conjecture was thus confounded) to be deprecated as dangerous.
And Walton’s Polyglott was attacked in & manner which zow is
almost inconceivable.!

To show the real amount of variation produced by the various
readings collected in Walton’s Polyglott, Dr. John Fell, Bishop of
Oxford, published in 1675 an edition of the Greek Testament with
the readings at the foot of the page. This may be called the pre-
cursor of critically prepared editions. It was several times reprinted,
and it evidently aided in diffusing more just notions on the subject.
But Dr. Fell rendered a far higher service to sacred criticism by
the patronage which he afforded to the commencement of the critical
lebours of Dr. Joax MiLL.

The Greek Testament of Mill appeared at Oxford in 1707, after
preparatory labours of thirty years. This critic did all that lay in
his power to collect materials from MSS., versions, and patristic
citations which might be available for the establishment of a purer
text. All that had been gathered by his predecessors was employed
by him, and very much more was for the first time added. When
Bishop Fell saw his earlier collections, he encouraged and aided him
in his undertaking; and before his death, in 1686, he was at the
charge of having part of the text printed, as far as Matt. xxiv. The
want of pecuniary means then hindered Mill; but, perhaps, the
delays were an advantage to sacred criticism rather than the contrary,
because thus fresh materials were brought to light, and Mill himself

! If any one should think that Walton’s reply to Dr.Jobhn Owen, entitled The Considerator
considered, is, in tone, manner, or style, such as was uncalled for, or that he treated his
opponent with want of courtesy in not naming him in the reply, let him read Owen’s
attack, — lct him see how he had gone out of lus way to treat a subject with which he was
not acquainted, and how he made his own ignorance the ground of the most injurious
charges agniust Walton and his coadjutors. It is melancholy to sco.tho wenkness of a
Mman like Owen, when leaving the ground on which he was strong for that in which he
hfid no guide but his own intense prejudices, If the language of Walton, in his personal
vindication, is strong, at least he did not bring forward groundless accusations. Whalton
and his eoadjutors undertook the Polyglott as a nseful occupation of their “ unwilling
€isure,” being silenced as ministors, and being forbidden by the Republican government

m using the services of the Church of England, Little did Owen and those who were
Acting with him in attacking Walton on party grounds, suppose that in a few months they
Would be impatiently suffering from restraints, which some had deemed quite right to
Impose on Bpiscopalinns, Toleration was, indeed, but little understood by any dominant
{’;"‘! The excluded knew how to complain, but it was not till this country had passed

rough the sad and evil days of Charles II., thas those who had once suffered learned
0 abstain from persecuting when they had the opportunity. It is with some the fushion
¢ Cpraise the Commonwealth as a time of peculiar absence of persecution : with how little
Iruth the annals of all scets, except that then dominant, amply tell.  In fact the restored
g“e"“ment of Charles II. (which kncw full well how to persecute nonconformists at
P::m') had to put forth its power to make nonconformists in New England leave off the
o clice of pulting to death, on religious grounds solely, other nonconformists who differed
M them, This tone of fecling explains how Dr. John Owen could write his Con-
mz:'"w{w on the Biblia Polyglotta, and unless this ‘s remcmbered the manner of the con.-

78 13 almost inexplicable,
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Liad the opportunity of reconsidering both his principles aud their
application. Thus it was that in the Prolegomena which were pre.
pared after the work was printed, Mill often corrected the opiniong
which he had expressed in his notes; and he was in this manner able
to show his judgment with regard to readings, though he had not
attempted to form a text ; (Stephens’s third edition was that which he
followed without intentional variation). Had he formed a text, it
would have been far from satisfactory to himself, since his judgment
was far more matured in the latter part of the work than the former,
Mill only just lived to see his work published ; he died one fortnight
afterwards, June 23. 1707. Mill’s edition was reprinted in 1710, by
Kiister, at Rotterdam, who inserted Mill’s addenda in the places to
wlich they belonged, and made some additions of his own.

Dr. Whitby attacked the memory and labours of Mill in a manner
which showed that he thought that criticism is the enemy, not the
friend, of revealed truth: he affirmed that the common text might
every wlere be defended, and he even made the noble candour of
Mill, in owning when his judgment had changed, a matter of in-
vective. In all this it is certain that Whitby did but express the
feeling which was rife in many minds, the feeling which Bishop
Fell had sought to allay, but which again and again shows itself on
the part of those who prefer tradition to evidence. It was said that
Holy Scripture was in peril—that collecting critical materials was
tampering with its text; and thus a stigma was sought to be attached
to the names and the labours of those who toiled with conscientious

honesty, seeking to serve God in serving his Church at large. How -}

ready the enemies of revelation were to use the weapons put into
their hands by its professed friends, was shown in the infidel argu-
ments put forth by Collins in 1713, borrowed from the armoury of
‘Whitby.!

Butythere were some who valued the labours of Mill; and who
were glad to use them, even though it might be in an imperfect
manner. And in this, too, the lead was taken in this country:
between the years 1709 and 1719, Dr. EDwarp WELLS published,
at Oxford, a Greek Testament with an English translation and notes.
This was the first attempt to embody results of criticism, and to make
the materials collected of practical service, not to the learned alone,
but even to the mere English reader.

But England was not alone in the feeling of opposition to criti-
cism: a Greek Testament was published at Amsterdam in 1711 in
which the greater part of the various readings were exhibited in a
very convenient form; but, ag if to render them of np avail, the
editor prefixed certain canons by which he sought to cast suspicion
on almost every piece of evidence which opposes the common text.

In reverting to England, the next fact of importance was the
proposed edition of Bentley,—an edition, indeed, the execution of
which was frustrated, but which has an importance in its bearing on

! Asto Colline’s attack, and the answer of Bentley (under the name of Phileleutherus
Lipsiensis) see * Account of Printed Text,” pp. 48—57,




History of the Text of the Greek New Testament. 127

the apprehension and use of critical facts. For many years Bentley
had been familiar with all that was accessible relative to the criticism
of the Greek New Testament, and his friendship for Mill gave his
mind an especial interest in such studies.! Circumstances arising
out of the attacks of Whitby and Collins led to the subject being
definitely before Bentley, and in 1716 he unfolded his plan in two
letters to Archbishop Wake; and a few years later he put forth a pros-
%)ectus and specimen. Inexamining MSS., he discovered that collators
1ad then commonly neglected to notice the order of words and other
minute particulars; and thus in going carefully through some of the
more ancient copies, he found that when these points were duly
observed, the agreement with the Latin Vulgate was remarkable;
and further, that when the common Latin text is found to vary from
the earliest MSS., then such ancient copies often gave the exact re-
presentation of the Greek, which was not found in the Clementine
edition. Thus he believed that by a mutual comparison of the oldest
Latin and Greek copies, he would be able to bring the former into
recisely the condition in which it was left by Jerome, and the latter
into the form in which it had been in the exemplar of Origen, by
which he supposed that Jerome had reformed the Latin previously
current. Tﬁis was, however, a hasty conclusion; and it is also true
that Bentley over-estimated the resemblance of the oldest Greek and
Latin MSS. As subsidiaries he would have used the citations of
enrly fathers, when critically examined, and the other ancient versions
which have been transmitted. To carry out this design Bentley was
at great pains in collecting the readings of MSS., Greek and Latin:
smongst others he procured a collation of the Vatican MS. In the
proposed text all was to be based on evidence and not on critical con-
jecture: it was needful for Bentley to specify this; because, as was
well known, he had shown a fondness for conjectural innovation in
some classical authors without necessity of any kind.?

The enemies that Bentley had made, and the contests in which he
was engaged, led to opposition to his projected work: it was reviewed
and refuted as to its principles before it was prepared; and the many
were taught that it would be a dangerous publication. And thus it
was delayed; other occupations filled up Bentley’s time, and the
work never appeared: his collections have only been of use as
material for others, and his principles were a kind of literary legacy
waiting long for any who should be competent to understand them,
and possessed of the ability to carry them out. Had Bentley’s text
actually appeared it would certainly have excited controversies: but
s value would have been great, —for it would have been a testimony

! Bee as to Bentley's early attention to N. T. criticism, “ Account of Printed Text,”
P. 45., and for an ample description of his proposed edition, sce from p. 57. to 68.

" Bentley’s Horace must not be considersd in this respeet a fair specimen of what he

RS a8 o critic. In some ceses his conjectural amendments were based on a wonderful
Spprehension of what an author must have written, and how a copyist must have

undered. Origen’s treatise mep) ebyis was printed from the only then known MS., now at
i ity College, Cambridge : Bentley communicated to De la Rue many critical emenda-
20085 and when, amongst the Colbert MSS,, the latter part of this treatise was discovered,
Was wonderful to sec how it confirmed Bentley's conjecturcs,
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against the traditienal text which so many were upholding ““as if (¢4
use Bentley’s phrase) the compositor had been an angel.”

If the maintainers of orthodox truth refuse to use criticism, the
opposers of revelation are sure to employ it as if it could suit their
purposes; and this was soon shown to be the case in this country;
for in 1729, Daniel Mace published his edition of the Greek Testa-
ment with an English translation, in which he acted quite arbitrarily
as to the text, and showed a spirit of reckless irreverence in his notes;
he was often able to use remarks in Mill’s Prolegomena, as if the
sanctioned his proceedings; and the mode of argument used by those
who condemned every orthodox person who denied that 1 John v, 7,
could be Scripture, as not supported by MSS. or ancient versions,
also afforded him a handle. Such were the evil consequences of the
mode in which well-meaning men in this country had acted from the
time that scholars, from Archbishop Usher onward, had laboured in
collecting critical materials, In 1732, Mace was answered by Dr,
Twells, in a work which seems to have met with approval —a fact
which spealss loudly as to the tone which was then popular on cri-
tical subjects. That the defence of God’s Word in this country
should have been left in hands so incompetent is a thought truly
humiliating. It shows that all the ground gained by Mill, and the
direction of true progress indicated by Bentley, had been in vain.
From the time of these discussions and of Bentley’s proposed but
frustrated edition, we must look away from England, the region in
which Biblical Criticism had at the first been so fostered, to find those
who carried forward what our countrymen had begun.

CHAP. XI.

HISTORY OF THE PRINTED TEXT FROM BENGEL ONWARD.

In 1734 the Greek Testament of Bengel was published ; it contained
a partially revised text ; for his plan was to give the dest readings
which in his judgment had been found in any preceding edition: in
the book of Revclation, however, he went further, and corrected the
text itself.! After Bengel had made some advance in the collection
of materials, he issued his ¢ Prodromus ® in 1725, in which he gave
a general notion of what his edition was intended to be: he seems
then to have thought that it would have appeared speedily, not con-
templating apparently a nine years’ delay; but he was not the first,
nor yet the last, New Testament editor who has found that to complete
such a work for the press, with conscientious care as to every point,
is a longer operation than it seemed when in prospect. Besides the
tezt which Bengel gave, he subjoined the readings which he thought

1 Besr:ge]’s preparations and eatlier studics are detailed in “ Account of Printed Text,”
p- 69, &c.
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“to rest on good authority. But the Apparatus criticus, at the end of
his volume, was the place in which readings with the evidence for
and against them were given, together with his own critical judgment.
These readings weve selected from those of Mill, and from those which
1 he had been able to obtain elsewhere. They were accompanied with
i o statement of principles of criticism, in which the distribution of
| MSS. (as stated above! on Systems of Recension) was indicated, and
| also certain critical grounds of judgment laid down; the principal
3 being, Proclivi scriptiont prestat ardua. Hence Bengel went more
deeply into his apprehension of evidence than is done by those who
are specially pleased with that which appears easy and free from all
obscurity. Few rules are of wider application than this, in places in
which there is a real conflict of evidence: to apply a rule or a supposed
principle, except in such cases, would be something like the intro-
duction of mere conjecture. Bengel was a man whose personal
godliness was well known, his orthodoxy of belief was unquestioned,
and yet he was treated as if he had been an enemy of Holy Scripture,
and as if to defend its true text was the same as to attack it. Thus
ious men assailed him in ignorance, and so also did those to whom
Kis piety was offensive. He was thus engaged in painful and
wearisome controversies, though he had the satisfaction to find that
his labours were appreciated by others. His text was several times
reprinted ; and after his death (which took place in 1752) an enlarged
edition of his Apparatus criticus, which he had continued to improve
and extend, appeared under the care of Philip David Burk, in 1763
it is to ¢kis edition that reference should be made by those who wish
to know what the matured principles of Bengel were. |
. In 1751-2 appeared the Greek New Testament of WETSTEIN, a
work which went far beyond all that had.preceded it in the quantity
of critical materials amassed by that la.}i)orious editor. His pre-
Eamtions had commenced nearly forty years before?: for some time
e had been in the employ of Bentley as a collator, and from that
time he had continued to examine the MSS. with which he met in his
lative city of Basle and elsewhere. He had relatives who were
| Dublishers at Amsterdam, and they desired that some profitable use
thould be made of the readings, &c. which he had collected ; and this
led him to extend his studies, and also to prepare Prolegomena, which
- Were published anonymously in 1730. Twenty-one years, however,
4 €lapsed before the first volume of his edition appeared. Hindrances
Were thrown in his way, arising mostly from theological contro-
Versies; in fact, even on his own showing, he was for many years
gaged in opposing the proper Godhead of Christ, and charging
those who held this-primary doctrine, as it is commonly maintained
f %mOngst Christians, with being Sabellians or something else just as
tle in accordance with orthodoxy. The doctrine of the atonement

hrist was assailed by Wetstein still more openly.? These con-
1
2 §ee P. 67.
v so'Acc‘mnt of Printed Text,” p. 73.
ey e who have formed their judgment of Wetstein solely from his critical notes to the
estament have thought that he was unjustly attacked. It is certain, however,
OL. 1v, K
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troversies had another injurious effect besides the delay of his editioy s
for in the meanwhile he had rejected the critical principles which Lq
had maintained in the first impression of his Prolegomena; and thyy -
he had adopted that systematic opposition to all the more ancient
MSS. which has been mentioned in discussing the charge of '
Latinising. The great value of Wetstein’s edition is in the new mate. ,
rials which it presented in addition to those which had been previously
obtained. He also so arranged the MSS. in his lists for purposes of |
reference, that they were much more definitely known than had pre. }
viously been the case. And thus Fefstcin’s notation is an expression |-
which applies not only to the references adopted by him, but also t; *
the continunation by others of the marks which he had introduced. |
The quantity of work done in the department of collation by .
‘Wetstein himself amounted to about twenty MSS. of the Gospels
and an equal number in the remaining portion of the New Testament.
He had also examined many versions and the writings of many ;-
Fathers, so that there was much noted by him which admits of
hardly any statement which could be defined by number and quan-
tity. The text which he gave was simply that in common use:
readings which were, in his opinion, better supported were mentioned !
immediately below the text itself. And here his critical power seems
to have been but limited ; so much so, that it is hard to suppose that
he would have carried on his wearisome labours, had it not been that ¢
in former years his own mind had looked to very different results,
But before he published, he was determined to oppose the principles {.
and critical ground-work of both Bentley and Bengel; and this he |-
did throughout the Prolegomena as reprinted with his edition. His |
Prolegomena, &c. contain much that is valuable, intermixed un- ::
happify with not a little of such baser metal as ought never to stand
in contact with the pure gold of Holy Scripture. Much that he
stated was well worthy of consideration!, but other principles which
he laid down would almost nullify all attempts at critical labour,?
From the time of Wetstein, far more was known of the domain %
which had been opened to the view of Biblical scholars; and instead ;
of attempts being made to generalise on the subject of textual cri- !
ticism, merely from such documents as might be available from some ;
few libraries, there was a more accurate apprehension of what MSS. % ;
&c., were known, and how far they had been used. And thus it !’
might be possible to reduce critical examinations within some |
moderate compass, if a judgment could only be first formed as to ;!
what documents really deserve to be used as authorities. Bentley, e

[

o

T g

that his depamture from commonly rcccived modes of enunciating Christian doctrines " :
wasg the result of formed dogmatic opinions, and that it was accompanied with opposition |
to those persons who were elear and definite in their tenching on the subject. ‘[

! Sce ¢ Account of Printed Text,” pp. 79, 80.

? One featnre in Wetstein’s edition is of too much importance to pass without mentio% ~
though it js irrespective of the printed text as such. He collected with immense pain®; *
@ mass of extracts from ancient writers illustrative of the New Testament diction, €08 : -
struction, &c.; and these stand on each page below the various readings. Some of thes® . -
arc good and uscful, others only excite surprise, while others are felt to be out of pla®®
when on the same paze with Ioly Seripture.
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jndeed, had done this, but without publication; for he had drawn
“{the line of demarcation between tlie more ancient and the later
“1MSS., and he had made inquiry throughout Europe for all that
: 1 were known of the former class, and he had thus procured collations

| of the best and most important.
The systems of recensions which were proposed after the time of
Wetstein have been already described in their proper place : it
remains here to notice the editions with which they were connected,
' nd the contemporaneous collations of MSS.  Griesbach’s first
&ediﬁon was commenced in 1774, with a synopsis of the three former
}Gospels; the rest of the New Testament followed in the next year;
and in 1777, the former portion was reprinted in the usual order.
{ The critical apparatus consisted of certain selections from the read-.
| ings given by Wetstein, but with the addition of such extracts as
{ Griesbach had himself made. This critic was not an extensive col-
! lator ; but he sought rather to use the evidence which others had
grthered. Besides the application of his recension system, there
ere two principles which he bore in mind in his editorial work—
| that no reading ought to be adopted unless it has at least some ancient
| widence ; and that we ought rather to seek to bound our critical ap-
ratus within certain limits, than to go on increasing it ad infinitum.
fany of the critical rules which he laid down were excellent in
hemselves, and he showed a good apprehension of what the ten-
encies of copyists commonly have been. His may be considered
the first text really critical which had been published: he gave,
however, a kind of prescriptive importance to the common text, so
hat it often remained unchanged, but with a far more weighty
reading noted in the margin as worthy of special attention. Often
did Griesbach, however, show his appreciation of ancient evidence,
and that, too, when comparatively little could be shown in its favour
from MSS. whose reading was then known. Thus, in the form of
the Lord’s Prayer, in Luke xi., he followed the express testimony
of Origen, that certain clauses (found in the common text)! do not
belong to it in that Gospel : at that time he had no MS., in itself
ancient, that he could produce for some of these omissions; but in a
| few years a collation of the Vatican MS. appeared, and every par-
| ieular in this passage was found to accord with the omissions which

Grieshach had previously made.
The twelve years which succeeded the completion of Griesbach’s
edition were a time of remarkable activity in the examination
of Greek MSS. The Danish scholars Birch and Moldenhawer col-
luted many copies in Italy, Spain, and elsewhere; Alter published
the readings of codices at Vienna; and Matthai in his larger Greek
XeStament Riga, 1782-8, 12 vols.), formed his text from certain
*oscow MSS. which he had collated with great care, and the
:ll?'nolls readings of which he had inserted. This edition of Matthzi
Dot advance critical principles as such ; it was, hpwever, useful for
les Collations which it contained: the critical opinions of the editor
to despise the MSS. more ancient than his own, and to

! See above, p. 56,
R 2
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undervalue the ancient versions; hence there was a great expendj.
ture of misplaced scholarship in his laboriously prepared edition, T, !
was accompanied by the Latin Vulgate from a MS. with which j, -
met in Russin, and facsimiles were given of the MSS. which he s
examined. Matthei published a second edition, but without ¢,/
critical authorities or the Latin, in three volumes, in 1803- 7, k.
‘While new collations were instituted, some of the MSS. long ugeq i -
were brought more fully into notice by the publication of their text, f °
thus, the Alexandrian MS. appeared in 1786, and seven years aftey, +
wards the Codex Bezz (to say nothing of codices of less importance),!
Griesbach, too, in his “ Symbolx Critice,” had fully given the +
extracts which he had made from MSS. which he had examined (in} -
many passages furnishing important corrections of what others hagt
hastily cited), and also the passages in the New Testament quoted by
Origen, extracted from his writings with much care and labour !
And thus was Griesbach provided for the preparation of a seeond?'?
edition, enlarged and revised: the first volume of this appeared in!
1796, the sceond in 1806 ; it contained, in addition to what had been
given in the former, selections from the collations just mentioned, just§ ~
as those from Wetstein had appeared in his first. The text wasf '
again revised, and the whole bore evidence of a more matured eri-|
tical mind and judgment. In 1805, Griesbach also published s’
manual cdition, not containing the authorities, but with a select -
statement of the more noticeable readings. ' Vo
After the attempt had thus been made by Griesbach widely tof -
diffuse a critical text, many editions showed the influence of hisj
labours ; for though the common text was often reprinted, few editors |
from that time thought it right to give forth readings, the ground-’
lessness of which stood as an acknowledged fact. Such editors, how-i
ever, rarely if ever acted on any decided system ; they only corrected t
the common text in certain places, leaving all the rest as it was. :
In 1830 appeared the first volume of Scholz's Greck Testament,!
which was followed in 1836 by the second. The critical principles -
of this editor have been explained above: ‘the execution of his edition
is all that has to be described in this place. The list of MSS. given
by him was far greater than that prefixed to any previous edition, .
and his references to the places in which these newly cited codices| ;
are found nre of value: but the use which he made of these copies | |
which hed been in general employed previously by no one was slight ; ]
indeed; and his citations, with regard to points which admit of ! |
comparison, are found worthy of but little dependence. In cases ofz 5
characteristic readings, the fext of Scholz has a closer resemblance’ ;
to that in common use than that of Griesbach had exhibited; and! |
this caused it to be valued by many, who thought that such a text! ,
was an important contribution to conservative criticism. The modé¢’ ;
of argumentation actually employed was this: — Grieshach collated ol
80 many MSS. (assuming all in his list to have been collated by him!){ ,
and he produced a text so far differing from the common ; — Scholsy
has collated 0 many more (say twice us many), and he gives a texbi g
go much more like t{w common. And this was thought tobe a happy*
result, though based upon almost an entire nonapprehension of thé. .

L
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gimplest facts connected with the collation of MSS. and their cha-
{ racter: and thus it was from this country that Scholz received the
pecuniary assistance which was necessary to enable lhiim to publish
{ his second volume. In ignorance of the facts of the case many have
! repeated statements relative to Scholz’s edition in a kind of tradi-
| tional manner ; but it is doubtful whether any scholar in this country
i or abroad did really, after due examination, sanction the text of
1 Scholz, or the supposed facts on which it was founded. When the
| re-examination of some of the MSS. which Scholz had professed]!'
i collated showed the divergence of his citations from what the MSS.
actually read, the estimate of Scholz, as an editor, fell still lower
than it had done through the remarkable mistakes which are at once
tent in his edition,

This laborious investigator of MSS. found it needful to introduce
into his text in the latter part very many readings which seem but
little in accordance with the principles which he had enunciated;
indeed, throughout he at times deserts the class of authorities which
he would have been expected to follow. In the inner margin of his
page he gives the readings which he considered to be distinctively
Alexandrian or Constantinopolitan ; and though others might demur
sometimes to his classifidation, yet in general it may be said that
he has supplied a chain of connected testimony against himself and
against the system on which his text was professedly based; for it
was most frequently to be seen that these Alexandrian readings,
which he rejects, are supported by the most ancient authorities of
every sort. The text formed by Scholz has had no effect on the
editions in general which have since appeared. All that can be said
' in its favour 1s, that in some places it gives better resdings than
 that in common use. Scholz’s Greek Testament contains several
things of utility ; Synaxaria and Menologia extracted from MSS. of
the Gospels and Epistles ; the copious list of MSS., with references
. t0 the libraries in which they are found, &c.'
~ But at the very time that Scholz was engaged in the preparation
| of his edition, a critical scholar of no conunon ability was occupied in
 the recension of a text of a directly opposite character. Frowm 1826
101831 Charles Lachmann, professor at Berlin, was closely busied
| forming a text which should rest entirely on authority. Of this,
8 well as his subsequent labours in the field of sacred criticism, a
4 ef account only must suffice in this place. His plan was that of
| Bving forth the Greek New Testament as if it had never existed
§ N print at a]l, simply as transmitted by ancient documents; saying
D fact, such and such evidence ought to lead to such and such con-
Nsions, To this end he used the oldest Greek MSS. compared
“-:“ih the citations found in Origen and Irenzus; and then, as sub-
Mé"'sl‘y evidence, he employed the old Latin (as found in unrevised
ton >-) and the quotations of such Latin fathers ns were worthy of
of mdeml?le‘ reliance. These Latin authorities were allowed a kind
‘uﬂfte}'mmmg voice in favour of readings also supported by Greek

Olity,when the Greek witnesses differed among themselves, ‘I'he

b See “Account of the Priuted Text,” pp. 92—97



134 Textual Criticism.

text thus formed would be in Lachnann’s judgment that which wqq £
most widely diffused in the fourth century: not of necessity {],
true text, but that which had been the transmitted text of that age,
By this means he judged that there would be, as a basis {or criticisy
not the readings of the sixteenth century, but those of an age twelvé
hundred years nearer to the time vhen the books themselves were
written, If the authorities agreed in a certain transcriptural error, ¥
this he would give in his text, not however as a part of the genuing '
text, but as that which had belonged to the Zeztus traditus of the
fourth century. Lachmann was well acquainted with the plan op -
which Bentley had sought to act a century before ; he apprehended
the points of importance which Bengel had defined ; and though not -
led by Griesbach into the adoption of his recension system, he valued |-
very fully the labours and investigations of that critic. How far %f,
ﬁe followed Bentley will be manifest to those who really study what

e did. £

In 1831 his edition appeared with the title, * Novum Testamen- ;
tum Grmce. Ex recensione Caroli Lachmanni” It had no preface
or introductory explanation, and the only indication of the critical
principles of the editor was given at the end before the list of places &
of departure from the common text. In this.noticc, he simply said, |
that the plan had been explained in a German periodical of the pre- '
ceding year, and that it was enough now to state that the editor hed
never followed his own judgment, but the customary reading of the
moet ancient churches of the Fast; that when this was inconstant {
he had, as far as might be, adopted what was supported by Italian ¢
and African consent; when all differed, he had sometimes indicated |
the uncertainty by the use of brackets, and sometimes by placing |
readings in the margin. In this country Lachmann’s Greek Testa- ’
ment was for some years little understood ; his terms of clagsification, |
too, were not apprehended; and as it was not known that he had left 1
out of the question the masg of the more recent copies, it was thought !
that by Eastern he intended the same codices as others had termed
Oriental or Asiatic, that is, the Constantinopolitan of Griesbach and ‘,
Scholz. Indeed it was needful for a reader either to have seen
Lachmann’s own German cxposition of his views, or else for him to
have studied his edition, closely to understand its true character and
principles. In Germany there were not a few who apprehended this
edition and its principles as little as was the case in England ; indeed
they even attacked it there on grounds whelly imaginary.

Some scholars in his own country appreciated more highly refe-
rence to authority ; and thus Lachmann went on to prepare, after a
few years, an edition in which not merely should there be the result
of ¢vidence but the evidence itself in full detail. The preparation
for this larger edition commenced in 1837, when Lachmann was able
tossecure the aid of Philip Buttmann the younger to arrange the
Greek authorities, the Latin and the text itself being his own speci!
department. The first volume of this enlarged edition appeared 12
1842, the second (though printed in 1845) in 1850. At the foot of
the page, below the authorities, was given the Latin Vulgate, edit
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from ancient MSS., a valuable part of Lachmann’s work. But the
Latin authorities on which he relied were the ante-Ilicronymian
codices which exhibit that version in its least altered form. The
two striking defects in Lachmann’s plan were, the limited range of
evidence, and the want of a thorough collation of the Greek MSS.
employed. As to the latter point, Lachmann said that his plan was to
show what conclusion ought to be formed from the data as commonly
received, and that such results might be modified by more exact
collations ; and as to the former, that after certain results had been
obtained from the evidence, as far as his range went, then other
versions &c. might be considered as confirming such conclusions or
the contrary.

Of course this edition was severely censured: but it is a pity
that those who undertook to act the part of critics, did not first
jnform themselves of the facts; for then they might have done
good service in pointing out what needed improvement; but as it
was, they were often fighting with shadows. Thus it was affirmed
that Lachmann had given the whole from 2 Cor. iv. to chap xii. on
the single authority of the Vatican MS., and from Heb. ix. 14. to
the end on that of the Codex Alexandrinus merely : — this being all
s mistake, which a mere inspection of the edition itself might correct.!

It need hardly be said that Lachmann adopted no system of recen-
_sions ; all his admitted witnesses belonging to the older documents
which Griesbach had divided into Western and Alexandrian, but
which (as has been already shown) are closely connected together.
His mode of estimating evidence, is distributed under siz heads: —
1. That in which all authorities accord is as fully attested as it can
be. 2. If part of the authorities are silent or defective, the weight
of evidence is somewhat lessened. 3. When the witnesses are of
different regions their agreement is of more importance than is the
case when those of some particular locality differ from the rest,
cither from negligence or of set purpose. 4. But when witnesses
of different widely separated regions differ, the testimony must be
considered to be doubtfully balanced. 5. When the readings are in
one form in one region, and in another form in another, with
great uniformity, they are quite uncertain. 6. Lastly, readings are

A

' It is to be regretted that Mr. Alford, in his Greck Testament, vol. i ed. 2. 1854, p. 74.
rolegomens, has repeated just such a sentence against Lachmann: “ This rejection of the
greater part of the witnesses for the text has reduced him, in a very considerable part of
the New Testament, to implicit following of one MS. only.” He does not specify what
tl}m considerable part may be.  Mr. Alford adds, p. 75., “ The pretensions of the editor
mself are so mrrogantly put forth in his preface, and so imperfeetly justified by the per-
fm-nmncc, that the feeling which results from long acquaintance with his cdition, in my
9wn mind, is that of sincere regret, for the sake of onr prospects of getting a pure text of
e Now Testament, that the work shonld ever have been thus undertaken and thus carried
%4t The only renlly valuable parts of it ave the mass of cvidence from the ancient Latin
Yersiong, collected by the younger Buttinann, and the citations from Origen, accompanied
¥ references to his works.” It is to be regretted that Mr, Alford has made these state-
ﬁ:lmts ; for, first, an exact acruaintance with the cdition of Lachmuaun (or even the state-
N ou the title-page) would have shown him that the Latin readings were collected by
ur(ll_"/‘f"'lltlt limself, and not by DButtmann: and, scepnd]y, ghc ghm‘gc of “pretensions
VEntly put forth” against o departed scholor. eluims iu itsell to be something very
Mauswverable, See Luchmann’s own statements given at the close of this chapter.
K 4
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of but weak authority, as to which not even the same regiyy
presents uniformity of testimony. ) .

On these principles, Lachmann professed to form his text; and i
may be said truly, that he carried them out, as to their geners)
bearing ; though of course, in particular cases, opinions would diffe,
as to their applicability. He did not profess to give a perfect text,
but simply to cast aside the readings of the sixteenth, for thoge
which we know to be of the fourth. And thus, whatever be thought
of his principles, or of the mode in which he acted on them, thyg
much at least is certain, that from the time of the invention of
printing, the first Greek Testament resting Wholly on ancient autho.
rity is that of Lacamany,

The mode in which he stated the difference between the plan of
Griesbach and his own was this. Griesbacl’s inquiry had rather
been, “Is there any necessity for departing from the common text?”
‘While Lachmann’s was, “Is there any necessity for not following
the reading best attested.”

England was not (as has been said) the only country in which
Lachmann’s edition was not understood, and his labours con-
demned: Germany, where the opportunity of knowing what he
had publishéd was so much greater, showed a very similar spirit of
hostility ; and when once severe observations had been made, those
from whom a more intelligent mode of procedure might have been
expected joined in the outcry. Men feared innovation ; and they
stigmatised as such all endeavours to revert to the primary sources
of evidence: and Lachmann remembered how, in the last century,
Bengel was misrepresented, and how vain it was to answer those
whose conclusions had been already formed, and thus he did not
discuss points with his critics, though he occasionally showed in a
few words how fully aware he was that they were passing judgment
on what they did not properly understand.

Perhaps one of the worst features in the conduct of the censors
of Lachmann, and one which showed perverted moral feeling, was
their displeasure at his ¢ tone and manner,” when assailed by false
statements, abusive language, and great misrepresentation. It requires
but a small measure of moral feeling. to be able to see, that if the
manner in which such charges are repelled is objectionable, the
blame ought to fall far more on those who bring the charges than on
those who repel them: if any one shows discourtesy,in thus defending

himself, it argues a blunted condition of honest-mindedness if ¢his

is made the matter of blame, and not the worse than discourtesy of
assallants.!

! 1t is notorious that there are persons who think nothing of the sin of those who accuse
others of “reckless innovation,” * disrespect for God’s Holy Word,” “ tampering with
Scripture,” of being “guilty of temerity most reprchensible,” mingled with the most
offensive insinuations ; and yet, when the accused strongly express their feelings at such
false and injurious charges, these samo most charitable persons ar very indignant thas
they should feel at all annoyed by such treatment. It is not charizy that is wanted here,
but righteousness— that cven-handed feeling which recoguises the sin of fnlse accusation.
Sec ** Account of Printed Text,” pp. 115—117. foot-note, and pp. 264—266. Those who
profess such a zeal for revealod truth (by which they really mean their own sabjective
notiony respecting it), and who speak and act so censoriously, as if they fully knew the

)
9
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Tt is to be regretted that Lachmann did not before-hand give so
full an exposition of his views as to prevent the mistakes made by
his critics ; had he done this, it would have been a convenience to
all parties; but this not having been done at first, there was a
difficulty thrown in the way: to some, it has only been by long
study and habitual familiarity with Lachmann’s edition, that a
proper knowledge of it has been attained. But Lachmann’s labour
has not been in vain; for now, even those who most decry Lachmann
do not (if making the smallest preiensions to critical knowledge)
set forth or discuss readings without, at lenst, some apprecliension of
the grounds on which they rest: an assertor of a text apart from
some evidence now finds himself rightly regarded by all possessed
of common information, as acting on mere subjective feeling, or fol-
lowing groundless tradition.

Lachmann, indeed, has been accused of dogmatism, and of making
arrogant pretensions, entirely unjustified in the performance. Let
then Lachmann’s own words state what he claimed and what he
expected.

“ Jta didici, fidem religionem constantiam in nullo negotio posse
adhiberi nimiam; neque in his libris, quorum nullam litteramn neglegi
oportere sentio, velim quicquam meo arbitratu meoque iudicio
definire, sed per omnia auctores sequi et antiquissimos et probatis-
simos.” ! :

“Id pracipue officio meo continert existimavi, ut adulescentes
probos et candidos in quorum studiis fortuna ac spes ecclesiz et
litterarum posita est, ea docerem quee multo labore et anxia sedulitate
quemsita viderer mihi quam verissima repperisse; non ut illi me
tanquam ducem sectarentur, aut in his quee tradidissem adquiescerent,
sed singula ut ipsi investigarent, investigata perpenderent, perpensa
probarent corrigerent augerent.” ?

“ Mihi quidem sperare licet fore ut consilia nostra, a'acriter et
cum opis divine fiducia suscepta, et pro viribus nostris ad finem
perducta, utilitate cognita a posteris magis quam ab hoc smculo
probentur ; qui si nos operam pie ac modeste collocasse iudicabunt,
ic)antum nobis quantum a mortalibus expectari possit nacti esse vide-

imur.3

Professor Tischendorf of Leipsic is well known as one of the
most laborious of modern collators of MSS., as the editor of the
text of some of the most valuable of the ancient documents (so

Motives of others, and how thosc motives are estimated by God the rightcous Judge,
"';i‘gh; learn something from that which is written for our admonition concerning Job’s

Ends,

! Preef. in N, T. tom.i. p.ix. 2 Tbid. p. xxxi.

A ' Ibid, tom. ii. sub fin.  This last sentence shows what Lachmann’s feeling was when
¢ knew how little his labours had been rightly apprecinted. Let these statements of
hmann be contrasted with Mr. Alford’s remarks cited above, p. 135. footnole.

S_lncc the above remarks were written, the work of the Rev. A. P. Stanley, on the two
“Plstles to the Corinthians, and that of the Rev. B. Jowett, on the Epistles to the Thessa-
lim“"f‘. Gulatians, and Romans, have been published. They come into notice in this
I:;‘“ from the Greck text employed being that of Lachmann's sccond edition, Tt is,
WO"‘”;“‘cr, adopted with a kind of literal ludherence. a8 though it were what Tachmany
"\(l} 4 have judged to be the truc text of the gacred writers, and not, as he himsell” cone

tred it, a’step towards those results which might lead tu a true text.
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many, indeed, as to excced in number all that had be.cn s0 put fort],
by others), and as having been himself successful in procuving in
the East valuable codices both of the LXX. and of the Greek Ney
Testament. All these extensive labours must be borne in mind ag
having been accomplished by this energetic scholar, so that, what he
is as a New Testament editor is but a part of what he is as ap
important contributor to sacred criticism. But it was first as an
editor that Tischendorf was known. His earliest Greek Testament
appeared at Leipsic in 1841; it exhibited the text, a selection of
authorities, and Prolegomsna, in which he discussed the opinions of
others (especially the statements of Scholz) and in measure explained
his own. It was at once evident that Lachmann’s text of 1831 had
influenced Tischendorf not a little. And thus, in many places (though
by no means uniformly), readings were adopted on ancient authority
simply. In the following year (1842), Tischendorf was at Paris,
and there he put forth #iree editions: one with the common
Clementine Vulgate by the side of the Greek text, which was itself
adapted to the Latin whenever this could be done on the authority
of any Greek MS. of any kind. ‘This edition was of course intended
for Roman Catholics, but, whatever judgment be formed concerning
it, and its purely factitious text, none can regard it as an edition of
any critical importance: there was also a small edition, containing the
same Greck text without the Latin; and this, like the larger, was
dedicated to the Archbishop of Paris.! The third of these Paris
editions was similar in appearance to the last mentioned ; but, in
text, it was almost the same as that of Leipsic in the preceding year:
it was not corrected by Tischendorf himself, and its execution is very
inaccurate. All these editions have, at the end, tables of the varia-
tions of Stephens, Elzevir, and Griesbach.

Tischendorf’s second Leipsic edition appeared in 1849; in this
he gives the text as he thought that it ought to be revised on such
principles of criticism as were matured in his mind. The Prolegomena
treat of many subjects; those of most importance are his own labours
and investigations. The general principle on which he professed to
act with regard to his text resembles in its statement that of Lach-
mann; for he says, ¢ The text should only be sought from ancient
evidence, and especially from Greek MSS,, but without neglecting
the testimonies of versions and fathers. Thus the whole conforma-
tion of the text should rest upon testimony, and not on what is
called the received edition,” In his notion, however, of ancicnt
evidence he would embrace a great deal more than Lachmann and
others would do; for under the head of ¢ Codices Graci Antiquis-
simi,” he includes all the MSS. from the fourth to about the ninth
century, stating, however, that the older amongst them carry an
especial weight. In forming his text he avows certain rules as his
guides, which are substantially these : — That a reading supported by
hut one or two ancient documents is at least suspicious; so also even
if supported by a class of documents, if it appears to have sprung

' M. Affre, who fell on the barricades when endeavouring to allay the ferge multitnde
in Junc, 1848,
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from critical correction ;—that readings, whatever the evidence for
them may seem to be, must be rejected, if they appear to have
originated in transcriptural error ;—that in parallel passages the au-
thority of copies which do not present them in precise verbal ac-
cordance are in general to be preferred ; —that a reading which seems
to have given occasion to those which differ from it, as comprising
their elements, is to be preferred ;—that readings should be maintained
which accord with New Testament Greek, or with the style of each
individual writer,

But as these rules may in their application be modified by decisive
testimony, their use requires not a little tact.! In fact, theintroduc-
tion of such principles might be safely confined to passages of such
discrepancy of reading that the testimonies leave us in doubt.

It will gencrally be found that when Tischendorf differs from the
common text, and does not adopt the same reading as Lachmann, he
follows some of the other ancient authorities; not always, however,
those which belong to the earliest period to which we can have
recourse, but those which he sometimes calls ¢« MSS, of the second
rank.” Beneath his text he gives a selection of authorities, less
ample in the Gospels than in the other books: the MSS. are almost
withont exception those which lie has himself copied or collated (a
very large portion of their readings are of necessity excluded in a
manual edition) ; the readings of the versions are in general (with
the exception of the Latin) taken entirely from others, and so too
ere the most part of the patristic citations: indeed to recompare
these was a work which was rendered impossible if the time required
were the only consideration. Omnia non possumus omnes : one depart-
ment, the examination of MSS,, has been that in which Tischendorf
has laboured with zeal, encrgy, and success.?

Amongst other subjects discussed in Tischendorf’s Prolegomena
is that of theories of recensions : he proposes to regard all ducuments
as referable to a fourfold division, applicable especially to the
Gospels, very little to the Revelation, and less to the Catholio
Epistles than to those of St. Paul and the Acts. The four divisions
might (he says) receive the names of Alexandrian and Latin, Asiatic
and Byzantine, but not as if they were four separate classes, but
rather #wo pairs, the former of which would include the more ancient
documents. The truths which lie at the base of this arrangement
have been noticed in discussing recension systems ; the impossibility
of fully adopting such a definite classification has also been shown.

. In 1844 Tregelles published an edition of the book of Revelation
In Greek and English; the Greek text so revised as to rest almost
entirely upon ancient evidence, and the English adapted to the

eek so revised. This was prepared in order to put the Knglish
Teader into possession of some of the results of criticism in connection

' See “ Account of the Printed Text,” p.121., for remarks on Tischendorf’s cxamples

of ,the application and use of his rules. .

b ° Under the head of each of the uneinl MSS. described in a subsequent chapter, will
¢ mentioned what documents were collated by Tischendorf, and of what he pu'dished

e lext.  The extent of his labours will thus be seen.
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with that portion of the New Testament which in the common text
resis upon the smallest meagsure of evidence, and which if published
on MS. authorities would differ far more from the basis of our
English aunthorised version than all the Epistles of St. Paul taken
together. In the introduction to this edition of the Apocalypse,
Tregelles gave some account of his previous critical studies, and of
the principles which he was, in an independent course of examination,
led to adopt. Mention of these things belongs here, because they
relate to the history of the revision of the printed text. In ex-
amining collations of MSS. and the various readings accompanying
printed editions, he saw that ancient copies present very frequently,
in characteristic passages, a decisive testimony against the common

text and those MSS. which present a general agreement with it; |

aud thus he was induced to inquire into the actual evidence for
particular readings; and finding this often to be wholly unsatisfactory,
he went on to examine how far a text could be formed in which the
ancient MSS. should be the authorities for every word, the versions
being used as collateral witnesses when the insertion or omission of
clauses, &c. were under consideration. Such a text would be, he
considered, at least worthy of more confidence than that which rests
on indefinite grounds ; and, even if defective, it would be at least
ancient, and would take usfar nearer to the times of the sacred writers
themselves. A specimen was prepared, taken from the Epistle to
the Colossians; and as he considered it to show the practicability
of thus following ancient evidence throughout the New Testament,
the plan of such an edition was formed. Two statements of Gries-
bach served as important suggestions,—that no reading should be
adopted (however good it might seem) unless it has at least some
ancient evidence ; and, that we ought soon rather to think of limiting
our critical authorities than of increasing them numerically ad infi-
nitum., Thus, if a selection must be made, and if in all cases ancient
testimony be indispensable, let the primary ground of selection be
that of taking the copies known to be ancient; (the field could
be enlarged afterwards if needful). Also, it was seen that critical
editors do give a kind of pre-eminence to the most ancient
MSS. This seemed a kind of tacit consent in favour of the prin-
ciple proposed for adoption; and the mode in which Scholz does
commonly set the more recent testimony against the most ancient,
as if to overpower it, did in itself suggest a contrary course, and
led ultimately to a more close examination of ancient authorities and
to a fuller apprehension of the value of the evidence of ancient MSS.,
versions, and fathers when united, and at length to the establishment
of the authority of ancient documents by comparative criticism ; that
is, by showing, in places which admit of investigation, that readings
known to be ancient are now found only in some of the most ancient
authorities (or in those which agree with them in text); so that the
arrangement of nuthorities, 1st, according to antiquity, and 2nd, by
their accordance with such copies, on the one hand, and all the more
recent documents standing on the other, will be found to coincide
with the distribution which would be equally requisite if the ex-
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amination were conducted conversely, by inquiring, in what MSS.
or what class of MSS. are those readings now found which we know
on independent grounds to have been once widely diffused or perhaps
general? There was thus a point reached strongly resembling that
of Lachmann : the path, however, leading to the conclusions had been
wholly different, and the groundwork of ancient authority was
doubly defended, by the age of the documents themselves, and also
by the proved age of the readings contained in them and in those
like them.

These principles were in measure stated in the introduction to
Dr. Tregelles’s edition of the Apocalypse in 1844, The text was
there made to rest upon the evidence of the ancient MSS. almost
entirely ; and the authorities (as taken from previous editions and
published collations) were given compendiously, except in cases in
which there were reasons for detailing the cursive MSS. The
intention was also then expressed of preparing a critical edition of
the Greck New Testament (a manual was ¢then proposed), in which
the ancient authorities should be allowed a primary place. To carry
out this intention, Tregelles found it needful to recollate every
accessible ancient MSS., to examine such collations with those which
others might have made, and to recompare discrepancies with the
MSS. themselves; to institute a careful re-examination of all the
ancient versions; and also to collect, in a manner which had not
been done previously, the citations of all the Greek fathers as far as
the time of the Nicene council.

These collations of MSS. were carried on independently of those
of Tischendorf, and the accuracy of the results has been aided with
mutual advantage by a comparison of the separate examinations.
After many years of close study, the edition based on the materials
8o prepared (though now no longer a manual), is now (1855) in the
press, containing the Greek Testament, and also the Latin version
of Jerome, taken mostly from the Codex Amiatinus at Florence,—
the various readings of all the known MSS. in uncial letters, and of
a few others of importance,—of all the versions anterior to the seventh
century, and of the fathers to Eusebius inclusive: in all cases in which
there 1is any balance of evidence, the authorities are stated for and
against the readings under discussion. The general principle in the
formation of the text is that of following evidence; and in cases
of discrepancy, of using all means available for adopting the best
attested reading, by discriminating, if practicable, those which have
originated in the mistakes or attempted corrections of copyists. But
when there is no discrepancy of reading in the authorities, or where
varieties are not so far attested as to require special consideration,
then of course the transmitted text of the ancient documents is
retained, without any attempt at revision: for although it is of
course possible that there may have been transcriptural error anterior
to the most ancient documents existing, yet to assume this, and
to act on such assumption by endeavouring to correct, would be
really introducing mere licence of conjecture. The text thus formed

¥ Tregelles differs from that of Lachmann in its basis, by intro-
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ducing a wider range of evidence, and by a careful rc-cxamination
of authorities; and from that of Tischendorf by a more uniforn,
adherence to ancient evidence, and by a re-examination of the
versions and fathers as well as of MS8§.!

Mr. Alford published, in 1849, the first volume (containing the
Gospels) of an edition of the Greck Testament, in which were given
copious and critical notes, embracing many topics of importance and
interest, and also a revised tezt. A second volume, going on to the
end of 2 Corinthians, appeared in 1852, and in 1854 a second edition
of vol. I. (also in 1855 vol. 11. has been reprinted). Mr. Alford’s
critical principles have been more and more developed as the work
lias proceeded under his hand ; and thus, in the second volume, and
in the reprint of vol. I., there are considerable changes from the
plan which he first adopted. The formed principles of Mr. Alford
are stated in the Prolegomena to his second volume (1852), so that
it is needless to remark in detail on what he had previously proposed
and acted on in 1849. He had then sought to form a provisional
text, in which ancient authority was allowed to predominate, but
which often rested on a basis not sufficiently accurate in the colla-
tions, &c. of others which were employed. Indeed, the carrying out
of diplomatic authority was by no means uniform or consistent; and
thus the editor, desiring to give his recension of the text something
more than the provisional character which he had at first proposed,
acted on more formed and settled principles in the continuation of
his work and in the second edition of what had previously appeared.
He now gives us his plan, that of combining the testimony, as far as
possible, “ furnished by the later MSS, with that of the more ancient,
and to give them, as well as the others, due weight in the deter-
mination of readings.” (11. p. 69.) This he illustrates by referring
to the habits of copyists, and the kinds of mistakes to which they
were liable ; so that he thinks that a judgment may be exercised in
many cascs as to readings from our acquaintance with the general
phenomena of MSS. ¢ Such acquaintance will enable us at once to
pronounce a rcading to be spurious, which has yet a vast array of
M. authority in its favour — just because we know that it furnishes
an instance of a correction or of an error commonly found in other
places.” DBut this principle of Mr. Alford looks very much like the
mode in which copyists corrected: the analogy. of other passages was
with them a sufficient reason for changing what was before them ;
so this editor would argue from some change having been made or
some error found in certain places, that we may conclude that a
reading is not genuine in a similar place, because it resembles such
change or error. He illustrates his principle by the following
example : — ¢ Thus, for instance, we can hardly conceive a reading
more strongly attested by MSS. than the celebrated #ywpev of Rom.
v. 1. ; and consequently some very able critics adopt and defend it.
But when we come to search into the habits of MSS., and find that
many clauses declaratory of Christian privilege, or the like, are

! See  Account of Printed Text,” pp.132-~174,

g




History of the Printed Text, from Bengel onward. 143

turned into hortatory sentences, the inference becomes obvious, that a
reading so repugnant to the course of the Apostle’s argument as
every one must fecl this #ywuev to be, owes its introduction to the
same mistaken desire fo edify on the part of the transcribers, and was
not the original word, but a correction very early introcuced.”
(1. 59.) But we have first to inquire whether we can rightly
judge what the Apostle ought to have written, before examining the
testimony to what he did write. And Mr. Alford rightly says, that
a reading can hardly be attested by MSS. more strongly than is this
Eyopev; and to the strong testimony of MSS. may be added that
of versions, and of such fathers as do quote the verse; so that it is a
question between definite testimony and subjective feeling. Then,
again, it is needful to inquire (even if evidence did not decide),
whether any changes into hortatory sentences of this kind  are
certainly found in the most ancient copies; if they are, then let them
have their weight in cases of doubtful evidence, but not else. Also
it may be asked whether the difficulty which Mr. Alford finds in
understanding the passage with the reading #ywpev may not have
been felt by copyists of old, and whether they may not have avoided
the difficulty by introducing the indication. A more comprehensive
acquaintance with the habits of MSS. might have shown that of two
readings equally attested, the easier is commonly the correction;
much more may this be regarded as true when the more difficult
rests on the stronger basis of testimony. Proclivi scriptioni prestat
ardua (the admirable rule of Bengel) must always be remembered
by those who discuss subjects of criticism. Difficulties which occur
to a modern expositor might be equally felt by a transcriber, and
the latter might escape by introducing the correction, the adoption
of which affords the alternative to the former. This introduction ot
subjective feeling gives a tone and character to Mr. Alford’s text:
and this is no cause for surprise; since it was from exposition that
he turned to textual criticism; so that it was almost impossible to
consider evidence for or against readings except under the influence
of thoughts of their exegetical force. He adopts the leading
principles laid down by Griesbach in judging of various readings,
adding, as to the formation of his own text, ¢ every various reading
has been judged with reference to external MSS. authority and
internal probn%ility combined — and that reading adopted which, on
the whole, seemed most likely to have stood in the original text.
Such judgments are of course open to be questioned, and in many
cases, perhaps, the reading will never be completely agreed on; but

do not know that this should deter successive editors from using

| means in their power to arrive at a decision in each case, and con-
Scientiously discharging their duty by the sacred text.” To this he
Presently subjoins a very reasonable demand, but one which would
Bever be complied with by any perfunctory student, and of such

ere is an unhappily large number who pay some attention to Biblical
Subjects: — ¢ We may reasonably hope to see the day, when every
stll.dent shall be required to give an account of the sources and
Tationale of the text which he adopts, and to have a competeut
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knowledge of the state of the evidence for and against every im-
portant various reading.” (p. 64.)

Mr. Alford, iu combining evidence with argument based on othey
considerations, produces a text which takes its form, in a great
measure, from those qualifying points; and thus, all depends op
whether or no they are rightly conceived. All important readings
are discussed, and in doing this, he followed, in a great measure, some
of those Grerman scholars who have rather gpposed ancient evidence
as such ; lience, his arguments have often a tone derived from their
sources : and throughout there is a studied endeavour to account on
principles of pragmatism for the readings found in MSS., in the
manner of those who seemed (as Lachmann said) to have known
what passed in the mind of copyists, and to have seen them write,
Often, however, Mr. Alford breaks through his subjective trammels,
and boldly follows his evidence (see as an instance Acts iv. 25.);
though very frequently he, on the other hand, rejects the attested
reading when difficult, for something found in later copies, which
seems like an attempt at correction. :

Besides the notes, expository and fgrammatical, Mr. Alford gives,
immediately below the text, a digest of the evidence, interspersed with
Lis own remarks. The various readings have been gathered from the
printed editions in which they have been given; their accuracy,
therefore, depends wholly on the sources from which Mr. Alford drew.

- Tt will surprise none except those who are unacquainted with the
subject, that Mr. Alford thus took advantage of the labour of others;
for to verify these various readings even with the printed editions of
MSS., or with the collations of various collectors, occupies no small

measure of time and attention. Mr. Alford appears to have taken

great pains to combine into one list the readings (of very various
kinds and different values) which had been noted by others: in the
first edition of his first volume they were given very partially.

The Greek text adopted by the Rev. C. J. Ellicott, in his editions
of St. Paul’s Epistles to the éalntians and Ephesians’, requires to be
mentioned in this place. The text which he adopts is substantially
that of Tischendorf; the deviations from it being stated in the
critical notes. However little claim to critical originality may be
made by such an editor, and however fully he may desire to leave
with others the responsibility of zhis department; still, it is evident
that Mr. Ellicott has nsed his judgment in employing the common
sources of information. It may seem as if he were inclined to allow
a great, and perhaps preponderating weight, to (what he aptly
terms) “ paradiplomatic arguments: ” how far these can be permitted
to outweigh simple evidence is elsewhere discussed. en Mr.
Ellicott adds a note on the readings of passages he appears to state
very fairly what the hindrances in his own mind have been, pre-
venting him from having full confidence in the determination of
Tischendorf. ‘

! ¢ A Critical and Grammatical Commentary on St. Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians, with
a revised Translation. By C. J. Ellicott, M. A., Rector of Pilton, Rutland, and late Fellow
of St. Jokn’s College, Cambridge.” 1854. A similar volume on the Ephesians. 1855,
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To the notices which have been given of the revisions of the text
may be subjoined a brief account of the collations of MSS. of the
Gospels executed by Mr, Scrivener. It was formerly intended by
Mr. S. to print the Elzevir text with a full and complete collation
of all the MSS. of the Greek Testament existing in this country:
it is no cause for surprise that ¢hés plan was not carried out: he has,
however, given to the public the results of what he has been able to
accomplish ' ; and though the MSS. themselves which he has col-
lated possess in general but few claims to particular attention, yet
his book has this value, that it affords a fair sample of the kind of
readings which may be gathered from the later MSS. of the Gospels.
And as they are no# nearly as uniform in their text as was alleged
| by some formerly, the argument in favour of the text they contain,
! derived from this supposed consenting testimony, falls to the ground
'{ as being utterly untenable.

‘1 In the introduction to his work (74 pp.), Mr. Scrivener discusses
the present state of the Greek text of the New Testament, details
{ the materials employed in his volume, and gives general observations
upon the results of his collation. Under the Totter head there is
information of not a little value to all engaged in critical studies
whatever their estimate of documents may be; although the conclusions
of Mr. Scrivener may well admit of discussion, or, we may say, of
refutation. One such point may be stated here: Mr. Scrivener
points out that more recent MSS. often exhibit phenomena which
show that for critical purposes they possess a far higher value
than some that are more ancient; and, after giving specimens, he
adds, “Examples such as these can be multiplied almost inde-
finitely, even with our most imperfect acquaintance with the great
| majority of cursive records; and to my mind such phenomena are
ahsolutely fatal to the scheme of those persons who have persuaded
themselves that a process of gradual change and corruption of the
inspired writings was silently yet steadily flowing onwards in the
same direction during the middle ages, till the sacred originals passed
| from the state exhibited in the most venerable uncials A. B. C. or
even D, into the stereotyped standard of the Constantinopolitan
Church, whereof our codices L. m. n. [three so noted by Mr. Scrivener&
May be looked upon as fair representatives. Thus easily is roote
Wp from its foundation the system which would revise the text of
the New Testament on the exclusive authority of the most ancient
ooks.” (p, Ixviii,) This last remark seems to apply to Lachmann
' only, but, even with regard to his system or his text, it is beside
the mark aimed at; for the condition of the later MSS., whatever
% may be, does not in the slightest degree touch the questions
Vhich relate to the oldest. If the later copies of any ancient worlk
' "gree with the older, they so far confirm them; but if they differ,

1«

pls’ A full and.cxnet Collation of about Twenty Greek Munuscripts‘of .the Holy Gos.
(hitherto unexamined), deposited in the British Museum, the Archiepiscopal Library
3 dmbeth, &e., with a Critical Introduction. By the Rev. Froderick Henry Scrivener,
f Dk of Trinity College, Perpetual Carate of Penwerris, Cornwall, and Head Master of
".louth School.”  Camibridge, 1853,
\ Orh 1y, L
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then a judgment must be formed between them; and then wy,
regard to classical texts Mr. Scrivener and every other competent
scholar would find no difficulty in deciding. All that Mr. 8. hy,
proved is that there was no ¢ Byzantine standard;” but that doesg
not show that there was not a common character of text in the latc,
copies; indecd Mr. S, ishimself one of those who have most strongly
and truly pointed this out, when appealing from the readings of tl,
oldest copies (supported, too, by versions and early citations) to the
numerical mass of the later documents. See for instance, Matt,
xix. 17. Formerly the opposers of the readings of the ancient copies
appealed to the later as containing a uniform text ; this was concedeq
in argument, as being a point which might be true, and which would
even then not detract from the paramount authority of the ancient
MSS. But now Mr. Scrivener takes a ground wholly new; and,
while contending against the ancient MSS. as such, he sweeps away
the supposed facts on which those had rested, with whose general
conclusions against the most ancient books he most fully agrees, .
He does this so fully that he cites Lachmann’s inquiry only to con-
demn it, “ Why should we think that Ireneus and Origen used more
corrupt copies than Erasmus and the Complutensian editors ?” The
final conclusions of Mr. Scrivener are, on any theory, by no means
satisfactory ; for thus we are left without any ground on which wo
can now rest in forming any settled opinion on subjects connected |
with the text of the New Testament; for Mr. S., after showing Low
difficult it is to draw lines of demarcation between different classes
of text, continues thus: ¢ Then comes the reflection that nine |
tenths at least of our materials are most imperfectly known. The |
only chance of escape therefore from our existing perplexity must |
rest in a thorough review, and (if needs be) a complete recollation |
of the whole mass of our critical authorities; a work dounbtless of
much toil and magnitude, but under all the circumstances absolutely
indispensable, unless indeed the further prosecution of Biblical cri-
ticism is to be laid aside altogether.” Tlis is indeed a hopeless :
conclusion ; and it is on that account that in a work like the present, !
intended for Biblical students, it seems to demand some notice. It !
may first be observed, that Mr. S. himself does not act on his con- |
clusion, but, on the contrary, he expresses himself firmly and decidedly !
as to the reading of certain passages. Thus, he considers that he
has sufficient data to form a settled judgment as to them at least.
And if we had to wait for the suggested collation to be executed, |
who can say when it would be accomplished ? It is true that of late, '
in about twelve years more was done in the department of exact
collation than in three preceding centuries, but still who would
undertake thus to examine all the known MSS,? And yet, on this
theory, until that should be done we ought to have no certainty a9
to the text of the New Testament. !
How much more simple and satisfactory it is to remember, that |
the actual readings of the apostolic age are those which we require; .
that the readings which we Anow to be ancient carry us much neare? i
to that age than any found in recent documents alone can do; that

|

|
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if the ancient authorities agree in readings, the onus probandi rests
ENTIRELY on those who wish not to follow them ; and further, that
the only proof that a reading is ancient is that it has some ancient
voucher. 'We may thus cast aside from our consideration all readings
which have no ancient authorities, and regard them as belonging to
the kind of variations which the later scribes introduced. And this
saves us from the toil of contemplating the indefinite, dimly bounded
horizon proposed by Mr. Scrivener; we have definite objects on
which to fix our attention; with these we may be occupied, even
though we should be well pleased if the investigations of explorers
| should rescue documents from the neglect in which they have lain,
1 and show that they possess a elaim to be considered as good collateral
1 witnesses. And further, with regard to the sacred text in general,
1 we may say, that there are conclusions which cannot be shaken by
{ the recollation of all the documents to which Mr. Scrivener refers:
1 for if it be sufficiently attested by the oldest witnesses of all classes;
| if there be in its favour good old versions, and early citations, with
the definite cvidence of some of the best of the earlier MSS., then
we may be sure that no new witnesses could be discovered which
would overturn this kind of testimony.

Happily Mr. Scrivener’s remark on the imperfect manner in
which our materials are known does not apply to the ancient MSS.:
for with the exception of the Vatican L})S. (which we can only
employ as insufficiently examined by three collators), there is hardly
an ancient MS. at all, and certainly not one worthy of special notice,
which has not of late years been carefully collated by Tischendorf
and Tregelles.

CHAP. XII
ON THE SOURCES OF TEXTUAL CRITICISM IN GENERAL.

THE sources of Textual Criticism are the evidences which we possess
I or against different readings; they are the channels through
| Which, in whole or in part, the text has been transmitted to us.
’ hey are three : —
1. MSS., 2. versions, 3. early citations.
It will be needful to consider these separately in detail; a few
- &eneral remarks, however, may be properly premised with regard to
- the relative value of these three channels of evidence. As to ancient
Yorks in general we have only the first; for such citations as may
€ found of classical writers are hardly enough to entitle us to
ng them forward as a substantive class of witnesses: while, as to
lers, we have only the second, since some ancient works are wholly
- :St In the originals, and we possess them merely in a translation:
M thyg it is that, with regard to the New Testament, we are far
ore richly supplied with materials for criticism of different classes.
L2
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If versions alone have been preserved, it is in vain to think of
restoring the original text; all we can do is to be content with the |
general substance: and with regard to citations, unless they ary
express, we cannot feel absolute confidence in their giving the exact
words; and thus by themselves they would often be doubtfy)
witnesses. Thus MSS. deserve the first place amongst the sources
of criticism, even though those which exist are not as old as the
date of particular versions; and MSS. as occupying the first rank |
must be first considered. |

In the separate description of each of the channels of transmission,
the peculiarities and characteristics of each class, and of each
document, will require to be stated in detail. To each of these
classes will apply much of what was said above, when the history
and causes of various readings were under consideration. TFor °
although MSS. were there specially mentioned, it must be obvious ?
that versions, besides partaking in the variations found in the MSS, ¢
from which they were made, are always liable to have received in
the course of transcription more errors of a similar kind.

And so, too, citations may have been taken originally from errors
in the text from which the quotation was made; or they may have
been modified from time to time by copyists or editors: all these
points will require distinct consideration.

But little is known of the history of particular MSS., or of the !
versions in general. It is needful to learn from their internal cha-
racteristics, readings, &c. what weight their testimony may deserve, §
and how far the copyist or the translator appears to have faithfully |
transmitted the sacred text, and how far he may have been liable to
mistakes of any peculiar kind. In forming such an estimate we
learn the importance of our not being left to form a judgment from.}
the testimony of mere individual witnesses; we are able to use }
combined testimony: and this is of very great value, not only in pro- |
ducing conviction in favour of particular readings, but also in main-
taining the character of individual witnesses. To this we find the -
ancient citations, especially those which are express, to be of very i
great value: for when an early writer says distinctly, that in such a ©
passage such a reading should be found, and not such a une, and |
when some existing gocuments do accord with this explicit testi- ¥
mony, it goes 8o far in establishing the character of such docu- °
ments, especially if they are a few in contrast te very many.

We thus reach the mode of demonstrating the value of documents E
by Comparative Criticism ; that is, by showing, in cases of explicit ;
ancient testimony, what MSS. and versions do, as a fact, accord with ¢
the readings so established ; and thus we are able, as to the text in §
general, to rely with especial confidence on the witnesses whose
character has thus been proved.'

In weighing the testimony of the versions, it will be seen very .
frequently, that all, or almost all, of those prior to the seventh ;
century range on one side, against the later MS%. and the more recent |

k
} Bee “ Account of Printed Text,” &132. s69.§18 “On an Estimate of MS, Authori‘g
ties in accordance with Comparative Criticlsm.” g
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versions; and 8o, t0o, as to the citations, it is frequently found, that
in places of characteristic difference, those made by the ecclesiastical
writers of the early centuries differ considerably from those of later
ges.

%These citations will be considered specially in a future chapter;
all that is needful here to be said is, that the early ecclesiastical
writers quoted the New Testament so much and so largely, and
interwove so much of its language into their writings, that if the
volume of the New Testament had been lost in Greek, and we had
possessed the works of the Greek fathers, and some one version as
an index by which to arrange the fragments, we could have restored,
almost verbally, by far the greater part of the text. This considera-
tion alone shows how important it is not to overlook this species of
evidence ; which, if not so easily grasped (from the modes of citation)
as the readings of MSS. and versions, gives us the comparative
certainty produced by a threefold cord of testimony.

To these three sources of criticism, some have added Critical Con-
jecture ; a mame which lias been so applied, and which has been by
some 6o rashly maintained, that it can hardly now be discussed
without at least a feeling that it is connected with very irreverent
treatment of Holy Scripture. Now critical conjecture as applied to
classical works in general is not only permissible, but necessary; for
such works have commonly been transmitted by means of very few,
and in some cases through but one MS. Thus, mistakes have been
evident on the face of the text itself, and good critics have rightly
exercised their skill, not in improving conjecturally what required
no emendation, but in suggesting, in cases of proved corruption, what
might be substituted as giving the real sense of the writer. And
when this has been well done, it has been in general by adhering
Kretty closely to the letters of the MS. and then showing where and

ow the transcriber must have erred from the common and well
known causes of mistake. It is thus something like correcting the
errata on a printed page which are manifest as such. Not every one
ought to attempt it; but he who possesses competent ability will
seek to do it in such a way as to recover what the author must have
written: his object is not to inprove on the original, but to restore
it. In cases of considerable corruption this may be impossible; and
then, as well as in all places in which the text does not suggest the
Correction, it should stand as it is; for, if no attempt at emendation
be introduced, the needed correction may be suggested to future
critics, to whom this will be rendered impossible if the somewhat
Injured words and sentences are covered over with attempted plaisters
and bandages.

But as to Scripture the case in general, and as to the New

estament entirely, is of a very different kind. For we possess of

the Greek New Testament so many MSS., and we are aided by so

Mmany versions, thiat we are never left to the need of conjecture as

the ineans of removing errata. And those who have sought the

Most to introduce this species of correction have rarely confinerd

emselves to what might be termed extreme passages, but they have
L3
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too often sought merely to improve the text in accordance with #.;,
own views and feelings; that is therefore setting themselves g4
judges of what Holy Seripture ought or ought not to contain. Ay
long, indeed, as but few copies had been examined, and it was knowy,
that they contained variations, it was only natural that commentatopg
should suggest such corrcctions, on conjectural grounds, as the
thought might be found in MSS.; but when more extensive colla-
tions had been made, and it was clear that the channels of transmjs.
sion were sufficient to supply evidence as to the text, there was no
one thing as to which critical editors were more fully unanimous
than in the rejection of all conjecture in the formation of a text.

‘Wherever in an ancient writing such corrections are supposed to
be needful, the first thing is to demonstrate this as required from
the necessity of the case; and if that is admitted to be clear, then
the endeavour should be made to show from the text as transmitted
what elements are afforded for correction. And thus, even in the
Old Testament, there are points, such as dates and numbers, and
sometimes names, in which error or omission may be demonstrated
from either the context or some other passage; in such cases we are
compelled in ezplanation of the text to admit the corruption, and to
state the correction which is required. But in the New Testament
we are in very different circumstances, for we are able to have
recourse to documents which carry us so much nearer to the time of
the writers, that there was not the same opportunity for injuries of
the same kind to have been received which we do find in the Old
Testament. And as in no work is recourse to be had to conjecture
if an explanation can be given of what has been t.ra.nsmitt,es, it is
excluded in the New Testament in the very class of passages into
which some would have brought it; and to admit it would be as
uncritical as if we were to select the easier readings rather than the
more difficult in cases of variations,

As a mere question of probabilities, it is very unlikely that the
genuine reading of the authors has been lost from every one of the
ancient copies; and when reverence for Secripture is taken into
account, it may show us the wisdom of abstaining from the introduc-
tion of anything which does not rest on evidence. And even if it be
supposed that there are corruptions from which our oldest MSS. are
not free (such as ‘Tepeuidv, Matt. xxvil, 9., or ’ABpadu, Acts vii. 16.),
let this be modestly stated, with the reasons, but without any
change being made in the text. It is certain that there can be no
general corruption: it has not been demonstrated that any passage
needs (as some in the Old Testament do) to receive correction which
authorities do not supply ; and it is better, safer, wiser, to adhere to
what may have some slight defects, than to form for ourselves that
which would be far more obnoxious to error, The subject of eritical
conjecture does not require to be further discussed here: it wounld
have been well if a distinction had always been maintained between
the internal restoration of passages in ancient authors, and the
obtrusion of any mere conjectures on their text.
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CHAP. XIIL

GREEK MSS. OF TIIE MOST ANCIENT CLASS CONTAINING THE GOSPELS, WITH
OR WITHOUT OTHER PORTIONS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

L]

IN deseribing the MSS. of the Greek New Testament in uncial
letters, it will be more convenient to arrange them in a different
order from that in which reference iz commonly made to them in
critical works. For as that arrangement is made to depend on the
letters of reference used for the purpose of designation, and as these
conventional marks have originated not unfrequently in accidental
circumstances, there is the inconvenience that various MSS. are
thus widely separated from others to which as a class they closely
adhere in a general sense.

The Uncial MSS. are here arranged in this manner:—1st. Those
of the oldest class; that is, prior to the seventh century.

2nd. The later uncials which in many respects agree with those
of the oldest class. .

3rd. The later uncials which, while they have many features of
general resemblance amongst themselves, differ from those of the
oldest class,

To each of these three classes will be appended such fragments
as fall respectively under each of the heads; of such fragments,
some which belong to the oldest class are of very great importance
and value,

In each class the MSS. will be described in the order given to
them by the letters of reference commonly employed.

The notation of MSS. by letters of the alphabet seems to have
originated from the manner in which the various readings of the
Codex Alexandrinus were given in Walton’s Polyglott, in which
this arcient document was cited by the abbreviation *MS. A.”
Wetstein, in arranging the various readings which he had collected,
wished to use some more concise mode of reference than the abbre-
viated names of MSS. which had been employed by Mill, and he
therefore had recourse to letters of reference: as A. was already
appropriated to the Alexandrian copy, he used B. for the Vatican

18., and so as to others; the alphabetical order having no necessary
Telation to the antiquity or value of the documents. Subsequent
editors have followed Wetstein in his references, making additions
80 ag to include MSS. since employed for critical purposes; and
thus the various MSS. in uncial letters are now habitually known

Y their letters of designation.

e convenience of suck a concise notation is obvious; it might

however have been so carried out as to avoid two defects: one of

ese is the use of the same letter to denote different MSS., in dif-

rent parts of the New Testament. This inconvenience is compara-

vely slight, but it eauses it to be needful to mention at times to

Which of the four parts of the New Testament, as found in MSS,,
L4
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the reference is intended to apply. The other inconvenience, whic,
is greater, is the use of different lctters to denote the same MS. j

the four parts into which for critical convenience the books of t}e
New Testament have been divided. The former variety of notatioy
occurs only when certain MSS. contain (as is commonly the cage

only some of the New Testament books; the latter variety waq
introduced in a few cases when a MS. occupied a different order iy
some parts from that which it held in others. In the following Iist
of MSS. the mark of eritical reference is prefixed to each MS.; ang
where different critics have varied as to this the fact is stated.

It will frequently be found stated that certain MSS. are palimp.
sests ; that is, MSS’t the material of which has been used more than
once. When the older writing of a book on vellum was defaced b
time or use, the value of the material was a sufficient induce-
ment to cause it to be reprepared for writing on again. In the
course of centuries, however, the older writing often again appears
in some parts; and thus many works of the ancients have been
brought to light. Chemical means have been found most useful in
revivifying the letters and lines which had disappesred.

In the description of MSS, those particulars are intended to be
stated which bear on the history (if known) of each document,
character, general description, and whatever may tend to give a just
estimate of its value, whether regarded in itself or in connection with
other authoritics.

A. CopeEx ArLexANDRINUS. This MS. was sent in the year
1628, as a present to the king of England by Cyrillus Lucaris, a
native of Crete (then Patriarch of Constantinople, and previously of
Alexandria), through the hands of Sir Thomas Roe, the English
ambassador at the court of the Sultan, Of its previous history very
little is known. It received the name of Alezandrinus from its
having been brought by Cyrillus from Alexandria to Constantinople;
and an Arabic subscription of comparatively modern, but still not
recent, date (mentioning that the MS. was said to have been written
with the pen of Thecla the martyr), is some proof of its having been
preserved in Egypt. Wetstein, however, wished to oppose the idea
that the place where this MS. had been preserved was Alexandria,
and with this object he relied on certain letters of his great-uncle
John Rudolph Wetstein; in one of which (dated Jan. 14th, 1664, |
addressed to Martin Bogdan, a physician at Berne) he states that |
his Greek preceptor, Matthew Muttis of Cyprus, informed him that ;
Cyrillus Lucaris had obtained this MS. at one of the .Greek mo-
nasteries on Mount Athos. Muttis had been deacon to the patriarch °
Cyrillus, but it does not appear whether he had been with him during
his residence on Mount Athos (before he became Patriarch of Alex-
andria) or not: he might or might not possess an accurate and
intimate acquaintance with the history of this particular MS. The
point, however, is of very little real importance ; for it has no bearing
on the question of the origin of the MS.,— written as it must have
been many ages before the monasteries of Mount Athos became the
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locality in which Greek MSS. were so largely manufactured for
sale.

Besides the LXX. version of the Old Testament (defective in
part of the Psalms), this MS. contains all the books of the New
Testament ; in which however there are a few chasms. In St. Mat-
thew’s Gospel all the former part, as far as chap. xxv. 6., is now lost;
and from John vi. 50. to viii. 52., and from 2 Cor. iv. 13. to xii. 6.,
are also wanting. Besides these defects, letters here and there are
cut away in binding; and in a considerable part of the New Testa-
ment, one of the upper corners of the leaves is gone. To the
books of the New Testament are subjoined the one genuine, and
a fragment of the apocryphal, epistle of Clement of Rome to the
Corinthians,

The New Testament books are found in the order in which they
are arranged also in other MSS.: the Catholic Epistles follow the
Acts; then come the Pauline Epistles; but with that to the Hebrews
before the Pastoral Epistles: the Apocalypse, so rare in extant
ancient MSS,, stands as usual at the close of the New Testament;
and in this copy it has been preserved from the injury which has
befallen both ends of the volume, from the Epistles of Clement having
been added. '

This MS., which is on thin vellum, is now bound in four volumes,
the three former of which contain the Old Testament,

The writing on each page is divided into two columns ; the letters
are round, and such as possess the general characteristics of the other
documents of the oldest class. They are larger than those of the
Vatican MSS. (B{

The number of lines in each page is about fifty. The letters are
m general equal in size, except where a new section commences
and then (as may be seen in the specimen in facsimile types) the
first letter of the section itself, or the first of the next line after the
beginning of the section, is larger, and is placed outside the measure
(as would be said of a printed page) of the column. There are no
accents or breathings, whether from the original scribe, or from a
more recent hand. The contractions of words are only such as are
found similarly in other MSS. of the more ancient class.! There is
of course no division of words; and of interpunction there are but
faint or occasional traces, in places in which there is a dot between
two words, so as 1o indicate that in reading some pause was observed :
this enables us occasionally to speak with certainty as to the mode

_f_ The general contractions are @C, IC, XC, IIHP, KC, TINA, CP, TC, IAHM, IHA, AAA,
OTNUC, for Oevs, Inoovs, xpaTos, marnp, Kupies, Tvevua, TwTnp, vios, lepouraAnu, lopanh,
Qave3 (or Aawid), ovpaves (and so through all their cases), and similarly a few more fami-
lar words of frequent occurrence. The line of contraction above the word is a sufficient
Indication that it is a compend. Some terminations are occasionally contracted, and a
ne ahove n vowel is continually employed as a mode of writing the letter N.  To carry
out this subject into its minute details, belongs vather to a treatise formally devoted to

veek pulcogruphy thun to the present work.  The reader may easily acquire a practical
“equaintance with the general features of anclent Greek writing by reading carsfully the
acsimijes of MSS. which are given below
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of division of particular sentences which was followed at the tim,
when this MS. was written. An instance of this is found in Johy
i. 3, 4., where  véyovev (now commonly joined to the preceding
gentence) is in this MS. counceted with the following words, just ag
it is in most (if not all) the other early authorities which supply any
evidence on the subject.

In the Codex Alexandrinus there are found the divisions or
sections in the Gospels marked by the numbers of Ammonius, with
refcrences to the canons of Iusebius; the headings of the larger
sections or T(Thos stand at the top of the pages; and the places at
which those sections conmence are indicated throughout the Gospels,
and in Luke and John their numbers are placed in the margin of
each column. To all the Gospels (except Matthew, now imperfect
at the beginning) is prefixed a table of these divisions.

The various sections into which the Acts, Epistles, and Apocalypse
were divided by Euthalius and others, are not indicated in this MS,;
a cross appears occasionally as a separation in the book of Acts; a
larger letter in the margin throughout the New Testament marks
the beginning of a paragraph, in the same manner as in the Gospels
it shows the commencement of an Ammonian section.

This was the first MS. of great importance and antiquity of which
any cxtensive use was made by textual critics. Tts actual age was
often discussed, and by some it was variously estimated in accordance
with their desires of establishing or opposing its authority and value.
Perhaps the most extravagant supposition was that of Casimir Oudin,
who actually argued that it was as recent as the fenth century,—a
conjecture so opposed to all that is known of paleography that it
searcely deserves to be seriously refuted. The only sure data which
we possess as to such MSS. as this are those furnished by the in-
ternal indications, drawn from the contents, and from the form of
the letters, &e. Thus we might say that this MS. belongs to an
age subsequent to the introduction of the Ammonian sections and
Tusebian canons in the Gospels, and anterior to the general use (at
least) of the Euthalian and other similar divisions in the Epistles.
The fact also of the Epistles of Clement of Rome being subjoined
‘to the New Testament is of importance as suggesting a high anti-
quity ; for these Epistles are also mentioned in the preliminary list
of the books contained in the MS.: and it would seem as if the
writer had considered them as books for Church use, and that
he had not enumerated them merely as part of the contents of the
MS. This is shown by the arrangement; for under the heading
H KAINH AIA®HKH, all the books are specified, and after
ATIOKAATYIC IQANNOT there follow '

KAHMENTOC EIIICTOAH A.

KAHMENTOC EIIICTOAH B.
OMOT BIBAIA (number now erased).
¥AAMOI COAOMONTOC

IH 1H
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Thus the Epistles of Clement were added up as parts of the
. specified number of the New Testament books; while the Apocry-
' phal Psalms bearing the name of Solomon, which the MS. appears
| to have once contained, were separated in the list, as something
wholly different in kind, These Apocryphal Psalms were in fact
prohibited by the Council of Laodicea, soon after the middle of the
fourth century, from being read in the churches. To this prohibition
the MS., is conformed, although it gives a proof of so different a use
of the Epistles of Clement. The practice of reading the first at least
of these Epistles could not have been so thoroughly condemned and
obsolete a8 to influence all transeribers when this MS. was written.
The shortness of the subscriptions to the Ipistles may be considered
s carrying some weight; for this at least indicates that the form
which they received from Euthalius, or those whom he followed,
even if introduced, had not been generally adopted.

The form of the letters, and other particulars of the writing, are
such ag exhibit the characteristics of MSS. older than the seventh
century, and probably considerably older; so that on palmographic
grounds alone this MS. would be supposed to be apparently of the
fifth century. This probability is of course greatly increased, when
the independent grounds for a similar judgment are taken into con-
sideration. These independent grounds, such as the noninsertion of
the Kuthalian and other sections, might, indeed, have been sup-
posed to have more to do with the MS. from which this was copied,
than with the Codex Alexandrinus itself, were it not that every
other indication points us to & similar age. We can hardly be far
wrong if we conclude that the middle of the fifth century, or a little
later, was the time when this MS. was written.

It has been argued that Egypt was the country of its origin, from
the orthography of particular words, and other points of the same
kind. But these characteristics would lardly be relied on now,
since it is pretty well established that such points had quite as mucn
to do with the Greek forms employed in the LXX., and also
%robubly by the sacred writers of the New Testament, as with
Lgyptian orthography. It is however probable that Egypt may

ave been the region in which it was copied; for Alexandria was
the great literary centre of the East, and there is nothing in the
MS, itself to contradict this antecedent probability.

The interchange of vowels of somewhat similar sound is very
fequent in this M, ; and this confusion (as well as that occasionally
of v with u, and the substitution of vy for 4y) may be an argument
Wwhich points to Egypt.

The fir<t who had the opportunity of examining this MS. critically
was Putrick Young (Patricins Junius), librarian to.King Charles 1.

1 Walton’s Polyglott, a collation of this M. was subjoined to the
reek text of both Testaments, It was again collated by Mill, and
afterwards by Wetstein, All these collations were, however, super-
- feded in 1786, by the actual publication, under the editorial care of
. Woide, of the text of the MS. itself. This was done in a fac-
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simile edition, for which the types were cut on purpose, and the
were so formed as to represent the general shape of the letters in the
MS. itself; so that Woide’s edition exhibits the MS., page for page,
line for line, and letter for letter. Of course, errata may have foung
their way into the edition; but it is believed that it is in genera}
very accurate. The errors which have been pointed ont are such g4
appear to supply their own corrections. Mr. Linnell, in order to test
the accuracy of Woide’s edition, examined it throughout the Epistle
to the Ephesians with the MS. itself: the result was that he noticed
errors in two letters, neither of which could lead to a false reading of
the actual word; for the substitution of exAnfnfe for exnfnTe (iv. i)
and mpaofnTos for mpaoryros (ver. 2.) would be seen at once to be a
mere mistake of transcribing or printing.

In 1 Tim. iii. 16. Woide edits &C epavepwbn, and he combats in
his prolegomena the opinion of Wetstein, who maintained that OC
was the original reading, and that the stroke, which in some lights
can be seen across part of the O, arose from part of a letter visible
through the vellum. In this, however, as the result of repeated
examinations, we can say distinctly that Woide was wrong, and
Wetstein was right. Part of the € on the other side of the leaf
does intersect the O, a8 we have seen again and again, and which
others with us have seen also.

The copyist of the Codex Alexandrinus was by no means careful ;
and the corrector was often as little accurate as the first scribe. In
points of minute exactness this has to be borne in mind, though the
value of a MS, is often in inverse proportion to the critical skill of
the copyist: a scribe, if too intelligent, was always prone to make
critical emendations,

The text of this MS. has been supposed to differ in its character
in the Goospels from that which is found in the other parts, especially
St. Paul’s Epistles. For while the Epistles, &ec., contain a text
which may be called (geographically, if not critically) Alezandrian,
the Gospels in many respects accord in readings with the Constanti-
nopolitan copies. But while this is said, it must be added that the

complexion of the text of the Gospels in most of the later uncials and
other MSS. differs greatly from the Codex Alexandrinus: in many

respects it holds a sort of middle place in the Gospels; and while
not there Alexandrian in text, it is also often not Constantino-
politan,

Of all the uncial MSS. which we have, this contains the New

Testament. by far the most entire; and this alone would cause & (
great importance to attach to it. No other Greek MS. of the oldest

class contains the book of Revelation complete.
The following specimen will give the reader an accurate notion of

the facsimile edition of the Codex Alexandrinus, and so far of the
MS. itself.
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John i 17,

1
i
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TIPOCTOMNSORNI IKAISCHNOAOrOC"
OY TOCHNENAPXHTTPOCTONSN
TTANTAAIAYTOYENENETO IKAIXW
PGICAY'I"OYGI"GNGTOOYAeerd
OFrErONENENAY TWZWHHKN-"
IKAIHZAOH HNTOP A CTUON A NG
I<AI'T‘OC]D(.DCGI\ITI'ICKOTIAC])AI
NEINLKAIHCIKOTIAAYTOOVYIKATE

NAABENS ErENETOAINIOCATTE
TAAMENOCTTAPASOVONOMAAY
TOIAWANMHC OYTOCHABGEN
EICMAPTYPIANINAMXAPTYPH
CHITTEPITO AOTOC INATI AN
TECTTICTEYCWCINAIAYTOY

~ 1)

"This stereotype specimen’' was kindly furnished to the Rev. T. H.
Horne, by the Igev. H. H. Baber, then one of the librarians of the
British Museum, who permitted for this purpose the use of the
Alexandrian types with which he printed the facsimile edition of
the Old )Testament portion of this MS. (four vols. folio, London.
1816-28).

! Mr. Horne, for the gratification of the English reader, thus represented the passage
contained in the above facsimile, rendered rather more literally than the idiom of our

language will admit, in order to convey an exact idea of the original Greek (above given)
of the Alexandrian manuscript:—

John i, 1-—7,

INTHEBEGINNINGWASTHEWORDANDTHEWORDWAS
WITHGD-ANDGDWASTHEWORD-
HEWASINTHEBEGINNINGWITHGD
ALLWEREMADEBYHIMANDWITH
OUTHIMWASMADENOTONETHING-
THATWASMADEINHIMLIFEWAS:
ANDTHELIFEWASTHELIGHTOFMN
ANDTHELIGHTINDARKNESSSHIN
ETHANDTHEDARKNESSDIDNOTITCOMPRE
HEND' THEREWASAMNSE

N TFROMGODWHOSENAME WAS
IOBN-THISPERSONCAME
ASAWITNESSTHATHEMIGHTTESTI
FYCONCERNINGTHELIGHTTHATA
LLMIGHTBELIEVETHROUGHHIM-
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Sueli a specimen gives a general notion of the cffect of a Grecl
MS. of the more ancient class, with its undivided writing, rare inte;.
punction, and with the peculiar mode of division found in this anq
some other MSS., in which a break is made & the line where a ney
gection begins; but the first letter of the next line assumes the
character of a large initial, beyond the mecasure of the page, even
though, as in this instance, it should happen to be in the middle of 5
word. In common Greek types, these two lines would run thus: —

AafBev EYEVETAAVOSATTE
Sraruevosmapabiovopaav

B. Copex Vaticanus.— This MS. is numbered 1209 in the
library of the Vatican at Rome, in which it must have found a place
not long after its formation by Pope Nicholas V. TFor early in the
sixteenth century it was well known by report amongst scholars
as an extremely ancient copy of the Scriptures; and thus, when
Erasmus was blamed because 1n his published Greek Testament he
had departed from the cominon readings of the Vulgate, he appealed
to this MS. as an authority in his favour; partly probably becanse
of the antiquity which was known to belong to it, and partly on the
ground of its belonging to the Papal Library : Paulus Bombasius,
then the prefect of the Vatican Library, communicated to him in
1521 two extracts from this MS. containing 1 John iv. 1—3. and
chap. v. 7—11. (showing that it omitted all mention of the heavenly
witnesses). Other alluslons were made to this M. in the same age;
and thus we know what celebrity was attached to it. One question
discussed in connection with this MS. was, whether it had or had
not been used by the Complutensian editors.!

A more recent hand has supplied parts of this MS, in which the
original writing is defective, and it has been said that this was done
out of a MS. belonging to Cardinal Bessarion. If this traditional
account of the filling up of these lacunw be correct, it may show
that this MS. was sent to the Vatican at or about the time of the
founding of the library ; at least the fact of such an opinion being
current is so far a proof that it was thought that the defects ywere
supplied at that time. This trouble seems to have been taken for
some very particular purpose, and it may probably have been done
before this ancient book was placed in the Vatican Library, whe-
ther it came there as a present, or whether it was procured from
amongst the spoils of the dispersed Greeks after the capture of Con-
stantinople. ,

This MS. is on very thin vellum; the letters are small, regularly
formed, uncials; three columns are on each page (except in some of
the stichometrical parts of the Old Testament, where there is only
room for two); the original writer placed neither accents nor breath-
ings, but these have been added by a later hand ; they are, however,

! Sec n}:ove, P. 108, on the intercrnrse between Erasmus and Sepulveda relative to this
MS, and its readings, and also as to tne charge of Latinizing which was bronght against it.
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so delicately written, and with ink which has so much faded in
colour (if indeed it ever were thoroughly black), that some who have
carefully examined the MS. have thought that the accents and
breathings were not additions to what was originally written. It is
however an established fact, that they did proceed from a later
corrector: this is proved by inicroscopic examination, and also from
their omission in places in which the later hand introduced a cor-
rection; and also it may be remarked that if the original copyist
had written these fine strokes with the same ink as the letters, they
would of course have faded in the same proportion, and thus would
now be discernible only with difficulty.

This MS. contains the LXX. version of the Old Testament
(defective at the beginning through the greater part of Genesis, as
well as in part of the Psalms), and the New Testament as far as
Heb. ix. 14. (apwpov 7 fep xaba—); the remainder of that Epistle
and the Apocalypse have been added by a recent cursive hand, which
has also filled up the chasms in the Old Testament. The MS. does
not contain the Pastoral Epistles, the place of which in the old
arrangement was after those addressed to churches, and immediately
before the Apocalypse; it does, however, contain all the Catholic
Epistles, which were not affected by the loss of the latter part of the
MS., as they are placed (as is frequent) between the Acts and the
Romans, The later writer has not supplied the Pastoral Epistles,
and thus all citations from this MS. as if it contained them (such
ns those of Dr. Bloomfield) are simply errors as to facts,— quotations
invented by pure imagination.

The appearance of this MS. now is peculiar; for after the older
ink had considerably faded, some one took the trouble of retouching
the letters throughout; this was probably done to make them more
legible for actual use. "When, however, this restorer differed from
the original copyist in orthography, he left letters untouched; and
sometimes he appears to have corrected the readings, or at least they
are corrected in ink of a similar colour; and in cursive letters.

This MS. is void of interpunction; and the only resemblance
to it is found in a small space being left between the letters
where a new section begins. The initial letters, as left by the first
copyist, are not larger than the rest; but a later hand has added a
large initial letterin the margin, and has erased (wholly or partially)
the original initial. This may be seen in the facsimile made by
Zacagni for Grabe (a copy of which is subjoined to this description),
n which also it is evident that the strokes of the restorer have been
more noticed than the original writing; hence the irregularity of
the letters; for the lines by which they were retouched leave con-
tmually part of the original strokes visible at the side.

The Gospels contain neither the Ammonian sections and Eusebian
Canons, nor yet the larger chapters; but they have instead a
division into sections which appears to be quite peculiar. These
Sections are numbered in each Gospel : Matthew has 170, Mark 61,
Luke 152, and John 80. The divisions also in the Acts and the

atholic Epistles, at least those not made by a later hand, are pe-
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culiar, and differ from the Euthalian. In the Acts these sectiong
are 79.!

The divisions found in St. Paul’s Epistles are curious; they are
treated as though they were all one book ; and thus the notation of the
sections runs on continuously., The last section in the Epistle to
the Galatians is numbered 58, and that to the Ephesians commences
with 70, showing an omission of eleven sections; but after the Epistles
to the Thessalonians (the last division of which is marked 93), the
Epistle to the Hebrews begins with 592, showing that it once
occupied a place between the Galatians and Ephesians: the last
number in IHebrews now is 64 ; the rest must have been in the four
chapters and a half now lost.

The confusions of vowels and general orthographic mistakes in
this MS. are very few; the contractions also are less frequent than
in most other ancient Biblical MSS. AATEIA, for instance, is
habitually expressed at length (thus spelled), and not by the con-

traction AAA. The titles and subscriptions of the different books
are very short and simple ; they have, however, in the Epistles been
amplified by a later hand ; but even these additions are so ancient
that they differ from those introduced by Euthalius and adopted by
the early copyists in general.

The antiquity of the MS. is shown by its paleographic pecu-
liarities, the letters even resembling in many respects those found
in the Herculanean rolls; the form of the book, the six columns at
each opening resembling in appearance not a little a portion of a
rolled book ®; the uniformity of the letters, and the absence of all
punctuation: all these points would have their united weight, in
causing us to consider this MS. as older than any other which is
known or available for New Testament criticism.

The paleographic arguments are confirmed by those drawn from
the confents of the MS.: it stands alone in its divisions; and it scems
to take its place as prior to the general use, not only of the Euthalian,
but also of the Ammonian sections: the latter, as well as the Eusebian
canons, were, as we learn from Jerome, common as adjuncts of MSS. in

' Thig is the number in Bentley’s collation, in which the beginning of each section is
specified. It seems, however, front Birch, that there must bo in that book a twofold
notation ; for he says that the number of sections is 36 (giving it explicitly in the Greek
numerals As’), and correcting Zacagni, who had stated the number as 39, Perhaps the
notation 36 proceeds from a later hand, as this enumeration answers to what we know
was in use in subsequent times.

2 These numbers have been stated as accurately as they can .he gathered without &
re-cxamination of the MS, for this special purpose. Bentley, Birch, and Huy differ slightly
in the actual numbers, while they agree in the general fact.

3 While these remarks were passing out of the writer’s hands, he received a single
shin of a Hebrew roll; and the general cffect of that portion of a book of the rolled form,
when looked at by itself, singularly resembles one page of the Codex Vaticanus, This
Hebrew fragment consists of three columns ; and as the skin is perfect at the sides, and
has all the marks of the xtitches by which it was joined to the other skins, it is not un-
likely that from very carly times three columns on one skin was a customary arrangement.
This Hehrew fragment was given to the writer by Mrs. Lieder, of Criro. Its history is
peculiar, for it was found in a dry shaft beneath the mosque of Omar, at Jerusalem —the
ancient site of the temple of the Lord. The three columns contain Genesis xxii, 1-—
xxiv. 26. The material is n red skin, prepared for writing on one side only.
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the latter part of the fourth century. Also the original place of the
< 'Epistle to the Hebrews shows how this MS, differs from what was
- usual from the time of Athanasius, when it was placed after 2 Thess.
" {The omission, too, of év’E¢éoe in the beginning of the Ephesians
(where, however, the original writer, or at least a very early hand,
‘has added the words in the margin), which accords with the testimony
of Basil, that these words were not in some ancient MSS., the non-
‘{addition of the latter part of Mark xvi., and other peculiarities of a
similar kind in the readings, all form parts of the process of proof on
which Hug has relied in his Commentatio, as establishing the claim of
this MS. to be a monument of the former part of the fourth century.
It may be said with confidence, that the examination of its text and
contents would prove the high probability (not on a single ground,
but on many combined) that it is anterior to the middle of the fourth
century ; and this established probability is precisely what palseo-
graphy confirms. How much older this MS. may be than the middle
of the fourth century, we have no means of determining,

The editors of the Roman LXX, in 1586, used the former part of
this MS. as their basis; their departures from it being, it scems,
mostly accidental, In adopting the text of this MS. they were
guided by critical sagacity, which at that time was remiarkable. They
judged of the antiquity of the MS. itself from a comparison of the
letters with ancient monuments, such as inscriptions; they estimated
the ancient date of the tezt by comparing it with very early citations.
They thus benefited Biblicaf study not a little by rescuing the text
of the LXX. from the form in which it was then current; when it
followed sometimes the Complutensian edition, and more frequently
the Aldine. Whataservice the Roman editors might have rendered
to New Testament criticism, if they had extended their labours to
that portion of their MSS.!

In the same century, Werner of Nimeguen extracted some
readings ; and these, and the few verses sent to Erasmus, were long
the only certain specimens which critics possessed of the text which
%t contains. And thus it was long discussed (gn;d even by Mill, who
naintained the affirmative) whether this MS. had not been employed
8 the basis of the Complutensian edition. .

The first collation of the Codex Vaticanus was made in 1669 by
 Bartolocei; this is contained in a transcript amongst the MSS. in
- the Bibliothéque du Roi (now Impériale) at Paris. The collation
- Uself is very imperfect; and the transcriber has not been very

tiligent, or attentive. This collation was first used by Scholz in the
first yol. of his Greek Testament, in 1830: defective as it is, it has

%ome value as confirming or correcting readings quoted by other
| Gllators. To this end 1t has been recopied both by Tischendorf
-%d Tregelles, and it was also employed by Muralt in an edition of
¢ Greek Testament to be mentioned presently.

The next collation was that which was executed for Bentley, when
Dt critic was engaged in preparations for his proposed Greek Testa-
 Ment, An Italian named Afico made the collation about the year 1720.
. Afterwards, when Dr, [iomas Bentley, onc of the nephews of the
YOL. 1v. M
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reat critie, was staying in Rome, he examined and described thig

1S. Mico was by that time dead; but the variations by the hangg
of correctors, and the traces of the readings a prima manu, were again
extracted for Bentley by the Abbate Rulotta, and transmitted to
him. Unhappily we do not know what has become of the notes of th;g
re-examination, The collation by Mico is now preserved amongg
Bentley’s books and papers in the library of Trinity College, Cam.
bridge; it is decidedly the most complete that we possess, evep
though Mico has at times confounded the hand of a corrector with
that of the original copyist. In 1799, this collation was published
by Ford, in the appendix to the Codex Alexandrinus. The collation
is in the margin of a copy of the Greek Testament of Cephalweys
(Strasburg, 1524). Before it was published by Ford, it had been
transcribed by Woide into a copy of Bishop Fell’s edition (1675); and
thus, in some places, the peculiarities of the text of Cephalwus were
assumed as though they were found in the Vatican MS. But,
indeed, useful as Ford’s edition has been, it is not without good
fruit to recompare what he printed with the collation as it is found
in Trinity College Library.

Birch, while travelling at the expence of the King of Denmark,
collated the New Testament in this MS., with the exception of the |
Gospels of Luke and John: the whole seems to have been executed, |
for some unexplained reason, with haste. It is clear that hindrances
were thrown in his way, but he altogether abstains from any state- |
ment of the circumstances under which he made the collation. In |
1788, Birch published his edition of the Greek Gospels, subjuining
various readings from the MSS. which he had examined. This .
contained the first published collation of the MS.: Woide had pre- !
viously sent to Birch for insertion a transcript of the collation of the |
Gospels of Luke and John as made for Bentley. In 1798, Birch
published the various readings which he had collected for the Acts
and Epistles, and in 1801 he reprinted the critical apparatus to the
Gospels in the same form. :

From these collations, but especially from that of Mico, critics can
commonly use the readings of this MS.; but there are not merely cases |
in which one collator has noticed something while another is silent, |
but there are also contradictions and discrepancies. Some of these °
are settled by the testimony of Bartolocei confirming one or the
other of the collations ; but there is enough still uncertain to make
a critic regret deeply that hitherto the %/IS. has been inaccessible °
for the purpose of a perfect examination. %

During the time that this MS. with other treasures of the Vatican
Library was at Paris, Hug examined it; and published a valuable -
description of it: he seems not to have been aware that it was -
desirable to collate it more thoroughly: such a work, however, was -
but little in accordance with his hzﬁ)its of mind.

The MS. was inspected by Tischendorf in 1842, and by Tregelles |
repeatedly in 1845 and 1846 ; but it was under such restrictions
that it was impossible to do more than examine partieular readings.

An edition of the Greek New Testament by Muralt appeared in
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1846 (and again with prefatory matter in 1848), professedly based
on this MS, The fact of the case however is, that Muralt had only
the opportunity of examining the MS. for a few hours; and yet he
sys that this was sufficient to show him the superiority of the
reollation of Bartolocei over the others.  As the collation in question
irmains in MS. at Paris, it was not easy for students to disprove
iMuralt’s elaim. The transeription of that collation, however, shows
it once its extreme defectiveness; and it brings clearly to light that
“IMuralt could not have made it the basis of his edition, Tischendorf
lainly proved how little Muralt did, or could have done, in the
KJutican Library : he might have rendered some service to criticism
jad he been contented with informing others what he himself had
1really observed in the MS.

{ It has long been wished that there should be a facsimile edition
3of this MS.; and much has been said about such a publication
epared by Cardinal Mai.! There can be no doubt that an edition
as been printed, containing both the LXX. and the New Testament
fom this MS., but it does not .appear to be what is commonly
jmderstood as a facsimile edition : it seems rather to be a text closely
dlowing the MS. Various reasons have been assigned for its not
laving as yet received the approbation of the Roman censors of the
ress.  'The death of the learned editor may prevent further steps
"%eing taken to publish his labours, though printed. When Rome
w8 1n the hands of the Republican government, and the authority
of the Pope could no longer hinder the appearance of useful works,
{ardinal Mai offered the impression for sale to Mr. Asher, the
publisher at Berlin. The terms named by the Cardinal were deemed
% high by Mr. Asher, and thus the negotiation was broken off.
It was curious to find a Roman Cardinal endeavouring to enjoy a
measure of liberty of publication, when the Pope had fled from
Rome, which he could not have when this ruler of the Romish
Church was in the full exercise of his powers. The French occu-
tion of Rome, and the restoration of Iapal authority, soon pre-
Ynted Cardinal Mai from publishing his edition,— and thus the
bion so ardently desired by Biblical students of Europe and America
Y18 withheld.?

n many respects, there is no MS. of equal value in criticism ; so
hat, even though we are at times in doubt as to its readings, we are
%und to prize highly what we do know. If readings which we
ow, on independent grounds, to be very ancient, but from which

[a
i
o
b
%
k
d

g". The very contradictory statements which have been published on this subject are
Mg in part to the varying accounts which the Cardinal himself gave to various in-
In March, 1846, Curdinal Mui told the present writer that it would not be o
‘mmile cdidon, but one formed for general usc, “comme 1'édition Anglaise de Mill.”
“ﬂen,fgr this description is apt or nccurate, we may, perhaps, be able some day to
1e.
’ There was o rumour that this MS. had disappenred at the time of tl}cse Roman com-
b O®; and it was even said thot it had passed (like most other fost MBE.) into Russian
"niex-:' . The hope wns therefore expressed that, like the Codex San-Germanensis and
ol 1t might come to light in Russia, where, at least, it qollld not 'bc .Iess uccc.ssxblc to
g L“l’g than it was at Rome. The writer, however, oltained precise information thas
. - wus safe in its place after the restoration of the Papal government.
E
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the mass of MSS. differ, are found in certain documents, it at oneg ]
proves that they possess a peculiar critical worth. And this ig the |
case with the Codex Vaticanus. There are places not a fey 3,
which it stands alinost alone, as far as M3, authorities are concerneq
although confirmed by very many versions, and by express enrls; :
citations, These considerations stamp it with that value which |
leads those who understand how to estimate such subjects aright , !
regard its testimony as of much importance (to say the least), in cageg -
altogcther doubtful, and when it is not so specially corroborated. ;
Of course, like every other MS., it contains errors; and none why
are moderately versed 1n critical studies, would, as a matter of course, [
rely implicitly on this or on any other single copy. It possesses 5 f

good claim to be considered as superior in the New Testament to the |
Greek Textus Receptus, as is the Roman LXX. to the Aldine ¢
edition. In many points of orthography, this MS. may be safely
followed, as giving the forms, &c., which really belong to that kind
of Greek in which the New Testament was originally written. It ,
has been supposed that these forms show that the codex was written
in Egypt; but their existence does not prove this point, which may i
be regarded as pretty certain on other grounds: the habitual refen- ‘,
tion of Alexandrian forms in this MS. 18 worthy of remark, and this !
it may be thought would have been unlikely if the copyist had '
belonged to another region. i
The text of this MS. is of course Alexandrian; but Griesbach, on !
his system of classifying the most ancient documents, called the
greater part of St. Matthew’s Gospel Western: this may be ex- -
plained in a few words. The MS. in general agrees with some of the |
more ancient documents ; certain of these accord with it more closely
in some parts than in others; so that if the more ancient MSS. &e. |
be divided into subclasses, this would fall strictly under neither:
it is more ancient than the rest, and cannot be subjected to the -
supposed rules of arrangement which have been applied to them.
Griesbach had formed his system of recensions defore a collation of
the Codex Vaticanus had been published, so that it was not till after- )
wards that he had the opportunity of knowing how far it clashed '
with the subdivisions which he had laid down; while, at the same :
time, all that he had done to-establish the antiquity of his Alexandrian -
and Western recensions was so far good evidence of the value of -
the text of the Codex Vaticanus. )
As the Old and New Testaments are similar in the mode of |
writing, &c. employed, the subjoined facsimile of part of Ezekiel '
will serve equally well to illustrate the New Testament. This .
specimen was traced in 1704 by Zacagni for Grabe, editor of the
XX. from the Codex Alexandrinus, and it remains amongst his
MSS. in the Bodleian Library at Oxford. It was most earefully
and accurately copied under the direction of the Rev. Dr. Bandinel, |
the keeper of the Bodlein Library, for the Rev. T. H. Horne.

i
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KAIETENETOE N T WPIA
KOCTWETEITE TAPTW
MNNIPEMATNTOYMHNOC
KAIErWHMHNENMECW
THCAIXMAW CI ACEMITY
ROTAMOYTOYXOBAPKs!
HNO I XO NCANO | 0¥ PAND!
KAIGIAONOPACEICOY NEL
ATHTOYMHNOC “TOYT
TOETOCTOMEMMTONTke
g AVXKMAAGWCIAC TOTBAC!
’ DEWCIWAKEIM  KAETE
» NETOAOTIrOCKYNPOCIE
‘ ZEKIHAYIONBOYZEITON
JEPEBENTHXAMNAAWNE
M{TOYITO TAMOY T OYA
_BHOP KAIEMENETOEMEME
XEIPKY KA IAON KAlIAOT
1 an—Aez;|y0Nfoe TOANO
: BOPPAKDJNC . ENHMETrA
AHENXYTW!

\ Thus represented in English by Mr. Horne:—
IEZEKIEL.

+ + +
N NOWITCAMETOPASSINTHETHIR

INTHE
TIETHYEARFOURTH
MONTHONTHEFIFTHOFTHEMONTR
WHENIWASINTHEMIDST
OFTHECAPTIVESBYTHE
RIVERCHOBARAND
THEHEAVENSWEREOPENED
ANDISAWTHEVISIONSOFGDONTHEF!
FTHOFTHEMONTHTHIs
WASTHEFIFTHYEAROFTEE
CAPTIVITYOFTHEKI
NGJOACHIM ANDCA
METHEWORDOFTHELDTOE
ZEKIELTHESONOFBUZITHE
PRIESTINTHELANDOFTHECHALDEESD
YTHERIVERCHo
BARANDUPONMEWAS
THEHANDOFTHELDANDILOOKEDANDLO
AWHIRLWNDCAMEOUTOF
THENORTHANDAGREATCLOUD
WITHIT
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An examination of this passage with the MS. itself enables the
writer to add a few remarks. The large K at the beginning of 1],q
book is from a corrector; the smaller K within the measure of t},
column being the only initial which the original writer thougly
needful : this has been partly erased, but Zacagni has traced both,
The somewhat rugged and irregular formation of the lines and lettery
arises in great measure, if not entirely, from Zacagni having followeg
the retraced strokes of the later hand that re~-inked the letters, insteaq
of the more regular, but now faint, lines of the original scribe. Iy
this respect this fTﬁecimen would give a very inadequate idea of the
regular and careful writing.

C. Copex ErHrZEMI — This very ancient and valuable pa.
limpsest MS., containing some portions of the Old Testament, and 4
considerable part of the New, is preserved in the Bibliothdque dy
Roi (now Impériale) at Paris (No. 9.). It received the name by
which it is designated from the later writing being a portion of the
Greek works of Ephram the Syrian. Of the 209 leaves of which
the MS. now consists, 145 belong to the New Testament; they
comprise not quite two thirds of the sacred text. When the bouk
was complete it contained all the New Testament, and probably also
all the Old. The order of the books is the same as in the Codex
Alexandrinus, the Apocalypse following the Pastoral Epistles.

This MS. was formerly the property of Cardinal Nicola Ridolfi
of Florence, nephew of Leo X., into whose possession it probably
passed from Andreas Johannes Lascaris, who died at Rome in 1535,
aged nearly ninety years, and who long before had collected in the
East many Greek MSS., On the death of Cardinal Ridolfi in 1550,
his library was purchased by Pietro Strozzi, and from him this MS.
passed into the hands of Catherine de’ Medici, and thence to the
French Royal Library.

Allix, in the latter part of the seventeenth century, was the first
who observed the older writing under the works of Ephrem. After
the attention of Boivin had been directed to the MS., he extracted
several readings which Kiister inserted in his reprint of Mill’s
Greek Testament in 1710. This was the first use to which it was
critically applied. A few years after this Wetstein made some
extracts from this and other MSS.; and when in the beginning of
1716, he showed the readings which he had found in this MS, to
Bentley, that critic was at once struck with their value, and he sent
Wetstein again to Paris to collate this palimpsest as accurately as
he could for him. On this labour Wetstein bestowed great p(iins,
though he spoke much of the difficulty which he found in reading
many parts of the MS.: indeed, in many places the MS. could not
then be read. Wetstein’s collation was of course transmitted to
Bentley ; but he retained a_copy for himself, from which he gave
the readings in his Greek Testament thirty-five years afterwards.

For many years nothing was done in connection with this MS., .

except that a Biblical student occasionally in visiting Paris examined
a few passages, expressing in general his surprise at the patience
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which Wetstein had shown in decyphering so much. At length, in
'| 1834 and the following year, at the suggestion of Fleck, M. Hase
(“ ancien conservateur des Manuscrits de la Bibliothéque du Roi )
caused a chemical preparation (tinctura Giobertina) to be applied to
+ the leaves in order to revivify the ancient writing. Thus, much
which was illegible before, much that was imperfectly secen by
{ Wetstein, was brought fully to light. But though the older writing
was thus restored, every part of the MS. is so stained and discoloured
| in the process, as not only to be disfigured, but also in some places
dificult to read from the various colours imbibed by the vellum.
1 After this restoration the publication of the text of the MS., which
+3 many had before much desired, was not long delayed.
1 In the latter part of 1840 Tischendorf went to Paris, and from
December in that year till September 1841, he was occupied in
examining and copying the MS. for publication. The printed edition
sppeared in 1842, and then this MS. might be said to be for the
1 first time available for critical purposes. Tischendorf’s edition follows
the MS. page for page, and line for line; it is printed in capital
i letters, although not 1n any way imitating the form of those in the
1 MS. itself; one page in facsimile is subjoined to the volume: it
} exhibits very clearly the appearance of the older and the later writing
asthey now are; even the colour is successfully imitated; the many
l stains on the vellum are alone omitted: the only reason that any
4 could wish that they had been preserved in the facsimile, is that
i then the pains which Tischendorf took would be more fully ap-
- preciated.

When the original writing of the first copyistis clear, it is followed
inthe printed edition ; where the first corrector has made an alteration
& as utterly so obliterate the original writing, the readings so in-
troduced are followed, but they are indicated by being given in a
smaller type. The changes made by all the different correctors are
enumerated in notes at the end of the volume. Such particulars
have their value as bearing on the history of the sacred text; for
when a MS. has been successively corrected by various hands as
this has been, the readings introduced show what were current at
the respective times when those lived who took such pains in con~
oming a MS, to what was needed for present use.

There may clearly be discerned the traces of the hands of two
torrectors, It seems on all accounts probable that the MS. was
VWritten in the fifth century; the first corrector may have belonged
to the following age, for his writing exhibits few if” any indications
o & more recent date. e went over the whole of the New Testa-
Tent, making occasional alterations neatly and elegantly : the text
thus altered became more Constantinopolitan than before.

o he second corrector was a very inelegant scribe, carcless alike

N calligraphy and orthography. He only revised such parts of the

i ew Testament as were needed for ecclesiastical purposes; lic added

" the margin notices of the commencement of church lessons, &e. ;

¢ f"'cd}’ struck out what lie wishied to change in the text; in his

Wi writing here are many coutractions; and he frequently uzed
M 4
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accents and the rough breathing: of these there is no trace in the

work of the first corrector. Tischendorf supposes that the secong

reviser lived in the ninth century, and belonged to Constm)tinople: ;

he could not be assigned to an earlier period. He sometimes iy,

troduced his mode of punctuating the text with a cross; and he Iy :
occasionally added marks of cantillation as a guide to the mode i

which the text should be intoned in public reading.
A few things in the MS. appear to belong to a different corrector,

posterior perhaps to either of the two whose labours require a distineg

notice, All such pains must be of necessity anterior to the thirteent],
century, in which the vellum was regarded as worn out for its origingl
purposes, and was devoted to the new use of copyists.

The writing of this MS. is elegant; the letters are rather larger |

than those of the Alexandrian MS.; the first letter of each section

is larger than the rest, and stands a little beyond the measure of the '

text; in order that this may regularly be done, part of a line is con-
tinually left blank, where a section or paragraph has ended. In this
respect the copyist has shown himself superior in neatness and
perspicuity to the writer of the Codex Alexandrinus. The vellum
i8 thin, and apparently of pretty uniform texture.

The pages of this MS. are not divided into columns, so that its
appearance differs much from the Codices Alexandrinus and Vati-
canus. In each line there are generally rather more than forty

letters; the number of lines in a page is usually forty-one; the four
{)ages which contain the first Epistle of Peter have each forty-six

ines, so as to end the book with the page. There are but few con-

tractions, and those only such as are usual in the more ancient
Biblical documents. A point stands as a kind of stop in many places
much as in the Codex Alexandrinus: no rule could be laid down for
jts insertion or omission; where it does occur, it indicates some
pause or separation in the construction.

The Gospels were preceded by the list of the TéAot or larger
chapters (those of Luke and John alone are in the extant part of

the MS.), but the indications of these Térios in the upper margin of
the pages were not given. The Ammonian sections stand in the
margin (sometinles omitted, or else now effaced); but the Eusebian

canons do not accompany them. The titles and subseriptions to the
Gospels are short and simple.

In the Acts, Epistles, aud Apocalypse there are no indications of |
chapters, such as thuse of Euthalius and others: the Epistles have §

much shorter subscriptions than those of Euthalius. All these cha~

racteristics agree with what might be expected at the time which is -
generally supposed to be the date of this MS., the former half of the -

fifth century.

Egypt has been considered to be the country in which this MS.
originated; and that opinion has many probabilitiesin its favour. The
remarks as to this point made already on other codices will apply to this
MS. The tert of this MS. belongs, like the other more ancient docu-

ments, to what has been termed the Alexandrian family ; inthe Gospels, |

however, there are many passages in which it does not accord with
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, others of that class, especially in places in which parallel passages, or
other similar sources of supposed correction, suggested alterations.
If, however, it be compared with the text of the later uncials, its
adherence in general to a different class becomes manifest; and this,
; too, is the case in many of the characteristic readings, which are
[ proved to be ancient by Comparative Criticism, but which are only
. found in a very limited number of the MSS. which have come down
to us. - :

In the other parts of the New Testament, there is a very uniform
*, adherence to the readings of its class. Such a remark, however, must

i' not be understood of this, or any other MS., as if each one had not
its own peculiarities in minor points.

This 18 one of the most valuable codices which we possess, ranking
probably, on the whole, next to the Codex Vaticanus: in some
respects it is superior to the Codex Alexandrinus; the text of the
Gospels is far better, and the writer seems to have been more careful
in general, both in writing and in the division of sentences, so as
to make them perspicuous to the eye. In one place, however, there
is a most extraordinary oversight: in the Revelation (p. 298.), the
copyist has in the first five lines of the page given in its proper
place, ch. x. 9, 10.; in the sixth line the latter verse continucs
thus: —

povwspuelyAukukatoTedarpuovextovopfar

pwvavtwveaotay &c., out of the end of chap. vii, and beginning of
chap. viil. on to ver. 4.

TOVaywvERyelposTovaryyENoveveovTovdiihas

Stakociasefnrovra &c. in chap. xi. 3.

This strange mistake must have arisen from a sort of mechanical
transcription: the copyist must have accidentally turned to the wrong
page after writing «ai é7e in chap. x.; and perhaps as mechanically
afterwards went on in chap. xi., from the page which he ought to have
transcribed, though he had inserted in this place rather more than
ten lines altogether incoherent, and had entirely omitted the close of
chap. x. and beginning of chap. xi., which ought to be there. None
of the correctors have lent a helping hand to this passage ; none have
appeared to notice the incoherence and want of sequence: this may
arise from the general neglect with which the Apocalypse has

een treated in church use in public; although it may be remarked
that other MSS., Biblical and non-Biblical, contain at times sen-
tences uncorrected in which two different things are equally blended
I confusion.

This is the only passage in the Codex Ephreim in which a mistake
of such a kind has been made: except the ordinary interchange of
Yowels of similar sound (at least in the pronunciation then usual),

8ud of certain consonants, this M. cannot be regarded as incorrectly
Written,

D. Copex Bezm or CANTABRIGIENSIS.—This MS. belongs to
the public library of the University of Cambridge: it contains the
our Goospels aud the book of Acts in Greek and Latin on opposite
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pages. Theodore Beza, its former possessor, obtained it, he says,
during the French civil wars in 1562, when it was found in th,
monastery of St. Ireneus at Liyons: it was no doubt then reseueq
by some Huguenot soldier from the general destruction which toolc
place at the sack of that Abbey. In 1581, Beza sent it as a present
to the University of Cambridge, where it has been ever since ve.
garded as one of the principal treasures of the University Library,

We know nothing certainly of its history before it came into the
hands of Beza; and even though it be supposed to be identical with
the MS. cited as 8. in the margin of Robert Stephens’s third edition,
1550 (a question on which some remarks will presently be made),
it would only carry back its history by a very few years.

This MS. has several peculiar features, especially the character
and conformation of the text. The Gospels stand, Matthew, John,
Luke, Mark; an order found in some of the MSS. of the Old Latin,
It is clear that the Catholic Epistles once belonged to the MS,;
for there is the end of the third Xpistle of John, in the Latin vevsion,
on the leaf on the reverse of which the book of Acts begins. Here
and there portions of the MS. are defective: some of these chasms
have been supplied by a later hand ; and as the Latin text is opposite
the Greek, there are places in which the readings of the MS. are
preserved in the translation, though lost in the Greek text.

The peculiarities in the text consist of interpolations, sentences
which scem to be wholly recast, occasional omissions, &c; so that
Beza thought that it was a copy rather to be preserved for its
antiquity and curiosity than to be made public. He feared, no
doubt, lest it should oceasion some perplexity or difficulty as to
Seripture authority.

Beza was the first person who used it (at least under its present
name) for cvitical purposes, he referred to it occasionally in the
notes to his editions of the Greek Testament. Many since his time
collated it, so that it has constantly found a place in the eritical
apparatus of editors. Wetstein accused this MS. of having had
its Greek text conformed to the Latin with which it is accompanied ;
and in this charge he had wmore reasonable grounds with regard
to this MS, than in the case of others (such as A, B. C.) which he
similarly acensed ; for its readings often are striking in their resem-
blance to the Latin versions; and as it is accompanied by Latin on
the opposite page, this scemed to some, before the time of Wetstein,
to be a ground of more than snspicion. But although much may be
said as to the character of many things in its text, the charge of its
being adapted to the accompanying Latin is one which cannot be
substantiated to any gencral degree, even if there be -points of
difficulty uneleared up: for the Latin text is as peculiar as the Greek,
and very frequently the Latin text has been made to suit the Greek
without any regard for Grammar or perspicuity.

Tn 1793 the text, both Greek and Latin, was published by Kipling
at Cambridge in a very handsome edition with facsimile types.
Although the editor did not show much accurate learning in his
Prolegomena, and though his judgment was at fault in not giving
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the original reading in the fext where a correction had been made, yet
he appears to have used scrupulous exactitude in performing this task
efficiently according to the plan which he had proposed to himself.
The notes at the end enable the critical student to discover what
the original reading was, in the places in which a change had been
made.

| Besides the parts of this MS. now entirely wanting, sixty-six of
[ the leaves are torn or mutilated. The defects in the Greek, are

st the beginning to Matt. i. 20., vi. 20—ix. 2., xxvii. 2—12.;
.t John i 16—iii. 26.; Acts viii. 29—=. 14.; xxi. 2—10., 16—
1 18, xxil. 10—20., xxii. 29. to the end. In the Latin it is defective
1 st the beginning to Matt. i. 12., vi, 8—uviil. 27., xxvi. 65—xxvii.
! 2.; John L 1—iii. 16.; Aects viii. 19—x., 4., xx. 31—xxi. 3.,
zxi. 7—11., xxii, 2—10., xxii. 20. to the end. Also in the Greek a
later hand has supplied Matt. iii. 7-—16.; Mar. xvi. 15. to the end;
John xviii. 13 —xx. 13.: in the La#in, Matt. ii. 20—iii. 8.; Mar.
xvi. 6. to the end; John xviii. 2—xx. 1. These Greek additions
appear to be later than the tenth century; the Latin arc more
sncient,

The text of this MS. is arranged stichometrically ; and, besiles
this division, there is also oceasionally a point introduced, as indi-
cative of a pause. The contractions are few, and the writing is
* distinet and upright. The Gospels have the enumeration of the
Ammonian sections in the margin ; but they have proceeded {rom a
. later hand, thcy are somctimes quite misplaced, and they are not
accompanied by the Kusebian canons. Liturgical remarks, indica-
-~ tions of lessons, &c., arc in many places appended by some of the
correctors. In the Acts, there is no notation of chapters or sections,
| either from the original scribe or from a later hand, The breaks
tometimes accord with the divisions of Iiuthalius, but this is by no
Iieans universal, o

The best judgment of the age of this MS. appears to be that
which assigns it to the sixth century: the date propounded as
- possible by Kipling, the second century (in which he followed

histon 1), is scarcely worthy of serious refutation.

There appear to be no data whatever to lead to a conclusion as
t0 where it was written: some have proposed Alezandria ; but that
Tests on very indefinite grounds; for the presence of Alexandrian
formg (as they have been called) does not now lead critics to think
% copyists as belonging of necessity to that city. The fact of the
treek text being accompanied by Latin shows that it was intended
9 use in the West, or at all events by men of the West. It may,
' lﬁd?ed, be asked what use the Greek text could be to the mere
¢ ‘3ing, The same thing, however, is found in other MSS. which
.eloflg to the West: some, no doubt, wished to use the Secripturc in
original tongue. It has, indeed, been suggested that there were

w:h“Bczu’s double copy, which is far more ancient than any of the rest, and I think
‘fncm.z at the latest within thirty years of the death of Johp the Apostle.” Whiston's
: Gbat’ Of the Resurrection of Jesus Christ, aceording to Beza’s double Copy of the Four
Pels, and Acts of the Apostles.”
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churches in Southern Gaul in which both Greek and Latin wepq
current ; and this has been coupled with the fact that this MS. w4
found at Lyons, where we know that there was early connectioy
with the East (as shown by Irenmus and the Epistle to Smyrnﬂ),
as well as with Italy. This MS. may have originated in the very
region in which it was found in modern days, or, it may have beep
written elsewhere, to be there used.

The small measure of intcllizence evinced by the scribe showg
that the peculiar text of this document could not have originated
with him. The interpolations had probably been introduced into
some still older copy from the margin, in which they had been pre.
viously written. There they may have been subjoined by some who
wished to add whatever they could obtain, to make the narrative
more full and complete. In no part are the additions so many, or so
peculiar, as in the Acts. Some of the interpolations are found in no
other known document; while others, such as some of those in the
Acts, are supported by the margin of the Harclean Syriac; a few,
such as that at the end of Matt. xx. 28,, are found in copies of the
old Latin ; and several of the. peculiarities throughout the Gospels
are shared by the Syriac version noticed by Mr. Cureton amongst.
the other treasures in the British Museum obtained from the Nitrian
monasteries.

These peculiarities have caused the Codex Bezm to be very

variously estimated. Some eccentric minds have felt such admiration
for the points of difference between this copy and others, that they
have held it up as if it alone contained the genuine text: its claimns
were thus upheld by Whiston!, and (in measure at least) by
Harwood ; and in more recent time it was thus used by Bornemann
in his edition of the Acts of the Apostles.

On the other hand, the peculiar features of this MS. have been so
rested on by others, as to lead them to deny that it has any authority

in criticism. Wetstein, with his sweeping charge of Latinizing, of !

course casts the claims of this MS. at once aside; and others, too,
who seemed to rest their arguments on different grounds, have
sought to impugn its character altogether. Thus Matthei® brought
forward the theory that some Latin monk, whose acquaintance with
Greek was very limited, had written in his copy extracts from

1 « The Four Gospels of Matthew, John, Luke, Mark ; with the Acts of the Apostles

according to the Greek Part of the MS, of Beza, now probably above 1600 years old, in
the Public Library of the University of Cambridge: collated by Patrick Young, A.B.

Usher; and at least twice by Dr. Mills; besides a still later collntion.  The imperfections §
of which copy ave bere supplicd from the vulgar Latin. Translated into English and 7

published by Mr. Whiston.” This is the first part of « Mr, Whiston’s Primitive New
Testnment.  Stamiord and London, 1745.”

? Note on Luke xiii. 24. in his larger Greek Test.: —* De Codice Wetst. . ita suspicor.
Monachus quidam Latinus, Gricee medioeriter doctus, Graeo novo Testamento sno ad-
seripscrat marginibus loca Patrmmn, cum Grecorum tum Latinorum, gue locos singulus
N. Testmnenti speetare videbantur, Notaverat etiam discrimina codicuin aliquot Grieco-
rum ct Latinorum N. Testamenti.  Adjecerat ctinn loca litterarum sacrarum parallels.
Ex hne farragine deinde vel ipse, vel alius confecit textum sibi probabilem, Id utrum
Eer stultitinm, an per fraudem fecerit, incertum est. Ex hujusmodi exemplari antem, ab-

orrenti ab reliquis omnibus ductus est Codex Cantabrigiensis sea Wetst. D. Qui alite!
de hoc Codice npinantur, ad eum haud attenderint.”

e e, T
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| various fathers which seemed to relate to the text; and that he had
- also noted the differences of some copies, Greek and Latin, and had
added parallel passages of Seripture. OQut of this collection, he then
gupposed that this monk himself, or some one else, had formed the
text of which this MS. is a transcript. Bishop Middleton’s theory
was very similar : he thought that some Latin Cliristian had filled
the margin of his copy with glosses and various readings in Latin ;
and that these were translated into Greck by some one whose value
for them was greater than his knowledge of languages or his eritical
acumen. On these grounds he regarded this MS. as wholly unworthy
of a voice in criticism.

In all these theories and surmises there is a certain measure of
truth, but intermingled with not a few mistakes. No doubt that the
interpolations, &c. did originate in marginal scholia; but the fact that
some of these are found a.%so in other documents (e, g. the margin of
the Harclean Syriac) is sufficient proof that they could not have
come into existence as supposed by Matthel and Middleton: the
accretion must have been more gradual; and so far from the theory
of Latin origin being tenable, at least as a general thing, just the
reverse is the demonstrable fact. But the peculiarities of this MS.
do not affect the character of its text iz other parts; the interpolations
may be separated, and there remains a text strongly corroborative of
the other most ancient MSS.: its evidence then is all the more
forcible, for the basis of interpolation and change must have been a
text of very great antiquity. It then accords in a great measure
- with other documents, such as the Latin versions, belonging to the
West ; and this united testimony was regarded by Griesbach as givin
in the Goospels the evidence for his western recension or family: an
though no precise line of demarcation could be drawn between these
~ western documents and those styled especially Alexandrian, it is
clear that both in their agreements and in their diversities they give
l{l[lited testimony aegainst the common mass of Constantinopolitan
MSS.

There are, indeed, places in which this MS. stands almost alone in
Presenting a reading which we know independently to be ancient,
und which we find from versions and early citations to have been
- formerly widely spread. This fact alone attests its high value.

_This is the oldest MS. which contains the passage John vii, 53—
Vili. 11.; it Las it, however, in a form, both in the Greek and Latin,
which is wholly different from that found in any other MS., widely
33 the copies vary which do contain the narrative. It is thus clear
that the origin of this history, as finding a place in this Gospel, was
8t least twofold : the narration had two forms, and those copies which
Introduced it had it in general in one form (though with great verbal

‘ﬁ'erences), and this MS. had it in another: the latter appears to be
Most in accordance with the narrative which Eusebius states that

apias transmitted. ;
.. The determination of the question whether this MS. is alone in

Peculiarities depends on its identity or the contrary with Robert

|
|
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Stephens’s 51, the readings of which stand with others in the margi,
of his edition of 1550. e himself says of &, ¢ secundo exciplay
vetustissiimum in Italid ab amicis collatum.” The collatious in geneyq;
were, we know, made by his son Henry Stephens, then a youn
man; but it is uncertain whether the mode of expression does not
exclude him from being regarded as the examiner of 8. The
readings extracted from 8. agree in a vast number of places with
the Codex Bez, and with no other known MS.: in places in which
this MS. is defective there is hardly ever any citation from 8. in
Stephens’s margin: the passages in which B. is cited for readings not
in Codex Bezx are very few; and they are not more than might
have been expected from the average proportion of errata in Ste-
phens’s margin.  On the other hand, it has been said that this MS,
was preserved at Lyons, and that Stephens’s 8. was collated in Italy,
Various theories have been advanced on this subject: some have
accused Beza of wilful misstatement, and thus have thought that he
erved in saying that his MS. came from Lyons, and had been long
preserved there. The latter statement, however, must have been
made by Beza on the authority of his informant; and it is more
reasonable to suppose that the account which he had received was
incorrcet, than that he should have misrepresented facts without
motive. It has been thought that Henry Stephens; who did not go
into Italy until after the death of Francis f in 1547, may have
collated the MS. at Lyons, and that the extracts having been sent
to his father from Italy, the MS. itself was so described.

Wetstein identified this MS. with one which the Bishop of Cler-
mont in Auvergne had brought with him to the council of Trent in
1546, and which he there cited for the reading in John xxi., dav adrov
e pévew o Ut ws dws Epyopar?: and he thought that it had been either
preserved at Trent for some time, or that H. Stephens, after col-
lating it in Italy, had left it at Trent. But he did not go to Italy
till 1547 at the earliest; and besides, the account says that the bishop
of Clermont brought it to Trent: but indeed the occurrence of this
one word olrws is too slight for Wetstein’s chain of conjectures to
hang firmly by it.

We may say confidently that either the Codex Beza and A. are
the very same MS.,, or else the one must be a.copy of the other: the
similar readings would almost establish this; and the similar chasms
in the two MSS. (if diverse) are yet more conclusive. Wetstein,
Michaeclis, Griesbach, and Marsh, who examined the subject with
critical attention, all came to the conclusion that both designations
belong to the same document. 'This opinion has been very generally
acceded to by critics. Marsh, in the course of his demonstration that
a MS. which is now in the library of the University of Cambridge,

' That is, the second of the documents from which verions readings were extraeted and
placed in the margin of his folio Greek Test. (1550). The first document so cited is the
Greek text of the” Complutensian Polyglott, published by Curdinal Ximenes; the rest
were all MSS,

? See the citation from Marianus Victorius in Marsh’s notes to Michaelis, ii. 704.
“ Hieronymus legit, sicut habet antiquissimus Grreeus Codex, quem Tridentinum attulit
Ularowontancnsis Episcopus, anno Domini 1546.”

ar— . ——
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and which formerly belonged to Vatablus, was one of those used by
Robert Stephens, laid down a theorem, founded on the doctrine of
probabilities, for stating definitely the chances that some MS. col-
lated formerly but not otherwise identified, is the same as some
kuown MS,, the readings of which exhibit a remarkable accordance. -
-1 The principle on which this theorem is founded is chiefly the com-

| parison of the peculiar readings found in the collation and in the
{ known MS.; then those found also in one, two, or three other
documents; and thus he is able to deduce a statement in figures of
the chances or probabilities of ideutity., Applying this mode of
statement to the Codex Bez® and 8., Marsh says, * From this theorem
it appears that the probability of their identity is to the probability
of their diversity as a sum exceeding a thousand of nonillions to
unity.”! It may, indeed, be said that this mode of calculation is
fallacious, since the balance of probability would equally apply to
a transcript or duplicate MS.; and if in the Ipistles of St. Paul we
possessed only either the Codex Augiensis (F.), or the Boernerianus
(G.), and a collation of the other, and not the other MS. itselt, the
chances that they were identical (which we know is not the case)
would be as strong as in the case of Stephens's 8. and the Codex
Bezee. There would be much in this consideration, were it not that
all places of deposit of Greek MSS., public and private, have been
explored without any such duplicate coming to light; and thus it is
far more probable, either that Stephens made a- mistake in saying
that his 8. had been collated in Italy, or else that Beza was misin-
formed as to the point that this MS. had been at Lyons long before
it was found there in 1562.

The importance of this inquiry arises from the peculiarity of the
text, and the ancient readings which it preserves: another MS.
would have been supposed to be a strong corroboration of this class
of text.

At least three transcripts of this MS. have been made for critical
Use in modern times: one on vellum in the library of Trinity
College Cambridge ; one which Simon procured; and onc made by

etstein., This fact must be remembered lest any one of these
Wodern copies should be supposed to be Stephens’s 5.

Taking the peculiarities of this MS. into consideration, it may be

82id that its evidence when alone, especially in additions, is of scarcely
- 80y value as to the genuine text; but of the very greatest when
trroborated by other very ancient authority.

] L‘ Notes to Michaelis, ii. 701, The statement of this theorem is given in the fonrth of
larglyy « Letters to Travis,” Leipzig, 1795. Further remarks of Marsh on the subjeet of
"o lhcorem, and the correction of an error in computation, which hu'd' run through the
tement of ig (an error which greatly diminished the sum of probability as thus repre-
pted, and was thus so far aguinst the theory which it was used to support), have received
hig ““fle, if any, eritical attention. Nor'cam this be qudcred at; for they n}zpcurcfl in
B; Rgply to the Strictures of Dean Milner ” (Cambridge, 1813), on the sabject of th_e
j 14-“8 oeiety, But whoever wishes to understaud Marsh’s theorem must not only use his
bt Is to Travis, but also the additional statement, where he points ont the error in cal-
difgy. 0" against himself into whieh he had fallen. A pamphlet ou a subject so thoroughly
Stent is about the most unlikely plaee to look for anything of the kind.
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. The Latin text is here placed for convenience below the Greek;
l in the MS, itself they stand (as has been already stated) on opposite

. pages.!

"":
1 : CHAP. XIV.

‘| FRAGMENTS OF MSS. OF THE MOST ANCIENT CLASS, CONTAINING PORTIONS
1 : OF THE GOSPELS.

{ BesipEs these MSS. of the most ancient class, which contain a
large part at least of the Gospels, there are several fragments which
i from their antiquity must be placed in the same class.
N. (J. N. I) Copex PurPuREUS.—Four leaves of this fragment
{ are in the Cotton Library (Cod. Cottonianus) in the British Museum;
 siz are in the Vatican; and: #wo are in the Imperial Library at
| Vienna. The MS. to which they belonged was written in silver
} letters (now turned black) on purple vellum ; not paper, as has been
| incorrectly stated respecting the fragments in the British Museum.
{ The words IC (Incovs), OC (feos), KC (xupios), TC (vios), and
| CCOTHP were written 1n gold letters, which have not suffered in
the same manner as the general text in silver characters has done.
The leaves in the British Museum (J. of Wetstein) contain Matt.
xxvi. 87—65., xxvil, 26—34.; John xiv. 2—10., xv.15—22. The
leaves in the Vatican (called by ScholzI'.) contain Matt. xix. 6—13.,
xx, 6 —22., xx. 29—=xxi. 19.; those at Vienna (N. of Wetstein and
others) contain Luke xzxiv. 13—21., 34—39, The whole of these
fragments were copied by Tischendorf and published in his Monu-
menta Sacra. The date to which they belong appears to be the end
of the sixth or the beginning of the seventh century.
' The writing is in two columns; the letters are large and round;
e Ammonian sections and Eusebian canons are placed in the
largin ; and some of the Térhot occur at the top of the pages still
freserved, ‘There are a few contractions besides those in common
U3¢ in the most ancient books.
Wetstein employed the Cotton and Vienna fragments for purposes
o criticiem, though the citations which he %ave were very few: he
,deﬁlgnated them respectively J. and N. Scholz was the first to use

i,

¥

.

! Thus represented in English by Mr. Horne , —

Matt. v. 1—-3.

ANDSEEINGTHEMULTITUDESHEWENTUPINTOAMOUNTAIN
ANDWHENHEWASSETDOWN-CAMETOHIM

HISDISCIPLES ANDOPENINGHISMOUTH
HETAUGHTTHEMSAYING

BLESSED A RETHRPOORINSPT:FORTHEIRSIS
THEKINGDOMOFHEAVEN.

VoL, 1v. N
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the Vatican fragments, which he employed the letter I'. to inflicate. Ay
they belong to the same MS. it would be far more convenient to ugg |
the same mark of reference for them all; and this has been done by
Tischendorf of late (not in his Monumenta Sacra or his Greek |
Testament): he now employs N. for that purpose. This letter hag {
also been adopted for all the three fragments by Tregelles in his
Greek Testament. . . |
The following facsimile is taken from John xiv. 6. in one of the
Cotton fragments.

ANETEIAYTWOIe

i
ecrweImMcIiHO

AOCKA] :H MH.
OIXISATHZWH
OYAICEPXETa
'IT])OCTONITT{\'
CIMHA)IEMOY

In ordinary Greek characters with the corresponding literal
English, thus: —

AETEIATTQOT: SAITHUNTOHIMJs
ETQEIMEIHO IAMTHEW
AOSKAIHAAH AYANDTHETRU
@IAKAIHZOH THANDTHELIFE
OTAISEPXETA1 NOMANCOMETH
TIPOSTONIITPA UNTOTHEFTHR

EIMHAIEMO~ BUTBYME
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P. Coprx GUELPHERBYTANUS A.—This is a palimpsest in the
Ducal Library at Wolfenbiittel.! Xnittel, about a century ago, had
his attention directed by De Praun to the Codex Carolinus, a volume
in that library containing the Origines of Isidore of Seville, in con-
gequence of marks of ancient writing which had been observed
'lunder the more recent; and he succeeded in deciphering part of the
(rothic translation of the Epistle to the Romans, and also some
{portions of two uncial MSS, of the Gospels: these were all pub-
lished with faceimile specimens at Brunswick in 1762, Zhis }I)WS.
lconsists of forty-three leaves, containing parts of eight chapters of
{5t. Matthew, of four chapters of St. Mark, of eighteen chapters of
{8t. Luke, and of three of St. John: these leaves are in some parts
wholly illegible.

The letters of P. are large, square, and upright ; the initial letters
JAof the sections are much larger than the rest; in each page there
{we two columns ; the notation of the Ammonian sections is given in
‘!the margin, but without reference to the Eusebian canons, unless,
{indeed, these latter were written in red ink, which is often wholly
ffaced in palimpsests. This palimpsest is generally supposed, and
i that on good grounds, to be of the sixth century: its readings show
+hat it belongs to the more ancient class. The firmness of the
“{vellum fitted 1t for the second use which was made of it at a later
{period. All the parts which Knittel could read of this and the fol-
lowing MS. he published in common Greek characters; he also gave
m excellent facsimile of one page of each MS. as it stands with
the later writing partially hiding the ancient text.?

»

o

Q. CopeEx GUELPHERBYTANUS B.—This palimpsest is the second
Greek Biblical MS, which was found in the earlier writing of the
Codex Carolinus: it consists of thirteen leaves, containing fragments
f twelve chapters of St. Luke, and of two of St. John.

The letters are smaller than those of P., but they have a general
Teemblance in other respects: so too this MS. is also in two
‘tlumns, and has the Ammonian sections in the same manner with-
tot the Eusebian canons. This MS. also appears to belong to the
txth century. :

In P, and Q. there are found the usual ancient contractions, and the
‘Sme interchanges of vowels and diphthongs, which are also frequent.
"r;mxnittel traces this history of the MS. which contains these buried treasures, backward
the the time. that it was placed in the Wolfenbiittel Library (in 1699), to its purchase by

Duke of Brunswick ten years before, when it was at Prague, where it had been for
© years ; whither it was brought from BMayence, having been sent thither from the
. MStery of Weissecnburg. He supposes that it mmst have been reused in Spain.
*ding} Maui, however, says “ Atque hoc loco rem eruditis ut spero jucundam non reti-
Tk Pempe quod codicenm illum Guelpberbytanum, ex quo cl Knittellius fragmenta

Milw Gothica eruit, e numero esso Bobiensium docuit me per litteras vir ill. Nie-
B s : cyjus dicto confirmationis per se non indigo.” (Classici Auctores I Preef,
ée"“)- 1t this be correct the Codex Carolinus must be one of the scattercd treasures,
2 meoneentrated at Bobbio in Piedmont.

"Ep'mr]“-‘* Is contained in Knittel's “ Ulphilze versionem Gothicam nonnullorum capitum
ol w,

anli ad Romanos . . . . e liturn Codicis manuscripti reseripti qui in Augusta
d,l-g’""‘lP’lL‘l'l\ymnos Bibliotheca adservatur; una cum variis vavie litteratur:e moni-
t@h&liu“m usque jueditis.”  Brunswick, 1762, [Tischendorf bas just announced his
“litiyy

Lot ve-editing the text of P.oand Q. ]
N 2
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Besides the text of P. and Q., Knittel found in the same Pa-
limpsest volume, the index of the chapters of the Gospels, in ungiy)
Greck characters of a later date : the letters @, €, O, C, being ¢y,
pressed, a plain indication of departure from the very ancient formg,

T. CopeX BoreraNUs.—This is a valuable fragment of thirteey
leaves, containing part of three chapters of St. John’s Gospel, iy
which the Greek text is accompanied by a Thebaic translation. I
is now in the library of the Propaganda at Rome. Giorgi publisheq
the text, both Greek and Thebaic, in 1789, !

The Greek and Thebaic texts occupy opposite pages, the Greek |
preceding; in each page there are two columns; there is no nota. {
tion of sections or other divisions; a simple point occurs as the
occasional indication of a pause. These fragments have been as.
signed to the fifth century; the form of the letters, &e., appear to
exclude a later date. It appears that the ignorant monk who
brought this MS. with him from Egypt to Europe, was so wholly
unaware of its value, that he lost the greater part of the leaves;
those which were preserved are a sample of a very ancient copy.

[

FraeMENTUM WOIDEANUM, — There may be here described
eight leaves of Greek and Thebaic, the text of which was edited by
Woide from the MS. which was then in his own possession, They
appear to answer in general to the description given of the Codex
Borgianus: Woide, however (Cod. Alex. Pref. p. xv.), assigns these
to the seventh century, which certainly seems to be too late; for -
the round letters are not compressed, and the writing is altogether -
earlier. They seem to have been a portion of a MS, almost a
counterpart of T.; the lines, however, as exhibited in the facsimile
specimen, published by Ford, are rather longer. This fragment has
never yet been used for critical purposes in any edition of the Greek
text which has come forth; which is remarkable, since it has been
80 longug)ublished. (The text and specimen are contained in the
appendix to the Codex Alexandrinus, Oxford, 1799.) These eight
leaves contain Luke xii, 15—xiii. 32.: they may without incon- .
venience be designated by the letter T. in St. Luke; for this can
cause no confusion with the Borgian fragments, which contain only
part of St. John.

T —— g et

T T et

Z. CopEx DUBLINENSIS RESCRIPTUS.—In the year 1787, Dr.
Barrett, one of the Fellows of Trinity College Dublin, while ex-
amining a MS. in the library of that institution, noticed some ancient
writing under the more recent Greek: the ancient portions he as-
certained to consist of part of Isaiah, of some orations of Gregory of
Nazianzum, and a large portion of the Gospel of St. Matthew. The
latter was in very ancient Greek letters, older than those (though they
were also uncial) in which the other buried works had been written.

Dr. Barrett applied himself with great assiduity to the work of §
deciphering the portions of St. Matthew ; and the parts so recovered ,
were at the expense of the collee engraved for publication. This

"
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was, it appears, completed some years before the work was actually
published : this took place in 1801.! Dr. Barrett appears to have
read, in 1787, all that was at all legible, with great exactness; and
it was under Ais instructions that the engraver worked. In the pub-
lished volume, however, he gave, on the pages opposite the engraved
‘plates, the text in common Greek characters, and with a subjoined
gollation ; .but with so little exactitude that his accuracy has been
impugned. - In fact, his own credit and the usefulness of his edition
. would have stood far higher if he had been content with expressing
the ancient writing in uncial characters. ,

The palimpsest leaves of St. Matthew are thirty-two, forming
sixty-four plates in the published edition: many parts of the pages
gre left blank, and in some cases the part expressed by the engraver
isonly half a page. The value of the text of Z. is so great that it
‘ was earnestly wished that the fragments should be re-examined, so
g8 to ascertain whether the entire leaves exist, of which Dr. Barrett

ve the text of but one half (whether, in fact, the rest was non-
{ existent or simply illegible), and also to endeavour to restore by
4 themical process those portions of the palimpsest which exist but
{ which were illegible. Accordingly, in 1853, S. P. Tregelles went to
1 Dublin, and was permitted by the authorities of Trinity College, at
1 the instance of Dr. Todd, the librarian, to examine the MS. and to
sttempt the restoration of the illegible portions. After identifying
the ancient leaves which belong to St. Matthew, it was at once
evident that where Dr. Barrett gave the text of but half a leaf, it
was from that being the only part of which the vellum remained;
for when the ancient material was devoted to its more recent use,
teveral leaves were formed of fwo pieces, one old and one new,
stuck together. The chemical restoration was completely successful ;
for without. defacing the vellum (as was the case with the Codex
Ephmemi? all the older writing (hardly a letter excepted) was
brought clearly to light: and thus the testimony of this MS. where
13 extant, is no longer in any important case doubtful.

In each page there is but one column, and in general the number
#lines is twenty-one. The rivho: were marked in the margin, and
the subjects of them were given (as in A.) at the top of the page.
1 tcontained the Ammonian sections. If the references to the Kuse-
4 "an canons were also there, they have disappeared, through the
“mparative ease with which vermillion can be washed out. Like
Ml the other most ancient documents, there are no breathings or
eents; the interpunction is only indicated by a space being left
M an oceasional dot. A larger ﬁ:,tter extending into the margin is
“ud at the commencement of a new section,
al r. Barrett assigned this MS. to the sixth century, and with him
1 Other palmographers agree; for the forn of the letters, upright,
-road, and full, and all other indications, mark it as belonging to that

' Ty T
“angelium secundum Mattheum ex codice rvescripto in Bibliotheea Collegii SSee,

T (TP " . i i i
in ‘%‘3 Jaxta Dublin : deseriptum opera et studio Johannis Turrett, 8.T,P,, sov.i sen
Hegy, oll. Dublin,  Cui adjungitur Appendix Collationem codicis Montfertinni com
'S Dublinii, 1801,

N3
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age. The present discolorations of the vellum (as much noticeq
before it was chemically restored as since) are supposed to arise
from its having been formerly dyed purple. In connection with the
writing of this MS. it should be observed that there is a freenes;
and symmetry in the strokes which is faintly represented by Dr.
Barrett’s engraver. .

The interchanges of vowels which are common in other very
ancient MSS., are met with also in this; and also some of those
peculiarities of orthography which characterise the Alexandrian’
dialect. '

The value of these fragments for critical purposes is very great;
they are more important than the other fragments; indeed, they
might take precedence of many MSS. of much greater pretension.

he following engraving represents part of Dr. Barrett’s first plate,
containing Matt. i. 18, 19.
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i The following is the same passage in common Greek characters

g

| with the literal English translation: —

} — -
V.18 T orAEfFRTHIENEZIZOT V. 18. NOWTHEBIRTHOFJSCHTTH

| TOZHN-MNHETEYOEI USWAS'BEINGESPOU
SZHETREMHTPOZAYTO... SEDHISMOTHER
l MAPIAZTQINSHODIIPIN MARYTOJOSEPHBEFORE
ITNEA®EINATTOYZET : THEYCAMETOGETHERSHEWAS
t PHOHENTAZTPIEXOTZA® FOUNDWITHCHILD
, EKTINSATIOT BYTHEHOLYSPT®
i V.19, Inzudaroanurartiz | V. 19. JosEPHTHENHERHUSBAND
AIKAIOZONKAIMHGEA., ,. BEINGAJUSTMANANDNOTWILL. ,
ATTHNAEI'MATEIZAL TOMAXEHERAPUBLICEXAMPLE
EBOTAHBHAABPAATIOAT WASMINDEDPRIVILYTOPUT
AIATTHN, , HEEAWAY.

Copex NITRIENSIS. — Amongst the Syriac MSS. brought from

! the monastery of Sta Maria Deipara, and now in the British Museum,
‘ the Rev. W. Cureton discovered a palimpsest, the under writing of

which contained some books of Homer (which he has since published

| in facsimile printing ), and fragments of St. Luke’s Gospel.

The portion containing St. Luke (forty-five leaves) was collated by
8. P. Tregelles in 1854, The ancient writing is so faint that it
requires a clear day, with as much light as the British Museum
affords, and also an eye well and long accustomed to read ancient
MSS.: in parts also & strong lens was almost indispensable; and
sometimes it was difficult to trace any of the erased letters, except
by holding the leaf to the light and catching the traces of the strokes
by which the vellum had been scraped rather thinner by the style.
In doing this, however, it was needful to avoid the mistake of fol-
lowing the letters which belong to the other side of the vellum.
The more recent writing is part of the Monophysite treatise of
Severus of Antioch against Grammaticus translated into Syriac; the
writing of this is so black and broad, and covers the ({Jlage 80
thoroughly, as to add considerably to the difficulty of reading the
original contents of the vellum. These hindrances were such as to
make much patience requisite ; but after continuous study for many
weeks, there was but one leaf in which more than an occasional word
or letter baffled the attempt at collation and transcription.

In these fragments there are now extant, after the 7ivAo: or index
of ancient chapters which are contained in two of the leaves,— ch.
i 113, i 69—ii. 4., ii. 16—27., iv. 39—v. 4., v. 25—vi. 8.,
vi, 18-—30., vi. 49—vii. 22., viil, §—15., viii. 25—ix, 1.,ix. 12—43,,
X, 3—16., xi. 4—27., xil 4—15., xii, 40—52., xili. 26—=xiv. 1,,
xiy, 12——xv. 1., xv. 13—xvi. 16., xvii. 21— xviil, 10., xviil, 22 —xx,

! “Frogments of the Tliad of Homer from a Syriac Palimpsest. Edited by William
C}\rutuu M. A.” 1851, To this work are added siz of the pages in facsimile ; the exccu-
Yo of which is peculiarly beautitul.
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20., xx. 33 —47., xxi. 12—xxii. 15., xxii, 42—56., xxii. 71—xxiy;,
12., xxiii. 38—51.

The ancient writing is in two columns: the number of lines in
cach page is generally twenty-five. The letters are of very ancient
form, so that the sixth century is not too early a date to assign t,
these fragments: they appear to belong, probably, rather to the
earlier than the later part of thatage. The Ammonian sections stand
in the margin ; the Iiusebian canous, if once there, are now effaced,

The text of these fraginents is ancient; agreeing generally with
some of the other copies of the oldest class. The discovery of all
such fragments is of importance as affording a.confirmation of those
results which criticism of the text would previously have indicated.

Tischendorf proposes to use the letter R. as a reference to indicate
this MS. The small fragments which have previously been desig-
nated by this letter may easily be cited in the few places in which
they can be mentioned, by name, without requiring any abbreviated
mark of reference.’

Besides the Nitrian fragment of St. Luke, there are amongst the

Syriac MSS. palimpsest fragments of a very small portion of St.
John’s Gospel. These leaves are of extreme antiquity; the letters
are very similar to those of the Vatican MS,, and the vellum, which
is of a thin, firm, beautiful texture, has been used more than once for
Syriac writing. The book in which these fragments were found is
No. 17,136. of the additional MSS. in the British Museum. The
fragments comprise only parts of John xiii. 16, 17. 19, 20. 23, 24.
26, 27., xvi, 7—9. 12, 13. 18, 19. The writing is in two columns;
there is in one place the rough breathing marked, but this may
probably be from a later hand. The Ammonian section in the
margin has no legible Eusebian canon, nor does the vellum in the
passage seem roughened as if it had been written on.

FraemeNTA PALIMPSESTA TISCHENDORFIANA.— Amongst the
MSS. procured by Prof. Tischendorf in 1853 are some valuable
palimpsest fragments of the New Testament (marked by him II. in
his published description of these MSS. and fragments). The fol-
lowing account of this MS. is given by Tischendorf?: —

! The fragments just described have now (1855) been prepared by Tregelles for imme-
diate publication, for which the Alexandiian types employed by Woide and Baber are to
be used.  [Tho intention of publishing the Nitrian fragments had been communicated by
Tregelles to many, and amongst others to Prof, Tischendorf.  After, however, Tregelles
had made all the arrangements for the publication, and just as he had completed n re-
examination of the MS, for that purpose, he received a communication from I'rof. Tis-
cheudorf, stating that it would be superflitous for an cdition of it to appear in England,
because he was about to bring onc ont at Leipsie.  If, therefore, this is well executed by
Tischendort, it will suffice ; but if there are oversights and mistukes, such as are found in
Lischendorfs rEceENT publications (e ¢ in the text of his own palimpsest, and of the cur-
sive M$, of the Acts in his * Ancedota Sacra et Profana,” p. 130, &e.), then the edition
of ‘Trezelles, with an introductory History of Palimpsests, will also appear. ]

* In the eataloguo of his MSS. which he circulated in 1854, when they were offered for
sitle 5 minimum price having been named, and the person who made the highest offer to
DMessrs, Williams und Novgate (in whose hands the MSS. then werc) before a certain
specitied day, to be the purchaser.  Prof. Tischeadorf having withdrawn his MSS, beforo
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« Palimpsest fragments of the New Testament on vellum, consist-
| ing of twenty-eight leaves (i. e. of twenty single leaves, and of four
. double or of a larger form); on which Armenian [read Georgian]
i has been written over the very ancient Greek. Seven leaves belong to

St. Matthew’s Gospel (containing xiv. 13—23., xvii, 22—xviii. 3.,
- 11—19., xix. 5—14., xxiv. 37—=xxv. 1. 32—45., xxvi. 31—45.);
i two to St. Mark (ix. 14—22,, xiv. 58 —70.); five (or four') to St. Luke
‘ Svii. 89—49., xviil. 14—25., xxiv. 10—19.); eight (or five) to St.

ohn (iv. 52—v. 8., xi. 50—xii. 9., xv. 12—xvi. 2., xix. 11—24.,
xx. 17—26.); four to the Acts (ii. 6—17., xiii. 39—486., xxvi, 7—18.,
xxviil, 8—17.); two to St. Paul’s Epistles (1 Cor. xv. 53—=xvi. 9.,
Tit. i. 1—13.). Each page is written in two columns: two only ex-"
cepted, which are written across. The number of lines varies;
twenty-nine is the number commonly found; once there were only
eighteen. The greater part of these leaves must be ascribed to the
'~ fifth century ; others, the writing of which resembles the fragments
| of the Gospels commonly denoted by the letters I. N, T, appear to
belong to the sixth century.? Two of the leaves of the Acts, in
which the writing is across the page and partially accented, and also
a third of the Acts written in an oblong uncial character, bear marks
of the seventh century. But I doubt whether, with the exception of
the three leaves of the Acts just specified, the fragments differ as to
the goodness of the text. . So great is the agreement of these
palimpsest fragments with the most ancient and celebrated Codices
of the New Testament A. B. C. D., that they may claim to take a
place amongst them., This may be shown by a few examples. In
1 Cor. xv, 54—xvi. 7. in ver. 54. the reading of A. C.* 17. mp aba-
vagiay is confirmed ; also these fragments in the same passage omit
with C.* 64. 71. 10 ¢pbaprov Toiro dvdvonTar dpbap. xai: they agree
three times with B. D.* in exhibiting the form veaxos. With this
form others that are similarly written may be compared in these
verses, as found in this palimpsest, yeaiwecbai, auerarewnTol, Noysias,
eTeyusvw.  In ver. 55. vikos and xévrpov are found in the same order
s they are in B. C. 17. 64. 71. ; there is also twice the reading fdavare
with B, C. D. E. F. G. 39. 67.** In ver. 2. there is the rcading
eaBBdrov with A. B. C. D, E. F. G. 17. 109. (marg.); also in the
| ®ame place it stands alone with B. in reading & éav; and it has
wodwdy with A. C. K. and sowme cursive copies. It also confirms the
Teadings obs 2dv, dEwov %), E\wrllw «ydp, #muTpéyry, which are maintained
by several uncial MSS. and by many others. Also in xv. 53. it
dlone has v dfavaciav, which agrees well with the same reading,
~ found in ver. 54. in this MS. as well as in A. C.* In ver. 58. it has
Yo xvplov, in common with Cod. 109. alone, which frequently
‘ “g'rees with the Alexandrian witnesses, In xvi. 6. it has mpos Juas
¢ Y%, and ver. 7. od féAe &4, readings for which authorities have not
®en found, or at least they have not been noticed. The character
Ee d:)"‘ n‘{\med, put an end to)the wh?,lc transaction. [This description is also now inscrted
: [’I‘hutﬂ ic:di?t:l'xs a(ll(:l‘:ll)‘l:-.': lle:\"g;n;c]not reckoned as two each.]

1 mcifhesc fragments on purple vellum arc described ubove, p. 177, as (as there mentioned)
! endorf now calls them all N,
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of thiz palimpsest is similar in the Gospels and Acts to that whic},
it exhibits in this passage of St. Paul’s Epistles. Thus John xx. 18,
it confirms dyyé\ovoa, found only in A, B, X.; ver. 19. 7§ uyg -
caBBdrwv with only A. B. L., and pafnrai without cvwmyuévor with
A.B.D. and three cursive copies; ver, 20. #afev and T mhevp,
atrols with only A. B. D. In ver. 25. it increases the authority fi,
the reading Témov instead of Tumov, which A. has upheld alone amongst
the uncial MSS., but which is commended by the testimony of some
fathers and versions. So also Matt. xxiv. 44, 45. in those places in
which the reading varies it agrees with B.D., B.D. L., B.L. A, '
and with those almost alone; for it has 5§ o0 Soxeite dpa; & ripios
without adTol; olkerelas instead of fzpamelas. Also, in the margin
of the text in the Gospels the Ammonian sections are noted; but,
just as is the case in the Codex Ephraemi Syri rescriptus, without the
usebian canons.

¢« Hitherto eleven codices of the New Testament of about an equal
age have been known (A.B.C.D. P, Q. T.Z., E. of the Acts, D,
and H. of St. Paul’s Epistles): of which ive (P. Q. T. Z. H.) com-
prise less than our fragments, and four (C. P. Q. Z.) are also palimp- -
sests.”

This account of Tischendorf’s of his own MS. is a sufficient
general description of these valuable fragments: it is, however, by |
oversight that he has spoken of P. and Z. as containing less than
this newly discovered palimpsest; for there are forty-three of the
ancient leaves of P. extant, and thirty-two of Z.; while of this
Codex Tischendorfianus (formed of more than one ancient MS.
there are, on no computation, more than twenty-eight. (The Codex
Nitriensis, noticed above, is also a palimpsest of similar age, con-
taining more than this.)

Tischendorf has proposed to call this valuable MS. I. ; and though
in the Gospels there would be no great inconvenience (as the Codex
Cottonianus may be more suitably cited with the Vienna fragment
as N.)!, yet in the Epistles it would involve incouvenient changes of |
notation: there can be no difficulty or confusion if II. is used as its |-
designation, as it stands in Tischengorf ’s list thus marked. )

These fragments have been edited by Tischendorf in his Monu- -
menta Sacra, 1855, In some parts they are difficult to read, so that |
there may be some doubt felt in parts as to what the buried writing .
actually is. In the printed edition there are oversights and omissions. |

PSR

E;

CHAP. XV.
MSS. OF THE MOST ANCIENT CLASS, WHICH DO NOT CONTAIN THE GOSPELS |

TrOSE MSS. and fragments of the more ancient class have now t0
be described which do not contain the Gospels or any part of them. |
! That ig, there would be no inconvenience in the Gospels, if 1., as cited hitherto, should k

not be confounded with this MS.: this is a reason for some difference being made in the}
Gospels as well as in the other parts of the N. Test. .
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E. Copex Laupiaxus.— This is a MS. of the book of Acts in
Greek and Latin; in which the text is defective from chap. xxvi. 29,
to xxviii, 26. The arrangement is peculiar, for on each page there
are two columns, the former of which contains the Latin; in each
line there is often but one word, so that there is o kind of verbal
connection indicated between the Greek and the Latin texts; some-
times there are as many as three words in a line; but still there is
nothing to answer to the description of stichometry. Wherever an

1 Euthalian section begins, there is (says Marsh') a similar division
in this MS,, indicated by a larger letter projecting into the margin.
The Latin text of this MS. has been called an ante-Hieronymian
version; but Michaelis very f)roperly corrected this designation
(which he had himself previously employed), calling it instead ¢ one
of those versions which differ from Jerome’s edition.”? For the
importance of this MS. depends in great measure in a right appre-
hension. of its Latin text, to which it was once thought that the
Greek had been conformed. The Latin text contains many pecu-
liarities and additions, and as these are also (of course) found in the
! Greek column, it was thought that they must be translations from
{ the Latin and adaptations of the original. But a more thorough
*  examination led to the manifest conclusion that the peculiarities had
! originated in Greek, and that the Latin was conformed to it, and
not vice versd ; so that even though such readings are not genuine,
they cannot, as to their origin, ie attributed to Latinizing, which
was once so commonly supposed to be sufficient to account for much
that was not easy to be explained. Woide in his Prolegomena to the
Codex Alexandrinus has discussed the supposed Latinizing of this
MS. with much ability ; and so convincingly, that Michaelis, who
had long held the contrary opinion, was thoroughly satisfied. The
assage on which Michaelis had rested as being the clearest proof of
iatinizin was Acts iv, 32., where after the words xai \uyh uia
there is the addition xal odx fjv ywptouds &v adrois Tis; in the same’
place in the Codex Bezx is added wal odx 7y Sidrpiaus &v adrois
o0deuia. These Michaelis had supposed to be two different Greck
translations of an addition which had originated in the Latin: but
in these M SS. the Latin of this place is as different as the Greek;
1 for the Cod. Laudianus has ct non erat separatio in eis ulla, while in
t Cod. Beze it stands et non erat accusatio in eis ulla; the latter of
these renderings showing that it is a non-intelligent version from
the Greek of the same MS. < Nec fuit inter illos discrimen ullum,”
18 the form in which this addition had been cited by Cyprian.
oide’s examination of other passages in this MS. is very valuable
ind very interesting to those who wish to see how accuracy with
Tegard to critical facts may be arrived at.
The history of this MS. is partly made up from facts and partly
m conjectures possessed of more or less probability. It has been
8upposed that it was written in the West, from the fuct of the Greck
eing subjoined to the Latin version; while, on the other hand, the

' Trauslation of Michaelis, il 748. * Introduction, ii. 269,
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forms termed Alexandrian and the similar orthography, have been
thought to indicate the Ifast. It seems more probable that it wag
written in some country in which Greek and Latin both were used;
if a conjecturc may be hazarded the exarchate of Ravenna might be
suggested, or some other place in which the power of the Byzantine
emperors continued in the West. The uncial letters are large and
rather rough; there are no accents or breathings; and the con-
tractions are such as may be found in other very ancient copies,
The probable date seems to be the close of the sizth century. At
the end of the MS. there is a fragment (the whole of which was
printed by Wetstein) of an edict of Flavius Pancratius Sovf Sap-
dweas ; hence some have thought that the MS, was written in tﬁe
island of Sardinia; the only conclusion, however, that is warranted
is that the MS. had been in that island at some time during the
period that it was governed by duces. Justinian (Hug says% ap-
pointed a dux Sardinie in 634, and after 749 the office became
extinct, so that it is to part of that interyal we must ascribe the
deposit of this MS. in that island. The writing of this edict is so
different from the MS. itself, that, although the Zind of hand existed
in some form (the epistolographic) at the same time as the uncial, it
can hardly be thought but that the text is comsiderably anterior to
the addition of Flavius Pancratius; this confirms the belief that it
may rightly be placed in the sixth century.

Mill noticed that the peculiar readings of this MS. wonderfully
accord with those of the Greck copy to which Venerable Bede re-
ferred in lis Eupositio Actuum Apostolorum retractata. Wetstein,
adopting the remark of Mill, sought to prove that this was the very
same MS. Michaelis, quoting the words of Bede, thought that it
was doubtful whether his Greek copy did not stand in opposition to
all the Zatin authorities with which he was acquainted; but he adds
that this MS. contains all the seventy-four readings quoted by Bede:
it is thus not improbable that the MSS. are identical ; for if that is
not the case, then the one must be just the same as the other as to
text. It is thus probable that this MS. Lad been brought to this
country by the early part of the eighth century : we know that soon
after the middle of the seventh century Gyeek MSS. were brought
to England by Theodorus of Tarsus, when he was appointed Arch-
bishop of Canterbury. As to its subsequent history for many ages
nothing is known even coujecturally. In the seventeenth century 1t
was the property of Archbishop Laud (from whom it takes its name s
and by him it was presented to the Bodleian Library, where it 18
now preserved. Readings taken from it were given in the editions
of Fell (1675) and of 1&1]1 (1707). In 1715 Hearne published at
Oxford the text of this MS.', to which subsequent eritical editors

' Acta Apostolornm Grmco-Latine, Litteris Majusculis, E Codice Laudiano Charac-
teribus wneialibus exarato, ct in Bibliotheca Bodlejang adservato, Descripsit ediditque
Tho. Hearnius A, M. Oxoniensis, Qui ¢t Symbolum Apostolorum ex eodem Codice
subjunxit.  Oxonii, E Theatro Sheldoniano, MDeexv.  Sumptibus editoris, 8vo. (pp.
xii. and 820.) With a fucsimile of the text of the MS. and the Apostle’s Creed nlso
engraved.  Ouly 120 copics of this edition were printed, the original price being ten
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have in general been indebted for the readings of this valuable codex.
The scarcity of the impression has, however, caused the text of this
MS. to be far less known than was desirable, Its importance in
the question of the Latinizing of Greek MSS, is very great, and
thus it is a most valuable witness to the character and claims of the
most ancient Greek MSS. as not having been corrupted from a
version. -

. The following facsimile of the writing of the Codex Laudianus is

ANAYEG
aaerdol
RAIMATEPEC
AROYGATE
oocC

, THGCAXOXSHC

uisusest wdoenH
paTRL - T npl
NOST'RO  HM® N
ibrah ac ABPAAM

shillings oach. 'The scarcity of these copies has too much hindered them from being in
the hands of critical students. Mr, Horne mentions that in 1810 & copy was sold at the
auctisn of the Rev. Dr. Heath’s library for thirteen pounds.two shillings, and _tlmt another
was sold at the auction of Mr. Gough’s library for twenty pounds. The writer has seen
various copies sold at buok-auetions at from six to eight pounds; his own copy was pro-
cured for five guincas and a half, being the price at which it was marked in the eatalogue
of My. Q. J. Stewart, 11, King William St. West Strand.  The writer may be allowed in
this place to cxpress the obligatious which he owes to My. Stewart, not ou_ly for n1\}ch
aeturate information on sacred bibliography, and for pnius that he has taken in proeuring

t him rore works of importance for his critical stndies, but also for the nid which he

23 afforded bim at various times during many years in lending him valuable works
¥hich he was unable to purchase, that they might be used in the quiet of his own room.
ﬁ"ﬁry student will feel gow fully such obligations deserve ample and grateful acknow-

ment.
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Thus in common types with a literal version: —

AD ILLE AIT OAE EdH AND HE SAID
UIRI ANAPEX MEN
FRATRES AAEA$OI BRETHREN
LT CATRES KAl IATEPES AND FATHERS
AUDITE AKOYZATE HEARKEN
DEUB o6z THE GD
GLORIAE THE AOEHS OF GLORY
UISUS EST Qe6H APPEARED
PATRI TQIIPI UNTO THE FTHER
NOSTRO EMOQN OF TS
ABEAHAE. ABPAAM, ~ ABRAHAM.

D. S’;n St. Paul’s Epistles.) CopEX CLAROMONTANUS, in the
Bibliothéque du Roi at Paris (No. 107.).—This is a MS. with
Greck and Latin on opposite pages, containing the fourteen Pauline
Epistles, with a few hiatus; most of which have been supplied at
various dates. In the order of the books the Epistle to the Colos-
sians stands before that to the Philippians ; and Hebrews (as in other
Western documents) after the Pastoral Epistles; indeed, a list of
books and the enumeration of the ariyol which they respectively
contain, is interposed. This circumstance has led some apparently to
consider the Epistle to the Hebrews to be from a subsequent hand ;
but that is clearly not the case, although the same scribe may have
written it at a later period: the handwriting is most certainly the
same.

This MS. is stichometrically arranged, with twenty-one lines on
almost every page: both the (.Zn'eek and the Latin texts proceeded
from the same hand. The citations from the Old Testament are
written in red in every part except the Epistle to the Hebrews.!

This MS. appears to belong to the sizth century; the fext, how-
ever, being much more ancient than that age. #here the MS, was
written is wholly uncertain, except that it may seem as though, from
the scribe having been a Greek and (probably) unacquainted with

! Currency was given to the opinion that the Epistle to the Hebrews was written by o
later hand through the statement given by Marsh, in his notes to Michaelis, ii. 727.; who,
after mentioning the position of this Epistle in the arrangement, continues, “To this may
be added, what neither Simon nor Wetstein have noted, that this Epistle is written even
by a later hand, and was thercfore wholly excluded from the canon by the original
writer of the manuseript. ‘This I mention on the authority of the same person whom I
quoted before.,” This nnonymous informant is described as « a friend who has examined
the MS.” In opposition to this, Tischendorf, who has collated almost every ancient MS.
of the N, Test., is decided in his judgment that both are from the same hand ; and so i3
the present writer, whose experience in the collation of MSS. has been very similar to
that of Tischendorf, but who had so fully believed the statement of Marsh that he thought
it needful, besides making the facsimile which Tischendorf has caused to be lithographed,
to trace some lines in ¢he Epistle to the Hebrews in justification of his rejection of the
opinion of Mursh,

o o 7
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Latin, that it must have been in the East; but even if that was the
. case, the exemplar from which it was taken appears to have been
i western; for the Latin text is a pretty faithful representative of
. this form of the Greek. Itis, however, more like a translation than
| the Latin which accompanies the Greek of the Codex Bezex or of
. the Codex Laudianus. Few MSS. (if any) have passed through
. the hands of so many correctors. The original writer made several
alterations; then the whole of the Greek text was corrected (in the
seventh century apparently) by the first reviser. Two others (who
may be distinguished by the difference of their handwriting) made a
few changes: one of these seems to have only touched the Greek
text. But the fourth corrector made the most alterations; he went
over the whole of the text, adding the breathings and accents to the
Greek, and erasing whatever displeased him. His writing is the most
clearly discernible of all the revisers, by the sharp narrow letters in
ink still tolerably black, looking like the uncial characters of the
ninth century or later. His changes of the text are more than fwo
thousand. Besides these four correctors, other hands may be traced
g3 having made occasional alterations; one of these, comparatively
recent, has restored in several places the original reading (or what
seemed to this corrector to be such) which had been previously
altered.
The modern history of this MS. commences with the mention
which Theodore Beza makes of it when in his possession. He says
that he procured it from Clermont in the diocese of Beauvais, and
hence it received the name which he gave it, Claromontanus.
Wetstein, who chose to accuse Beza of having given a wholly in-
correct account of the history of his MSS., conjectured that this
Codex had been taken from the monastery of Cluny when it was
plundered by the Swiss, and that Beza's other MS. (the Codex
Beze) had come from Clermont in Auvergne, and that he had by
sccident or design confounded the MSS. and the two places in
France of the name of Clermont. These conjectures are wholly
Unimportant as far as this MS. itself is concerned. How long it
remained in the Library from which it passed into Beza’s hands is of
; tourse wholly unknown. After Beza’s death this MS. passed into
the library of the brothers Jacques and Pierre du Puy; the former
of whom "was librarian to the king of France: he died in 1656,
- and previous to that year (by purchase) the MS, was deposited in
the Bibliothéque du Roi.
, In the early part of the eighteenth century thirty-five leaves were
| Sut out of this MS. and solf by John Aymon; all of these except
e were purchased in England by the bibliogra%hical Earl of
8 xford, who was wholly unaware of their history. The remaining

af wag gold in Holland, and Stosch, who had purchased it, returned
%0 its proper place in 1720.! The portion bought by Lord Oxford
Was restored in 1729, and it still remains in a separate volume in its

|
i
7’!
s
|

|

'11: On this leaf is now written “ Feuillet renvoyé de Hollande par Mr. Stosch. Mars 1720.”
¢ i i ied 1
ame of this person has often been incorrectly copi tosel.
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English binding, with an inseription commemorating its restoration,
It was, indeed, stated publicly in print in the beginning of 1850
that this portion had been again stolen from. the Bibliothéque, Iy
the writer found, on examination in the summer of the same year at
the place, that this was wholly a mistake, and that the book wag
quitc safe just as he had seen it in 1849. But as the leaf which
Stosch had returned still remained loose, exposed to danger from
the dishonest hands which have done too much injury to that library,
the present writer caused it to be fixed in its place, to guard against
any such misfortune.

Beza made some critical use of this MS.; it was also examined in
some places by John Morinus; and readings extracted from it are
given by Walton (as sent to Archbishop Usher by the brothers du
Puy) and by Curcelleus, and after them by Mill. In 1715 and
the following year Wetstein collated the MS., which seems to
have been the first time that this was done throughout.? Griesbach
examined it during his literary visit to Paris, and he gives in his
Symbole Criticee corrections of some of Wetstein's citations; he
also took some pains to determine who the different correctors were
as to the order in which they exercised their skill on this MS. In
recent time it was entirely transcribed by Tischendorf; and the
results of his examination were first given in his edition of the
Greck New Testament in 1849. In that year, previously to the
publication of this edition of Tischendorf, Tregelles had collated
the whole of the MS., distinguishing, as far as seemed practicable,
the corrections of the different hands. In 1850 he again examined
the MS., comparing the readings noted by Tischendorf with his
own collations, so as to be as certain as possible with regard to the
original writing and the corrections and erasures. The results of all
this comparison were communicated to Tischendorf, and in 1852
there appeared his facsimile edition of both the Greek and Latin
texts. Sabatier had indeed published the latter, but without suffi-
cient exactitude. :

Those who are unacquainted with this MS. have objected, that as
it has been altered so many times, it must be difficult to ascertain
the original readings, To this it may be sufficiently answered, that,
though difficult, it is quite possible; and that Tischendorf and
Tregelles in their separate examinations of the several thousands of
corrections and erasures, differed in hardly a single case respecting
the original reading?, even though as to the lafer changes (in so vast
a number) they varied several times in judgment. '

This M. is thoroughly Wetstein (in Griesbach’s sense of the term)

! Foreigners who do not understand English titles (especially as deseribed in French)
have thought that there must be some mistake in sceing the restorer of these leaves
designated as Robert Harley, Farl of Oxford, as Milord d'Oxzford ct Mortimer, and as

Milord d Ozfort, Seigneur Anglois.
? The part which was then scvered from the MS. was collated for Wetstein by Nieu-

wenhuis of Amsterdam : this was done apparently thirty or more years after the time

when Wetstein had carricd on his own collations at Paris.

% Seo 8s to o few points of difference, « Historical Account of the Printed Text,”
p. 164.
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documents is very great, and often it has a kind of determining

valuc when A. B. C. differ amongst themselves: there arc passages in

which it accords with B. in maintaining readings which arc the best.

attested by the ancient versions and early citations, T.ike the rest

of the Codices Grzco-Latini, it was charged with Latinizing, and
, thus it was some time before it received the attention which it
deserved. It ig, in fact, one of the most valuable MSS. extant:
none of the texts published by Tischendorf is so important with the
single exception of the palimpsest Codex Ephraemi (C.).

x in its text. Its importance in conncetion with other very ancient
!
i
i
|

E. (in St. Paul's Epistles) CODEX SAN-GERMANENSIS, now at
St. Petersburg.—This MS. is described in this place, not as possess-
ing a claim on the ground either of antiquity or importance, but
simply because it is a transcript of the Codex Claromontanus jnst
mentioned; and therefore it will be best considered in juxtaposition.
Like its archetype it is in Greek and Latin; and both are written
in uncial letters, exhibiting that kind of general resemblance which ]
‘may easily result from imitation. It is probably not older than the
ninth or tenth century. The peculiarity of this MS. is, that it was
copied from the Codex Claromontanus gfter that MS. had received
some of the corrections of the later hands; so that the scribe of this
has confused readings, and has introduced in places partly what
belonged to the one and partly what was introduced by the other.
Instances of this were given by Wetstein and Griesbach, such as
prove that the writer was too ignorant to have any conception of
the meaning of what he was writing. A MS. such as this has of
course no independent value as a witness; its only importance scems
to be that it shows the condition of the archetype from which it was
taken at the time when it was made. This MS. is now defective in
part of the eighth and eleventh of Romans, almost the whole of the
first Epistle to Timothy, and from Heb. xii. 8. to the end.

It was long preserved in the Abbey of St. Germain des Prez at
Paris?, (whence it takes its name); but when much of that
monastery was burned in the latter part of the last century (having

een converted by the republicans into a saltpetre manufactory),
and the MSS. in general transferred to the Bibliothéque du Roi,
this and some others disappeared for a time, but it came to light
8gain at St. Petersburg, wgere it is kept in the Imperial library,?

-

i A e L

! Marsh snys, “ There is another more ancient Codex San-germanensis of St. Paul's
El'lstles, which has never been collated. It is probably only a fraginent, as it contains no
’?‘Ol'c than thirteen leaves, but is supposed by Montfaucon to be as ancient as the filth
“Mury,”  (Notes to Michaclis, il p. 785.) This scems to be the same MS. as the Coislin
mgn'mnts (with the number of leaves not quite accurately stated) mext deseribed (I11),
llti ¥ important to ascertain whet MSS. are meant when they are spoken of thus indcﬁ-
tely as unknown or uneollated. "The Coislin MSS, were deposited at St. Germain des

"% up to the time of the destruetive fire,
it wh Was p_u}'ch:lsﬂl at l’m"is by a Russinn nobleman nmmed Dubrowsky ; and in 1805
&mﬁs ulcunhcsl by Matthiei as being the snme DS, that had l_)ucn known as the Codex
op  Sermanensis: thus the story that it was stolen by the lussians when at Puris in 1814

815 ix o mere faney or fiction,

You, 1v, ' P
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i
cert).— Of this MS. fourtcen leaves only have been preserved; they ;

m‘é written stichometrically, with a subscription (sce p. 85.) referring
to a comparison with the copy at Camsarea written by the hand of .
Pamphilus himself : this may have been copied from another MS, op |
which this was noted; but the MS. itself is almost, if not quite, ’
as ancient as the time of Euthalius, from whom this subscriptiog
proceeded.  Montfaucon places it in the fifth or sixth century,
Tischendorf in the latter. The uncial letters of this MS. are large
and squarc: when rather faded the whole (except the subseriptions
written in vermillion) was gone over again, most coarsely, by 4 |
corrector who reblackened the letters in such a manner as thoroughly |
to destroy their elegance. Montfaucon published the text of these
fragments in 1715 in his Bibliotheca Coisliniana : a few corrections
of the text thus given have been stated by Tischendorf.

These fourteen leaves were used at Mount Athos in 1218 as part
of the covers of another book; the rest of the MS. had probably |
either perished previously, or else it was then destroyed in a similar |
manuer. After the fire at St. Germain des Prez, twelve leaves only
were found ; the other two however were at length known to have
been transferred to St. Petersburg, and they are described amongst |
the MSS. of the Russian Imperial Library.

S -

CHAP. XVIL

LATER UNCIAL MS8. OF PECULIAR IMPORTANCE.

[

TrE MSS. of the Gospels next require consideration, which, though
in age they stand amongst the later uncials, accord in ezt with the
more ancient copies.

¢

L. CopEx REGIus; 62. (so numbered among the MSS. of the !
Bibliothéque du Roi or Impériale at Paris). This MS. was used
partially by Robert Stephens, who denoted it +, as being the eighth |
of the codices collated for his large edition of the Greek Testament |
(1550). Since the time of Stephens many others have examined or {
collated this MS. Wetstein was peculiarly inaccurate in his eol- !
lation, or else the extracts which he made were printed (nearly forty |
years afterwards) with great want of exactitude. Griesbach collated !
the greater part of the MS. with considerable care; and at length '
the whole was transcribed by Tischendorf, and published in his
Monumenta Sacra Inedita (Leipsic 1846): the text of this MS. ;
forms, in fact, the most important and valuable part of that work. !

This MS. contains the four Gospels; a few leaves only being lost:
the defects are Matt. iv. 22—v. 14., xxviii, 17. to the end; l\lirk X.
16—30., xv. 220, John xxi. 15. to the end. The letters areé :
upright and compressed; each page contains two columns; accents
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occur, but they are often very inaccurately placed. There are
various marks of punctuation; but there is no system observed in the
auses or divisions indicated. The usual contractions are found, as
well as some others ; mistakes in orthography, omissions of letters,
&c. are frequent. The TiTAo:, Ammonian sections, Eusebian canons,
and indications of ecclesiastical lessons, are given in this MS., as is
the case with most of the later uncials. Tischendorf attributes this
MS. to the eighth century; Griesbach, Hug, and other critics, to
the ninth ; and this seems to be the more probable date.

The value of this MS. is not, however, to be estimated from its
date, nor from the orthographical accuracy of its execution: the
character of it text speaks for itself to all who compare the readings
with those of the other ancient MSS.; for in spite of ‘all the incom-
petence of the copyist he has preserved readings in this MS. which
are only found in a few other documents —those, however, being the
most ancient and valuable. It has been thought that Egypt was the
country in which it was written, partly from the Alexandrian forms
(which in themselves prove nothing, though in other parts they
| might hardly have been found in the eighth or ninth century), and
partly from the supposition that the scribe was but little acquainted
with the language in which he was writing. It is evident that the

{S. from which this was copied was one into which several correc-
ftions had been introduced ; and thus it seems that some things in the
1 text of this were ingerted from the margin of the archetype.

X. CopeEx MoNacknsi8.— This MS. is now in the University
Library at Munich (having formerly belonged to Ingoldstadt, and
tfterwards to Landshut). It contains the four Gospels, with various
defects, They now stand John, Luke, Mark, Matthew ; but before
he beginning of John there are two injured and blackened leaves,
tntaining part of Matthew, from vi. 3. to ver. 10. The text of the
Gospels (except that of Mark) is interspersed with a commentary
taken from Chrysostom and others. The text is in small upright
Incial letters, which, though some of them are compressed, seem as
¥ they were partial imitations of those used in very early copies.
e commentary, however, which stands continuously in the same
Wlumns as the text,is in cursive letters; and, from the arrangement,
the whole must be of the same age. It all belongs probably to the
%nth century. Each page of this MS. contains two columns; there
e no divisions such as 7iAo:; and no mark of its having been in-
tndeq (as, indeed, the arrangement would almost preclude) for
urch use. Some of the readings of this MS. were communicated
J Dobrowsky to Griesbach, who therefore gave it a place in his list.
Sholz collated it, but with very little exactness ; and it was subse-
Vently collated (independently) by Tischendorf and by Tregelles.
mThe text of this MS. is commonly ancient. The interspersed com-
Ntary may sometimes have affected the readings; but that this is
uniformly the case is shown by the fact that the commentary
. ometimes a reading wholly different from that in’ the text. The

"mentary does, however, prove the absence or the contrary of
o2
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particnlar passages. Some of the portions in which this MS, 1 16 |
defeetive have been supplied on paper, and in a later hand. Ow

On a loose leaf in the begiuning of the MS. there is g
randum, showing that it was given to the library of the Jesuity
College at Ingoldstadt, by Gerard Vossius, the provincial superiol.tsf}
that order for Germany: its previous history appears to be unknowlo1
Ifrom the same memorandum it seems that the MS. had beey fo.g
gsome time in the last century kept at Innsbruck. (The datei:

(Eniponti, 14 April, 1757.)

memo_

A. CopEx SANGALLENSIS.— This MS. was published in 1834
by Rettig, in a lithographed facsimile edition: previously no use hag
been made of its text for critical purposes. It is preserved in the
library of St. Gallen, in Switzerland. It contains the four Gospels
in Greek with an interlined Latin version, written on vellum in 4 |
very peculiar character. There is one hiatus only, John xix, 1733,

The words in the Greek text are divided by a point; often, how.
ever, .omitted or incorrectly placed. Frequently initial letters are
found much larger than the others in the same line; and such letters
are painted witha spot of some colour, by way of ornament as it would
appear. In the beginning of St. Mark’s GGospel there are traces of
accents and breathings ; elsewhere they are not found. The Latin
text is not a later addition made to the Greek, but it proceeded
from the same writer or writers: it is not the old Latin, nor yet the
Vulgate ; but it seems to have been formed from the Vulgate and|
the %reek text, by a copyist whose ignorance was great. In places§
it is a kind of construing of the parts of the Greek words: it has
thus no value independently. It only shows, in some placcs other-,
wise doubtful, what the Greek text was intended to be, and how it
should be read.

The margin of this MS. contains not only such sections, &c., a8}
were customary, but also grammatical andy other annotations of,
various kinds: some of these have a dogmatical object. It has been§
supposed from variations in the handwriting that this MS. was§
written by different scribes; but if this be the case, all must have,
been of the same general character, of the same want of skill, and]
belonging, even as to their graphic abilities, to the same school
Mistakes of all kinds are frequent ; and the omissions of the article:§
and errors of the same sort, show a writer whose mind and ear hat]
no familiar acquaintance with the structure of Greek. From th]
handwriting, especially that of the Latin text and the marginal noté!
it has been thought probable that the copyist was an Irish or Scottish
monk: this probability is greatly increased by the circumstance the* ;
a MS. closely allied to this, the Codex Boernerianus (G. of .St'
- Paul’s Epistles) contains at the foot of one of the pages a few i}
in Irish. But there is no reason why we should infer that it "%
written in Ireland; for Irish monks inhabited many monasteries '8
the continent; and that of St. Gallen itself was founded by the®’
there then it may very probably have been written. Whoever ¢0%
pares this MS, with the Codex Boernerianus (as exhibited in ' .




|
\
i
.
»
|

!

pesimiles of each) would at once suppose them to be closely con-
yected. This opinion is confirmed by the notes in the margin of each
\eing often identical; and thus they have been rightly regarded as
arts of the same book. A farther proof of this was found when
lrregelles in 1850 compared Rettig’s facsimile with the Codex Boer-
erianus at Dresden; for as Rettig has given all that the Codex
‘jangallensis now contains, there are several leaves in lithographed
igcsimile which are additions to the MS. in a later hand: several
\javes are thus prefixed to the MS, containing other writing ; the hand,
{&c., was found to be precisely the same as that which wrote one leaf
l,ow prefixed and eleven now at the end of Codex Boernerianus.

Thus these MSS. once formed one book ; and when separated, some
{i the superfluous leaves with additional writing attached to the
jprmer part, and some to the latter.

Thus, arguments which had been used to show that Codex Boer-
gerianus belongs to the ninth century apply equally to the Codex
Sangallensis. .

The claim of this MS. to be distinguished from the general body
of the later uncials depends mostly on the text of St. Mark’s Gospel,
i which portion there is a very frequent adherence to the best and
most ancient anthorities : it may also be separated from other MSS. in
the Grospels, as being part of the same book as G. of St. Paul’s Epistles.
It is remarkable to find in this MS. readings which are found in
B. and in but a few others, in the midst of a text often showing no
J oodness. Its origin is sufficiently obscure; but it seems.
from this MS, and Codex Boernerianus, that there must have been,
i parts at least, in the West, a Greek text current, possessing pecu-
limities of its own, and supporting many ancient readings, especially
fa St. Paul’s Epistles and in the Gospel of St. Mark.
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_F. (of St. Paul’s Epistles). CopEX AUGIENSIS, in the library of
Trinity College, Cambridge.—This MS. contains the Epistles of St.
ul in Greek and Latin; that to the Hebrews being only in Latin,
Lhis version is not, as is commonly the case in the Codices Graeco-
Latini, 2 non-Hieronymian translation, for it is a very good copy of
it of Jerome. The beginning of this Codex is defective, so that it
20w commences in Rom, iii. 19. In a few places the Greek text is
| ik, the Latin by the side being only supplied. It formerly be-
ged to the monastery of Augia Major, in Switzerland, near Con-
*ance, whence it received its name. Wetstein saw it at Heidelberg,
1 collated it imperfectly and inaccurately ; and afterwards, through
¢ nformation which he gave, the celebrated Bentley purchased it
11718, After his death, in 1742, it passed with other books and
EPE\'S into the hands of his nephew, Richard Bentley, who left it to
:‘h; ¢ollege where it is now preserved, in the library of which it has
0 deposited ever since the year 1787.

fter the Lpistle to the Hebrews there is, in the same hand, a
wo extract from a Liatin writer (parts of which were published by
‘he(?ﬁh‘\:uxn in his deseription of the MS.); and as this was supposed to
‘habanus Manrus, it was held that the MS. could not be oller

0y
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than the ninth century. Dut as this is a mistake, the MS. may |o{ 3
well attributed to the eighth.! The Greek must have been copieqg §
from an exemplar containing an old text of the class which Gries. *
bach termed Western. In many respects the orthography is very -
defective and barbarous, and the formation of the letters of the
Latin column is of the kind which has been termed Anglo—Saxon, ;
so that there can be no doubt that it was written in the West, -
Dots are introduced between many of the Greek words; some.; -
times each word is thus separated; in other places two or three/
are thus divided off; and often they are so placed in the Latiy
column as to answer precisely to their location in the Greek. Occa. -
sionally, however, wordsare divided by this dot, as CTN-CTOIXIN, .
CTN-MEIMHTAI; and this too is found not only when some reason
might be imagined in the composition of the word, but also in other,
places; thus O'COI stands for éoor. A space is very often left be.
tween two letters, and then a small curved line placed below conncets
them together. These peculiarities, and the confusion of vowels and| -
the use in one or two places of the Latin P for the Greek I, show that | :
the acquaintance of the scribe with the latter language must have;
been extremely slight. At times, indeed, the reading of this MS. is| ~
quite uncertain, for the writer was so little conscious of the different | .
value of the Greek (U and O that he used them without discrimi-
nation ; and thus we cannot be certain, when the use of the one or
the other of these letters would form a different word, which of the |
two was the one that he intended : all that can be done in such cases } -
by a collator or critical editor is to record what the MS. does read | -
as a fact, Eiving information of the uncertainty of its testimony. In! .
general these orthographic variations may be passed by without| -
notice, because they do not affect the reading of a passage at all. "
Bentley valued this MS. highly, and he intended to have used it } ~

ns an authority of weight in the Greek Testament which he proposed
to edit: his collation of it is only to be found amongst his other |
materials in the library of Trinity College, Cambridge. It had long ‘ ;
been thought that Wetstein’s collation was both defective and in- '
accurate, and yet it was not until 1842, a century after the death of -
Bentley, that one more complete was made. In that year the MS. |
was thoroughly collated by Tischendorf, and three years afterwards & |
by Tregelles, who also collated the Latin text, which is far superior (
to that generally current. ' 5
If different parts of the Codex Augiensis are compared, it may |
seem as if it had been written by several hands from the variety in '
the character of the Greek; but if the leaves are looked at con-'
secutively (and not in the order in which some of them are now
transposed), it will be seen that the changes are so gradual as to in-

——g e e

Rhabanus Maurus. Tischendorf, in his “ Anecdota, Sacra et Profana ” (p. 215.), cites from
n uote written in this MS, respecting the passage quoted, “imo potius conveniunt iis que®
Cumianus Rabani 1. d. Preuitentiarum mensura quoi . . . . vixit anno 640" The Rev: |
Fenton J. A, Hort states, however, * Tischendorf has not been too careful in his tran- |
seript of the note at the end of F. The name is certainly ¢ Cumianus Fota’ (or Futa)
in, and the omitted word after* qui’ is ¢ auctor,” Thus “ Fota in” was turncd int®

[
* Ruhaui” %

! Marsh, following Semler, gave cutrency to the opinion that the passage was from (
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‘t dicate the same hand having become more practised (or more wearied)
! in tracing Greck letters. Altogether this is one of the most valuable
i MSS. of the Greek Scriptures which this country possesses.
i 'The subscription in the front of the last leaf now pasted to the
{ binding, * Monasterium Augiz in Belgis ubi institutus est Goddes-
. chaleus,” is in the handwriting of Bentley.

;  G. (in St. Paul’s Fpistles). CoDEX BOERNERIANTS, now in the
5 library of the King of Saxzony at Dresden. It belonged during part
1 of the seventeenth century to Paul Junius of Leyden, at whose death
in 1670 it became the property of Peter Francius; at the sale of
whose books, in 17035, in passed into the hands of Dr. C. F. Boerner,
from whom it takes its name. ICiister first published readings from
1 it in his reprint of Mill's Greek Testament. In 1719 it was bor-
| rowed by Bentley, who kept it at Cambridge for five years. Amongst
+ his papers there is a transcript of the whole of this MS. (the writing
being a kind of imitation of the codex itself). He did not return it
§{ to Bocrner until he had made fruitless attempts to acquire it by
1 purchase. The Greek text is accompanied with a Latin translation
4 arranged interlinearly. As soon as the readings of this MS. and the
a Codex Augiensis (F.) were at all known, it was suspected that one
3 must be the transcript of the other; becanse, even though the col-
lation of neither was at all perfect or exact, there was enough to
show a striking, if not convincing, resemblance. And thus 1t was
so much an established point in the minds of some eritics that F. and
(. were copied the one from the other (just as we know that I, is a
transcript of D.), that they only differed as to whick were the copy,
forming their judgments on this point according to their opinion of
the relative ages of the documents,

This MS. was published by Matthzi in 1791, so that the means of
an exact acquaintance with its text and of comparison with F. became
far greater. The differences between the two MSS. are such as to
show that the one is mot a transeript of the other. The Latin in
. this is not the Vulgate of Jerome, but a translation generally de-
- Pending on and modelled to the Greek:over which each word is

written, as far at least as the copyist’s want of skill admitted. In
. every epistle there is some variation between the two MSS., and that
of such a kind as to show that the one (in either case) could not have
been copied from the other; the variations being just such in each
Case ag would have led copyists astray. But though neither of these

18 a transcript of the other, the relation between the two as to text
" B more close than could have been supposed from the collation given
Y Wetstein; and thus it may.be deemed certain that the Greek of
tach of these MSS. was a copy (mediate or immediate) of a more
Incient, codex ; from which the copyist of each of these departed at

es by mere error.

The “general description of the Codex Sangallensis (A of - the
N Spels) applies equally to this MS., to which it was once joined:
0“‘:11‘V11u§cver shows the history of the one will apply equally to that
- He other

o |
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It seems as if the writer of this MS, liad thought of subjoining the
apocryphal Epistle to the Laodiceans to that to Philemon; for on
the same page there is the heading mpos Aaoudnenoas: apyeras
emiarorny.  The cpistle, however, is not added; and in the Codex
Augiensis this heading las no place. After Rom. xiv. 23, there is
a vacant space in this MS., which is not in the Codex Augiensis. i

From some of the marginal remarks it secms as if the Codex
Boernerianus had been copied for certain polemical purposes: thug |
in some places (such as 1 Tim. ii. 4.) there is the note contrg.
goddioxahxov, referring no doubt to the controversy with Gottschalk
in the ninth century, when points connected with grace, predestina- -
tion, &c. were under discussion. Qther passages arc noted as being -
contra Grecos. :

How little acquaintance the copyist had with Greek is show;
by the introduction of the Latin & as the rough breathing; thu
L Tim. iv. 2. hvmorpioe for dmoxpicee.  This small measure of know:
ledge of Greek is the best proof how little ground there is for
charging him with having altered and rewrought his Greek text t
conform it to the Latin.

This MS. of course is not a distinct authority from F. as to
readings of St. Paul’s Epistles: fogether, however, they are valua
as a united testimony to the readings of the ancient and valua
codex from which they must have alike sprung.

CHAP. XVIL

THE OTHER LATER UNCIALS CONTAINING THE GOSPELS.

THE remaining uncial MSS. and frzigments require but a br
description. ‘

E. CopEx BABILEENSIS, now in the public library at Basle (
iv. 35.; formerly B. vi. 21.).—This MS. contains the four Gospels
a few hiatus. It is written in round, full uncial letters, one colus
only on the page, with the Ammonian sections; but instead of
Eusebian canons there is a kind of Harmony of the Gospels n
at the foot of each page, by a reference to the parallel section
the other evangelists. This MS. appears to belong to the e
century, and the additions of a subsequent hand seem to ind
that they were made in the ninth. Tt appears that it was form
used as a church MS. at Constantinople, aud it may be consid
to be one of the best specimens of what has been called the
stantinopolitan class of text. It was presented in the fifteer
ceutury to a monastery in Basle by Cardinal de Ragusio. Wets
collated this MS., aud this was also done (indcpendently
Tischendorf, Miiller of Basle, and Tregelles,

F. Copex Bonrrrin— This MS, takes its name from its fo
possessor, Joln Borcel, mnbassador from the United Troviné
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King James I. Soon after Doreel’s death, in 1629, some man of
learning, whose name is unknown, made extracts from this MS. as
far as Luke x. This collation was communicated to Wetstein by

i Isaitc Ver.burgen‘m 1730. Weistein could not ascertain where the
+ M. was in hiz time.

 his But after having been unknown for nearly
two centuries it was discovered in 1830 at Arnhem. Soon after

* this discovery had been announced by Prof. Heringa, he made a

diligent and. careful collation of its text. Some part of this codex
appears to have been lost since the time when the extracts were
made which Wetstein used; so that Ais citations in such parts still
retain their value, Heringa’s collation with a description and fac-
simile of the MS. appeareg in 1843, after his death, under the edij-
torial care of Vinke, The MS, is now in the library of the Univer-
sity of Utrecht. The letters of this MS. are large, upright, com-
pressed uncials ; it 18 written with two columns on each page, with
the usual indications of sections, &c., but without the ISusebian
canons. It is supposed to belong to the tenth century: some have
thought the ninth, but that is probably too early.

G. CopEx SerpeLi I.—A MS, of the four Gospels brought by
Andreas Seidel, with H., from the East. La Croze afterwards pur-
chased both these MSS. and gave them to Wolf of Hamburg.. G.
is now in the British Museum; it contains the four Gospels, but
with several chasms. It is written in double columns, in such
uncial letters as were common in the tenth century. Wolf collated
this MS. as well as H., and he published the results in his Anecdota
Greca, vol. iii, He had previously (in 1721) sent a copy of his col-
lation of these MSS. to Bentley, and also a small piece of each MS.,
as a specimen. These fragments are now amongst Bentley’s papers
in the library of Trinity (%ollege Cambridge.! "This MS. has becn
recently collated by Tischendorf and also by Tregelles.

H. Copex Serpern II.— The history of this MS. has been
given as far as it is known in connection with G, From the time
of Wolf’s death-it has been deposited in the public library at Ham-

urg ; though from this fuct not having been generally known, this
codex was long classed amongst lost MSS. Tt contains the four

ospels (commencing in Matt. xv.) with various chasms. It is neatly
Written with one column on each page; the letters apparently being
of the ninth century. Wolf’s collation was very imperfeet and
very incorrect, but no other was executed before that of Tregelles,

~ ho collated the MS. and compared Wolf’s extracts with it in 1850.

s readings on the whole are better than those of the MSS. with
Which it has a general affinity.

PK_. Copex Cyprius (No. 63. in the Bibliothdque du Roi at
aris).—This MS. of the four Gospels takes its name from the
Pace from which.it was brought in 1637, It was then deposited

1 SIQE?OM to the curivus history of thuse fragments “Aeccount of Printed Text,” i,
+ 160,
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i 1i of Colbert, whence it passed into its present locality,:
lfh?il}ll}:)igi etters of this MS. are ]sIL)rge, upright,. and c(n.npresseg .

in each page there is one column ; the number of lines varyle‘s gll'eatly
in some of the pages, for occasionally the letters are ) kﬁl);‘ large..
There is a pretty frequent insertion of a poimnt as a ‘maf} of inter-
punction ; this has been supposed to oceur at the end o tlm a\x&c}‘ex}t
~ grlyos. The writing, &c. may be taken as proofs that the MS. is
not older than the middle of the minth century. Wets:cexg 1nse(}~
readings taken from this MS. with no great accll}'aclsy ; c‘(:lz@t
though he valued it very highly, collated it with so litt F clarc that 1
his testimony is worth but little. The comparison o tlelmol-g{,&

recent independent collations of Tischendorf and Tregelles leaves
little eround for doubt as to its readings. It was of some impor
ance to correct errors previously made, since this MS,, updue as.a
some of the praises which have been bestowed upon it, contai
many good and valuable readings.

. £x CampiaNvs. (No. 48. Bibliothéque du Roi.) — Tk
is 1Z[bfaj:;:llt);iful little MS. of( the four Giospels, written in doub
columns in very neat uncial letters. It was presented in 1706
Louis XIV. by the Abbé des Camps. It is supposed to belong.
the end of the ninth century or the beginning of the tenth. It w
used by Wetstein, re-examined by Scholz, copied by T’lschendgs
and collated by Tregelles. It contas many good rcadings. 1
sides the indications of sections in the margm, there are also schol,
some of these are in the most minutc writing. Besides accents
breathings, the words are marked with a musical notation.

S. A MS. of the four Gospels in the Vatican Library (No. 35
The subscription says that it was written by Michael,a n-xonk,x
year 949 of our era. This MS. is, therefore, one by which the d
of others may be in some measure f:stlr.nated. It is written In 0O
pressed uncial letters, rather large in size, and such as \v.ould.
pendently have been expected in a MS. of the date contained i

ubscription. : ‘
° Birc}g has been the only collator of this Codex. Ie gav
results in the notes to his edition of the four Gospels, and aga
the Variee Lectiones as published separately. He states th
collated the MS. twice with care. Lxcept in places in whie
have to judge from his silence, and not from direct testimony, ¥
hardly be in doubt as to the readings of this copy. The text
might be supposed, Constantinopolitan in character.

U. Copex Nantanus. — This copy of the four Gospels 1
in the Library of St. Mark, at Venice. "It is beautifully anlé’ﬁ
borately executed with ornaments in gold and colours. The..
are in general an imitation of those used before the mtrodug
compressed uncials; but they do not belong to the age when {u
round writing was customary or natural, so that the stiffne
want of ease is manifest. This codex is supposed to belong
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ninth or tenth century. Its first collator was Mﬁ}nter, and DBirch
published the extracts thus communicated to him. It was again
collated in 1843 by Tischendorf, and in 1846 by Tregelles. It con-

tains Alexandrian readings in some places, but the general text is
Constantinopolitan.

V. CopEx MosQuENsIs. — In this MS. there are the three first
Gospels, and that of St. John as far as vii. 39., in uncial letters;
the latter Gospel has been completed by a later hand in cursive
letters. The date of the earlier portion is supposed to be of the
ninth century. It was collated by Matthai in 1779, and he states
that it was then defective, Matt. v. 44 —vi. 12, and ix. 18—x. 1.
Four years afterwards he found that it had received other injuries,
for Matt, xxii. 44—xxiii. 35. and John xxi. 10. to the end, had also
disappeared. This MS. belongs to the Library of Holy Synod at
Moscow. Matthei collated it twice; and on his extracts, as given
in liis Greek Testament, subsequent editors and critics have relied.
He also gave a facsimile of the writing of the MS. .The text is of
the usual Constantinopolitan character.

T. CopEx TiscHENDORFIANUS IV.— Tischendorf has recently
proposed to use I'. as the designation for critical purposes of the M.
which is No. IV. in the catalogue of those which he procured in
1853. No inconvenience need arise from this notation, for the
Vatican fragments, denoted I'. by Scholz, are far more suitably
quoted by the same designation as the other portions of the same
MS. now at Vienna and in the British Museum.

This MS. is ascribed by Tischendorf to the ninth century ; it now
consists of 157 leaves of a large quarto form. On each page there
is one column, and the form of the letters and general aspect re-
sembles especially the Codex Cyprius (K.). This MS. contains the
Gospel of St. Luke entire, but with the last ten leaves much injured
by damp: the Gospel of St. Mark is only defective from chap. iii.
35—uvi. 20.: of St. Matthew there are but a few leaves, containing
vi. 16—29., vii. 26—viil. 27., xii. 18—xiv. 15., xx. 25—xxi, 19.,
xxii, 25—xxiii. 13., and of St. John vi. 14 -—viii. 3., xv. 24—xix.
6. The text of this MS. agrees in general with that of the other
later uncials ; in some peculiar passages it has such readings as are
found in the more important MSS. Tischendorf has himself col-
lected this MS:, and also (by his permission) Tregelles during the
time that it was in England.

A, Copex TiscHENDORFIANUS ITI. — The notation A. has been
Proposed by Tischendorf to designate the MS. No. ITL in hiseatalogue,
Which rcference has alrcady been made. The fragment to which
€ had previously applied this reference does not need any special
Dotatiop,
o This MS. is attributed by Tischendorf to the eighth century. Tt
o Nsists at present of 157 leaves, containing the whole of the Gospels
t Luke and St. John, together with the subscription tu that of
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St. Mark, so that it doubtless onee included all the Gospels. In -
each page there are two columns; the uncial letters are small, neat,
sloping, and compressed. The variety of reading is consu.lerable,‘so
that although Constantinopolitan in its general character, 1t contains
by no means a settled text. Occasionally there are scliolia added,
some of which have an importance as affording evidence in criticism, |
Tischendorf collated this MS. himself, and Tregelles subsequently =
by his permission. S

i

FRrAGMENTS. sy
O.—This letter was used by Wetstein and others to denote a -
fragment of St. Luke’s Gospels (xviii. 11—13. and part of ver. 14.)
given to Montfaucon by Anselmo Banduri, Tischendorf, however,
considering that fragment to be only part of a lectionary, has sub-

stituted for it another fragment. ‘ ‘

Fragmentum Mosquense.— Eight leaves containing John i. 1—4.,
xx, 10—13., 15—17., 20—24. Four of the leaves contain nothing
but repetitions of the beginning of St. John's Gospel. Matthwi
edited these fragments, and gave a facsimile: they aipear to belong
to the ninth century. They belong to the Library of the Holy Synod
at Moscow gld\T . 0XX.), having formerly been attached to the
binding of a MS. of Chrysostom. ,

R.— This letter was used by Griesbach and Scholz to denote &
Tiibingen fragment containing John i. 38—50.: Tischendorf, how=
ever, considered that fragment to be only part of a lectionary, and,
therefore, in his Greek Testament (1849) he substituted a Fra
mentym Neapolitanum rescriptum ; of this he was able to read o
page containing Mark xiv. 32—39. The palimpsest leaves in the
whole MS. appear to be twelve or fourteen; the writing being of
the eighth century. ‘

The inconvenience of using letfers of reference to denote v
small fragments is shown by the changes of notation which take plage
from time to time ; for Tischendorf now calls the Neapolitan fragment
‘Wt., and he uses R. to denote the Codex Nitriensis mentioned abov
p- 183. To the latter arrangement there can be no objection if it
well understood ; but it is always better to refer by name to
very small fragments, which can only occasionally be cited.

W. (appended to No. 314. in the Paris Library ').—Two fra
ments of St. Luke’s Gospel, containing ix. 36—47. and x. 12—2
Tischendorf, who ascribes these two leaves to the eighth centx
(which seems at least sufficiently early), published them in
Monumenta Sacra Inedita, 18486.

Y.—Fragments in the Barberini Library at Rome (No. 225.); co
taining St. John xvi. 3—xix. 41. Attributed to the eighth cen
by Tischendorf, who inserted it in his Monumenta Sacra [nedita.’

®. Codexr Tischendorfianus, in the University Library at Leipss

! It will be well once for all to mention that this library, whetlier designated Nation
Iinpériale, or known by its old name Bibliothiyue dn Itoi, is one and the swme.
changes of its nmame have led to incumsisteucy in the refercices to it on tho park
eritics.
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—TFour leaves brought from the East by Tischendorf, containing parts
of St. Matthew’s Gospel, xiii. 46—35. (mutilated), xiv. 8—29., xv.
4—14. He considers this fragment to belong to the seventh
century : published in his Monumenta Sacra.

Besides these fragments Tischendorf gave a place in the list pre-
fixed to his Greek Testament in 1849, under the designation of A.
(now otherwise appropriated), to two fragments of a %odex Sinai-
ticus, which he read in part’ of the cover of an Arabic book in the
monastery of St. Catherine, on Mount Sinai. One of these contains
Matt. xx. 8—15., the other Luke i. 14—20. Supposed to belong

to the minth century; published by Tischendorf, i i
Jihrbucher, 18486, i P y Hachendort, in the Wiener

CHAP. XVIII.

THE OTHER LATER UNCIALS CONTAINING THE ACTS, EFISTLES, OR
APOCALYPSE.

H. of the Acts, CopEx MuTINENSIS (No. 196.).—This MS., which
1s supposed to belong to the ninth century, is in the Ducal Library
at Modena. The ancient writing is defective from the beginninir
as far as chap. v. 28., also from ix. 39—=x. 19., xiii. 36—xiv. 3.,
xxvil. 4, to the end. This latter imperfection was supplied by a
hand of the eleventh century, and the other defects by one much
more recent. ~ This MS. also contains the Catholic Lpistles in cursive
letters.  Collated by Tischendorf, also by Tregelles.

F. of the Acts.—Wetstein thus designated a few passages in the
Acts written gn the seventh century apparently) in the margin of
the Coislin MS. (No. 1.) of theoctatench. Tischendorf found in the
same MS. similar scholia from the Gospels and Lpistles (which he
designates F*.), and all that he could thus notice (but few in number)
he inserted in his Monumenta Sacra. ’

G. of the Acts and Catholic LEpistles, J. of St. Paul’s Epistles.
CODE.X Passtoner (formerly belonging to the cardinal of that name)
Dow in the Bibliotheca Kngelicu (of the Augustine monks at
Rope:—Thls MS. appears to belong to the ninth century ; 1t is
dgf_ectlve as far as Acts viii. 10., and at the end it breaks off Heb.
XL 10. It was examined by Blanchini, and afterwards by Birch;
Scholz collated it, but with little exactitude; and Fleck states that

he did the same in 1833. It has since been collated with care by

1schendorf, and also by Tregelles.
A J. of the Catholic-Epistles, K. of St. Paul's.—This is the
Moscow MS. called by Matthei in his Greek Testament *g.”
his MS., is aseribed to the ninth century: its readings are only
"own from the collation of Matthai, who appears to have given

them with great care. In St Paul's Epistles it is defective from
Epm. X, 18—1 Cor. vi. 13,, 1 Cor. viii. 7=—11. In the Catholic

18tles it is eutire. The text is accompanied by a Catena. It was
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ionysi Mount
from the monastery of St. Dionystus, on

leﬁg;sh-t 1t1? ﬁ?ccg:lo;gs to the Library of the Holy Synod (No.
xopi) i fracment, containing
is also at Moscow a very ancient frag s ining

H;lk:h (:cl.‘elf—7.,?302—8;38., described by Mattheei and collated b}_' lmp ;n
his larger Greek Testament. Tischendorf suggested that thll)svrmg 1t
be designated L., but it will be more convenient to refer by name
11 a fragment. ‘ )

° ;??. cs)lf?l:hei&nglllypse. Codex Basilianus, No. 105., formerly belong

ili in the Vatican Library,
. he Basilian monastery at Rome, now 1n the T Ty,
113% t02:)6%.—This MS. contains homilies of Basil and Gregory of

Nyssa, and, amongst them, the whole of the book of Revelation,

i it 1 i few ancient docu-

ich is of importance as it is found In s0 very 1CW & do
rn};lct}; B I(;lanc}‘x)ini gave a facsimile of this MS. in his Evangeliar 1un&
Quadruplex, with a descriptjon of the Codex. Wetstein requ.ested
Cardinal Quirini ‘to procure him a collation of the entire text; and ..

accordingly extracts were sent t0 him, but too late for the greate

o ) atts Crie
appear under the text in its place in the Apparatus L1
{)iac;llvlts.to Inptgﬁs collation so many portions were passed o'ver1 mtﬁgznﬁ
silence, and from others so few readlngs were not}ce(', that 1
was soon judged that the MS. had been either very de ectn;e % cme
lated, or else it was very imperfect. 'l:regelles, when at Ra 4
in 1845, made inquiries to know if this MS. were entire; au

he was nllowed, in proof that there is no hiatus, to copy th

first and last lines of each page, so as to ghow that all goes on

continuously. He was also allowed to trace in facsimile fow

es, which he selected from those parts from which but few

readings had been noted; but nothing more was permitted, &

that he was disappointed in his endeavour to procuré an entire

' is ti ful collato
llation. Betore this time, however, that most successiul ct
Z?lda ‘1)(1)1111)1isher of MSS. Tischendorf, had, while occupied in th

Vatican, noted the variations of this MS. from the text of his own

ition of the New Testament; and thus, though he was 1o
fgzsr:n‘;’?;:({) to transcribe the MS. for publication, he was able to giv
the tezt in his Monumenta Sacra in such a form as to be in gege:f,
worthy of confidence : though Tregelles, in examining Tischendort
edition with his own extracts and facsimile pages, found in one&
the latter two oversights of small importance on Tischendorf’s %ﬁi ’
The Leipsic professor is really ent}tled to the thanks of Blf::h
scholars for the pains which he took in obtaining the readings 3 .
MS.,—the only ancient document besides Codices Alexzm1 rt "
and Ephrsemi (A. and C.) containing the book of Reve atA
This MS. seems to belong to the eighth century; care mys’ g
taken not to confound it with B., ¢he Codex Vaticanus, in whie i v
Revelation is & modern supplement. The uncial letters of this
are of a peculiar form. L

FRAGMENTUM UFFENBACHIANUM: Two leaves containing

' Rev. xvi. 9. The MS. does not read T beforc efovoia, 12. it reads thus &
ucyay cpparny (sic). See * Account of the Printed Text,” pp. 156, 157.
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: | beginning and the end of the Epistle to the Hebrews, which, though
lrec oned by the editors amongst the cursive MSS., and numbered

53., belong more properly to those in uncial letters, as the characters,
{ though peculiar, are almost entirely separate, and are certainly by

- no means cursive, in the common acceptation of the term. This

MS. formerly belonged to Uffenbach, and it is now preserved in
~the library of the Johanneum at Hamburg. In its original state it

- consisted of six leaves of vellum: the four inner ones are now gone;
"\ those which remain contain chap. i. 1—iv. 3. and xii. 20. to the

end: the writing is in double columns, and it is all written in red
nk, which, though common in titles, and for the first few lines in
| each book in Biblical MSS., is peculiar when used throughout.
Imperfect descriptions of this curious fragment had been given by
| Bengel, Wetstein, and others; and Dr. }§ P. C. Henke, 1mm 1800,
! published a full examination of it, together with such a facsimile as
gives a fair notion of its appearance and of the form of the letters.

It resembles the later uncials in' having the accents and breath-
ings, and being devoid of the subscribed iota: the mark of interroga-
I tion (3) occurs once, chap. iii. 17., after the word prjuw; This MS.
.{ may probably belong to the tenth century; but there can be but
' little doubt that it is a transeript of one much older, as some of its
 readings are historically known to have had an early existence,

through now they are not found in other MSS. These fragments
were twice collated by Tregelles,!

In the Codex Harleianus, 5613. in the British Museum, Griesbach
noticed two leaves appended to the cover which in description &e.
sre almost entirely counterparts of the Uffenbach fragment: almost
the only difference is, that the lines in each page are not precisely
the same in number. They contain 1 Cor. xv. 52—2 Cor. i 15.,
am 2 Cor. x, 13—xii. 5. Griesbach designated these fragments
in his Greek Testament 64. in St. Paul’s Epistles.

Tischendorf has just (1855) published the text of both of these
fragments of MS. in his recent volume * Anecdota Sacra et Profana.”

CHAP. XIX,

IMPORTANT MS88. IN CURSIVE LETTERS.

It is not possible to give a full description of MSS. in cursive
ltters in & work intended as an Introduction to Textual Criticism ;

d & mere list of them would be of little use in any work in which
. they were not cited or otherwise employed: indeed, with regard to
t "¢ great majority of these documents, but little is really known,

1
™ from some Italian writing on one of the leaves of the Uffenbachian fragment, it
'ieg ! seem either as if this copy of the Epistle to the Hebrews had preceded the Homi-
o Of Chrysostom on that hook ; or as if the existing leaves had once been used as the
¢ for a copy of those Homilies, In support of the former opinion, it may be added

on the last page of the fragment there is what printers would term ¢ set-off of 8
£ I, evidently the initial letter of some book,

FE,
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except the fact of their existence, the place in which they are kep <
and the geoeral character (furmed commonly on a very rougk
estimate) of the text which they contain, t

The following is the summary given by Dr. Davidson of thess
MSS. in general: — iy

a theory in accordance with which every on .
- topies, and every MS. which accorded wit)}’l thgn-? f‘::: cg:f;z,:;l:ée::
o Latinizing. Wetstein also observes that the vari,a,tions of this MS
‘ﬁ;,zn}oﬂl.r? dciom’ﬁonthGref}csgestament were almost equal to all that
: in all other . put h A

« Upwards of five hundred cursive MSS. of the Gospels, rangi; e could hardly have remexgberz%geﬁ?: rboggxmi‘?‘lz“fg tgs remark
in date from the tenth to the sixteenth century, have been inspe%?% haracter of this MS. differs in the different arm?ﬁh( .} The
more or less cursorily, or at least mentioned. More than twg | Epistles contain a text of no particular importa;lc © ﬁts and
hundred of the same kind contain the Acts and Catholic Epistles; :Gospels (now bound in the end of the volumes)p resen:,thw 11‘: the
upwards of three hundred the Pauline Epistles; one hundred haye - teristics to which so much attention has beé)n aid, ?Wg toin
the Apocalypse. Very few, however, have been properly described  “collated this MS. twice; others had previously exa nfine d it s etstein
and fully collated. By far the greater number have been hasty ?recent years the Glospels have been collated (inde end1 ,ﬂandbm
inspected.” (Biblical Criticism, ii. 324.) f Treglelles and by Dr. Roth: a recomparison with ﬂrl’e I\FSI y) lf)‘r

- A few, however, from this numerical mass may be selected from |of the readings in which these two collations differed, has tﬁ:en,

brief description. | sway almost every point on which there could .
These will be the cursive MSS. to which any particular * these indegendent collations show that e\n(a)xlll if E: ;2¥ed:::1::; taglld

portance attaches either on account (12 of the goodness of ! wamined by Wetstein, the readings which he noted e ately

readings, or (ii.) of the use which has been made of them in | wrrectly printed; for his collation was incorrect in moree t}?:xt

formation of the text, or (iii.) those that have become well kn
through some peculiarity. =
1. (8o numbered in the Gospels, Acts, and Epistles).— A ]
in the library at Basle (formerly B. vi. 27., now K. iii. 3.)
contains all the New Testament except the Apocalypse. It
known to Erasmus, who, however, used it very little, from fin
that its text differed much from other copies with which he was
scquainted. It was for a considerable time in the possessio:
Reuchlin, who borrowed it from the Dominican monks of
who had received it from Cardinal de Ragusio. Erasmus’
editors, (Ecolampadius and Gerbelius, had a much higher opini
this MS. than he himself had: they wanted in his third edi
introduce many readings from it, which he prevented, consi
that it had been altered from the Latin. Wetstein was th
who thoroughly examined this MS.; in the first edition
Prolegomena (1730), he spoke highly of its text, and str
opposed the opinion of Erasmus that its readings had been s
from the Latin. He says on this subject, * aujus rei tam
quovis pignore certare ausim, hic nullum vestigium est” (p
and he states also, most truly, that in the Gospels its tex
mostly with the most ancient codices and patristic citation
it may be concluded that if Wetstein had at that time for
critical text, or expressed a general judgment on the
readings, he would have anticipated the critical results 1
now those who have specially laboured in this field are se
direct. But in the next twenty years, Wetstein’s critical
was so thoroughly changed, (might it not be said distorted ¥
the Prolegomena actually prefixed to his Greek Testament,
8:. 44.), that he not only recalled his former opinion, .
ought the MS. to be interpolated in unnumbered pl
should be remembered that, in the interval, he had formed
or increased acquaintance with its readings, only he had ¢

 twelve hundred readings. The copy of the Gospels noted 118. (j
. 3 M 1
 the Bodleian Library ; Marsh 24.), part of whilzzh was collated gb;l
Griesbach, appears to be in text a duplicate of this MS, either
' transeribed from 1t or from its archetype. Codex 118. is s&pposed
to belong to the thirteenth century, while thés on good grounds has
‘been assigned to the temth. There are thus uncial MSS. of the
;}(‘:‘Iossgelsfx:ﬁr: 1iecer.1t than this cursive copy; but none of the later
B o ?} osp:ls? ass is comparable to this, as to the goodness of text
33. CopEX COLBERTINUS 2844.,n0w in the Bibliothd I i
Paris (33, in the Gospels, 17. in St. Paul’s Epistle(sl,uel;.nli)gntal‘i:
'ch?i] and Catholic Epistles).—Perhaps this is the most Important
i e Biblical MSS. in cursive lefters extant: it is also one of
Hose which has suffered most from damp and decay, It contains
;g:rt of the Prophets and all the books of the New Testament
&eept the Apoca!y.pse: their order is now most confused ; but b):
’;’:ﬂu]nnmg the toriting, It is clear that they were once arranged s
fn(,:,a : the dlﬂ."erences in the ink, &ec. at the different dislocutiaons is
s very manifest; hut when the parts are looked at as originally
dmnged, the changes are almost imperceptibly gradual. Part of
et Oft every leaf has been destroyed through the decay caused by
| I;ﬁaure todamp. The MS. is on vellum, in folio size, and belongs
o the elevenph century. Larroque appears to be the first knowa
: u;tor of this MS; and the readings which he extracted were com-
ntcated by Allix to Mill, who inserted them in his Greek Testa~
» Whence Wetstein transferred them to his pages. Griesbach
mﬂ:&?med the first eighteen chapters of Matthew’s Gospel and also
Beo, P-aces in the Epistles, making extracts- of about 300 readings,
?sGhqup afterwards made some uvse of the MS.; and at lenn?th
boe, = States that he collated it entirely. This must, however, have
bogo, . & Very cursory manmer, or else his notation must have

Come .
conf s . N k
oL, 1y used; for he cites ou; of this codex readings which are
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utterly unlihe those really found in it, to say nothing of omissions,
and those often of importance.
In 1850 Tregelles collated the whole of the MS., re-examining
the results with the citations of Larrogqne and Scholz, and then
comparing again every discrepancy with the MS. itself. It is very
manifest how it is that a document of such internal excellence
should have been so much neglected. Its condition 1s such as tg
render the task of collating it peculiarly difficult : in fact, there are
many palimpsests which, without any chemical restoration, are fa
easior to rend.  Not only has damp destroyed parts of the leaves,
they must have been so stuck together that, in scparating ther, th
vellum is often so defaced as to be illegible. This is especially:th
case in the hook of Acts; for there the leaves were joined
firmly to each other, that when separated, the ink has adhered rg
to the opposite page than to its own; and thus there are leaves th
writing of which can only be read by observing what has set off
it would be said of a printed book) on the opposite page. In
manner, by patiently reading the Greek bachwards, many pages wi
collated, of the text of which nothing was legible on the page its
There are also in this decayed portion of the MS. parts wholly
fective now ; the readings of which are preserved in the s
Unless this were understood, it might seem as if citations were
advertently made from non-existing portions of the MS.: the
exists of parts, the vellum of which has perished. g
Tt is surprising to observe the number of readings in which
MS. (sometimes in company with one, sometimes with a few ot
and often alone), accords with the most ancient documents,
fact shows its importance as a witness of the ancient Greek text
69. Coprx LuicEsrreNsis, — This MS. belongs to the .
council of Leicester. (69. Gospels; Acts and Catholic Epistle
St. Paul’s Epistles 37.; Apoc. 14.) It formerly belonged to Wi
Chark or Chare (who was deprived of his fellowship at Peter
Cambridge, for Presbyterianism), and then to Thomas Hayn
in 1640 (not 1669 as stated by Wetstein) gave it to its
owners. Tt is in folio size; paper and vellum are used in
minately in its construction; and the writing is rather roug
inelegant. It is ascribed to the fourtcenth century. It is de
as far as Matt. xviii., and besides some other injuries, it has 1
latter part of the Revelation : this part must have been more,
in recent years; for while others have described the defici
being only from Rev. xxi. 1. to the end, now all is lost after
xix. 10, and of this last leaf part is gone. Mill collated thi
and published the results in his appendix. A farther collat1o:
by Jackson and Tiffin (which had passed into the hands
de Missy), was used by Wetstein; and a more complete ©
made by Jackson has remained in MS. in the library
College, Cambridge. -
In 1851, through the kind intervention of GEORGE ToLLE
then Mayor of T.eicester, this MS. was lent for collation
Tregelles on due security being given for its preservatl
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was thus able to collate it at leisure, and to r i
itself such collz_t‘tiqns as had been al’ready mag(;og;?g I;L‘Z:Z;z}llle’:i}.w L’Ilfrii
text of the MS. is worthy of such attention; it is of far higher
‘:vnluc than not only the mass of the recent cursive copies, but Dalso
ithfm the greater part of the later uncials: it is only su rising that
{‘thls document should have been treated with so mucl:pneo-lgct
not to have been. known through any complete published c%llatioas{
.iBemdes that which has been made by Tregelles, Dr. Dobbin hm
recently announced that the Rev. F. H. Scrivener is now en ua(;
in g,ssmfgl:g eza.mination of the MS. itself. gege
. 38. of the Apocalypse (Cod. Vat. 579.).—This is a M
jpaper of about the thirteenth century). The - codex (:Sc;n('::i;:tt%l;
jhook of Revelation in the midst of some patristic writings. The
readings of this MS. are known almost exclusively through .Birch’s
jwllation. Scholz_inspected the MS., and Tregelles succeeded in
poting a few readings (some of them of moment), which had not
~,keen extracted by Birch. A thorough collation, or what would be
j4iill better a transcript suited for publication, is a desideratum; for
tiere is no cursive MS. of the Kpocalypse which exhibits such a
clos.e.adherence to ancient authorities, and thus it is a most valuable
uxiliary to Codices A. and C., the latter of which is defective in
weveral places in the book of Revelation. Birch states that the MS
was written by a sufficiently learned and skilful copyist, who must
hve had by him another MS. besides his archetype, from which he
introduced some readings, and noted some in the margin. Lections
»of this MS., which Birch was disposed in some cases %o attribute to
tnscriptural error, are amply defended by the proof which we
esess of their having been in widespread use before the age in
ich our common text of the Apocalypse assumed the form in
hich we find it in the mass of the later copies. That gleanings of
!ﬁlfsbortant readings have been left for those who may labour on this
o even after the harvest gathered by Birch, may be seen from
~in,e fol.lowm%spec_lmens obtained by Tregelles on a very cursory
Ispection,  Rev. 1 5. the MS. reads with A. and C. Adoavre; ver
' fmolnaey nuiv Baoirelav., This MS. is in value for the b(;ok oi'
- Xelthon what 33. is to the rest of thie New Testament,
" MS. obtained by Tischendorf (in Egypt apparently), in 1853,
m{)«umng the Acts of the Apostles, deserves to be mentioned
ngst the most valuable of the cursive documents. It is on
"um of a small quarto size, and' it is now defective from ch. iv.
Vi. 17, and from xvii. 28—sxxiil. 9. A subscription to the
v-vﬂtgtes that it was written by ““ John the Monk,” in the year
Mel:lng to 4.D. 1054. The agreement of this MS, with the
hereAHclent and authoritative codices is most remarkable; and
m(}S‘llch copies as A. B. and C. differ from one another, this MS,
him re often than not contains the reading which has the highest
%"il‘dl Og the attention of a critical editor, Its excellence thus can
Eopy (;‘ estimated too highly, and it may be regarded as undoubtedly
Mﬁex}; 01 some very ancient and authoritative uncial MS: it differs
ntly from the other copies with which it must be classed to

P2
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show that it cannot be regarded as a mere duplicate of either of
them. This MS. is numbered viI in the catalogue of the MSS.
which Professor Tischendorf offered for sale on certain conditions in
1854. According to the terms then proposed, Dr. Tregelles became
its purchaser; but Professor Tischendorf withdrew his MSS., and
cancelled the conditions on which they had been offered. Since then,
however, this MS. has been secured for the Library of the British
Museum (No. 20,003), and thus it is not lost to this country.
Tischendorf collated it while it was still in his possession, and this
has also been done by Tregelles.!

The five cursive MSS. thus described appear to be those which
are krown to possess distinctively the highest value: there are, no
doubt, others, the text of which is hardly known, which merit a more
careful examination. In the Gospels some other cursive MSS. may
be considered to approach in value to those already mentioned.
Such as—

13. The MS. in the Bibliothéque Impériale at Paris (No. 50.,
formerly 2244.); a quarto on vellum of the twelfth or thirteenth
century, contiining the Gospels with five chasms.— Kiister gave
some readings from this MS. (but with no great accuracy); from him
they were taken by Wetstein. Griesbach gave a good description
of the MS, in his Symbole Criticee; and he collated three chapters,
Matt. xiil, xiv. xv., and looked cursorily at other parts. It was
subsequently examined by Begtrup: but there is no complete or
dependable collation which can be used; the greater part of the
readings cited from it cannot be confidently quoted without re-exami-
nation.

22, The CopeEx COLBERTINUS, 2467. (now No.72. in the Biblio-
théque Impériale) of the four Gospels, with some chasms. It is on
vellum, and is ascribed to the eleventh century, It was examined by
‘W etstein, whose collation is the only real ground on which we have
to rely for what we Anow of its readings. It was more recently ex-
amined by Scholz. Itappears as if it had been altered in places as to
its reading by later hands, or at least that more recent readings had
been added. From what we know of the text of this MS., there
is enough to raise the desire that it should be accurately collated;
for thus and thus only can we know certainly whether it has such a
resemblance to the ancient documents as to merit & place amongst the
monuments of the ancient text. This appears to be the case in some
passages of characteristic reading.

209. The Copex VENETUS 10., a vellum MS. of the fifteenth
century (designated 209. in the Gospels; in the Acts and Catholic
Epistles 95., 1n St. Paul’s 108., and in the Revelation 46.) ; formerly
the property of Cardinal Bessarion. From the description it would
seem as if it had been written by different hands. The Gospels alone
claim notice here ; for it is only in that part that the text has any
characteristic excellence. Indeed, it has been conjectured that in

! The collation of Tischendorf has just been published in his “ Anecdota Sacra et
Profans.”
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that part the Vatican MS. was used as an archetype. Birch laments
that, from want of sufficient time, he was not able to collate this MS.,
which however he examined in some parts. He was indebted to
Engelbreth for the greater number of the read'mﬁ: which he published.
Fleck has more recently published part of a collation made by Heim-
bach ; but none who have had any experience of Fleck’s want of
accuracy, whether in making collations or in editing those formed
by others, will feel any confidence in these new extracts from this
MS. What is needed is a thorough collation of the (ospels, such
as will give full certainty of the readings.

The MSS. which have been brought forward in connection with
the passage 1 John v. 7. deserve mention, not on account of their
value, but because of the degree of notoriety which they have
acquired.

Copex MoxTrorTIANUS. (No. 61. in the Gospels; 34. in the
Acts and Catholic Epistles, 40. in St. Paul’s Epistles, and 92. in
Tregelles’s edition of the Apocalypse).—This MS. derives its present
name from its former owner Dr. I&B:ntfort, who possessed it before it
came into the hands of Archbishop Usher. Montfort was a doctor
of divinity at Cambridge in the seventeenth century. A previous
owner was William Chark (or Charc), who in 1572 was deprived
of his fellowship at Peterhouse, Cambridge, because of his Presby-
terian sentiments, and who afterwards became (in 1582) preacher to
the Society of Lincoln’s Inn. A still earlier owner was Thomas
Clement ; and before him it belonged to one Froy, a friar. From
Axchbishop Usher it passed into the library of Trinity College,
Dublin, where it is still preserved. The MS. was written iy
different hands: more than one person seems to have copied the
Gospels; the Acts and Epistles are from an entirely different hand;
and so again is the Apocalypse. Either the parts were once wholly
independent of each other, and thus it formed three separate books,
afterwards conjoined only because of similarity of size and
material ; or else, the other parts were added at later times to the
Gospels, and thus the present codex was produced. This is eo far
important, that it relates to the date of the MS.; whatever may be
the age of the Gospels, the other parts sre more recent. Now the
Revelation agrees, as Dr. Barrett showed, in such a manner with the
Codex Leicestrensis of that book, as to prove that it was transcribed
from that MS. ; and as both codices were once in the possession of
the same William Chark, it is probable in the highest degree that
the Revelation was copied to complete fhis MS., which must have
seemed so far deficient in his time, 7. e. in the latter half of the
sixteenth century. This is confirmed by the corrections, &c. in the
margin of the Codex Montfortianus having been made from the
Leicestrensis by the same hand. Dr. Dobbin also atates that the
titles to the books of the New Testament in each of these MSS.
were added by the same hand. This is apparently stated from
memory, and therefore it might be objected that it i mot conclusive
without an examination o% the MSS. together, But even if any
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one feels doubt on the subject, he must admit the rescmblance, ﬂnd‘:
that the identity of hand is probable. Thus it is pretty clear thag-

the MS. was completed, as it now exists, in the reign of Queen

Elizabeth, by the addition of the Revelation and the readings now

found in the margin. If there had never been any particular reason
for discussing the age of this MS., there would apparently have been
no difference of opinion; but the Gospels would have been ascribed

to the end of the fifteenth century ; the Acts and Epistles to a period -
a little later; and the Apocalypse to the latter balf of the sixteenth

century,— not because of the writing of this part of the MS,, I
simply from the history of the text of that book as here found i
connection with Chark, the former owner of this MS., and of the Co
Leicestrensis,. But as the occurrence of the passage 1 John v. 7, i
this MS. has given it a kind of importance that it could not otherwi
have possessed, its antiquity has been by some greatly overstrained
and even its material has been questioned, as if it were not sufficientt
evident that it is written on paper and not on vellum. It has often
been said by those who have examined it, that it is written on glaze
paper; but this is only true of one place, namely the leaves containin,
1 John v. 7., and the glazing is either some kind of size which hy
been used to preserve and strengthen the part which was so ofte
examined, or else it has arisen from the frcquent handling of thos
two pages. ,
Erasmus, in his two earliest editions of the Greek Testament, 4
not insert the text 1 John v. 7.,2s not finding it in the MSS. whis
he had seen: this was charged against him as a serious fault; an
promised that ¢f any Greek copy were found containing the text
would insert it. Before the appearance of his third edition in 152
he heard of a certain Codex Britannicus containing the words;
on its authority he redeemed his promise by making the addit;
though certainly without being convinced of its genuineness.
close verbal agreement of the text, as thus printed by Erasmus,:
the Codex Montfortianus is almost in itself a preof of its iden
with the Codex Britannicus of which he had heard; and this beco
all the more evident when it is borne in mind that no other MS.
taining the text in such a form as this has been found, though
libraries of Europe have been well searched: and farther, this |
seems to have originated in England, and never to have left
country until its removal to its present location, Dublin. Also
resemblance is 7ot confined merely to the words of this verse
Erasmus had received from England a copy of the seventh, eighth,
part of the ninth verses, which in his Annotations of 1522, an
in « Apologia ad Stunicam,” are printed (with two errors!, ind
which his Greek Testament corrects); and here there is 8o 1
peculiarity as to show that the identity is complete. The
tusertion of the article before the witnesses, either heavenly or ear

! These errors were repeatod in each impression of this note, and of the Apol
They consisted in the omission of ol before the second paprupodvres, and the omiss!
dytov after wrebua,  But as the note refors to the Greek Testament which accom
it is worse than folly to argue (as some have done) on this difference.
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“was a pretty plain indication thut the MS. had not been copied by
“any one whose vernacular tongue was Greek; and this was a good
-+ intimation of Latin origin or something of the kind. Erasmus sus-
'pected that the text of the heavenly witnesses had been introduced
by translation from the Latin Vulgate: he also pointed out that in
.the extract which he had received the omission of the final clansule
of ver. 8. was in accordance with the copies of the Vulgate then
jeurrent (and this is a strong proof of the identity of his Codex
'Britannicus with Codex Montfortianus). The Latin influence in this
‘passage is also just as plainly marked in the introduction of Xpiaros
‘instead of mvedua in the end of ver. 6.,—a reading which is found in
o other Greek copy?, and which sprung up from the confusion in
| Latin MSS. of the contractions SPS and XPS.

Thus this place with the context affords abundant evidence that
this was the MS. to which Erasmus referred, and that in this passage
the copyist was influenced by the Latin Vulgate, introducing, as he
, §id, not a few things which could have no Greek origin, Hence the
| conclusion is manifest that in this place he followed not any Greek
copy whatever, but the Latin, with which he was more fmmiliav.
This may have been done, as it was by the Complutensian editors, from
honest ignorance and misconception; or it may have originated from
s definite design. It is singular, at least, that the Complutensian
| editors and this copyist should both have omitted the conclusion of
the eighth verse ; a procedure which in this case looks certainly rather
tuspicious.?

An imperfect collation of this MS., as far as the latter part of the
Acts, made while it was in the possession of Archbishop Usher, is
printed in the last vol. of Walton’s Polyglott. Dr. Barrett collated
the remainder of the MS. and published it at the end of his edition
of the Dublin palimpsest Z.: he pointed out the identity of text of
this MS. and the Codex Leicestrensis in the Apocalypse, and also
rew attention to the close resemblance of many of the readings
In the Acts and Epistles to those of a MS, in the library of Lincoln
College, Oxford (No. 39. St. Paul's Epp., No. 33. Acts and Cath.
Epp.)—a resemblance sufficiently great to lead to the supposition
that the one may have been used n part as the exemplar from which
the other was taken. Recently Dr. Dobbin has carefully collated the
portion of the Codex Montfortianus which was not re-collated by

r. Bavrett; and he has also taken some pains to ascertain what
Were the MSS. used in its formation. In doing this he has collated
the Lincoln College MS., and he states that the resemblance is quite
¥ great as would have been supposed from what Barrett had noticed.

th:z gor Scholz is wholly incorrect in citing the same reading from Cod. Passionci (G. of
Latholic Ipistles), ns the present writer can testify, and as may be seen by Blanchini’s
“Sitiile of this very passage from that MS. .
ﬂnrolhc conneetion of England with Spnin in the former part of thie reign of Henry VIIL,
iy c“é’h the dependants, &c. of his first queen, Catharine of Aragon, must be remanbered
an d‘):llllccnou with this snbject. Xdward Lee was engnged in the same canse as Stunica;
' Brag, ough the latter would not have resorted to mere .lmud in otder to ovcr\_\'hv!m
by 2% the former will not be deemed incapable of this by those who kuow his dis-
St controversial writings.
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The proofs of identity of text which he gives are by no means cons
clusive ; for they are almost all of them particulars in which very :
many MSS. agree : some of them indeed are such as are found in the
generality of copies ; so that coincidences of this kind prove nothing,
they might indeed seem to weaken the cause which they are brought:
forward to uphold. And thus the conclusion at which Dr. Dob%in 5
arrives is one which cannot be said to rest on true logical data; for
he supposes'that he has shown that the Lincoln College MS. is the
archetype of the Epistle in the Cod. Montfort. (the very point whig
for his argument required unexceptionable proot ), and then, as th
Lincoln %olle e MS. does not contain 1 John v. 7., he thinks th
he has proved 1ts insertion in the Montfort MS. to be an unjustifie
addition, 7his conclusion is quite correct, though this process
proof is not sufficient. The relation of this MS. to that of Lineol
"College was a fact previously known, and such it still remains, even =
though this could hardly be demonstrated from the new eviden:
on the subject, at least from that part of it which has been pu
lished.!

To conclude all that need be said of the Codex Montfortianug
the Gospels (which in part appear to have been copied from MS;
still at I())xf'ord) cannot be much older than the year 1500, even:
not more modern. The Epistles and Acts were afterwards addeq
and this could not have been done muck before the time when th
MS. was used as evidence against Erasmus: and as it is certain
the copyist here altered the Greek, and made it suit the Latin, an
as it was brought forward just when it was needed (having bee:
that sense found, while so many other MSS. remained in obscuri
and no similar copy having ever since appeared which has not b
proved to be a forgery, it is hardly too severe a conclusion, if w
believe that the Epistles were written at that time, and added to th
Gospels, in order to meet Erasmus, and to compel him to insert
text. And thus, whether by mistake r fraud, from this MS.
text 1 John v. 7. (with a few corrections for the sake of gram
tical propriety) has been established in the common text, and
been introduced into the greater part (if not all) of the modern
1ations of Holy Scripture.

The only part of this MS. which possesses any critical value is
most recent, 1. e. the Apocalypse ; for as the Codex Lieicestrensi
defective at the end, this transcript from it of that book has b
the means of preserving the readings of that part which is
defective.

The following facsimile was copied (by permission) for the R
T. H. Horne from that which appeared in the Rev. A. Clar
¢ Concise View of the Succession of Sacred Literature,” (Lion
1807,) and which was traced by the Rev. Dr. Barrett of Tr
College, Dublin.

' “The Codex Montfortianus: a Collation of this celebrated MS. in the Library
Trinity College, Dublin, throughout the Gospels and Acts. . . By Orlando T.
LL.D., T.C.D,, MRLA.” Bagsters. 1854
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In English, literally thus,
for there are three that bear
witn[ess] in heaven, father, word, and holy spirit, And these
three are one’ and there are three that bear witn[ess] on carth,
spirit, water, and blood* if we receive the witness of men, the
witness of God is greater, for this is the witness of God, which
he hath testified of his son.

Copex OtT0BONIANUS (No. 298, in the Vatican Library); a MS.
containing the Acts and Epistles, to which attention was directed
by Scholz (who designated it 162. in the Acts and Catholic Epistles ;
200. in those of St. Paul). This MS. is simply remarkable for its
having been found to contain 1 John v. 7. in any form. It does not,
however, confirm the Codex Montfortianus at all in this passage
(unless it be in the want of grammatical propriety); and it affords a
farther proof, if any such could have been wanted, that doth these
forms of the text in Greek are mere translations from the Vulgate.
This MS. is, however, at least the more respectable of the two.

The following facsimile contains the one passage an account of
which this MS, is at all an object of interest or curiosity
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It was copied from the tracing made in 1829 by Dr. Wiseman
then Vice-President of the English College at Rome, now a

ardinal), for the late Dr. Burgess, Bishop of Salisbury, by whose
Permisgion it was used by the Rev. T. H. Horne. ) ]

As reference has been made to the form of the passage in this
MS., aud as the contracted writing is not ensily read by those who
re not faumiliar with medieval Greek MSS., the passage contained
M the facsimile is subjoined in ordinary characters,
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“Ori Tpels eloly
ol paprupoiivres amd Tob
olpavoi * warhp, Adyos ral mrelna &yidy
Kkal of Tpeis els TO & €01 kal
Tpels eioly ol paprupoivres
dmd Tis yf5. 7O wvevpa 7d Udwp xad
T aipa € T papTuplay

Quia tres sunt
qui testimonium dant in
celo, pater, verbum, et spiritus sanctus
et hi tres unum sunt. Kt
tres sunt qui testimonium
dant in terra, Spiritus aque et
sanguis. Si testimonium

The Greek letters between the two columns appear to be partl
faded or scaled off, so that but a portion of them seems to have been ' :
traced by Dr, Wiseman: perbaps they could not be explained with
certainty without subjecting the MS. itself to a very close inspection; -
they look, however, like part of a scholion relating to the passage .
itself which has thus been introduced so peculiarly into the Greek,
Scholz, who first drew attention to this singular MS.!, does not
appear to mention anything respecting the scholia interposed between
the columns. On this account the MS. deserves a reinspection,
which the writer was not able to give; for while he was in Rome
(1845-6) this codex was removed from its place in the Vatican for
the use (it was understood) of the late Cardinal Mai in the Altieri
Palace. '

Other Greek MSS. said to contuin 1 John v. 7.—The other MSS.
mentioned by any writers as containing this passage may be passe
by very briefly. None require any notice but those which can be
produced ; for MSS. the existence of which is merely rumoured, aré
found almost invariably to be non-existent.

The Codex Ravianus at Berlin certainly contains this passage; b
the MS., itself is nothing whatever but a modern transcript taken
almost entirely from the Complutensian Polyglott with a fe
readings introduced from the text of Erasmus. The very hand-
writing is an imitation of the Complutensian Greek types. T
real character of this MS., which some in the last century were |
incautious as to quote as though it possessed authority, was ver
fully shown by Griesbach and Pappeclbaum.? This MS. is ne
preserved at Berlin simply as a literary forgery, and not as t
precious monument of the sacred text which it was once described
as being. It is uncertain who formed this MS., and whether Ra
himself took a part in the fraud, or whether he was himself the du
of others. A learned man who had not made MSS. his stu
might be thus misled. :

Codez Regius Neapolitanus.— This MS. (173. in Scholz’s li
requires to be mentioned here, in consequence of that editor having
in his Greek Testament cited it as containing the passage in questic
though taken (he says)from the Latin, It is, therefore, of some i

EVENR
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! # Biblisch.-Kritische Reise in Frankreich, der Schweitz, Italien, Paliistina nnd
Archipel, in den Jihren 1818, 1819, 1820, 1821, ncbst ciner Geschichte des Textes !
N. T. von Dr. Joh. Mart. Augustin Scholz. Leipzig und Sorau. 1823.” p. 105. .

t Seo Griesbacl’s Symbole Critiem, i, p. elxxxi. seq., and the cxtracts {from Pap
bauw, given by Bp, Mavsh, in his “ Letters to Travis” (Appendix). pp. 241-—252,, whel
he shows that Travis had, by partial extracts, represented Pappeibaum as bearing &
mony the very reverse of that which he really hud given,
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portance to notice kow the passage appears in this codex; and this

~ we are able to do from the exact statement of Birch.!

In Codice Neapolitano Regio textus hujus commatis cum
additamentis, recenti charactere in margine scriptis, sequenti modo

_ reperitur;

e ee. OTiTPES @
o ol paprvpovyres* To
wva Kat 7o vdwp, Kat To
alpa, ka: of Tpeis eis 7o
& aa,

* o Ty ovpavy, &
w7p Kkai b Acyos
xai To &yioy wva,
xat obroi of Tpes &y
&0l Kot TPEIS &0t
of paprvpovrres ev
v

Other MSS. which were formerly referred as though they might be

authorities for this clause, such as one of those at Wolfenbiittel, are
in fact only transcripts of some printed Greek Testament; though
executed, probably, without any dishonest intention. ~They require
no specific notice.

The following facsimile of the CopEX EBNERIANUS (105. in the

| Gospels of Westein’s notation) gives a good idea of Greek calligra-

phy of the twelfth century. This MS. is quarto form, on vellum: it
consists of 425 leaves, which contain the whole of the New Testa-
ment with the exception of the book of Revelation. It was formerly
the property of Hieronymus Ebner von Eschenbach of Nuremberg
{from whom it takes its name), and it now belongs to the Bodleian
Library. There have been added by a later scribe, Joasaph, a calli-
graphist, tables of lessons and a menology or Greek calendar.
The writer of these portions has given the date A.». 6999; which,
according to the computation of the Greeks, answers to the A.D.
1391. The volume is bound in massy silver covers, in the centre of
which Christ is represented seated on a throne and in the act of
_pronouncing a blessing, Above his head stands the following in~
seription in square letters in the same style as the capitals of the MS.:
—Azomora evhoynoov Tov Sovhor cov ehayioTov Lepovupor TovhieApov
kai Toy owciav avrov. ““Lord, bless the least of thy servants,
Hleronymus Grulielmus, and his household,”

! Varim Lectiones ad Act. App Epp. Catholicarnm et Pauli, p. 106.
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yevvn@évros, it was certain that something must have preceded, and
thus the absence of chap. i. from a single M, proved nothing to the
© purpose. But the supposed defect in this codex was an opinion
. which had its origin in a misunderstood statement of Schoenleben,
- who described the MS. in 1738. He said, *“ Primum caput A. his
~.. verbis incipit : Tod 82 Ingod yevvnbévros.” Others, who did not under-
+ stand the peculiar arrangement of the notation of the r(r\ot, were
. misled by the remark of Schoenleben (who himself seems to have
had but a dim notion what the division meant), and thus they con-
cluded that the first chapter was omitted. See above, p. 31, 32., for
Grieshach’s clear account of the ancient 7{r\oi, which he introduces
 in connection with this very MS, It only remains to add that this
| MS. does not omit the first chapter, so that all theories and arguments
based on such supposed omission fall to the ground. :

CHAP. XX,

M8S. CONTAINING LECTIONARIES.
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As the New Testament became more and more appropriated to
liturgical use, MSS. containing such portions as were employed in
public services, and in which they were arranged in the order in
which they were then read, multiplied from the hands of the
copyists.

A Lectionary containing sections from the Gospels has been called
Evangeliarium (or by Wetstein and others Evangelistarium), and the
name Ilpafamoororos has been applied to one containing portions
from the Acts and Epistles: the name dméororos has been often
| employed to designate ﬁassons from the Epistles of St. Paul alone.

It is not easy to form a definite judgment as to the time when
Lectionaries first came into use, or when it was thought more conve-
nient to substitute the extracted passage read on the festival or
Lord’s day for the whole volume, with an index of the lessons to be

a S . e ~ . ’ , employed in public worship on particular occasions. The earliest
TéCce "¢ & ¢pcoc [ b ewep . Q d>f°T' 3 4 existence of such books that we can definitely prove seems to be the
’wu_frTa, apop Moi.q-lop 4c 'gll Lo opopH® 7’ middle of the fifth century, when we know that they were formed

by Claudius Mamercus of Vienne in Gaul, and Musmus of Mar-
teilles!;: these, however, may be only the introducers of such
ectionaries into that particular district. The much earlier formation
and use of the Dia Tessaron of Tatian is a plain proof that if it had
een thought desirable the Christian communities would have formed
selections from the New Testament for reading on particular occasions.
t seems, however, very doubtful whether any Lectionary exists that
% claim a higher antiquity than some of the uncials of the second

75 1< Supm mp s [<ak S Lo o ] e Tou €
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is passage (as will be seen by those who at all know the le
fsh;g in Gxgeel({ cursive MSS.)yis taken from the beginning of
J O%izu(?rﬁsfﬁilé MS. is not one possessed of any particular impq:
it once lﬂucquired a degree of attention in connection Wi ok
discussions on the authenticity of the first chapter of St. 'Ma;lt_ .
Gospel. Those who impugned that portion alleged that in tnts
it was defective, and thus it seemed to give them some authority

the opinion which they readily had formed on dogmatic g;‘c; L

vile: Die iltesten bekamten Sammlungen werden den Galliern Clandins Mamercus von

Ee na, Jnd Musiing v, Mas-ilin (Sec. v. Mecd.) zugeschricben. (.?en{:adms de Serip.

<X C. 79, sngt vou letzerm: excerpsit de 8. 8. lectiones totius anni festivis diebus aptis.”
Cuss, Geschichte der Heiligen Schriften des Neuen Testaments, § 384,

To this it was answered that, as chap. ii. commences with To¥
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class; none probably are older than the eighth centpryf, and few
amongst them can claim anything like even that antiquity. Thus
they do not possess, even on the score of age, any claim to the same
attention as that which belongs to very many other documents. One
remark may be here needed: the writing of Lectionaries might often
mislead those who are unacquainted with their peculiarities; for in
these documents uncial letters were retained far longer than in others,
and there is habitually a kind of antique.style adopted; —partly
probably from a notion of ecclesiastical propriety, and partly, it
may be, from the need of large letters in books which had to be read
aloud by those whose eyes would often be impared by age. N
The value of Lectionaries is far less for critical purposes than some - |
formerly supposed. For in point of age they do not lead our
inquiries back nearly as far as they are conducted by some other
documents; and as to text they commonly adhere with a kind of
general agreement to the latter rather than the earlier reaqdm&;
There is also a great deal of inconsistenc{‘a.nd uncertainty in th
readings which they contain; for the same Lectionary will have, not
unfrequently, the same Scripture portion more than once; and in
such repetitions there is no certainty that the same text will ag
be found. Some, indeed. did expect that in documents of this king
the received reading of the Greek Church would be transmitted a
preserved with a tolerable degree of accuracy, and & priori il
opinion was plausable, ,
¢ The notion that a pure and primitive text might be found in ¢
lectionaries and service-books ofp the Eastern Church is in itself b
plausible and perfectly rational. It had crossed the mind of one

whom the love of these studies amounted to a passion — the mast
passion of an unhappy life. At the opening of his long career ag
collator of Scripture manuscripts, Wetstein eagerly seized the fir
Evangelisterium in the Colbert Library?, ¢sperans,’ says he, ¢
inventurum constantem et publice receptam in Ecclesia Gra
Lectionem.” Yet what was the result? ¢ At eventus expectatic
mes non respondit, zam et ipsvs inter se, et a nostris editionibus n
raro dissentire deprehendi.’ (Wetst. Proleg. N. T. p. 81. ed. Lotz
How natural the presumption, yet how complete the failur
The conclusion to be drawn is, that there was no received or autho
reading in the Greek Church which so generally prevailed as t
clude variations : so that this class of documents afford very stro
evidence against the theory of Scholz; for if, in the patriarchate
Constantinople, not the lcast variation was permitted in sacred b
or sacred rites, the Lectionaries prepared for public reading w
of course be the most precisely uniform. The supposed fact
they must be so, is disproved by the simple circumstance that
are not so.

! And this has heen said to be the earliest date at which they were introduced an
the Grecks, N

? « Cum primum multa Evangelistaria A®. 1715, in Bibliotheen Colbertina vi
avide ad illa cum editis conferenda me aceinxi, sperans mie inventwrum,” &e. uf 54
Wetstein Proleg, p. 62,

* Sertvener's “ Collation,” Introd, p. xviit.

-~ Blte
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Ticctionarics have an importance in pointing out where the
appointed lessons began and ended: and as these portions had been
thus appropriated, at least by common custom, before they were

~ written out in separate books, it is obviously probable that thie read-

ings in such places should be somewhat affected. And this we find

~to be the case; for in some of the later uncials the introductory
" words of the lesson have found a place in the text, and also those
- which were at times added in order to avoid too abrupt a close: and

this (from the cause assigned) may also be found in some documents
older than any existing Eectionaries. A point of connection between
Lectionaries and simple MSS. of the sacred books, is found in the
indications given in some of the latter, where lessons commenced, and

{ where they concluded; together with introductory words placed in

the margin or at the top of the page: occasionally, indeed, the
introductory words so placed contain readings which had belonged

- to the older text, and which had been preserved in liturgical use.
} Thus in Cod. Passionei (J. in St. Paul's Epistles, G. in the Acts),

in Acts viil. 18., the reading in the fext stands Osacdusvos 8 6
Yipwv 61t Sud, and as this is the beginning of a lesson, there stands
before 8¢ dua a mark of reference to the upper margin, where we
find "I8wy ¢ Z{uwv, and these words were in reading to be substi-
tuted for feacausvos 8 ¢ Siuwv. The reading of the margin is here
the best attested as ancient; and it may be ta%(en as a proof that the
text of such a MS. and the liturgical marks and references were not
originally connected together: the one belongs wholly to the same
class as do Lectionaries, '

There are also passages which were read in other connections in
public services, or which were wholly omitted; and at times a lesson
was formed out of several passages: traces of some of these things
may be found also in continuous MSS., arising, as it appears, from
the ancient custom. To this may not improbably be traced the
omission in some ancient documents of the highest class of the two
verses, Luke xxil. 43, 44. (which are, indeed, attested by Justin
Martyr, and other extremely early writers). In the Lectionaries these
verses are not read in their own place, but in a lesson from Matt.
xxvi. The portions appointed for use at particular festivals are often
differently combined; the beginning and end not being the same; and
8 times what was omitted from the middle of a lesson on one occasion
Was read continuously on another.

From these remarks it will be seen that there is a degree of un-
Gertainty about the text of Lectionaries, which detracts greatly from
their being estimated on the same rank as continuous MSS. of the
%me age, It is almost certain that by a full and searching examin-

' 8tion of these documents enough data could be found to discriminate

08¢ amongst them that are worthy of notice : but as it is, it is well
Oremember that we are under no necessity to resort to these MSS,

- 5 Witnesses of the text, since we can use those containing the sacred

Oks continuously written which are both anterior in point of date
of proved character. The most important fact to which the
tion of the student of Textual Criticism is directed with regard
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. . . ntents of the lessons; since the begi.nr}i By . In ordinary Greek types, with a literal English version in parallel
gc:.[‘:z:;;%?a%?cés‘g;:tc;e find in other documents. l\iIatthzm, inhis | columns, it is}’ as followzl:)—- g [
la.ro:er Greek Testament, has prefixed to the respective volumes & g SROTAEISEQ SDNOMANHATHSE

ger | e sections fonud in Lectionaries, and of the (.ilﬁ'erent. e . ‘
uscful index. of fh i in thei different occasions: in - ! PAKEINQIIOTE: ENATANYTIME:
bie smaller teggti%llf ﬁgr:(i)gess "o the lelifrg(:g the indications of the OMONOTENHITS THEONLYBEGOTTENSK
s::tions and of the portions passed by ; also how th.e parts read were: OQNEIZTONKOA VYIIOISINTHEIS_C)
introduced, much in the same manner as is found in MSS. prepared . HONTQ’I‘HPEEKEI‘ SOMOFTHEFHRH
for liturgical use, or to which these arrangements had been afterwards NO=EEHTHZATO EHATHMADEHIMENOWN-:
added. .

he best known Lectionaries as to their rendmg_s are two Eva.n
gegar?abat Moscow which were collated by Mattheel (callei b'y him
b. and h.), and whose readings are given 1n his larger Greek Testa- CHAP. XXL
ment: both of these are in uncial letters. Two others, thq forme
also in uncial letters, are included amongst the MSS. which Mr, O THE ANCIENT VERSIONS IN GENERAL AS SOURCES OF TEXTUAL
Serivener has collated with such care (called by him =. and 7.); an CRETICISH

from these a considerable acquaintance with the character of sug
t be formed. )
dO(’:l‘ul?(lse:n:i?;aZumber of Evangeliaria enurpera.ted by Scholz is 1
of these 121 were first examined for_critical purposes by him:
the Acts and Epistles he specifies 58 Lectionaries, of which 38
t been previously used. )

nOThzesugjoined ficsimile is from the Codex Harleianus No. 55
in Scholz’s catalogue called No. 153.{: it is a beautiful specime:
ghe Greek ecclesiastical writing of the tenth century. The &
scription on the last page states that it was written A. D, 995
Constantine a presbyter. The MS. is of course on vellum ;
the first leaf the letters are gilded, and throughout they are colo
and ornamented.

THE ancient versions have to be considered here simply in one of the
aspects in which they may be viewed; just, indeed, as the MSS.
have been treated, not. in connection with the testimony which they
bear to the diffusion of Christianity and the early use of the sacred
books, but simply as witnesses to the words and syllables which
copyists have transmitted. And just in the snme manner have we
now to do with the history of the versions: little as this is known
in many instances, that little is here of importance in its eritical
| bearing on the fext of Scripture; but even in this aspect it is neither
possible nor desirable to keep out of sight the higher interests con-
nected with the facts stated. The history of the versions, however
. told, is an evidence of the diffusion of the revelation given by God
through the apostles of Christ, and thus it is so far a narrative how
, the profession of the doctrine of Christianity was diffused in early
| times, not only amongst the Greek-speaking population of the East,
or the Greek-rending portion of the more educated in the West, but
also amongst those who retnined their vernacular tongues, and who
} Ued in them the revealed word of God in a translation.
The value of the testimony of versions to the genuine ancient
| text is considerable; for although they have been subjected to the
- fame casualties of transcription as has the text of the original Greek,
] and though at times they have been remodelled in some sort of con-
ormity to the Greek copies then current, yet in general they are
Tepresentatives of the Greek text from which they were formed.
.-he casnalties of transmission weuld rarely, if ever, affect documents
! different languages in a way precisely similar, and we may in
S manner account for not & few divergencies in the versions as
'ey have come down to us: yet when we find an avowedly ancient
naT}slm‘ion according in peculia: readings with some of the more
cient and valuable of the ancieat MSS. it is an important proof of
€ antiquity at least of such readings; and thus if they are not

{,;enume, the proof must be sought in the counter evidence that may
: ¢ adduced,

vor, 1v,
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Some, indeed have decried the use of versions as though they
could not be trusted in particulars of direct evidence, and in support of
this they have pointed to errors which they contain, and to proofs
of the incompetency of translators. And yet admit all that can fairly
be said on this head, and what remains? Surely this, that indes-
finiteness of rendering occasionally found, and owned mistakes in
particular passages, do not invalidate the general character of such -
a translation, nor yet the certainty of its general testimony.

We may form a very just apprehension of this by a comparison
with modern versions: no one, probably, would assert ns to the
that any one of them is uniformly and precisely exact in the rendering
that it gives; and yet in the very points in which the testimony

. close of the verse the words “ their trespasses # »
" much argument to discuss a point like the present: and modern
. versions cannot claim, on the ground of their definiteness on such
1 points, the praise of being peculiarly literal.
"1 mony of versions in such a case as this, is about the simplest form

Ancient Versions in general as Sources of Textual Criticism. 227

 this ease he had followed the Stephanic and Elzevir reading retained
~ by Scholz, or that approved by Griesbach, Lachmann, Tischendorf,

and Tregelles ? — whether, in fact, he did or did not give at the
It does not need

The combined testi-

of their application that can be conceived. They show what the

! Greek sentence contained, or the contrary, from which they were
made.

It may be easy to point to passages in which versions differ from

ancient versions has been decried, is there one modern translatio
worthy of the name, that is not decided, — that does not sho
whether the Greek from which it was taken does or does not re
such or such words or sentences? For this is the mode in whi
the question of the value of versions is regarded : when the case

{ every known Greek authority; but even if cvery thing of the kind

that could be collected to the disparagement of every ancient version

1 or of all unitedly, should be gathered together, it would only prove

|

the admitted truth that ancient translators were not more infallible
than those in modern times ; and the application of this consideration

one of the omission or addition of whole clauses, and when ancient { would be modified by two facts; first, that translators, even in their

versions are fully supported by ancient MSS. of the highest
racter, it has been said, * it is extravagant to claim for translat
so high authority, that they should be held competent to overthra
the positive testimony of MSS. of the original.”! The sub
under discussion in connection with which this remark is madk
whether the words xal 70 Bdwrioua § éyd Bamrifopar Bartioc
ought or ought not to stand as part of the text in Matt. xx. 22,
it not certain that the occurrence of this clause in the meo
versions i8 a sufficient proof that they were made from a Greek
which contained them? And so their absence from siz (a two:
majority) of the best of the ancient versions is ample proof of
fact in favour of which it is adduced; namely, that the Greek
from which such versions were made did not contain them;
thus in different parts of Syria, Egypt, Athiopia, North Af
and Italy, the passage was not found in the Greek copies w
were diffused. If the accordance of such versions with good M
be not held as sufficient to counterbalance the testimony of cer
« MSS. of the original,” then we might well ask for new r
documentary evidence to apply in ordinary cases. ¥
It has indeed been objected that versions are not sufficiently &

to enable us to apply their testimony with certainty in various
thus in Matt. xviii. 35. the common text after xapSidy Judr
the words Ta mapamtouata alrdv, which are omitted in som
MSS. and in six of the best old versions: while to the latter
of testimony it has been objected that “a version need be
literal indeed to be relied on in a case like the present.,”? Dut
_this be admitted with regard to any modern version? Shoul
not think it a reflection on any translator in this day, if he
such constant inexactness that we held it as uncertain whet:

1 Mr. Serivener’s * Supplement,” note on Matt. xx. 22.
? Ibid., note on the vnssage.

) Of the f

mistakes and false renderings, often show what they must have trans-
lated from and Aow the error arose ; and, secondly, by our knowledge
that versions have been just as obnoxious to mistakes of copyiste as
have the MSS. of the original.

In Heb. x. 23. we find in our common English version, “ Let us

! hold fast the profession of our FAITH without wavering: for he is

faithful that promised.” Doesnot this look as though it were formed

| from a Greek text in which Ts wioTews fjudv must have been read ?

And yet such words are not in the common text, they are cited

~ from no collated MS,, and of course, therefore, they have not found

8 place in any critical edition: in our version they are simply a
mistake : 7is &Awidos is the reading of the Greek.! In Acts xv. 22.
nour translation we read ““ to send cHOSEN men.” This of course
tuggests the notion that there was in the original a passive participle

. 8greeing with “men:” and yet there is nothing of the kind; our
- translators had before them éxhefapévovs dvBpas 3£ alrdv mépras,
- and they rendered as though they had éxheyBévras. The verse really

Stands, “ It pleased the apostles and elders, with the whole church,
that they should choose men from among them and send them to
Antioch’y” or, if it be needful to retain the Greek construction
Somewhat as a schoolboy would do, ¢ that they [i. e. apostles, &e.],
aving chosen men, should send them to Antioch.”
Would these instances from our common version show that it is
Tot in general a good witness to the Greek text from which it was
en? Here is a case of difference of reading, and one in which a

\ . e s . .
“Taith,” in this passage of our Fnglish Bibles, scems to have been merely an errafum

inte] st edition, formed by the eyg‘of the cnmp'nsitor' resting on ® fiithful” imme-

Tare o‘i after, FPress-correctors are familiar enough with this canse of error. A word, or

N o word, gots put into the wrong place; this commonly produces rousense, nand

oo .cutchc‘s the attention of thq corrector; but \\'hul:] (us in this passage) n_. makes

te u;]‘(; requires (as many can testify) a far closer attention, and a greater cxactitnde of
mind, in order to extrnde the crroneous word.

qQ 2
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different construction is suggested ; and yet these admitted facts arg
no proofs that the Greek readings followed by the translators cannot
be identified in almost every case: we know what clauses they
recognised as part of the text, and there can hardly be a reading
about which we can be in any doubt, — and that too in passages in
which the exactitude of rendering is the least.
When a translator mistakes similar words, his version shows what
the error was that he made, and thus it is a witness to the text §
spite of the mistake. Modern versions frequently introduce Ital
supplements : the ancients had no such device, and therefore additior
of this kind, or paraphrastic circumlocutions, found in the old version;
must not be regarded as wider departures from the original than o
Italic supplements. ‘
But if modern translations are sufficiently literal to be such clos
witnesses to the text from which they were formed, this is far m
the case with the ancient versions in general: they follow the Gr
from which they were taken with an almost scrupulous exactitu
and they so often preserve even the order of the words that
can be quoted as authorities on such points. At times, of cours
the translator may have failed in vigilance, he may have passed
words which are omitted in no Greek copy, and he may have ¢
fused the text from which he was rendering, just in the same man
as was done by Greek copyists. But the admission of all thisin
fullest manner does not afford any ground for the statemnent that
testimony of versions is of little moment in a question of the in
tion or omission of a whole clause, or that ¢ a version need be v
literal ” if it is to show whether important words were or wer
recognised by the Greek text from which it was taken,
Allusion has been already made to the condition in which differ
~ versions have been transmitted to us: this may show the ki
caution that is needed in employing them critically. A copy:
a version, if he possessed any acquaintance with the original, «
danger of correcting by the Greek text with which he was famili
and thus he might introduce mixed readings: this is an addi
to the usual causes of transcriptural mistake; and for all-
allowance must be made. 'We are, however, often able to rev
very ancient copies of versions, and then, just as is the case with
MSS. of the originals, we are brought back to the condition o
text nearly or quite identical with that in which the translatio:
appeared. :
he critical use of versions commenced with the first public
of the Greek text in print. In the editions of Erasmus an
scholars of Complutum use was made of the Latin Vulgate as.
lateral witness to that of Greek MSS.; aud this was fully br
out in the annotations of Erasmus, and the controversial publi¢
of his rival editors. In the same century the Peshito Syriac
appeared in print, and by the Latin translation of it which was
by Tremellius, it was in a measure available for Beza: that @
however, was not one in whose line it was to use such mate
any extent or with any aptitude.

| were in a measure available for many who could not otherwise

' ever that was erroneous.

sy, that he it was who put the versions as

- versions was increased by the publication of the
- the discovery of the Jerusalem

_ Use of the Sclavonic,

h
; ‘I:l'ege]l
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By the publication of Walton’s Polyglott much was done to draw

- attention to the combined evidence of versions: for there, i
e, In the
¥ - New Testament, the Greek is , .

accompanied by the Latin Vulgate, by

i the Syriac, and by the Aithiopic, the Arabic, and (in the Gospel
. the Persic,— all of which had {)) i ghe Gospele)
- and as to the oriental versions were added Latin translations,

een ‘previously published separately ;
they

used them, have

Mill in his Greek Testament (1707) endeavourcd 8ystematically
to use the ancient versions so collected; but as he had only the Latin
rendering of most of them to guide him aright, he was misled when-
; He was also furnished with readings from
the Memphitic version, which had been collccted from MAS, by
others. Whatever mistakes were made by Mill, it is due to him to
; a class in their proper
place in the statement of evidence. Abortive as was the attemnpt of
Bentley to prepare a Greek Testament, he rendered good scrvice to

 the right use of versions by pointing out how the common Cle~

mentine Vulgate might be rendered more conformable to the version
18 it left thg !imnds of Jerome; and, in compliance with this, Bengel
md Wetstein quoted at times MSS. of the Vulgate: this is the
more frequent with the latter of these critics ; ang he, too, himself
collated (though too hastily) the MS. of the later or Harclean Syriac.
A little before the appearance of Wetstein’s Greek Testament,

. Sabnt.ier, Irici, and Blanchini did much to bring into light texts and
 collations of the old Latin in its various forms

; and of these Gries~
bach before many years availed himself. The critical knowledge of
blication Ha{)clea.n Syriac, by
riac Lectionar Adler, by t
collation .of Thebaic MSS. by Vv}(,)ide, Miinter, zndyGiorgi, arzi l?;
the publication of much of that version, and by the edition of
the Armenian Scriptures from a collation of MSS. by Zohrab. The
f and the discovery from time to time of varying
Arabic texts, did little or nothing to increase the evidence of this
tlass a3 to the earlier readings. :
. ~hese versions, collated by various persons, were mostly emplov
1 Griesbach’s second edition,yand hencs became the commoyr; maﬂfa(;)i:l(sls
of subsequent critical editors, such as Scholz and Tischendorf (Lach-
?}‘lﬂl‘m’s plan excluded all except the Latin): what each one did in
!'telr collation, or who contributed to the knowledge of each, will be
ted when they are respectively described,
. ,dne of the latest as well a8 the most important additions to the
.~ence of this kind is the Syriac version noticed amongst the
ltrian MSS. in the British Museum by the Rev. W. Cureton, and
throngh his kindness has been  rendered available for Dr.
. es’s Greek Testament, in which a collation of its readings is
.o, ﬂ(llld where it stands as one of the most important witnesses of
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CHAP. XXIIL

THE ANCIENT LATIN VERSIONS PRIOR TO THE VULGATE OF JERO?\\IE.\ :

Oxz of the regions in which a vernacular translation of the Ne
Testament was first needed was that part of the West in whig
Greek was but little known; and thus, it appears, originated th
oldest Liatin version; not in Italy, part of which was replete wit
Greek colonies, where the knowledge of Greek was so extensiy
amongst all the educated classes, but in North Africa, where Roma
colonies and Roman influence had caused its adoption.

To this most ancient Latin version either the name of Ani
Hieronymian may be given, as contrasted with the revision
Jerome, or the Old Latin, in opposition to the Vulgate of ¢
father, which soon was widely used, and became in a few centu
the version of the Western Church. This nomenclature will av
assumptions which have been made without a groundwork of fa
and wﬁich have misled writers not a few. ’ N

By whom this translation was made is wholly unknown; the daf
is quite uncertain; we can only say that it had come into existe
before the cloge of the second century. It is already found in -
citations given in the writings of Tertullian, some of which are an=
terior to that time: also as Tertullian seems, without reasons
doubt, to have used the Latin translation of Irensus which we
possess, in which the old Latin version has left visible traces,
must say that it existed as the Latin version of that age, and tha
was well known to that contemporary of Irenzus who translated
writings from the Greek. ‘

It has been already said that this version originated in the Ron
province of North Africa. This opinion was expressed by Wi
stein! and maintained by Eichhorn? and others, on the groun
the character of the Latinity found in it, and in the version of
Old Testament from the LXX., to which this translation belongs
a part of the same work. ‘

! He says of Mill, “ Italice versioni h. e, indoctis, nescio quibus interpretibus, certe
Afris, plus tribueret,” &c. (Proleg. 176.) How the Vetus Lating was thus designal
writers on critical subjects will be explained below,

% See his ¢ Einleitung in das Alte Testament,” ii, 406. ed. 1823, and his “ Einlei
das Neue Testament,” iv, 855, 856., whete lie collects some of the strong proba
which may be urged in favour of Africa. Cardinal Wiscman says (Essays, i. p.4
Eichhorn was the first author who had made such a conjecture ; but it was the opi
Wetstein and others in his day. Wiseman also says that Eichhorn * attempts no
stration of his grounds;” but this is hardly an exact statement, for the Germa!
names the same heads of argnment as those which have beeu so fully claborated by
man himself, Eichhoru (in the former of the pnssages nbove referred to) said, * E
schrieb woll je cin geborner Italiliner von Kentnissen und Bildung in'den erste
bunderten nach Christus so fehlerhaftes und barburisches Latein, als der Verfasse
Uebersetzung 2”7 On this, Wisemnan remarks, “ Against the term barbarism ‘W
protest ; and we have the suffinge for so doing of the celebrated lexicographer {2
who used to sny that he considered the Vulgate as a classical author, sinec it enable
to survey the Latin language in its full extent.” Sed pace Cardinalis doctissimi,
sione vetere Latind locutus est Eichhornins, de Hieronymiand Gesnerus.
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The fullest investigation of this subject is that of Cardinal
Wiseman in “ Two Letters” first published in 1832-3', and now
comprised in his collected Essays (vol. i),

He first points out that the early Christianity of Ttaly was rather
Greek in language than Latin ; the names of the bishops were mostly
Greeh, showing that it was to that nation they belonged, and that
thus the religion of Christ must in Rome have long been a foreign
thing. And so too the Christian writers of the early centuries were
in Italy not Latin but Greek.

The following is the clear and lucid statement of Mr. Westcott, in
which he adopts and restates Cardinal Wiseman’s arguments : —

¢ ——~Rome itself under the emperors was well described as ‘a
Grecek city ;* and Greck was its second language. As far as we can
learn the mass of the poorer population — every where the great bulk
of the early Christinns—was Greek either in descent or in speech.
Amongst the names of the fifteen bishops of Rome up to the close of
the second century, four only are Latin; but in the next century
the proportion is nearly reversed. When St. Paul wrote to the
Roman Church he wrote in Greek; and in the long list of salutations
to its members with which the Iipistle is concluded, only four Latin
names occur. Shortly afterwards Clement wrote to the Corinthians
in Greek in the name of the Church of Rome; and at a later date
we find the Bishop of Corinth writing in Greek to Soter, the ninth
in succession from Clement. Justin, Hermas, and Tatian published
their Greek treatises at Rome. The apologies to the Roman
‘emperors were in Greek. Modestus, Caius, and Asterius Urbanus
bear Latin names, and yet their writings were Greek. Even
farther west Greek was the common language of Christians. The
churches of Vienne and Lyons used it in the history of their
persecutions ; and Irenweus, though he lived amongst barbarians, and
confessed that he had grown unfamiliar with his native idiom, made
it the vehicle of his treatise against heresies. The first sermons
which were preached at Rome were in Greek; and it has been con-
jectured with good reason that Greek was at first the liturgical
language of the Church of Rome.”?

This probability in favour of Africa, Wiseman confirms by proofs
drawn from the character of the language, which points to that
country, and from the absolute certainty that such a translation was

‘Tecognised by Tertullian as current in that region, and was used by

him,” The African linguistic peculiarities of this old version are very

! “Two Letters on some part of the Controversy concerning the Genuineness of
1John v, 7.: containing also an Inquiry into the Origin of the first Latin Version of
‘Cl‘ipmre, commonly called ¢the Ttala.’” These “Letters were first published in the
Catholic Magazine, in 1832-3, They were republished in Rome in 1835, with some
additions.” * With a few verbal changes, they are left in the same form.”  Advertise-
ment prefixed to these Letters as republished in the first volume of “ Essays on various
ubjects, by his Eminence Cardinal Wiseman,” 1853,  Theso * Letters” are eited above,
om the edition of the Essays.

* % A General Survey of the History of the Canon of the New Testament during the
ﬁ‘rst four Centuries. By Brovke Foss Westeott, D A., late Fellow of Trinity College,
ambridge,” Cambridge : Macmillan & Co. 1855. (pp. 269, 270.)
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numerous, and are collected with much care (pp. 47—63.). Tha = . dialect of the Libyan province; and which, when a Latin translation
combined evidence of all the characteristics of language—in all their *: was needed by other regions, was more widely diffused and used
varietics of peculiarities of words, constructions, and inflections—ig" i The history of the version of the Old Testament into Latin from the
very strong to any who really apprehends their bearing: to mains  ; LX X, does not specifically belong here; but in the discussion of
tain the contrary would involve in difficulties innumerable.! the subject the general unity of the old Latin version from the
But to prove the African origin of a Latin version used in th - LXX. of the Old, and the original of the New, must not be lost sight
early ages would be of but little value as to the general question, if . ¢ of or forgotten. For it is in part from the linguistie characteristics
there then existed more than one translation; if, for instance, each - . of the Old Testament in this Latin version that its origin and use
country where Latin was at all used, had possessed its own Latin. | can be clearly and definitely traced out.
text ; and the proof of African origin is of importance as one step Also, a8 to the unity of the old Latin version, the expressions of
towards a demonstration of the unity of the old Latin version. The = § Tertullian have been rightly rested on as showing that he knew and
evidence on this point is especially connected with the fact that the recognised one translation, and that this version was in several places
characteristics of the African version are found in the citations magd (in his opinion) opposed to what was found “in Greeco authentico.”!
by Latin writers, who all use the peculiar terms of this translation, . ¢ This version must have been made a sufficiently long time before the
“In the quotations of all the fathers, whether Italian, Gaulish, age when Tertullian wrote, and before the date of the Latin trans-
Spanish, we find these extraordinary words, If each church used Intor of Irenamus, for it to have got into general circulation. This
different version, still more if every one who thought hims leads us back towards the middle of the second century at the latest:
qualified presumed to translate, is it credible, nay, is it possible, that how much earlier the version may have been we have no proof; for
all, of whatever country, of whatever abilities or education, wo we are already led back into the time when no records tell us any-
have used the same words, and adopted similar forms, and these mos thing respecting the North African church.
unusual, found only in writers of one province, some in no wri Whether this version contained all the books of the New Testa~
except these several versions? Can any one believe, for instance, ment or not may be reasonably questioned, although the full discus-
that the verbs, glorifico, clarifico, salvifico, magnifico, justifico, m sion of the subject belongs rather to the history of the canon than to
tifico, vivifico, should have been invented or adopted by a variety this place. But if some of the disputed epistles were not at first
authors translating independently, when we consider that they contained in it (and the variety of rendering makes this very pro-
to be found in no Italian author before the Vulgate came im bable), then we possess a strong argument for the high antiquity of
general use? Why did no one among the supposed innumeral the old Latin version.
translators say justum reddere, vitam dare, or use any other su To prove that the early Latin Christians used many versions and
phrase ? Only one solution, it seems, can be given to these querie not merely one, recourse has been had to two arguments: first, sup-
to suppose the version to have been the production of one man, or posed facts ; second, supposed testimony.
several of the same country and age, who gave to it that unifo . The supposed facts are, the discrepancies between different cita-
character which it has in all the fragments that we possess of it.”? tions of the same passage on the part of fathers who used one or
This, then, may be considered as the result of inquiry and invi - more ante-Hieronymian Latin texts. Such variations may be easily
tigation ; that in the second century there existed a Latin version - tollected, and they seem at first to present a goodly array of over-
the New Testament books, made in Africa, and used by the Afri Vhelming faets. But to what does all this variation amount ? Ounly to
fathers,~—a version exhibiting the characteristics of the Lal thlg, that differences had crept into the Latin version; and that thus
While still one in its general texture, there were points of difference
I different copies. %f this mode of argumentation were legitimate
and convincing, we might show that different existing Gree% copies
®uld not have sprung from the samne original; still less (on such
Principles) could this be the case if the citations of Greek fathers be
A¥en into consideration. 'Why then must we apply so different a
Tle and measure to Latin citations? We cannot be sure that they
d not express Scripture ideas in their own words as often as the
th eeks did: we may be certain that various readings would find
®Ir way into Latin copies, even though all springing from one
. ™iginal MS. of one version.

' It is remarkable that, with this evidence hefore him, Mr. Serivener should ea
African origin of the old Latin version, “ Wiseman’s conjecture.”” He says (*Sup
meut,” p. 26. note), “ This is not the place to investigate the truth of Dr. Wisem
conjecture, which Lachmann implicitly adopts, that the first Latin version was ma
Africa” A reader might think that Wiscinan had thrown out a conjecture and giv
reasons, and that Lachmann had added nothing. Mr. Westcott clearly and exactly
“Lachmann has reproduced his (Wisemau’s) arguments, with some new illustra
p. 269. note. i

? Wiseman's Essays, i. 85. It is proper to add, that although the list of peculiat
brought together by Wiseman is quite sufficiently convineing on the subject for which
are collected, yet his question why none of the translators should have used justum
is of quite a different character. We might ask, Why did none of them use 81
word or expression? But a8 to justum reddere, it could not have been expected tha!
one would employ the term who had not subscribed “omnia et singula, qum de P
originali et de justificatione, in sncrosancts Tridentiua synodo definita et dec
fuerunt amplector et recipio,” It is too much to expect from translators of the &
(’?ntury, that they shonld adapt themselves to the dogmas put forth in the sixtee

rent,

. 1 .
ma::d\r. Prax. c. 5.; De Monog. c. 11. The passages are sufficiently cited, with Appro-
remurks, in Westcott on the Canon, pp. 2785,
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The supposed testimony is found in some statements of Augustine
and Jerome. The former of these says, “Qui seripturas ex He.
breea lingua in Greecam verterunt, numerarl ppssunt_: Latim.autem
interpretes nullo modo. Ut enim cuivis primis fidei temporibus in
manus venit codex Gracus, et aliquantulum fac'ultahs sibi utriusque
lingnz habere videbatur, ausus est interpretari.”’ And farther on
Le says, “In ipsis autem interpretationibus Jiala cwteris pra.
feratur, nam est verborum tenacior cum perspicwmitate sententie,”? .
The deductions drawn from these passages have been, 1st, that
there was actually in the early days of Western Christianity no one
acknowledged Latin version, but that every one who had any r
or supposed competency {or at lcast, many such persons) mad;
versions for themselves, and that these were pretty cxtensively usec
2nd. That amongst the confusion of Latin versions there w;
one known and recognised by the name of the Itala, and that ]
possessed some characteristic excellence. L L
Also 3rd. Tt has been concluded (even though it is quite incer
sistent with the other deductions) that the difterent forms in whie
the old Latin has come down to us might ﬁl’Ol)el‘ly be called.
Itala, and thus this name, or the Vetus Itala, has been for a cent
and a half allowed to occupy a place in critical nomenclature?, and
it have the different Latin texts been referred that have been
covered or published. And this supposed special version was con
sidercd by Sabatier and others to have been peculiarly the old tr
lation used and sanctioned at Rome. ;
These deductions from the words of Augustine may, however
so met as to show that he intended nothing %eyond what is warran
by the known facts of the casc. He lived and wrote at the clos
the fourth century ; and when he spoke of the great variety of
copies and Latin readings, his testimony of course related
own time, to that which was then a patent fact. How then
this wide variation of copies arisen? Not from the transla
having been themsclves scparate and distinct, but from the cir
stance of their having been so alfcred by copyists and by re
who possessed some little knowledge of Greek, that there w
unity left amongst them in their reading. And this variation
to have been increased by some of those who sought to reme
confusion ; for they revised the old Latin by Greek copies of
more recent date than those which had been at first employe!
the tronslation was cxecuted; and thus a mixed text was prDifj«
In some respects copies thus formed may have been preferable
there might be a greater exactitude in the Latin phraseolog
this had becn obtained by a great departure from the
character of the version, as given in Latin readings posse
very early Greek authority, and by the obscuring of man
African features, which, in spitc of any supposed barbaris

-

! Do Doctrina Christiana, i, 11. 2 Tb. eap. 15.

- It was previously thus recognised in the Preface to the Pupal Vulgate, t¥¢
and o half ago, !

© West.
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sessed the prestige of a monument of the early Christianity of the

And this is just what we find in existing MSS, of the Gospels
For while in certain respects there is an identity of rendering so as

: to show a common origin, there is in some a kind of systematic

departure from the older readings and from some of the older
reuderings. * These copies belong in fact to the time when the Greek

, text, from being widely raunltiplied in consequence of new demands,

was passing into its éransition state; and when Latin scribes, aware of
incorrectness in the Latin copies before them, sought to remedy the
evil, not by procuring more accurate Latin exemplars, but by
adapting what was before them to the then modern Greek copies:
in this they were probably little aware how much they were departing
from the text of those ancient Greek copies from which the Latin had
been at first made.

If the language employed by Augustine be thought too strong to

! be thus understood, it may suffice to remark, in reply to such a

suggestion, that it is not at all stronger than those of Origen and
others when speaking of the Greek copies themselves.
The supposed testimony of Jerome to the existence of several

' Latin versions is found in his preface to the four Gospels, where he

wys, “8i Latinis exemplaribus fides est adhibenda, respondeant,

| quibus? tot enim sunt exemplaria quot codices.” But this, if taken

in its connection, supports the opinion that there was but one version,

| bowever altered ; and thus it atfords a good light as to the meaning

of any thing similar in Augustine,

Thus then the early citations, early testimonies, and existing
MSS., when rightly considered, conspire in proving that there was
ome early Latin version, and one only; that this was altered by some

I two ways—by transcriptural varation, and by defective revision

vith Greek copies.

The word ItarA has been mentioned as occurring in a quotation
rom Augustine. Now it only needs that the passage in that father
be carefully read to show that this name cannot be applied, as it has
Or 30 long by some, either to the speecial old Latin translation, or to

various forms in which that version may now be found. It
Vould be needless to insist on this, were it not that there is still a
1d of inveterate traditionary lLiabit which leads some to speak of
e Ttalic version, or of various Italic versions, when all that is
"ended is one or more Latin exemplars differing from and anterior

that of Jerome.

. Amongst competent critics there is now but little difference of
Mdement as to what this ftala must be. Augustine’s Christian
Muing had much to do with Upper Italy, the region of which
odan, where he had so long resided, was the capital: and thus in

Tast to the confused variety of Afiican exemplars, which had
U0g up without any systematic revision with the Greek, he

"red to the more learned and exact recensions of the Latin text
o Which he had been accustomed at Milan, and which he continued
Quote and use. Some specimens of Augustine’s variation in
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reading trom the African fathers, and his adherence to those of «
Upper Italy, have been collected by Wiseman.! He says, “ In the -
portion examined, I doubt whether a single instance can be produced,
where the African writers stand in united opposition to those of.
Italy, without St. Augustine siding with the latter. . . . . While the
fathers of different countries agree sufficiently to prove that they -
all used the same version, their occasional separation into nationg}
classes proves the existence of distinet geographical recensions,
And the fact that St. Augustine always agrees with the Italiangs,
added to the historical proofs already given, demonstrates that hy
used the Italian recension and not the African.”

In addition to these arguments of Wiseman, Liachmann shows
comparison, that very hai)itunlly there is an agreement between the
readings of the Codex Brixianus of the Gospels, a document
longing to Upper Italy, and those of Augustine when doth di
from the common tenor of the old Latin.? This enables us to speak
with a certain degree of definiteness as to the class of text to whie
the long-misused name of Itale ought to be restricted.

It must not be supposed that the existing Latin codices, whi
contain variously altered texts, are of necessity actual revisions of:;
old African version. Many of them have sprung from the admix:
of what had been really revised, with some of the previously exis
forms of text; and some from the influence which, after the .la
part of the fourth century, was exercised by the Vulgate of Jeron
which was gradually finding its way into general use. :

Also the revision of the old Latin with Greck copies in the f
century was not always done on the same principle or with MSi
the same class (i. e. with those marking the iransition state);
there are manifest traces of the influence of Greek copies which
more Alezandrian (to use the nomenclature of Griesbach) tha
basis of the old Latin itself had been.

The Latin text which accompanies some Greek MSS. is at 1
peculiar in its character; for instead of being the old Latin pl
juxtaposition with the Greek, it is occasionally a version which
been accommodated to the accompanying Greek readings, and:
too, with the sacrifice in places of all Latin idiom.

In the following list of the more important or better known N
of the old Latin in its various forms, the notation of reference 18
ployed which was commenced by Lachmann and has been ad
and extended by Tischendorf and Tregelles.

1 Essays, i. p.88. In connection with the whole subject. there is much that is 18!
ing in the preceding pages. It is shown how completcly and thoronghly the mid
memory of Augustine, who, in his early days in Africa, hud despised the Scriptures
of tho rudeness of their stylo, had become imbued with them before he quit
Italy. He had, in fact, learned them in a form which would almost of n.ece':smt
fixed in the mind for lifo: just, indced, ns our Authorised Version is atill indel
pressed on the remembrance of many, even amongst those who have so far re)ec
the vernacular teacher in this conntry, as to have goue over to the Romish camp

? See Tachmann’s Gr. Test. vol.i. preef. p. xiv. In all that follows there i8 W
Is valuabie, as showing the systeniatic introduction of alterations into Latin cop g

It has several chasms.
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MS8S. OF THE GOSPELS.

a. Codex Vercellensis.—A MS. of the fourth century, said to
have been written by the hand of Eusebius Bishop of Vercelli,
where the codex is now preserved. The text is defective in several
places, as might be supposed from its very great age. It was tran-
scribed and published by Irici at Milan, in 17487, and it was also
inserted by Blanchini, as occupying the first place in his FEvan-
geliarium Quadruplex.? The former edition is, however, the more
satisfactory of the two, and it often furnishes the true reading of the
MS., especially in places where the leaves are torn and mutilated,
and the remaining letters are rather inaccurately given by Blanchini.
This MS, is probably the most valuable exemplar of the old Latin in
its unaltered state.

b. Codex Veronensis. —This MS., preserved in the city from
which it takes its name, is probably somewhat more recent than a.
The text was published by Blanchini; it is a
good exemplar of the old Latin,

¢. Codex Colbertinus.—This is a MS. of about the eleventh

| century, preserved amongst the other Colbert MSS. in the Biblio-

théque Impériale at Paris. It is only in the Gospels that we are
concerned with it in this place; for in that portion it contains a

- remarkably pure African text: the rest of the New Testament has
' been added in the MS, from Jerome’s version.

¢ The part containing
the Gospels (which are entire) was published by Sabatier3, who had
the discernment to prefer this' MS. as an exemplar of the old Latin
to several of much greater pretensions and higher antiquity which he
had himself examined and collated.

These three MSS., a. &. ¢., are the only copies of the old Latin
used by Lachmann as authorities in the Gospels in his Greek
Testament.

d. 'The Latin part of the Codex Bez, or Cantabrigiensis (see p.
169.).—-The text of this copy is almost entirely adapted to the Greek
b): which it is accompanied. It is of very little importance in
tnticism, except in those places in which the Greek is defective.
2% is also worthy of citation when the Latin and Greek readings
ffer, The Latin text of this MS. was published by Kipling
together with the Greek. ’

o Codex Palatinus.— A MS. at Vienna, perhaps of the fifth cen-
I:I‘Y- Itis written on purple vellum ; many portions are deficient.
" Yas published by Tischendorf.* It contains a mixed text, in

Wch the Jtalian revisions may be traced, though it often accords

With the best copies of the old Latin,

!
Sacrosanctug Evangeliorum Codex S, Eusebii Magni .

o . . . ex auntographo Basilice
Cliensis ad un

guem exhibitus nunc primum in lucem prodit opera et studio Joaxnig
1 Mediolani, MpecxLvILL.

ngeliarium Qua