TWO

LETTERS

Sir ISAAC NEWTON

T O

M. LE CLERSC

Late Divinity Profeflor of the REMonsTrANTS
in HOL L 4 N.D.



TWO

LETTERS

!Sir 1SA4C NEWTON
Mmﬁ,
T O

M. LE CLE RZC,

Late Divinity Profeffor of the REMONSTRANTS
in HOLL AN D.

The FormMER

Containng 2a DISSERTATION
upon the Reading of the Greek Text,
1 JoHN, v. 7.

The LATTERR

Upon That of 1 TiMoTHY, 1. I0.

Publifhed from authentick MaS in the Library of the
REMONSTRANTs in HOLLAN D.
LONDON:

Printed for J. P AYNE, at Porr’s HEa»
in Pater-NosTer-Row.

MDCCLIV,

RS

\t-



FIRST LETTER:
o CON'I_‘AINING,:

A DISSERTATION ﬁpon the -foll?w-
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ENGLISH VERSION.

ErIST. jOHN, CH ‘A*P, V.
Verles 6, 7, 8, o.

Verfe 6. <« This 1s ite that camé. by Wa-
ter and Bl ooe, everr Jefus Chrift; not by

- \,* ater only ; but Water and Blood; and

1}

Ll

U"J

18 the bpmt that beareth witnefs, becaufe
e Soirit 1s truth.

Verfe 7. ¢ For there are Three thatbear

record 1N HeEaveN, THE FATHER, THE

\KFORD,' AND THE HoLy GHOST AND
5ESE THREE ARE ONE.

Verfe ©, “ AXD THERE ARE THREE
THAT BEAR WITNESS IN EARTH, the
Coirit, and the Water, and the Blood ;

* and thefe Three acree in One.

Verfe g. « If we receive the witnefs of

men, tie witnefs of God 1s greater: &¢.”
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F O W it has come to pafs,
d  that all the printed Greek, as
well as Latin editions of the
New Teftament in ufe, ‘{thould |
agrec IN giving us the_ prefent reading Qf
the Sixth, Seventh and Eighth Verfes of the
Fifth Chapter of the Firft Epiftle of Saint
Joun, will be matter of {urprife to, and
raife the curiofity of every perfon, who is
much. converfant in the Antiquities of the
Chriftian Church.  For all the late printed
Greek and Latin Books do now conftantly

B2 read,
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read. < It is the Spirit, that beareth wit-
‘““ nefs, becaufe the Spirit is truth. For
¢ there are Three, that bear record 1IN
¢« Heaven; THE FATHER, THE WORD,
““ axp THE Horvy GHOST: AND THESE
““ THREE ARE ONE. AND THERE ARE
““ THREE, THAT BEAR WITNESS IN EARTH;
¢ the Spirit, and the Water, and the Blood :
« and thefe Three agree in One.” Where-
as all the Greek Manufcripts of the New
Teftament, and all the ancient Verfions,
that have been made of 1t into any Lan-
guage whatever, (if we except the vulgar
Latin, and it can be fully proved, that
this did alfo accord with all the eother
verfions, till it was reformed and corre@ed
by Jerome) are quite filent in regard to the
teftimony of ¢ the Threein Heaven™; and all
the councils, fathers, commentators and
other writers, at leait of thefour firft cen-
turies of the Church, as often as in any of
their writings they were led to confider the
paffage before us, do planly fhew, that it
ftood in their books, ¢ It is the Spirit that
 beareth witnefs; becaule the Spirit is
«« Truth: For there are Three that bear
‘“ record, the Spirit, the Water and the
“ Blood: and thefe Thyee agree in One.”

And
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And that this Teftimony of ¢ the Three
¢ in Heaven”, ‘was neither in the ancient
Greek manufcripts, nor in the ecarly ver-
fions; but wholly unknown to the firft
ages of the Church, may reafonably be
prefumed from this circumftance alone,
that in all that warm, univerfal and lafting
controver{y about the Trinity, which began
long before, and continued long after
Jerome’s time, we do not find any one of the
writers on the fide of the Trinity making
the leaft ufe of this teftimony; even while
they induftrioufly ranfacked both the Old
and New Teftament in {earch after, and in
their difputes actually produced every text,
allufion or diftant hint therein found, that
with the leaft fhadow of prebability could
be of fervice in their caufe. ~ Is it then
probable, 1if their books read, as ours do
at this time, that no one of the difputants
should hit upon a paffage, that ftandsfo very
fair to their purpofe asthe teftimony of “ the
“ Three in Heaven”, moft evidently does ?

It has indeed been infitted, that in the
writings of Cyprian, an eminent Father,
about the middle of the third Century,
there are two paffages, which muft {fuppofe

Rim to have the fame reading before him,
B 1 as
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as in our printed books. The learned
Editor of his works, in anfwerto a charge
brought againft Jerome for being a falfary,
and the firft author of this interpolation,
remarks,® <. That 1tisa fufficient confuta-
““ t:on of this very heavy calumny brought
againft St. Jerome, that Cyprian has
quoted it [* the teftimony of the Three in
¢ Heaven’] who wrote not only before
“ the time of Jerome, but even that of
““ Arius, and before the commencement of
““ the long controverfy about the Trinity.”
I swwonder much to find it here affirmed,
that Cyprian has quoted the teftimony of
«« the Three in Heaven™; all that can poffibly
be imagined is, that he had it in his thoughts
at thofe times; andif I am notvery much
miftaken, it was not even there. Fora
fufficient a2ccount may be given of his

$C
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«« # Cyi graviffim= calumniz de D. Hieronime
faliario, et S. Scripturarum interpolatore amoliendz
¢ fufficere poterit, Cyprianum citafle (nempe triplex
¢ reimonium Patris, Verbi et 3piritus danch in ccelo
-1zntium} non modo ante Hieronimi tempora, fed
¢ Arli iptius, et litem de dogmate illo de trino et uno
co, {criptorem s qu :i tzmen lic loci, et 1n epiftola
¢bziznum hanc pericope agnolcit.”—Net, Pearfani,
o szl Tradiki, de Uit {fzﬁfff, Peil
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words, without fuppofing him to have fuch
a reading 1n his books. In one of the
paffages referred to, Cyprian, in proving the
Unity of the Church, argues thus. «“ The |
«« Lord fays, (Joun x. 20.) I ana the
«« Father are One: and again it 1s written
«« of the Father and the Son and the Holy
«« Ghoft. And thefe Three are One. [One
« Thing]. And does- any Man beleve,
“ that this Unity proceeding from the
divine firmnefs, and cohering in the
heavenly mifteries, can be cut afunder 1n
the Church, and parted by the feparation
of contraditory wills ?”’---In the other
paffage difputing the validity of the bap-
tifm of hereticks {uppofed to deny one or
other of the Perfons in the Trinity, he
reafons thus. * If a perfon can be baptifed

‘“ by them, he can cbtain pardon -of his
“ fins; and 1if he can obtain pardon of his

(¢

€C
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“ 1 Dicit Dominus, Ego et Pator Unum fumus.  Et
iterum, de Patre, et Filio, et Spiritu San&o feriptum
eft. £t bi 'Tres Unum furt. Et quifquam credit
hanc unitatem de divina firmitate venientem, facra-
mentis cceleftibus cohmrentem, feindi in ecclefii
polle, aut voluntatum collidentium divortio feparari?”

—(yprian, Trafiat. dz Unitate Ecclofie, . 109. Edit.
Pearfon.

34
cé
11
44

L

B4 “ fins,



( 8 )
¢« fins, he is both fan&ified and made a
«« Tempie of God, % I afk of what God ?
¢« If of the Creator, he could not be made
““ his Temple, who believes not in Him
“if of Chrift; neither can he be made His»
“ who denies Chriff to be God: if of the
“ Holy Ghof}, fince the Three are One, how
<« can the Holy Gbhoft be reconciled to him;
“ who is an enemy to either the Father or
¢« the Som?” But hereitistobe neted, that
Cyprian does not fay in either of thefe places,
““ the Father, Word and Holy Ghoft” ;
as the text now has it; but in the former
paffage, ““theFather,Sonand Holy Ghoft”,and
in the latter, ¢ the Creator, Chrift and Holy
‘“ Ghoft”; and in neither place cites any thing
more of the text than thefe words, ¢ and
¢ thefe Three are One”. The whole difficulty
then refts here, how Cyprian came to fay,
““ It iswritten of the Father, Son and Holy

¢ 1 Quzro cujus Dei? Si Creatorss, non potuit, qui
“ in eum non credit; Si Chriffz, nec hujus fieri poteft
* templum, qui negat Deum Chriffum; St Spiritus
¢ Santt, twm Tres Unum ﬁm‘, quomodo Spiritus Sanétus
¢ placatus effe ei poteft, qui autPatrisaut Filii inimicus
it i"~Cyprian, Epifl, ad Fubatanum, p. 203. Edit.

Pearfen,
'L G b?ﬂi
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« Ghoft ; and thefe Three are One”: and of

this I am now to give an Account.

It will then be found, that both the
Latins and the Greeks did foon after generally
interpret thefe words, ¢ the Spirit, the Water
“and the Blood”, to denote, in their miftical
{enfe, ““theFather, Sonand Holy Ghoft”. And
if fo; 1t will be no hard thing to fuppofe
Cyprian to do the fame. St. Auftin (contra
Maximinum) afier challenging his antagonift
to produce one inftance, either in the Old of
New Teftament, wheére two or more things
of different natures or fubftances are con-

joined ; that is, where it is faid of them,

UnomM suNT, (they are one) to guard againft
an obvious objection, thus goeson. || -« I

“ || Sane falli te nolo in epiftold Johannis apoftoli,
“ubt ait, Tres funt Tefles, Spiritus, Aqua et Sanguis :
““ et Tres Unum funt. Propter hoc admonui, ne falla-
“ ris. Hazc enim facramenta funt, in quibus, non

““ quid fint, fed quid oftendant, femper attenditur:
¢ quoniam figna funt rerum ; aliud exiftentid, et aliud
“ fignificantid. Si ergo illa, qua his fignificantur,
““ ntelliguntur, ipfa inveniuntur unius effe {ubfantiz.—
““ De quibus (nempe Patre, Filip Sancloque Spiritu)
““ verifime dici poteft, Tres funt Tefles, et Tres Unum
““ funt ; ut nomine Spiritus fionificatum acciptamuss,
“ Deum Patrem,—Nomine autem Sanguinis, Filiuny ,—
“ Et nomine Ague, Spiritum Sanctum.” —Ayguflin:
contra Aaximin, Lib, I1I, cap. 22,

¢ would
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« would not have you be deceived by the
 Epiftle of St. Joun, where he fays, There
< gre Three Witnefles, the Spirit, the Water
<“ and the Blood: and the Three are One.
¢« For thefe are mifterious words, in-which
“ we are always to mind, not what they
< ufually import, but what they ftand for ;
«« for they are {ymbols of things and dif-
« ferent In {ignification from their nature.
If then thofe things, which are fignified
by thefe words, are rightly comprehended,
thefe will be found to be of one {ubftance.
«« —Of which (namely, tbe Father, Son and
«« H:y Glg?) 1t may be truly faid, They are
Thice TFitr effes, and tihe Three are One,
{o that by Tle Spirit we fhould un-
derftand God the Father ;—alfo by the
““ word Blrod, The Sen ;—and by the Water,
““ The Holy C::4.” 'Thus did St. Auftin
manifefily 11‘1161:ret ““ the Spuit, Water
«“ and Bleod”, mlﬁically to denote, ¢ the
““ Father, Son 2and Holy Ghoft”; and neither
in this, nor any other part of his writings,
aces he make the leaft mention of the
“ threewitneflesin Hgaven” any otherthanas
f; gm fied in the mifterious fenfe of the words,
Spirit, Water and Blood”. And whenever

N2 names them, 1t i1s not{o, 25 we find it
| n
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in gur prefent books, ¢ the Father, Word and
«« Holy Ghoft”. Nor indeed 1s 1t to beimagin’d
that St. Auftin, or any other Father, who
gave {uch an interpretation, could have read
in his books, the teftimony of ¢ the Three in
“ Heaven”.--Inlikemanner Eucherius, Bifhop
of Lyons, in his queftions upon this very
Epiftle of St. Jonn, informs us, that < the
«« Spirit, Water and Blood”, was generally in-
terpreted in this miftical way, though in a
manner {fomewhat different from St. Auftin.
His words are, § ©“ Quefl. John in his epiftle
“ lays down; There are Three- things that
“ bear record, the Water, the Blood and
«“ the Spirit; What 1s meant by this?
““ Anfwer. Some .expound differently, but
““ mott per{ons underftand it of the Trinity
“ itfelf by a miftical interpretation

““ by the Water, ponting out the Father ;
“ by the Biood, thewing Chriff; and by the

““ § Interrog. In Epiftola Johannes ponit, Tria funt
que teflimonium perbibent, Agqua, Sarguis et Spiritus,
““ Quid in hoc indicatur ! Refp. Quidam ex hoc dif-
‘“ putant, &c. plures tamen hic ipfam interpretatione
‘“ myftici intelligunt Trinitatem.— Agnd  indicans
“ Patrem ; Sanguine, Chriftum demonftrans 5 Spiritu
canflum Sprritum manifeftans,”—FEucherius Lugdunern-

Jfis de Queeftiombus in Epiflolam Fohannis,

14

4

(¢ Cayspeas
L‘;J::}Iv-
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““ Spirst, manifefting the Holy Gbcy? -
We may alfo determine, that the Bifhop
could not have in his copy the teftimony of
« the Threein Heaven”; as, I think, he muft
then have formed his quefhon ; upon the
whole, not a part of the paﬁagc and
becaufe he has omitted the words iz ferrd,
which is never done by thofe, who cite this
teftimony.

Moreover a paflage in Facundus, an
African Bithop, about the middle of the

fixth century,will both confirm this interpre-
tation of St. John, and ‘make it probable,
that Cyprian is to be {fo underftood alfo, Ia
his defence of the council of Chalcedon,
addrefled to the emperor Juftinian, he -
quotes the paffage thus : ¥ ¢« For St. John .

<« the Apoftle, in his epiftle, fays thus of the
«« Father, and Son, and Holy Ghoft : There
“ gre Three that bear witnefs in Earth, the
« Spirif, Water and Blood, and thefe Three

¢« * Nam et Johannes Apoftolus in epiftola {ud de
<« Patre, et Filio, et Spiritu San&o, fic dicit. Tres funt
“ zui tefiimenium  dant in terrd, Spiritus, Agua et

p . R . % .
¢ Sancuis, et bt Tres Unum funt. In Spiritu fignificans
¢ Patremy —In Agud vero Spiritum Sanétum fignificans;
- —In Sancuine vero Filum fignificans,” ~—Facund.
:an, 1. tag. 16, Ex Editiene Sirmond: Parifiss, 1629.

« are
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«« gre One: - by the Spirit denaoting the Fa-
c¢ ;‘be_r; by the /4 ater, ﬁgmfymg thc Ha{y
«« Ghoff: and by the Blood, fignifying the
« Son.”—Thus Facundus, not only gives us
the rﬂiﬁic Interpretation of the * Spirit, Wa-
« ter and Blood” ; but introduces it in the
very manner of Cyprian, and exprefly tells
us, that he underftood Cyprian to be of
the fame opinion. Moreover Facundus can
hardly be thought to know any thing of the
teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”, fince
he makes no ufe of it, when it would have
been far more to his purpofe. The argu-
ment he was upon, was to prove the Unity of
¢ the Father, Son and Holy Ghoft”; and here,
after the example of many before him, he
imploys the miftical interpretation of the
“ Spirit, Water and Blood”, for this purpofe;
and becaufe St. John fays of them; ¢ and
< thefe Three are One”; and this expofition,
fuppofing them Symbols of the Three Per-
fons of the Trinity, he makes ufcof it f

in

+ The EprTor muft inform the reader, that thug
far is not Sir Isaac’s; the Copy tranfmitted to him

fairly acknowledges it, and adds, that the four firft
paragraphs of ¢he Manufcript areloft; and that as there

were no hopes of recovering them, they were fupplied,
110} 4
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m order to prove them One Gad
Thefe paflages in Cyprian may receive
arther light by a like paffage in Tertullian,
from w hence Cvpnan feems to have bor-
rowed them. For it is well known, that
Cyprian was a great admirer of Tertullian’s

vritings, and read them frequently, calling
Tertuilian his mafter.  The paflage is this, §

L,
L3 5

not cut of t':nit}', but merely to lay before the reader
thofe paflages, which the letter itfelf plainly fhews had
been made ufe of by the author himfelf ; and to the

PUI’FO;&:&. 25 15 2 ppT rehended, they are here fublervientto;
2nd zn aflurance is aifo given, that all which follows
the words *° He makes ufe of 1t are SirIsaAc’s own
without a:teration.

j"'-l-'
'|.-"
'l—-.
st
fad
'

i ]

“ 1 Utz effe dicuntur, poflunt Spiritus, aut Aque,
zut Eanga s dici’ Quod tamen Johannis Apoftoli
b ote "r...h__omhm b Cyprianus Carthaginienfis Antiftes
t Martvr, in epiﬂob.. {ive libro, quem de Trinitate
¢ iimmo e Unitate ccclefiz) {criphit, de Patre, Filio
b e:::pirltu Sancio dictum intelligit.  Ait enim, Dicit

¢ Diminue, Ego et Pater Unum fumus; et iterum de
« Pairey Filizy et Stiritu San c‘?afrfpffmzc_-’ﬂ 5 et bt Tres
£5L I.:.-;::I.’*.: :_“‘; __._ff'ft f”Liff_f: f[ﬂP p;;g 16. Iéffzﬂ?ﬂ-

«“ © Connexus Patrisin Filio, et Filit in Paracleto
rss eECit coharentes, alterum ex  altero, Qws
Tres Unm [ty {nen Unus) quomodo dictum eft.
T . D-—J -l

£r9 ¢t

azer Crwm fumins’y ad fubftantiz Unitatem,
rumen fngulentatem.’ —-—T#ri‘zd!m:z aduvers.

«“ The
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¢« The connection of the Father in the Son,
« and of the Son inthe Paraclete, makes
¢ T/Jm coherent ones from one another,
«« qphich Three are One, (one thing, not one
«« oerfon)as it is faid, I and tbe Father are
« One, denoting the Unity of {ubftance, not
« the fingularity of number”. Here, you fee,
Tertullian fays not; ¢ the Father, Word
«« and Holy Ghoft”, as the text now has it,
« but the Father, Son and Paraclete”; nor
cites any thing more of the text, than thefe
words; ¢ which Three are One”. Thefe he
interprets of the Trinity, and inforces the in-
terpretation by that other text;. < T and the
« Father are One”; as if the phrafe was of
the fame importance in both places.

‘So then, this interpretation {eems to have
been invented by the Montanifts for giving
countenance to their Trinity. For Tertul-
lian was a Montanift, when he wrote this ;
and it is moft likely that fo corrupt and
forced an interpretation had its rife among a
{e&t of men, accuftomed to make bold with
the {criptures, Cyprian being accuftomed
to it in his mafter’s writings, it {eems from
thence to have dropt into Az, as maybe
gathered by the likenefs between their

citations. - And by the difciples of thefe
fwo great men, 1t {eems to have been propa-

gated
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gated among thofe many Latins, who (as
Eucherius tells us) received it in the next age,
underftanding the Trinity by the  Spirit,
«« Water and Blood”. For how, without the
countenance of fome fuch authority, an
interpretation {o corrupt and ftrained, fhould
come to be received in that age {fo generally,
1 do not underftand.

And whatis faid of the teftimony of Cypri-
an, may be much more faid of that in the
feigned difputation of Athanafius with Arius
at Nice. For there the words cited are only,
““ xai o Tpas To eveiow’y and < thefe Three
“are One”; and ‘they aretaken out of the
eighth verfe, without naming the perfons of
the Trinity before them. For the Greeks
mterpreted ¢ the Spirit, Water and Blood”,
of the Trinity, as well as the Latins ; as is
manifeft from the annotations they made on

this text in the margin of fome of their
manufcripts.

For Father Simon (Critical Hiflory of the
New Teft. ehap. 18) informs us, that inone
of the MSS in the Library of the King of
¥rance, marked Num. 2247, over againft
thefe words; « o7 -rgé}'; iV ol pcmg?ugé’ﬂes ¢ 1'71'

74 ({ufpicor, & 7 %, non extare in MS) 7o
¢t '""f U}!.f! %Ly TL u;cop .m.} T0 d CLIH% « FOI' there

e are
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«« are Three thatbear record in earth, the
«« Spirit, the Water and the Blood™; there 1
this remark ¢ Ts"rer,—'t T0 wvﬂuu.d, T0 cx.'yzo.r xel o
«« ararrne xod autds ¢avlg”; thatis, < the Holy

«« Ghott,and the Father, and He of Him{elf”.

~-And n the {ame Copv over againit thefe
words, ¢ XLl ol Tguts ¢l5 TO & E:m”, ¢« and thefe

““ Three are One” ; this note is added, ¢ 7&-
€¢ i wia BedTng eis Sess”, That 15, <“One Deity,
 OneGod”. This MS is about ¢oo years old.
Alfo in the margin of one of "the MSS
11 Monfieur Colbert’s Library, Num. 871,
Father Simon tells us, there is a like remark.
For, befides thefe words,  efs Seog mic Seorns”,
“ One God, One Godhead”, there are added,
 uapTURia Tg Jtg TE waTess xl TE ayiw
“ wivpates”, ¢ The Teftimony of God
““ the Father, and of the Holy Ghoft”.
Thefe marginal notes {uthciently fhew
how the Greeks ufed ‘to apply this text to
the Trinity, and by confequence, how the
author of that difputation is to be underftood.
But I fhould tell you alfo, that that difpu-
tation was not wrote by Athanafius, but by a
later author, and therefore as a {purious piece
ufes not to be much infifted on.
Now this miftical . application of * the
““ opirit, Water and Blood”, to fignify the
C Trinitv,
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rinity, {cems to me to have given occafion
to fome body, cither fraudulently to infert
the teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”, n
exprefs words into the text, for proving the
T'rinitv; or ¢lfc to note it in the margin of his
book, by way of interpretation. W hence it
micht afterwards creep nto the text in tran{-

crihing.
And the firft upon record, that inferted
it, 15 Jerome; 1f the preface * to the
canonical

* The whole preface runs thus: ¢ Incipit prologus in
cpiftolas canonicas.  Nou 1ta o/l oido apud Grecos, qui
ptegre  faprunt,  fdemque reftwn fectantur,  epiftolarum
[eptom,  que canomice nuncapantuiy  ficut tn Latinis
codicibus inventtur: Ut quia Pctrus oft primus in ordine
Apoflolsrumy  frime fiunt etiam  cjus cpiffole i ordine
cetecrarum.  Sed feut Evangclifias dudum ad veritatis
lineam correeinusy ita bas proprio ovdint,  Deo juvante,
reddidimus,  LjF emm una eavum prima Jacobi, due
Potrey tres Sfobanmsy ot Jude wna, Qo fi frut ab eis
disefle funt, ita quoque ab interpretibus frleiitér in Latinum
wertcrentur eloguinim, nec ambiguitatem Lgeitibus facerent,
nec fermonum fofe varietates impugnarent, illo precipue
o0y wor de Unitate Trinitatis in pramé “fobannis cpiftold,
P fitum legimms.  -In qua etiam ab infidelibus tranflatoribus,
muctum ervatum effe @ fidet veritate comperimus,  iriune
taziemmady wocabulay hoc offy Aquze, Sanguinis ct Spiri-
ts, w8 fud editione ponentibus s et Patris, Verbique,
ac Spivitus Zeflinoninm omittcnitbus: i quo maxims cf
fdes cathalica roboratury ¢t Patris, ac Filii, et Spiritus
g dipitalis jubflartia comprobatur,  In ceterss vere

epiflalts,
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canonical epiftles, which goes under his
name, be His. For whillt he compofed
not a new tranflation of the New Teltament
but only corrected the ancient vulgar Latin
(as learned men think) and among his
Emendations (written perhaps at firft in the
margin of his book) he inferted this t=ft:-
mony; he complains in the faid preface,
how he was thereupon accufed by fome
of the Latins, for falfifying Scripture, and
makes anfwer, that former Latin tranflators
had much erred from the faith, in putting
only, ¢ the Spirit, Water and Blood” in their
edition, and omitting the teftimony of ¢ the
““ Three in Heaven”, whereby the Catholic
Faith is eftablithed. In this defence he
feems to fay, that he corrected the vulgar
Latin tranflation by the original Greek;

and this is the great teftimony the text relies
upon.

epiflolisy quantum @ noftra, aliorum diffet editio, letoris
judicio derelinguo.  Sed tu, wirgo  Chrifti Evflochium,
dum a me impenfus [criptura Teritatem inquiris, mean
quodammods  feneltutem  invidorum  dentibus corrodendaon
expoms, qui e falfarium, “corrupteremque Sanclarum
pronunciant Scripturarum.  Sed ¢go in tali opere, nec
a®ulerum meorum invidiam pertimefeo, nec Sanfla Ocripe
turee weritalem pofientibus denecaby”,

C 2 But
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bat winiit he confefles 1t was not in the
Latin before, and accufes former tranflators
i falfifying the {criptures in omitting it,
he fatisfies us, that it has crept into the
Latin fince his time, and fo cuts off all the
~athority of the prefent vulgar Latin for
juftifving 1t And whilft he was accufed by his
cotemporaries of falﬁfyino' the Scriptures in

r

':nsrtingi this accufation alfo confirms, that
¢ altered the publick reading.  For had the
rﬁ:.d'p been dubloua before he made 1t {o, no
Vi OUH have cnarged him with falfifica-
n for foilowing either part. ,
Alfo, whilft upon this accufation- he
recommends the aiteration by its ufefulnefs
for eftablithing the Catholick Faith, this
renders 1t the more f{ufpeted by difco-
verirg both the defign of his making it
and the oround of hh hoping for fuccefs.
However, iceing ne was thus accufed by his
cotemporaries, 1t gives us juit reafon to
ovamine the buiinefs between nm and his
rceniers. JAnd fo, he being called to the
bar, we are not to lav {trefs upon his own
r=iimeny for himielt (for no man 15 a
witnes in his own caniz) but laying afide all
~remdice, Wwe ought, accnrdmrr to the ordi-

=

£1oy roier of itice, to examine the bufi-
nefs
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nefs between him and his accufers by other

witnefies. | |
They, that have been converfant in his

writings, obferve a ftrange liberty, which
he takes In afferting things. Many notable
inftances of this he has left us in compofing
thofe very fabulous lives of Pau] and Hila-
rlar, not to mention what' he has written
upon other occafions. Whence Erafmus
{aid of him, that he wasin afirming things,
t <“frequently violentand impudent,and often
““ contrary to himfelf”. But I accufe him not.
It 1s poffible, that he might be fometimes
impofed upon, or, through inadvertency,
commit 2 miftake. Yet fince his cotempo-
raries accufed him, it is but juft, that we
thould lay afide the prejudice of his great
name, and hear the caufe impartially be-
tween them,

Now the witnefles between them are
partly the ancient tranflators of the fcrip-
tures 1nto the various languages, partly the
writers of his own age, and of the ages

““ + Szpe numero violentus, parumque pudens, {zpe
“ varius, parumque fibi conftans.”
Lrafmi Annotation, in Foban. v. 7.
Vide etiam, quz Erafmus contra Leum in hunc
‘ecum de Hieronimo fufius dixit.

C 3 next
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next before, and after him, and partly the
fcribes who have copied out the Greek
manufcripts of the fcriptures in all ages.
And ail thefe are againft him. For by the
unanunous evidence of all thefe, it will
appear thatthe teftimony of “ the Three in
¢« Heaven’ was wanting in the Greek manu-
fcript from whence Jerome, or whoever
was the author of that preface to the cano-
nical epiftles, pretends to have borrowed
1t

The zncient Interpreters, which I cite,
o5 witnefles againft him, are chiefly the
authors of the ancient vulgar Latin, of the
Svifac and the Athiwopic verfions,  For ag
he tells us, that the Latins omitted the tefti-
monv of ¢ the Three in Heaven” in their
verfion before his time, fo in the Syriac and
Zthiopic verfions (both which, from Bifhop
\T:ita:1- account of them, are much an-
cienter, than Jerome’s time, being the
verfions which the Orlental and Athiopic
roticns reccived from the begiuning, and
':;iy ui% Y *he Latms chd the vulgar

.

PR ;1::;, L-nd the authors of thefe Three
2ocient, moft famous, and moft re-
CCIVED verfions Wj, cny 1ft1nﬂ' it are concurrent
witnefles,
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witnefles, that they found it wanting in the

original Greek manufcripts of their own
times.

It is wanting alfo in other ancient verfions,
as in the Agyptian Arabick, publithed in
Walton’s Polyglot Bible; in the Armenian
verfion, T ufed, ever fince Chryfoftom’s age,
by the Armenian Nations; and in the Illyrii-
can § of Cyrillus, ufed in Rafcia, Bulgaria,
Moldavia, Ruflia, Mufcovy, and ocher

countries, which ufe the Sclavonic Ton gue.

In a copy of this verfion, § printed at
Oftrobe (Oftrow) in Velhinia, in the Year
1581, I have feen it wanting, and one
Camillus  § relates the fame thing out

B e

T © Codex Armeniacus ante 400 annos exaratus,
* quem vidi apud Epifcopum Ecclefiz Armeniace, qﬁa:
‘“ Amftellodami colligitur, locum illum non legit”, —
Sandius Append. Interpret. Paradox. in h. |.

T The printed Sclavonic verfion runs thus, ¢ Quia

“ Tres funt, qui teftificantur, Spiritus, ef Aqua, et San-
““ guisy et Tres in Unum Junt. 87 teflimonium, €3¢,

“ § Teftimonium trium in Caely von eft in antiquifli-
mis lllyricorum et Ruthenorum codictbus, quorum
c “ . b . .

“* unum exemplar a {excentis ferd annis manuicriptum,
" jampridem apud illuftrifimum Gabrielem C
¢ terree Badlrice Dominum vidi, et legi: alterum

) . o Lo
* manibus noftris teritur, fide et antiquitate ful nobile,—

Camillus de Antichrifls, Lib, ii. cap. 2. Pag, 156,
C 4 of
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hineum,
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of ancient Manuferipts of this verfion feen
Dv him.

INor do I know of any verfion, wherein
it 15 extant, exceptthe yoders vulgar Latin,
and fuch modern <erfions of the Wettern
Nations, as have been influenced by 1t.  So
tnen, by the unanimeus confent of all the
ancient and faithful interpreters, which we
have hitherto met with (who doubtleis made
afe of the beft Manufcripts they could get)
the Teftimony of ¢ the Threein Heaven”
was not anciently in the Greek.

And that it was neither 1n the ancient
veriions, nor 1n the Greek ; but was wholly.
unknown to the firft Churches, 1s moft
c'ﬂrtein by an argument hinted above, name-
v, thatin 1lthat vehement, univerfal, and
]:'h 1o Controverly about the Trinity in
erome’s time, and both before, and long
encugi after 1t ,t'z text of ¢ the Three in
“« Heaven” was never once thoughtof.  Itis
nOW In every b d} s mouth, and accounted
the main Text for the bufinefs, and would
ciuredly have been 10 too with them, had
¢ been in their books.  And yet 1t 1s not
cnce to te mf:t with in all the difputes,
ons, and other writings of the
e ond Leting Mexande; of Alexan-

dria,
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dria, Athanafius, the council of Sardica,
Bafil, Nazienzen, Nyflen, Epiphanius,
Chryfoftom, Cyril, Theodoret, Hilary,
Ambrofe, Auftin, Viétorinus Afer, Philal-
trins Brixienfis, Phabedius Agennenﬁs,
Gregorius  Baticus, Fauftinus Diaconus,
Pafchaﬁus Arnobius Junior, Cerealis, and
others) in the times of thofe controverfies ;
no, not in Jerome himfelf; if his verfion
and preface to the Canonical Eplﬁles bc
excepted.

The writings of thofe times were very
many, and copious; and there is no argu-
ment, or Text of Scnpture which they do
not urge again and again, That of St.
John’s Gofpel, “ I, and the Father, am
“ One”, is every where inculcated, but
this of ¢ the Three in Heaven, and their
““ being One”, is no where to be met with,
'till at length, when the ignorant ages came
on, 1t began by degrees to creep into the
Latin copiesout of Jerome’s verfion.

So far are they from citing the teflimony
of « the Three in Heaven”, that, on the
contrary, as often as they have occafion to
mention the place, they omit it, and that too,
as well after Jerome’s age, as in, and be-

fore
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fore it. For Hefychius (in Lewss. Lib. i
eap 3. poff med) cites the place thus.
“ Audi Johannem dicentem, Tria funt,
“ qui teftimonium prabent, et Tres Unum
“* funt, Spiritus, et Sanguis et Aqua”.  The
words, 17 terrd, he omits, which 1s never
done, but in Copies, where * the Three
“ m Heaven” 1s wanting. Caffiodorus, or
whoever was the Author of the Latin ver-
fon of the Difcourfe of Clemens Alexan-
drinus on thefe Epiftles of St. John reads
it thus,  °* Quia Tres {unt, qui teftifbcantur,
‘“ Spiritus, et Aqua, et Sanguis, et hi Tres
“ Unum funt”. (N. B. It is called {0 in Brj-
‘101b. S. patrum, Edit. Paris. 1589)

Bede in his Commentary on the place
reads 1t thus.  Et Spiritus eft, qui tefti-
“* ficatur, quoniam Chriftus eft veritas. Quo-
“ niam Tres {unt, qui teftimonium dant in
““ terra, Spiritus, Aqua, etSanguis, et Ires
‘“ Unum funt. Siteftimonium, &c.” But
nere the words, i ferrd, {o far as I can
cather from his Commentary on this text
have been inferted by fome later Hand.
—The Author of the firlt Epiitle; afcribed
to Fope Eufebius, reads it, as Bede does,
cmitting only the words, 7 terrd——And

lf.
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if the Authority of Popes be valuable, Pope
[.eo, the Great, in histenth Epiftle, thus
cites the place “ Bt Spiritus eft, qui
«« tefhificatur, quomam Spiritus eft veritas;
« quia Tres funt, qui teftimonium dant, Spi-
“ ritus, et Aqua, etdanguis; et hi Tres
« Unum {unt”,

St. Ambrofe, in the fisth chapter. of
his firft Book, de Spiritu Santto, difputing
for the Unity of the Three Perfons, fays,
« Hi Tres Unum funt, obannes dixit;
« Aqua, Sanguis et Spiritus: Unum in
«« mifterio; non in natura”’. This is all he
could find of the text, while he was dif-
puting about the Trinity, and therefore he
proves the Unity of the Perfons by the
miftical Unity of the Spirit, Water and
Blood, interpreting thefe of the Trinity
with Cyprian and others.  Yea, in the
eleventh chapter of his third book, he
fully recites the text thus. < Per Aquam
““ et Sanguimnem venit Chriftus Jefus, non
“ folum in Aqud, fed in Aqué et Sanguine ;
““ et Spiritus tefimonium dat, quoniam Spi-
“ ritus eft veritas. Quia Tres funt Teftes,
“ Spiritus, Aqua, et Sanguis; et hi Tres
" Unum funt in Chrifto Jefu”. See alfo

Ambrole
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Ambrofe 1n Luc. xxii. 10. and in his book,
De 115 gur mifierizs initiantur, cap. iv.

The like reading of Facundus, Euche-
sins, and St. Auftin you have in the places
cited above., Thefe are Latins, as late, or
later, than Jerome. For Jerome did not
prevall with the Churches of his own time
to receive the teftimony of ¢ the Threein
“ Heaven”. And for them to know his

verfion, and not receive his teftimony was
in effelt to condemn it.

And as for the Greeks, Cyril of Alexan-
dria reads the text without this teftimony in
the xivtn book of his Thefaurus, cap. g,
and again in his firft book de fide ad Reginas,

a little after the middle. And fo does
Oecumenius, a later Greek, in his Commen-

tarv on this place of St. John's Epiftle.
Alfo Didimus Alexandrinus, in his Com-
mentary on the fame paflage, reads ¢ the
« Spint, Water and Blood”, without men-
tioning,  the Three in Heaven”; and {o
he does in his book of the Holy Ghoft,
where he feems to omit nothing, that he
could find for his purpole; and fo does
Gregory Nazienzen in his xxxvith Oration
ccncerning tie Holy Ghoft; and alfo, Ni-

cetus
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cetus in his Commentary on Gregory Na-
zienzen’s xlivth Oration.

And here it is farther obfervable, that,
. the Eufebians had contended, that ¢ the
« Father, Son and Holy Ghoft” were not to
be connumerated, becaufe they were things
of a different kind, Nazienzen and Nicetus
anfwer, that they might be connumerated,
becaufe St. John connumerates three things
pot confubftantial, namely,  the Spirit, the
-« Water, and the Blood ”. By the objection
' of the Eufebians, it then appears, that the
Teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven” was
not in their books, and by the anfwer of the
Catholicks it is as evident, that it was not in
therrs. For while they anfwer by inftancing
in ¢ the Spirit, Water and Blood ”, they
could not have miffed of, ¢ the Father, the
«« Word, and the Holy Ghoft”; had they
been connumerated, and called one in the
words immediately before; and to anfwer,
by inftancing in fhefe, would have been far
more to their purpofe, becaufe it was the
very thing in queftion.

In like manner the Eunomians, in difpu-

ting againft the Catholicks, had objected,
that the Holy Ghott is no where in Scripture
conmjoined
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conjolaed with the Father and the Son, ex-
cept in the form of Baptifm : which is as
much as to fay, that the Teftimony of ¢ the
“« Threein Heaven ” was not in their books :
and vet St. Balil (Iib. v. adverfus Eunomium
[fub finem)  whilft he 1s very diligent in re-
turning an an{wer to them, and perplexes
himfelf in citing places, which are nothing
to the purpote, does rnot produce this text
of ¢ the Three 1n Heaven”, though it be
the moft obvious, and the only proper paf-
fage, had it been then in the Scriptures ;
and therefore, he knew nothing of it. The
objection of the Eunomians, and the anfwer
of the Catholicks, fufficiently fhew, that it
was In the books of neither party.

Befides all this, the tenth Epiitle of Pope
Leo, mentioned above, was that very fa-
mous Epiftle to Flavian, Patriarch of Con-
ftantinople agamnft Eutiches, which went
about through all the Churches both Eaftern
and Weftern, being tranflated into Greek,
and f{ent about in the Eaft by Flavian. It
was generaily applauded In the Weft, and
read in the council of Chalcedon, and there
folemnly approved and {ubfcribed by all the
Bifhops; and in this Epiftle the text was

thus
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thus cited. ¢« Et Spiritus eft, qui teftifica-
«« tur, quoniam Chriftus eft veritas: quia
«« Tres {unt, qui teftimonium dant, Spiritus,
«« Aqua, et Sanguis; et hi Tres Unum {unt”.
And by putting erﬁpci (according to the
Greek reading) for Chriffus, which is fhill
the vulgar Latin, it was thus tranflated.
C nal T me'ﬁ‘yi ¢ TO patg()ugo'ﬁ'v' smedn T
C ulud G RN At A Tgﬁ?g .},&,g eLaIY 0f Haop-
(c %goﬁﬁgg T; meﬁ’pa’, Jf.d.} 'I‘gl !TJ\::JP, }Lct} Té zfyd.'
€ xai of TeEs 70 ‘v @40l |
~ So then we have the reading quoted by
the Pope, owned in the Weft, and folemnly
{fubfcribed in the Eaft by the fourth general
council, and therefore it continued, the
publick received reading in both the Eaft
and Weft, till after theage of that council.
~ So then the teftimony of ¢ the Three
« in Heaven”, ~which, in the times of
thefe controverfies, would have been in
every body’s mouth, had it been in their
books, was wholly unknown to the Churches
of thofe ages. All that they could find in
their books was the teftimony of * the
“ Water, the Spiritand the Blood”.
Will you now fay, that the teftimony of

“ the Three in Heaven”, was razed out of

their
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their books by the. prevailing Arrians? Yes
truly, thofe Arrians were crafty knaves, that
could confpire {o cunningly and {lily all the
world over at ance (as at the command of a
Mithridates) in the latter end of the reign
of Conftantws to get all men’s books in-their
hands, and correct them without being per-
ceived : ay, and conjurers too, without leav-
ing any blot or chafm in their books, whereby
the knavery might be fufpected and difco-
vered ; and to wipe away the memory of it
out of ail men’s brains; {o that neither Atha-
nafius, nor any body elfe, could afterwards
remember, that they had ever feen it in their
books before ; and out of their own books
too, fo that, when they turned to the Con-
fubftantial Faith, as they generally did in the
Welt, foon after the Death of Conftantius,
they could then remember no more of 1t,

than any body elfe. o
Well then, it was out of their books 1n
Jerome’s age, when he pretended it was in ;
which 1s the point we are to prove; and
when any body can thew, that it was in their
nooks before, it may be pertinent to confider
that point alfo : but till then we are only to
enguire how, fince it was out, it came 1nto
the
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the copies, that are now extant. For they,
that without proof accufe the Hereticks of
corrupting books, and upon that pretence
correct them at their pleafure without the.
Authority of ancient Manufcripts (as fome
learned men in the fourth and fifth centuries.
ufed to do) are Falfaries by their own con-.
feflion, and certainly need no other confu-
tation. And therefore, If this reading was
once out, we are bound in juftice to behieve,
- that it was out from the beginning ; unlefs
-~ the razing of it out can be proved by fome
 better argument, than that of pretence and
clamour.

Will you now fay, that Jerome followed
fome copy different from, any, which the
Greeks were acquainted with? This Is to
overthrow the authority of his verfion by
making him depart from the received Greek;
and befides, it iscontrary to what he himfelf
feems to reprefent.  For in his blaming not
the vulgar Greek copies, but the Latin in-
terpreters only, which were before his time,
as if they had varied from the receivec|Sreek,
he reprefents, that he himfelf followed it.
He does not excufe, and juftify himfelf for
reading differently from the received Greek,

D in
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in order to follow 2 private copy, but ac-
cufes former Interpreters, as if, in leaving
out the teftimony of * the Three in Heaven”,
they had not followed the received Greek.

And therefore, fince the Greeks knew no-.
thing of this Teftimony, the authority of his
verfion finks; and that the rather, becaufe
he was then accufed of corrupting the Text,
and could not perfuade either the Greeks or
the Latins of thofe times to receive his read-
ing. For the Latins received it not, till
_jeatly years after his death ; and the Greeks
not till this prefent age, when the Venetians
fent it fmongﬁ them in printed books: And

ot

their pot recetving 1t was plainly to approve

ﬂle apcufaﬂon
T'he authority of tlus verfion being thus
'far dlfcuf ed, it remains, that we confider the
aufho 1ty of the Manuﬁ:npts, wherein we
now tead the teftimony of ¢ the Three in
« Heaven”. And by the beft inquiry, that
I have been able to make, it is wanting in
the Manufcripts of all Languages, but the
Lotin, For, as we have fhewn, that the
Ashiopick, Syriac, Arabick, Armenian and
Scizvonian verficns, flill in ufe in the feveral
Eaftern nations, Ethiopia, Egypt, Syna,
Mefo-;
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Mefopotamia, Armenia, Mufcovy, and fome -
others, are ftrangers to this reading : foIam
told by thofe, who have been in Turkey,
that it is wanting to this day in the Greek
Manufcripts, which have been brought from
thence into the Weft; and that the Greeks, -
now that they have got it in print from the
Venetians, when their Manufcripts. are ob-
jeCted againft it, pretend, that the Arians
erazed it.

A reading then, to be found in no manu-
{cripts, but the Latin ones, and not in the

- Latin before Jerome’s age, as Jerome himfelf
confeffes, can be but of little authority, and
we have already proved 1t to be {fpurious by
fhewing, that it was heretofore unknown
both to the Weftern, and the Eaftern
Churches in the times of the great contro-
verfy about the Trinity.

But, however, for your further fatisfaGion,
we fhall now give you an account of thefe
Manufcripts, fhewing, firft, bow, in the
dark ages, 1t crept into the Latin Manu-
{cripts, out of Jerome’s verfion; and theh,
bow 1t lately crept out of the Latin into the
printed Greek, thofe, who firft publithed it

D2 in
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1n Greek, aaving never yet fo much as feen
it 1n any Greek Manufcript.

That the vulgar Latin, now 1n ufe, is a
mixture of the old vulgar Latin, and of Je-
rome’s verfion together, is the received o-
pinion. Few of theie Manufcripts are above
four or five hundred vears old. The lateft
cenerally have tire teftimony of ¢ the Three
“1n Heaven”: the oldeft of all ufually want
it ; which fhews that it has crept in by de-
grees. [Eralmus notes 1t to be wanting in
three very ancient ones; one of which was
in the Pope’s library at Rome, the other two
were at Bruges; and he adds, that in an-
other Manufcript, belonging to the library
of the Minorites in Antwerp, the teftimony
of ‘“the Three in Heaven”, was noted in
the margin in a newer hand.

Peter Cholinus notes in the margin of hig
Latin edition of the Scriptures, printed Anno
Chriiti, 1543, and 1544, that it was want-
ing in the moft ancient Manufcript of the
Tugorine librery.  Dr. Burnet has lately
notea it to be wanting in fome other ancient
cnes.  An ancient and diligent collater of
Alanuicripts, cited by Lucas Brugenfis by the
neme of Epanorthotes notes in general, that

I
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it ‘was wanting' in the ancient Latin Manu-
{cripts.  Lucas Brugenfis himfelf, collating
many Latin ones, notes it to be wanting in
only FIVE, that is, in the few old ones,
which he had, his Manufcripts being almoft
all of them new ones. For he (calce anno-
tat.) prafes the Codex Lobienfis written

Anno Chrifti, 1084, and the Codex Torna-
cenfis written Anno Chrifli, 1105, as moft
ancient and venerable for antiquity, and ufed
others much more new, of which a great
number was eafily had, fuch as was the Co-
dex Buflidianus, written Anno Chrifti, 1432,
that is, but eight years before the invention
of printing.

The Lateran council, colle@ed under In-

nocent the Third, Anno Chrifti, 1215, Canon
2. mentions Joachim, the abbot, quoting

the text in thefe words. ¢ Quoniam in ca-
“ nonicd Johannis epiftold legitur, quia Tres
““ funt, qui teftimonium dant in Cwh, Pater,
“et Verbum, et Spiritus; et bi Tres Unum
“ funt : ftatimque fubjungitur. Et Tres funt,
“ qui teflimonium dantin terrd, S prritus, Aqua,
“ et Sanguis, et Tres Unum funt: fieut in
“ codzcibus quibufdam invenitur” ~--This wag

D 3 written -
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written by Joachim * in the papacy of Alex-
ander the Third, that 1s, in or before the
vear 1180, and therefore this reading was
then got but into {ome books. For the words,
‘“ Sicut 1n codicibus quibufdam invenitur ”,
refer as well to the firft words of Joachim,
‘“ Quoniam In canonicd Joannis epiftola legi-
“ tur” as to the next, “ ftatimque {ubjungi-
““ tur” ; and more to the firft, than the next;
becaufe the firft part of the citation was then,
but in {ome books, as appears by ancient
Manufcripts; but the fecond part was in al-
motit all : the words, ¢ Tres Unum funt”,
being in all the books which wanted the

teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”; and
in moit of thofe, which had it ; though af-

terwards left out in many, when branded by
the ichoolmen for Arian.

But to go to the bottom of the corruption.
Gregory the Great 4 writes, that Jerome’s
verflon was In u‘e in his time, and therefore,
no wonder, 1if the teftimony of ¢ the Three
““ in Heaven” began to be cited out of it be-
rore.  Eugenius, bithop of Carthage, in the

* Vid. Math. Paris Hiftor. Angl. A. D. 1170.

£ ovid, Vaton’s Prolegomena X, 53,
{eventh
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{eventh year of Hunneric, king of the Van-
dals, AnnoChrifti 484, in the {ummary of his
faith exhibited to the king, cited it the firt
of any man, fo far as I ¢an find. ~ A while
after Fulgentius, another African bifhop,
difputing againft the fame Vandals, cited it
again, and backed it with the forementioned
place of Cyprian, applied to the teftimony of
¢« the Three in Heaven ” .-————- And fo it 1s
probable, that by that abufed authority of
Cyprian it began firft in Africk, in the dif-
putes with the ignorant Vandals, to get
fome credit ; and thence at length crept into

ufe. It occurs alfo frequently in Vigilius
Tapfenfis, another African bifhop, cotem-

porary to Fulgentius.

In 1ts defence fome alledge earlier writers ;
namely, the firft epiftle of pope Hyginus,
the firft epiftle of pope John II. the book
of Idacius Clarus againft Varimadus; and
the book, De umitd Deitate Trinitatss, af-
cribed to Athanafius, But Chiffletius, who
publithed the works of Victor Vitenfis, and
Vigilius Tapfenfis, {ufficiently proves the
book againit Varimadus to be this Vigilius’s,
and erroneoufly afcribed to Idacius.——To

the fame Vigilius he afferts alfo the book,
D4 De
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De unitd Deitate Trinitatis. Certainly Atha-
nafius was not 1ts author.——All the epiftles
of Hyginus, except the beginning, and the
end ; and-the firft part of the epiftle of pope
Tohn, wherein the teftimony of ¢ the Three
“ in Heaven” is cited, are nothing elfe than
fragments of the book againft Varimadus,
defcribed word for word by fome forger of
decretal epiftles, as may anpear by compa-
ring them ; fo then Eugenius 1s the firft
upon record, that quotes it.

But though he fet it on foot among the
Africans; yet I cannot find, that it became
of authority in Europe, before the revival
of learning, in the twelfth and thirteenth
Centuries.  In thofe ages, Saint Barnard,
the Schoolmen, Joachim, and the Lateran
council fpread it abroad, and fcribes began
cenerally to 1ntert it into the text: but in
tuch Latin Manutcripts and European writers,
as are ancienter than thofe times, 1t 1s {carce
to be met with.

"\*ov? that it was ini‘erted ir\to the valgar

(he monner, how the vulgar Latin, and that

r-.-:_-rT ot came to be mixed.  For it 1s agreed,

1'

rl

c Latine, after Jerome’s verfion be*ﬂun
{0
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to be of ufe, noted out of it his corre@iong
“of the vulgar Latin in the margin of- their
books. And thefe the tranfcribers after-
wards inferted into the text. By this means,
the old Latin has been {o generally correct-
ed, that it 1s no where to be found fince.
1t is Jerome’s, that we now read, and not
the old vulgar Latin; and what wonder, if
in Jerome we read the teftimony of ¢ the
¢ Three in Heaven” ? For who, that in-
{erted the reft of Jerome’s corrections into
the taxt, would leave out fuch a pafiage for
the Trinity, asthis hath been taken to be?

But to put the queftion out of difpute,
there are footfteps of the infertion ftill re-
maining. For in fome old Manufcripts, it
has been found noted in the margin; in
others to be various readings; and when it
is found inferted into the text, it is plainly
fuch. as ought to arife by tranfcribing it out
of the margin into the text. T fhall only
mention the three following varieties.

Of the Manufcripts, which have not the
teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”. Some
have the words 7nferrd, inthe eighth verfe,
but the moft want it; which feems to pro-
ceed from hence, that fome, before they

allowed



(42 )
aliowed {o great an addition to the text, as
the teftimony of “ the Three in Heaven”
noted only 7 zerrd, in the margin of their
books.

Of the Manufcripts, which have the tefti-
monv of ¢ the Three in Heaven”, {fome in
the eighth verfe have “ Hi Tres Unum funt”.
Others not. The reafon of this feems to
be, that of thofe, who noted this teftimony
in the margin, fome blotted out, ¢ Et hi
« Tres Unum {unt” in the eighth verfe, ac-
cording to Jerome ; and others did not.

And laftly ; the teftimony of ¢ the Three
«« in Heaven” 1s in moft books fet before the
teftimony of < the Three in Earth”; in {fome,
it 1s fet after. So Erafmus notes two old
books, in which 1t is fet after ; Lucas Bru-
genfis a third; and Heflelius (if I mifre-
member not) a fourth; and fo Vigilius Tap-
fenfis * fets it after : which feems to proceed
from hence, that it was {ometimes fo noted
in the margin, that the reader, or tranfcri-
her knew not, whether 1t were to come be-
fore, or after., Now thefe difcords in the
Latin Manu{cripts, as they detract from the

= Vigilius 1ibr, adverf, Varimadum. cap. s.
autho-
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authority of the Manufcripts ; {o they con-
firm to us, that the old vulgar Latin has in.
thefe things been tampered with, and cor-
rected by Jerome’s verfion.

In the next place, I am to{hew bow, and
when, the tetimony of  the Three in Hea-
“ ven” crept out of the Latininto the Greek.
—Thofe, who printed the Greek Teftament,
did generally in following their‘Manufcripts |
omit the teftimony of ¢ the Three in Hea-
“ven”, except in Spazn. For it was omit-
ted in the firft and {econd edition of Erafmus,
Anno Chrifti, 1516 and 1519.—In the edi-
tion of Francis Afulan, printed at Venice by
Aldus, Anno Chrifti, 1218 ;—In that of Ni-
cholas Gerbelius, printed at Haganau, Anno
Chrifti, 1521 ;——And a little after, in that
of Wolfius Cephalius, printed at Strafbourg,
Anno Chrifti, 1524 ; and againin 1526, in"
the Badian edition, as Erafmus notes; and
in that of Simon Colinzus at Paris, Anno
Chnfti, 1534 *———At the {fame time it was

* ¢ In editis exemplaribus nonnullis non legi: ut in
““ Aldind et ‘Badiani editione.——~Addo, nec in Gr=zeo
““ T'eftamento Gerbelii Haganoz, 1521; nec in Co-
“ inzi, Parifus editione™, Vide etiam Gomarnm in b,
. docum, |

omitted
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cmitted in fome editions of the other Weftern
languages, as in the Saxon and German edi-
tions of Luther ; and in the Latin Tugurine
editions of Peter Cholms, Anno Chrift,
1343 and I544.

The firft edition in Greek, which has the
teitimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven™ was
that of cardinal Ximenes, printed at Com-
piutum in Spain, in 1515; but not pub-
lithed before the year 1521. 'The cardinal
in his edition ufed the affiftance of feveral
divines, which he called together to Com-
plutum, there founding an univerfity, Anno
Chrifti, 1317, or a little before. Two of
thefe divines were Antonius Nebifenfis and
Stunica.  For Stunica then refided at Com-
plutum ; and in the preface *to a treatile,

= ¢ Cum prefertim, {1 quifquam alius; et nos quo-
“ oue his de rebus, noftro quodam jure, judicium ferre
«¢ pofimus. Quippe qui non paucos annos in {ancls
¢¢ Scripturis veteris et Novi Teftamenti, Hebraice, Grace,
«¢ et Latine per legendis confumpferimus ; ac Hebraica,
¢« Grzcague ipfa divinarum literarum exemplaria
““ cum antiquifimis Latinorum, codicibus diligentiffime
¢ contulerimus.  Longd icitur leGione, ac experientid
¢ ;zmpridem edodt, quantum tralationi huic ecclefiaftice

~ "h T -
™

“ovi Teftamenti deferundum fit, nifi fallor, optime
“ povi #loe Stuien fu prologe libve [,
which

T gk
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which he wrote again{t Erafmus, gives this

teftimony of himfelf; ¢¢ That he had {pent
““ fome years in reading the Holy Scriptures
« in Hebrew, Greek and Latin; and had
« diligently collated the Hebrew and Greek
‘“ exemplars with the Latin copies”. This
book, difpleafing the cardinal, was not printed
till after his death; and then it came forth
at Complutum, AnnoChrifti, 1520.——The
year before, one Lee, an Englithman, writ
alfo againft Erafmus, and both Stunice and
Lee, amongft other things, reprehended him
for omitting the teftimony of ¢ the Three
‘“ 1n Heaven ". |

Afterwards Erafmus, finding the Spaniards,
and {ome others of the Romifh church in a
heat againft him, printed this teftimony in
his third edition, Anno Chrifti, 15225 re-
prefenting, ¢ That in his former editions he
““ had printed the text, as he found itin his
“ Manuferipts ; but now there being found
“in England one Manufcript, which had
‘ the tefltimony of the Three in Heaven, he
“ had inferted it, according to that Manu-
“{cript ; for avoiding the calumnies raifed
‘““againft him ”.——And fo it continued in
his two following editions.

And
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Arnd, at length, Robert Stephens, Anno
Chrifti, 1550; reprinted Eralmus’s edition,
with fome few alterations, and various
le¢tions, taken out of the Complutenfian
edition, and fifteen Greek Manufcripts,
which he named after the numeral Greek
Letters, @, €, v, 0, ¢, &c. putting  for the
Complaaennan edition, and &, ¥, o, ¢ &c.
for the Manulcripts in their order; and
noting in the margin, that the teﬁimony of
¢« the Three in Heaven” was wanting in the
feven Manufcripts, 9, ¢ { R R TR Y pe—
When Beza + tells us, that he had read 1t
in tne reft. His wordsare, . “ Legit Hie-
« ronimus, Jegit Eralmus in Britannico
«« codice, et in Complutenft editione. Le-
“ oimus et In nonnullis Roberti noftri vete-
¢ ripus libris”.

And this is the original and authority of
the printed editions, For thefe are the
editions ever fince followed by all the Weft;

:nd of late years propagated by the Venetian
nrefles into Greece; and nothing further,
that I know of, has been dlfcovered In any
Mfanufcripts in favour of thefe editions.

i e

+~ Bezain Lunc locum,

Now
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Now to pull off the vizard, I cannot but,
in the firft place, extreamly complain of
Beza’s want of _modefty and caution in
exprefling’ himfelf. * Inthe preface to his
annotations,  defcribing what helps he
had in comipofing his firft editien, he tells us,
““ That he had the annotations of Valla,
“ Stapulenfis and Erafmus, and the writings
““ of the ancients and moderns collated by
“ himfelf; and out of Stephens’s library
““ the exemplar, which Stephiens had colla-
 ted, with about twenty-five Manufcripts,
“ almoft all of which were printed”. He
{fhould have faid feventeen; for that number
he puts in other places, and in his annota-
tions cites no more. So then, he had the
collations of two more Manufcripts, than
Stephens has given us in print.  And this
was all his furniture.

% ¢ Non defunt famen, qui Bezam nimis audacem
“ fuifle judicant, dum 2 receptd lehione {apius fine
‘“ neceffitate recedit; et unius, interdum nullius cedicis
¢ zuthoritate #fretus, Pratoriam exercet poteﬁatem CX
*¢ conjeCturis mutando, et interpolando textum facrum
‘“ pro libitu” Walton Prolegomen, 1V, 56é&. 15.

sn Bibl, Polyglatt,
The
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The original Manufcripts he does not here
pretend to have; nor could he have them.
for they were not Stephens’s Manufcripts;
but belonged to feveral libraries in France
and Italy. The Manufcript, €, Stephens
mmfelf never faw; but had only various
letions coliated out of it by his Friends in
Italy. The Manufcripts v, d, ¢, ¢, < ",
i, i, were not Stephens’s; but belonged to
the library of theking of France, to whom
‘“fCPﬁﬂF S Wwas prmter The other {ix books,
> iz, 5 1y, 13, 157, he had notout of his
own iibrary, but borrowed them for a time
from feveral places to collate, his friends
ftedying to promote the defign of his
ed:tion.

“nd vet Beza, in his annotations, when
he would favour any -text, cites the colla-
ticns of Stephens in fuch a manner, as if
he hed the very original Manufcripts at
Geneva before his eyes. And, where
Sterhens does ot cite various leGions there,
Le reclou . that in the text of Stephens’s
costated beek, he read all the Manufcripts,
So in Mark, vi. 11. Wwhere Stephens'
notes a cestaln peuod to be wanting in the

Tanufeript  copies, € and u; Beza faith,

« Hxc

Pe
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« Haec periodus in omnibus exemplaribus
«« Gracis legitur, exceptis {ecundo et oltavo”.
In the Adts xi11. 33..becaufe Stephens
had noted no various lections, Beza affirms
of the Greek text ; ¢ Ita{criptum invenimus
<<in omnibus vetuftis codicibus”. —— In
1 John iv. 3. where Stephens is filent, Beza
{peaks ; <« Sic legitur in omnibus Gracis ex-
“ emplaribus, quz quidem mihi infpicere
“ licurt”.~—In James 1. 22. where Stephens
1s again filent, Beza tells us of the word
uovor, < Ego in omnibus noftris vetuftis libris
< inveni”.——And fo, where Stephens in
the margin had noted the teftimony of ¢ the
““ Three in Heaven” to be wanting in feven
Manufcripts, he thinks, that, in reading the
text of Stephens’s collated book, he reads it
in the reft; and {o tells us, “ Legimus.et
““ nos in nonnullis Roberti Stephani codici-
““ bus”.—— Thus he did in the firft edition
of his annotations.

Afterwards, when he had got two real
Manufcripts, the Claromontan, and that,
which at length he prefented to the univer-
fity of Cambridge ; (in both which the ca-
nonical epiftles are wanting) in the epiftle

to his fourth edition, in reckoning up the
E books
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books, he then ufed, he puts only thefe two,
and the feventeen of Stephens ; and, in his
fifth edition, he writes fummarily, that he
ufed nineteen Manufcripts, joining with thofe
two real ones, the collations of Stephens, as
if 1n thofe he had feventeen others; which
{ufficiently explains his way of fpeaking in
his annotations. But whilft he had not the
Manufcripts themfelves to read with his own
eyes, 1t was t0o hard and unwarrantable a
way of {peaking to tell us. “ Legimus et
‘““ nos 1n nonnullis Roberti Stephani codici-

“ bus”’; and therefore, in his late editions,
he correts himfelf, and tells us only, that

the reading doth ¢ Extare in nonnullis Ste-
‘“ phani veteribus libris”.

Thus Beza argues from Stephens’s book
of collations ; and the fame inference has
been made by Lucas Brugenfis, and others,
ever fince from Stephens’s forementioned
edition of his book. For, they fay, ¢ Ste-
“ phens had nfteen Manufcripts in all, and
““ found the teftimony of the Three in Heaver
““ wanting, but in feven ; and therefore, it
““was in the other eight; and {o being
“ found in the greater part of his Manu-
“ 1oripts, has the authority of manufcripts

“ on
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« on its fide.—Thus they argue and this
is the great argument, by which the prmtcﬂ
Greek has hitherto been juftified.
But if they plainly confider the bufinefs
a little better, they will find themfelves very
much miftaken. For though Stephens had
Jiftcen Manufcripts in all ; yet all of them did
not contain all the Greek Teftament. Four
of them, noted ¥, ¢, €, 19, had each of
them the four gofpels only.—— Two, noted
G, n, contained only the gofpels, and the
Acts of the Apoftles.----One, noted 157, con-
tained the Apocalypfe only.——One, noted &«
had only the Apocalyple, with St, Paul’s
Epitles to the Corinthians, Galatians, Ephe-
fians, Philippians and Coloflians, —— The
other feven, noted d, ¢, <, B, 1, 2, 1y, con-
tained both §t. Paul’s Epiftles, and the cano-
nical ones, befides fome other books; namely,
the Manufcript {, contained the Epiftles and
Gofpels ; the Manufcripts, 1, i, #y, the
Epifties and Acts of the Apoftles; and the
Manufcripts, d, ¢, 6, the Epiftles, Gofpels
and Adsof the Apoftles.
And this any one may gather by noting

what- Manufcripts the various leions are

cited out of, in every book of the New
E 2 Tefta-
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Teftament. For in the various letions of
the canonical Epiftles, and thofe to the Ro-

mans, Corinthians, Galatians, Ephefians,
Philippians and Coloffians, are found thefe
feven Manufcripts, J, ¢, é, 0, 1, 12, ¥y, EVery
where cited, and no more than thefe. The
{ame alfo, and no more are cited in the

Epiftles to the Theffalonians, Timothy, Titus,
and the Hebrews ; one numeral error (whe-
ther of the fcribe or typographer) excepted.
—Stephens therefore did colle&t various
lections of the epiftles out of only thefe
{even Manufcripts, &, ¢ (, 6, 1, i, #y; and
in all thefe feven, he found the teftimony of

¢ the Three n Heaven” wanting ; as you
may fee noted in the margin of his edition,

And that this teftimony was wanting in
211 Stephens’s Manufcripts, 1s apparent alfo
by its being gencrally wanting in the Manu-
{cripts, which are now extant in France.
For Father Simon * tells us, ¢ That after a
«« diligent fearch in the library of the King
« of France,and in that of Monfieur Colbert,
< he could not find it in any one Manufcript;

* Simon’s Critic. Hiftory of the New Teft. chap. 18.
““ though
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« though he confulted feven Manufcripts in
“ the King’s library, and five in Colbert’s”.
So then, the authority of the printed

books refts only upon the authority of the
editions of Eralmus, and Cardinal Ximenes.

But feeing that Erafmus omitted it in his
two firft editions, and inferted it unwillingly
againft the authority of his Manufcripts in

his three laft ; the authority of thefe three
can be none at all——~When Lee, upon

Erafmus putting forth his fecond edition,
fell foul upon him for leaving out the tefti-
mony of ‘“ the Three in Heaven”, Erafmus
* anfwered, ¢ That he had confulted more

“ than feven Greek Manufcripts, and found it
“ wanting-in them all ; and thatif he could

““ have found it in any one Manufciipt, he
““ would have followed #hat in favour of the
‘“ Latin”. Hence notice was fent to Erafmus

* ¢ Dicam mihi diverfis temporibus plura fuifle exem-
““ plaria, quam feptem; (fcilicet Greca) nec in ullo
“ horum repertum, quod in noftris (fcilicet Latinis) le-
“gitur. Quod fi contigiffet unum exemplar, in quo
““ fuiflet, quod nes legimus, nimirum illinc adjeciffem,
““qued in cateris aberat, Id quia non contigit, quod
¢ folum licuit, feci ; indicavi quid in Grecis codicibus
“ minus efict”, e Erafinus contra Lewm, in hunc locum,

B3 out
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out of England, that it was in a Manufcript
there, and thereupon to avoid € their ca-
}ummea, (as he faith} he printed it in his
following editions; notwithftanding that he
{ufpe@ed ffaf Manufcript to be a new one,
corrected by the Latin,

But {ince, upon enquiry, I cannot learn,
that they in England ever heard of any fuch
Mznulzrint, but from Erafimus; and fince
he was o T" told of fuch a Manufcript in the
time of the controverfy between him and
Lee, and never faw it himfelf; I cannot
forbear to {uiped, that it was nothing, but

a trick putupon him by fome of the popifth
clergy to try if hew ould make good what
he had ofered, the printing of the tefti-
meny of  the Threen Heaven”, by the

€ ¢ Ex hoc igitur ¢odice Britannico repofuimus;
cuod i noftris dicebatur deefle, ne cui fit anfa
¢ calumniandi. Quanquam et hunc fufpicor, et La-
“ tinorum codices, fuiffe caftigatum. Pofteaquam
“ enmim concordizm 1nlerunt cum ecclefiz Romana,
¢ {tuduerunt et hac in parte cum Romanis confentire”
Erafini Anzstetion, i bunc lcum Editio tertiq

-
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authority of one Greek copy, and thereby

to get it into his edition. H

Greek Manuferipts of the {criptures are
things of value, and do not ufe to be thrown
away; and fuch a Manufcript for the tefti-
mony of ¢ the Three in Heaven” would
have made a greater noife, thanthe reft have
done againft it. Letthofe, who have fuch
a Manufcript, at length tell us, where it
is,

. So alfo, let them, - who infift upon the
edition of Cardinal Ximenes, tell us, by

what Manuferipts he printed this teftimony;

or, at leaft, where any fuch Manufcript of
good note 1s to be feen. For, till then, I

muft take the liberty to believe, that he

printed nothing elfe, than a tranflation out
of the Latin, and that for thefe reafons.

FIRST. Becaufe in the preface to his
edition of the New Teftament we are told,

that this teftimony was printed after Ma-

f ¢ Verficulus 1.Joan, v. 7.in Syriaci; ut et ve-
“ tufliffimis Gracis exemplaribus, noftro Alexandrino,
“¢ alits manufcriptis Gracis, quos contulimus, non

teperitur.mememglten. Prolegomena, xiv. 23. in Bibli,
Polyglat,

E 4 nufcripts,
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nufmlpta, caken out of the Popcshbrary,
and thefe theCardinal only borrowed||thence,
and therefore returned them back, fo foon
as his edition was finithed: And Caryophilus
fome time after, by the Pope’s command,
ccllating the Vatican Manufcripts found the
teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven’,
wanting in them all. Idonot fay, but that
the Cu.l'dll'lal had other Manufcripts; but
thefe were the chief, and the only ones
he thought worth while to tell his reader

f.

O

SECONDILY. 1 flartle at the margmal
note in this place of the Cardinal’s cchtlon.
For it is, befide the ufe of this edition, to
_'; t notes in the margin of the Greek text.
I nove not found it done above thrice in all
this-.. edition of the New Teftament; and,
thoefore,  there muft be {omething
currzordinery;  and zbaf,  in refpe@ of
e Greek; becaufe it 15 in the margin of

'.I L L] ] T T
e

¢~ Acoivit ¢ vaucana Koma Bibliothecd, bona
©cum Leonis AL pontificls maximi venia?.  As
Lo o teresin bis epiftle prefixed to the Quinquage-
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In 1. Corinth. xv. There is noted in the
margin, a notable variation in the Greek
reading.——In Matthew vi. 19. where they,
in their edition, recede from the Greek
copies, and correct it by the Latin, they
make a marginal note, to juftify their doing
And {o here, yvhere the teftimony of
‘« the Three in Heaven” 1s generally want-
ing in the Greek copies, they make 'a third
marginal note, to fecure themielves from
being blamed for printing it.

Now, in fuch a cafe as this, thereis no
queftion, but they would make the beft
defence; and yet they do not tell of any
various lections in their Greek Manufcripts;
nor produce any one Greek Manufcript on
their fide; but run to the authority of
Thomas Aquinas.——The Greek Manu-
fcripts have the text thus. ¢ For there are
“ Three that bear record, the Spirit, the
““ Water and the Blood; and thefe Three
“ are One”.——In many of the Latin Ma-
nufcripts, the words, < Thefe Three arc
““ One” are here omitted, and put only at
the end of the teftimony of ¢ the Three
‘“ m Heaven”, before that of ¢ the Spirit,

“ Water
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«« Water and Blood”; in othets, they are
put after both teftimonies.

In the Complutenfian edition, they fol-
low the former copies, and juftify their
doing fo, by the authority of Thomas
Aquinas; § < Thomas, fay they, in treat-
“ ing of the Three, awhich bear Witnefs, in
“ Heaven, teaches, that the words, Thef
““ Tbree are One, are {ubjoined for infinua-
““ ting the Unity of the eflence of ‘the

_______'_-_________——__-—-—-—_—l————

§ The marginal nete is this. ¢ Sanctus Thomas
““ in expofitione fecundz decretalis de fumma Trinitate,
¢ et Fide Catholica tra@ans iffum paflum contra Abba-
“ tem Joachim, viz. Tres funt, qui teffimonium dant
““ in Caloy, Pater, Ferbum, et Spiritus Sanétus”.  Dicit
zd literam verba fequentia, *“ Et ad infinuendam
«« Unitatem Trium Perfonarum fubditur, et &i Tre;
“ Urum furt; Quandoquidem dicitur propter eflentiz
Unitatem. Sed hoc Joachim perverfe trahere volens,
zé¢ Uniratem charitatis et confenfus inducebat con-
fequentem autoritatem. Nam fubditur ibidem, £¢
“ Tres  furi, gui teftimonium dant in terrd, Spiritus
anfusy Aowa ot Sanguis:  Et in quibufdam libms
:dditur.  Et F Tres Unam funt.  Sed hocin veris
exemplaribus non habetur; fed dicitur effe appofitum
2> Hereticis Arianis ad pervertendum intelleCtum
“ Lnum audoritatis premiffe de Unitate eflentiz
¢“ Trium Feronarum”. Hec Beatus Thomas, ubi
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«« Three Perfons. And whereas, one
““ Joachim interpreted this Unity tobe only
«« in Love, and Confent, it being thus faid
« of the Spirit, Water and Blowod in fome
«« copies, that Thefe Three are One”. Tho-
mas replied, ¢ That this laft claufeis not
“ extant in fthe true copies; but was-added
“ by the Arians for perverting the {enfe”.
Thus far this annotation. Now this plainly
refpets the Latin Copies; (for Thomas
underftood not Greek) and therefore part
of the defign of thisannotation is to fet right
the Latin reading.

But this is not the main defign.  For fo,
the annotation fhould have been fet in the
margin of the Latin verfion. Its being fet
in the margin of the Greek text fhews, that
its main defign is to juftify the Greek by the
Latin thus reified and confirmed. Now
to make Thomas, thus, in a few words,
do all the work, was very artificial; and in
Spain, where Thomas is of apoftolical
authority, might pafs for avery judicious
and {ubftantial defence of the printed Greek.
But to us, Thomas Aquinas is no Apoﬁle.

We are feeking for the authority of Greek
Manufcripts,

A
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A THIRD reafon, why I conceive the

Complutenfian Greek to have been in this
place a tranflation from the Latin, is, be-
caufe Stunica,. (who, as I told you, was one
of the divines employed by the Cardinal in
this edition; and at that.very time wrote
againft Erafmus,) when, in hisobjeions,
he comes to this text of the teftimony of
¢« the Three 1n Heaven”, he cites not one:
Greek MNanufcript for it againft Eralmus;
but argues wholly from the authority of the
Latin.——On the contrary, he {ets down,
bv way of conceflion, thecommon reading
of the Greek Manufcripts, (as well as his
own, andthat of others,) in thefe words:
« GriTeus emwo uagupvlest To wvelpd, xai T
€ ylwa, wel TSI %aiol TS €5 T & et
And then condemns them all together with-
out excention; and juftifies the Latin againit
them by the authority of  Jerome,.
= ¢« Krow, faith he, that inthis place the

““ Greek

= ¢ Seiendum eft hoc loco codices apertiflime effe
““ corruptos; noftros vero veritatem ipfam, uta prima
* orizine traducli funt, continere; quod ex prologo b.
“ Hiercnimi fuper epiftolas manifelte apparet”™: At
iy, ¢ Qe fi ficut ab eisdigeftz funt; ita quoque ab
“ 1nterpretibus
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““ Greek Manufcripts are moft evidently
«« corrupted; but ours (thatis, the Latin
‘“ ones) contain the truth itfelf, as they are
« tranflated from the firft original: Which
«« is manifeft by the prologue of St. Jerome
« uypon the Epiftles, &c.”——And this pro-
logue (which he goes on to cite at length, and
of which we gave you an accountabove) i1sall
he urges in favour of the teftimony of ¢ the
“ Three in Heaven”. |

In other places of {cripture, where he
had Greek Manufcripts on his fide, he
produces them readily.——So 1. Thefialo-
niansii. 7. [ta quidem legitur, fays be;
‘““ in Grecis codicibus, quos ego viderim”.
——In Jamesi. 11. he faith, ¢ Sciendum
““ in omnibus Grzcis codicibus wopeiais hic
“ leg1 per & dipthongum”.——In 1. Theffa-
lonians v, 23. he faith. ¢« Cumin Grecis
““ exemplaribus, quotquot funt, oAdAyeor,
““ et n Latinis integer hic legatur per ne-
“ minem difcrepantem, nefcio, cur Eraf-
“ mus dixerit, &c.”"——In Philippians iv.

“ interpretibus fideliter in Latinum verterentur elo-

¢ quium, &c.”. Hezc Stunica in b, locum.  Ejus
Liber exflat in Criticor. Vol, IX,

Oc
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9. “ Si quidemin omnibus, faith be, Gra-
<« cis codicibus; TavTa ?\o'ynéw% hic legitur:

«« peque Greci funt libfi, qui #paeoere hoc
«« Joco, neque Latini; qui 4gzfe; mifi men-
« dofos utriufque linguz ' codices, cum
“« hec commentaretur Eralmus, pef-
“ legit”.

After this mannef, does Stunica produce
the Manufcripts ufed in the Complutenifan
edition, when they make for him: And
here he produces them foo, but it is for
Erafmus againft himfelf. ¢« Know, farth
<« fe, that in this place the Greek Manu-
« {cripts are moft evidently corrupted”.——
in other places, if he hath but one Manu-
fcript on his fide, he produces it magnih-
cently enough; as the Codex Rhodienfis In
his difcourfes upon 2 Corinthians 1. 3.
fames 1. z2. 2z Peter it. 2. and other
texts.

Here he produces all the Manufcripts
againft himfelf, without excepting fo much
ss one. And hence Erafmus, in his an-
{wer to Stunica, gloried in the confent of
the Spanith  Manufcripts with his own;
and Sanctiue Cautanza, another of the
Compiutenfian divines, in his defence of

Stunica,
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Stunica, written prefently after, had no-
thing to reply in this point.——Neither
could Sepulveda, or the Spanifh monks
who next undertook the controverfy, find
one Greek Manufcript, which here made
acainft Erafmus.

Neither had Marchio Valefius better
fuccefs, though, on that occafion, he col-
lated fixteen Greek Manuferipts, eight
whereof belonged to the king of Spain’s
library ; and the other eight to other libraries
of Spain: And he did it on purpofe to
colle&t out of them, whatever he could
meet with in favour of the prefent vulgar
Latin.——Neither did the reprinting of the
Complutenﬁan bible by Artas Montanus
produce the notice of any fuch Manufcript;
though, on that oecafion, many Manu-
{cripts, aswell Greek as Latin, fetched from
Complutum and other places, were collated

by Arias, Lucas Brugenfis, Cauter, and
others.

So then, to fum up the argument; the
Complutenfian divines did fometimes cor-
reCt the Greek by the Latin, without the
authority of any Greek Manufeript; as

appears by their practice in Matthew vi. 13.
and
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and therefore, their printing the teftimony
of ** the Three in Heaven” i1s no evidence,

that they did it by a Manufcript; but, on the

contrary, for want of one, they contented
themfelves with the authority of Thomas

Aquinas: And Stunica confefled, that they
had none. Nor has all the Zeal for this text

been able fince, to difcover one, either in
Spain, or any where elfe.

And ncw you may underftand, whence it
15, that the Complutenfian edition, and the
reading of the pretended Englhi{h Manu-
{cript, fet down by Erafmus in his annota-

tions, differ fo much from one another,
For the Complutenfian edition has the text

thus: o1 Tpas elow of uapTupwiles &v T

Cr ¢

6 'rjn P — \ - 4 \ } o Y o) "
0UrANGy O TWATHPy 0 A0Y05, XA TOAYI0Y WhuU
LI - ~ ) \ ¢/ 3 \ ~ 3 t
"OHALOI TRS s TO Y GOL. KoLk TPEIS L4GIY 0F UALPTU=
¢ 2! r~ ~ v ~ 7 \ rfJ.
FgvTes €ms Tus yrs, TO TWVEUUL, Kol TO vdwp,
\ Yy
“ 2y Ts aipa. 1he pretended Enghfh

Manufcript thus, “ o7 Tpes don o: {.LchTupsvTég

“ ey Tw aﬁpzm, WaLTHp, M'}’Oﬂ Lk 'z'veupta, xali
7~ e e ey 3 ! ™ ol
“OLUTOL ol TRHs € EiGl, Kol Tpels UpTUPOUITES

o~

<

L

ff TH /N; u}nU‘U:{ }LCL} J &p, Ao ﬁlﬂﬁn-"""The
differences are too great to {pring from the
bare errors of {cribes, and arife rather from

the
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the various tranflations of the place out of
Latin into Greek by two feveral perfons.

_But whilt thefe two readings by their
dlf'cord confute one another, the readings
of the real Greek Manufcripts by their
agreement confirm one another, as much.
For Caryophilus, - who, . by the command
of pope Urban the Eighth, collated the
Vatican, and other Manufcripts, bor-
rowed out of the principal librariesin Rome,
found one common reading in them all,
without the teftimony of  the Three in
« Heaven”; as you may fee in thofe his
collations, printed in 1673, by Peter Poffi-
nus, in the end of his Catena of the Greek
Fathers upon Mark. He met with eight
Manufcripts in all upon the Epiftles,
and notes their reading thus, * 1. Joan,
“ v.7. Manufcripti ofto (omnes nempe)
‘ legunt ”O'n Tous ¢ow ol Hag'lugou.:kg, ‘

N
€ meu,uot, %old T0 Vg, XAk TO aiptet; Xk 0) Teels etg

« 43 %y eior.------Porro totus feptimanus ver-
“ fus hujus capitis defideratur in olto
“ Manufcriptis codicibus  Grzcis, &c.”
Thus Caryophilus,

The very fame reading Erafmus, in his
annotations on this place, givesusof all his

F Manufcripts,
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Manufcripts, which were more than feven,
and {o doth Stevens of all his feven, without
noting any various lections in them. Only
the Comma, which in ‘Stephens’s editron is
({furely by miftake) fet after ggara, isto be
put in its right place. The very fame
reading does Stunica alfo, in his book againft
Erafmus, note out of the Manufcript, he
had feen in Spain, as was fthewn above.
Nor does Valefius, in his colletion of- the
[ixteen Spani{h Manufcripts, note any Variéus
iections in this text.

The fame reading, exactly, havealfo thc
Manufcripts in England; namely, that moft
ancient and moft famous one, in the King’s
library, which was conveyed thither from
ZAgvpt through Greece, and publifhed in
Walton's Polyglot Bible; and the four at
Oxford; viz. that in New College, -and
that in Mazdaien College; (both very old)
and two 1n Lincoln College: And four or
five other ancient ones lately collated at
Oxford, in order to a new inipreﬁion of
the Greek teftament, as I am informed.

The very fame reading have alfo the
three ’\Ian.ncupts of ’\donﬁeur Petavius
Gachon, 2 f{enator of Paris, whofe various

leétions,
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leGions, collected by his {fon, John Gachon,
were printed in the Oxford edition of the
‘New Teftament, Anno Chnifti, 1675.---The
fame .reading, without-any variation, 15
publithed by Francis Afulan 1n his edition,
printed Anno Chrifti, 1518, by Aldus at
Venice out of the Manufcripts of - thofe
parts.------The fame reading, Oecumenius
fix hundred years ago found in the Manu-
feripts of Greece; as you may fee in the
text of his commentary on this Epiftle of
St. John.------The fame reading alfo, Cyril
of Alexandria met with in the Manufcripts
of Egypt, above eleven hundred years ago;
as you may fee in his citations of the texts
both in his Thefaurus, Lib. xiv. cap. §.
And In his firft book De Fide ad Reginas;
excepting that in the latter of thefe two
citations, the particle *¢ ¢s” is omitted ; and
¢ ,uccp'rugg'm”, written for ¢ o (.Lctp(}ug;fﬂeg”.
------ And that the very fame reading was
alfo in the Manuferipts of the firft ages,
tay be gathered from the conformity of
this reading to all the ancient verfions.

It may be feen by what has hitherto
been faid, that this teftimony is not to be

found in the Greek Mzinufcripts. ‘_Epa-

F 2 northotes,
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northotes, § whom Lucas Brugenfis de-
{cribesto be an ancient, accurate, full, and
induftrious collater of Manufcripts, found
it wanting in all thofe he met with. ¢ Epa-
““ northotes, faith Lucas, deefle hzc eadem
“ Grzcs libris, et antiquis Latinis anno-
‘“ fat”.

Nor have other Collaters made a further
difcovery to this day. Lee, Stunica, and
the reft in England, Spain, Flanders,
France and Italy, who confpired againft

il =,

el

™

+ ¢ Hzbuimus ab Hunnzo id quod maximi facimus
““ MS. Bibl. correCtorium ab incerto auctore, quem
“¢ Epanorthotem, aut correGorem fere vocamus magna
-+ dili gEﬂtlu, ac fide contextum, feculo uti oportet
‘* anticuos noftre editionts codices, eofque cum He-
“ e, C:xc. et veterum patrum commentariis fedulo
‘¢ collatos: qut liber ad Genefin, viii. 7. latius 3 nobis
* defcriptuseft”.  Hewec Lucas; qui ad Genefin, viii, 7,
coait, ¢ Hune btinram multis  annis {criptum, et
** miuribus forte compofitum™.  Dein loco ex eo

-
»

citato pergit, ‘¢ Ad que dici poflit? An quod libro

T"
S
17
i

(

‘“ mderdum non fit? Non hoc dicet, qui evolverit
“ o namgue o noflri feculi feriptoribus ex MSS
 coinitus coliedte funt variz leGiones omnes prope-
Comadam i eo comperimus; et ad fentes fideliter
“oexaminnins dep#ehendlmub o= Scripfit bec Lucas,
~n11101374: vnce fequitur correGtorium ante difputationes
rratin.cas (e Toffibus in Ceels elaboratum efle.

Erafimus,
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Erafmus, could find nothing in the Manu-
feripts of thofe parts againft him; if that
Pheenix be excepted, which once appeared
to fomebody fomewhere in England; but
could never fince be feen. Heflelius, * about
the year 1565, profeflor of divinity at
Lovain, in his commentary on this place;
ingenuoufly confefles it wanting in all the
Greek Manufcripts then known, except two;
the one in Spain, the other in England,
meaning thofe, 'by which the Compluten-
fian divines, and Erafmus printed it.
Which two we have fhewn to be none at
all: unlefs fome Annius dug up one in Eng-
land.  Since that time nothing further has
been produced, befides the imaginary books
of dreaming Beza.

e e e

* ¢« Heflelius in hunc locum ait. ¢ Manufcripti
““ Grzci fere omnes fic fe habent.  Quoniam Tres funt,
““ qui teflimomum dant in tervdy Spiritus, Agua et San-
““ guis, ot Hi Tres Unum funt, nulli fa®i mentione
““ triplicis teftimonii de Ceelo, Patris, Verbi et Spiritus
¢ Sanét”. Dein codices aliter legentes defcribendo fic
pereit. ¢ Noftro tempore duo Greci codices Manu-
¢ feripti reperti funt, unusin Anglii et alter in Hif~
‘“ panti: quorum uterque hoc loco teftimoniumhabet
““ Patris, Verbi et Spiritus Sanéti”,

| - And
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And vet I will not fay, but that it may
nereafter be found in fome Greek copies.
For in the Times of the holy war, the
Latine had much to do in the Eaft. They
were long united to the Greek Church.

hey made Latin Patriarchs of Jerufalem
and Antioch. They reigned at Conftan-
tinop.e over tiie Greeks from the year, 1204,
for above fifty years together: and during
this their kingdom,in the year 1215, was
affembled the Lateran council, confifting of
four hundred and fifteen Bifhops; Greeks
and Latins together; and' therein, the
teftimony of ‘“ the Three in Heaven” was
quoted out of fome of the Latin Manu-
fcripts, as we told you above. All which
might occafion fome Greeks, as well as
Latin:, to note it in the margins of their
books; and thence infert it-into the- text in
tran{cribing.

For this 13 moft certain, that fome Greek
Manuferipts have been’ correCted by the
Latin ones. Such a book Erafmus + tells

us,

+ ¢ H.o oWter iilud incidit admonendum efle Gre-
- coyum cucicam Novi Leftamenti codices ad Latina
““ exemplaria
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us, that he © Once met with; and that there
« was f{uch another 1n the P0pesllbrary’
— He fufpefted alfo, that the book in
England, out of which he printed the
teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”, was
of the fame kind; though, I rather think, it
was none at all; unlefs any body were at
the pains to tranfcribe one or two of St.
Paul’s Epiftles. |

Such another book was one of tltlofe3 out
of which Valefius colle@ed his various

lecfions.  Whence Mariana, into whofe
hands the Manufcript book of thofe le&rons

fell, tells us, that for that reafon, in his
annotations on the New Teftament, he ufed

thofe Jections but {paringly and cautioufly,
And that Valefius did meet with fuch a

‘“ exemplaria emendatos. Id fa&tum eft in foedere
¢ Graecorum cum Romand ecclefid: Quod foedus
‘“ teftatur Bulla, qua dicitur aurea. Vium eft enim
‘“ et hoc ad firmandam concordiam pertinere. Et nos
*“ olim 1n hujufmodi codicem incidimus 3 et talis adhuc
-¢¢ dicitur adfervari in Bibliotheci Pontif.------ Yerumex
‘“ his corrigere noftros eft Lefbiam, ut aiunt, admovere

“ regulam”.----~-Erafmus ad Leforem. Editio sta
Novi Teflamntt.

| ) correCted
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corre€ted Manufcript appears by the Jections
themf{elves.

For in the Apoccalypfe xvii. 17. where
the Greek reads  exi Tomwoy”; and the

;
Latin tranflates iz Jocum, and by the error
of one letter 2 lacum; as the books now
have it; fome Grecian has here correéted
this book by the Latin, and written ¢ e
« wwprd;  aslitisin the le@ions of Valefius,

taken out of this. Again in the Apoca-
lypfe ix. 11. where the Latin Tranilation,
in expounding the names, Abagdon et A-
pollvon, adds, ¢ Et Latinc habens nomen
« exterminans’; Valefius notes the readino*
in his Greek copy to be, ¢ repici e%aw
“ Giopa ezTauuass 3 which certamly 15 a
tranflation of the Latin. —— Again, in the
Apocalypfe xx1. 12. where the Greek has
« ajeres’ ; and fome ancient Latin copies,
ongelis; bur the far greater part of the La-
tin copiea at prefent have angu as. Valefius,
in Lis Manufeript, reads < wyonas” .eme--=50

in the Apocaly p*e x1x. 6. where the Greek
13 ¢ ';#Av woAA8 5 the Latin turbe masnez;

and in the later cnp €s, tube magnz, Vale-

Us, 1 s Manu fcnpt reads ¢ eanmiyfos

,.,
A

R — In Hebrewsxm. 2. For
<« zaaloy ’%
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«« exaley” latuerunt; and in later copies,
placuerunt, Valefius reads ¢ wpeoar”, andin
1. Peter iil. 8. For ¢ 70 & Ténos”, i fine; and
by an error iz fide, Valefius reads, ** e
“ aige d¢”» Thefe and fuch like inftances
put the thing out of difpute.

Now, though Valefius found not the
teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven” in
this Manufcript; and Erafmus tells us, that
he never faw it in any Greek Manufcript;
and, by - confequence, not in that corretted
one, which fell into his hands; yet it may
have crept out of the Latin into fome other
books; not yet taken notice of; and even in
fome Manufcripts, which, inother places,
have not been corretted by the Latin, 1t
may poflibly have been inferted by {cme of
the Greek Bifhops of the Lateran Council,
where the teftimony of ¢ the Three in.
«« Heaven” was read.------And therefore he,
that {hall hereafter meet with it in any book,
‘ought, firft, before he infit upon the an-
thority of that book, to examine, whether
it has not been corrected by the Latin; and
whether 1t be ancienter than the Lateran
Council, and Empire of the Latins in

Greece; for, if it be liable to either of thefe
two
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two exceptions, it can fignify nothing to
produce 1t. | B
Having given you the Hiftory of the
controver{y, I fhall nowconfirmall, that]
have faid from the fenfe of the text itfelf.
Fer, without the teftimony. of *¢ the Three
“ in Heaven”, the fenfe is good and eafy,
as you may fee by the following paraphrafe
mferted in the text in a different chara&er.
“ WHo. 1S HE, THAT OVERCOMETH
“ THE WORLD; BUT HE, THAT.BELIEV-
« erH, THAT JESUS s THE SON or
« GOD, that Son {poken of n the Pfalms,
“ where he faith, Thou art my Son; this
“ day Lave I begotten thee. 'THIS 18 HE,
“ THAT, after the Jews had long expetted
“ him, caMg, firft In a mortal body By
* Zaptiim of WATER, AND then in an
* immertal one by fhedding his Broob;
““ being the Son of God, as well by his
e refurrection from the dead; (A&s xiil.
« 27.) as by his {fupernatural birth of the
“ Virgin, (Luke1 35.) ANDIT Is THE
““ SPIr1T 2lio, THAT, together with the
** Water and Blood, BEARETH WITNESS
“ of the truth of his coming; BECAUSE
‘“ THE
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g SPIRIT 1s TRUTH; and{oa fit and
unexceptionable witnets. o
¢« For THERE ARE THREE, THAT BEAR
rREcorD of ‘his coming; THE SPIRIT,
which he promifed to6 fend; and which
was fince fhed forth upon usin the form
of cloven tongues, and in various gifts;

~THE Baptifm of WATER, wherein God

teftified, This zs my beloved Son; AND THE
{hedding of his Broop, accompanied
with his refurretion, whereby he became
the moft faithful martyr, or witnefs of
this truth. AND TuESE THREE, the
Spirit, the Bapti{m, and Paffion of Chrift
acree IN witnefling Ong, and the {ame
thing; (namely, that the Sonof God i
come) and, therefore, their- evidence is
ftrong: For the law requires, but two
confenting witnefles, and here we have
Three: AND IF WE RECEIVE THE

WITNESS OF MEN, THE threefold wiT-
nEss oF GOD, -which he bare of his
Son, by declaring at his baptifim; This i
my beloved Son; by raifing him from the
dead, and by pouring out his Spirit on us;
IS GREATER; and therefore ought to be
more readily received”,

Thus
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Thus 15 the {enfe plain and natural, and
the argument full and ftrong: but, if you
intert the tefimony of ¢ the Three i
““ Heaven’, vou Interrupt and {poil it
Yor the whole defign of the Apoftle being
siere to prove to men by witnefles the truth
of Chrift's coming, I would afk, how the
EﬁlmOH“T of  the Three in Heaven”
makes to this purpoi%:
1t their teftmmony be not given to men,
how dees it prove to them the truth. of
Chrit’s coming? If it be, how 1s the
teftimony in Heaven diftinguithed trom #hat
on Earth? It is the fame Spirit, which wit-
nefee in Heaver andin Earth. If, in both
ezfes, it witnetles tous men; wherein lies
the difference between its witnefling in
Heaven, and its witnefling in Earth? If, in
the frft cafe, 1t doesnot witnels to men, to
vhom doth it wiinefs? And to what pur-
poier And how does 1ts witnefling make to
the eicrn of St. Jonn's difcourfe? Let them
maKe r"oud {enfe of 1t, whoareable. For
mv part I can make none. .
1t it be {a1d, that we are not to determine,
waat i¢ (cripture, and what not by our pri-
vare iedement, I coniefsitin places not con-
troverted;
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troverted; but in difputable places, Ilove
to take up: with what I can beft underftand.
It is the temper of the hot.and fuperfiitious
part of mankind, in matters of rehgm,
ever .to: be fond of mufteries, and for that
reafon, .to hike beft, what they underftand
the leaft. = Such men may ufe the Apoftie
St. Jomn, as they pleafe; but I have that
honour for him, as to believe, that he wrote
good fenfe; and therefore take that fenie to
be His, which 1s the beft.

Efpecially, fince I am defended in it by fo
great authority. For I have on my fide the
authority of the Fourth General Council, and
(fo far asI know) that of all the Churches
in all Ages, except the modern Latin, and
fuch others, as have lately been influenced
by them; and 7bar al{o of all the old ver-
fions, and Greek Manuicripts, and ancient
Latin ones: And nothing againft me, but
the ‘authority of Jerome, and the credulity
of his followers. .

For to tell us of other Manuferipts, with-
out ever letting us know in what libraries
they are to be {feen: To pretend Manufcripts,
which, fince their firft difcovery, could
never be heard of; . nor were then feen by

perfons,
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perfons, whofe names and credit we know,
is plainly to impofe upon the learned world;
and ought not to pafs any longer for plain
dealing.

" The Spaniards tell us plalnly, that they
followed the Latin, and by the authority of
St. Thomas Aquinas left .out the Claufe,
 And thefe Three are One”, in the eighth
verfe, as inferted by the Arians. And yet
St. Ambrofe, St. Auftin, Eucherius and
other Latins, inthe Arian age, gathered the
Unity of the Deity from this Claufe; and the
omifiion of 1t 1s now, by printing it, ac-
knowledged to be an erroneous correction.
The Manufcript in England wanted the
{ame Claufe, and therefore wasa correéted
one, likethe Spanifh edition, and the Manu-
feript of Valefius,

Erafmus, who printed the trlple teftimo-

ny in Heaven by that Englith Manufcript,

and never faw 1t, tells us, that it was a new
one, {ufpected its fincerity, and accufed it pub-
hickly in his writings on {everal occafions,
for feveral vears together; and yet his ad-
verfaries in England never an{wered his ac-

cufation, never endeavoured to fatisty him,
and the world about it: Did not {fo much

as
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as let us know, where the record might be
confulted for confuting him: but, on the
contrary, when they had got the Trinity into
his edition, threw by their Manufcript,
(if they had one) asan almanack out of date.

And, can {uch fhuffling dealings fatisfy
confidering men? Let Manufcripts at length
be produced, and freely expofed to the fight
of the learned world; but let fuch Manu-
{cripts be produced, asare of authority; or
elfe, let 1t beconfefled, that whillt Jerome
pretended to correct the Latin by the Greek,
the Latins have corre¢ted both the Latin
and the Greek by the fole authority of

Jerome.
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Gentiles, believed on in the world, re-
« ceived up into Glory”.
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HA'T the Latins have done to
the Text of the Firft Epiftle
of Saint JomN, v. 7. the Greeks
have done to that of St. Paul’s
Firft Epiftle to Timotuy, m. 16. For
by changing 1 into ®C, the Abbreviation
of @5, they now read, ¢ Great is the
« Miftery of Godlinefs: GOD was mani-
«« feft in the Fleth”. Whereas all the
Churches for the firft four or five hundred
vears; and the authors of all the ancient
verfions, Jerome, as well as the reft, read,
«“ Great
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“ Great is the Miftery of Godlinefs, which
¢ was manifefted in the Flefh”.

For this is the common reading of the
Ethiopic, Syriac, and Latin Verfions to
this day ; Jerome’s Manufcripts having giv-
en him no occafion to corre& the old vul-
gar Latin 1n this Place. Grotius adds the
Arabic ; but the Egyptian Arabic -Verfion
has @ws; and fo has the abovementioned
Sclavonian Verfion of Cyrillus. For thefe
two Verfions were made long after the
fixth Century, wherein the Corruption be-
oan. |
- With the ancienter verfions agree the
writers of the firft five Centuries, both
Greeksand Latins. For they, in all their
difcourfes to prove the Deity of the Son,
never alledge this text, (as Ican find) as
they would all have done; (and fome of
them frequently,) had they read “ Gop was
“ manifeft in the Flefh” and therefore they
read o.  ‘Tertullian (adverfus Praxeam)and
Cyprian  (adverfus fudeos) induftrioudly cite
all the places, where Curist is cailed Gop;
but have nothing of this,~----- Alexander of
Alexandria, Athanafius, the Bifhops of the
Council of Sardica, Epiphanius, Bafil,

G 3 Gregory
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Gregory Nazienzen, Gregory Nyflen, Chry-
{oftom, Cyril of Jerufalem, Cyril of A-
lexandria; and amongft the Latins, Hilary,
Lucifer, Jerome, Ambrofe, Auftin, Phz-
bedius, Vi&orinus Afer, Fauftinus Diaco-
nus, Pope Leo the Great, Arnobius Junior, |
Cercalis, Vigilus Tapfenfis, Fulgentius,
wrote all of them in the fourth and fifth
Centuries for the Deity of the Son, and
incarnation of God; and fome of them
largely, and in feveral tracts; and yet I can-
not find, that they ever alledge this text
to prove it.

In 2ll the times of the hotand lafting
Arian controverfy, 1t never came iato play;
though now, that thofe difputes are over,
they, that read ¢ Gop was manifeft in the
Flefh”, think it one of the moft obwous,
and pertinent texts for the bufinefs.

The Churches therefore of thofe ages
were abfolute ftrangers to this reading. For,
on the contrary, their writers, as often as
they have occafion to cite the reading then
in ufe, difcover thatit was o. = For though
they cite It not to prove the Deity, of the
Son; vet in their copamentaries, and lome-
fimes in their other difcourfes they produce

1,
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it. And particularly -Ambrofe, or whoever
of his Cotemporaries was the author of the
commentary on the epiftles, reads3; and fo
doth St. Auftin in Genefin ad literam,
"Lib. Vicemee-e And Bede in his commentary on
this text, where hecites the reading of St.
Auftin, and the anthor of the commerntary
on the epiftles afcribed to Jerome.

So alfo do Primafius and Sedulius in their
commentaries on this text; and Vitorinusg
Afer, Libro primo adverfus Arium; and Ida-
cius Clarus, or rather Vigilius Tapfenfis,
Libro tertio, adverfus Varimadum, capite 12.
------ And fo did Pope Leo the Great, Epif.
xx. ad Flavianum; and Pope Gregory the
Great, Libro xxxiv. Moral. cap. 7. alias 4.
------ Thele ancient Latins all cite the text

after this manner, ¢ Great is the Miftery of
«« Godlinefs, wbich was manifet in the

¢« Flefh”; as the Latin Manufcripis of St.
Paul’s Epiftles generally have it to this day:
And therefore, it cannot be doubted, but
that this hath been the conftant publick
reading of the Latin Churches frem the be-
ginning. |

So alfo one of the Arians in a homily,
printed 1n Fuloentius’s works, reads 5, and

G 4 Interprets



(58 )

interprets it of the Son of God, who wat
born of the Father anse fecula; and of the
virgin, #n noviffimo tempore: and Fulgentius,
in his anfwer to this homily, found no fault
with the Citation; but, on the contrary, in his
firft book to Trafimundus, chap. 6, feems
to have read, and underftood the text after

the fame manner, with the other Latins.

Now for the Greeks, I find indeed, that
they have changed the ancient reading of
the text, not only in the Manufcripts of St.
Paul’s Epiftles; but alfo in other authors;
and yet there are fhil remsining fufficient
Inftances among them of what the reading
vas at firft.

Thus, in Chryloftom’s commentary on
this Epiftle, they have now gotten ®ess into
the text; and yet by confidering the com-
mentary by itfelf, I am fatisfied, that he read
.. For he neither in his commentary, nor
:y where elfe infers the Deity of Chnift
irom this text; nor expoundsit, as they do,
who read @:z; but with the Latins, who
read £, underflands by it Chrift incarnate;
cr at he expredes it, © Man made God, and
* God made Man”'; and {o leaves it at liper-

iy,

tv to be talen for either God or Man,—-----

o
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And accord'ingly in one place of his com.
mentary, he faith, ¢ ’E(vaepcsgn v a‘ang 0
¢ J},x:apy’ ’, ~=-=---- In another place;
« “AvJewnos 0pSn  avapdpres,  drJewmos
 ayann@dm ernguyOn ev wiope pd WUy §idoy
““ ouigier ayfena”, ¢ Man appeared with-
“ out Sin; Man was received up; Maa was
“ preached in the world; was feen amongf’c
““ us by Angels Inﬁcad of & epamoaSy
« gy gapil | edoeaialy ev eru;.td.‘n , &c. he {aith,
 Man appeared without Sin; Man was re-
« ceived up, was preached in the world,
«« was feenamongft us by Angels”; making
Man the Nominative Cafe to thefe, and all the
Verbs which follow; which certainiy he
would not have done, had Ses been their
Nominative Cafe exprefly in the text. He
might properly put man for o’; but not for
Sess. Neither could he have put avauzeryro;
for edaiwJn; if he had read in his text,

Beos edinauiwly, For what man of common
{fenfe would fay, that God was made {inlefs

in and threugh the Spirit.
But what [ have faid of Chryfoftom will

be more evident, when I thall have thewn
you, how afterwards,. in the time of the

Neftorian controverfy, all parties read ¢ with-
out
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sut any difpute raifed about the reading,
and how the Greeks have fince corrupted the
‘text in Cvril’s writings, and changed ¢ into
#3:, as they have done in Chryfoftom’s.

And firf? 7 that the Neftorians read ¢ is
evident by fome fragments of the orations
oy nomilies of l\eﬁorlus {fent by him to the
¥ore; and cited by Arnobius Junior, in the
fecond book of his confiit with Serapion,
for there, in order to thew what was the
eomion of Neftorius, and how he defended
1, he cites two of his orations in thefle
words. ¢ Non peperit {fan@iflima Marig
“ Dertateni; nam quod natum eft de carne,
“ caro eft. Non peperit creatura Creato-
“ rem ; fed peperit hominem Deitatis mi.
* niftrum. Non azdificavit Deum, Ver-
cum, Spiritus Sanétus; quod ex ips na-
tum eit, de Spiritu Sancto eft.  Deo ita-
7 quz virgo templum ex virginea edifica-
“ovit . Et paulo poft, ¢ Quiper fe natus

eit Peus in utero (fcilicet ante Lucipho-
rum } Peus eft”, ——--- - Et paulo peft.
“ Givizz tormam in Deo honoramus”.  Et
3 ﬁllfi predicatione; ¢ Spiritum divina
* feparat patwra, qul bumanitatem ejus
creavit, Quiceuid ex Man natum eft,

¢ de

¢

<&
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«« de Spiritu Sancto eft, qui et fecundum
«« juflitiam replevit, quod creatum eft; hoc
¢« guod manifeftatum eft in carne, juftifica-
“ tum eft in Spiritu”. Which laft words
in the language, wherein Neftorius wrote
thofe homilies, are, “ 0 eaviealn v oaguis
€ edinotio By ev wrevaTs . -

Here you fee, that Neftorius reads § ex-
prefly; notonly fo, but abfolutely excludes
God from being underftood by it; arguing,
that the virgin was not Jwréxes; becaufc that.
thing, which was manifefted inthe Flefh,
was juftified in the Spirit; or (as he expounds
it) replenifhed by the Spiritin righteoufnefs;
and calling that thing, which was mani-
fefted in the Fleth, a Creature. ¢ Spiritus,
« faith be, {fecundum juftitiam replevit [aoc]
“ quod creatum eft; [nempe] hoc quod ma-
“ nifeftatum eft incarne, juftificatum eft in
L Spiritu”.

And now whillt he read the text after
this manper, and urged it thus againft the.
Deity of Chrift, one would expe, that if
this had not been the received publick read-
ing in the Greek Churches, his adverfaries
would have fallen foul upon him, and ex-
claimed againft him for falfifying the text,
and blafphemoulfly faying, 1t was a created

thing,
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thing, which the feripture calls God man-
gefted ar the Fie/h. And fuch an accufation,
is  this, would furely have made as
grezt 2 noile, as any thing elfe in the

Yt ATTOMY T
sk e b XY Lr..l.‘tf

And vet I meet with nothing of this kind
: iniiverv,  Hlis adverfaries ‘do not fo much
a3 tell hzm, that Se¢ wasin the text. They
vere fo far from raifing any controverfy a-
bout the reading, that they do not inthe
E=aft corredt him for it; but, on the con-
vy, they themfelves in their anfwers to
' 1t ”’, as he did; and they only
kpcured by varlous difputations to put
ancther fenfe upon the text; as I find by
Cafnap and Cynl, the two principal, who
¢ that time wrote againft him,
tohn Cailan was Chryfoftemn’s Scholar,

zrd nis Deacon and Legate to the Pope ; and
_?'er e banifhment of Chryfoftom, retired’
om C 'ﬁlantmop;e into Syria and Egypt,

e he lived 2 monaftick life for fome
r?ma: and then ended his days in France.
Atthat tune, therefore, when\leﬁorlu who
was patriarch of Conftantinople, broached
nis ominion, and Cyril, the Patriarch of

e

rch

h-hrl

=iszapdria oppofed him; Neftorius fent a
]emcy‘
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legacy to-Rome with copies "of his oraticns
to let the Pope underftand the controverfy;

and thereupon Leo, the Great, who was
thenArchdeacon of theChurch of Rome, and

afterwards Pope, put Caflian (then in France]
upon writing his-book, De incarnatione Do-
mint, aganit Neftorius, "He wrote it there-
fore, in the year of our Lord 4303 as Ba-
ronius alfo reckons. For he wrote it before
the condemnation of Neftorius in the Coun-

cll of Ephefus as appears by the book it~
felf. . .. ,

This book is Nnow extant only n Lal.m :
but confidering, that his defign 1 writing
was to ftir up the Greek Church againft
Neftorius ;- and that too, for the makmg
great impreflion upon them, he quotes Greek
fathers at the end of his book, and concludes
with an exhortation to the Citizens of Con-
ftantinople, telling them, that, what he
wrote, he had received from his mafter Chry-
{oftom ; I am fatisfied, that he wrote it ori?
ginally in Greek. His other books were
m  both languages. For Photius faw
them in eloquent Greek ; and it is moré
likely, that they had their author’s eloguent
language from their author, and the Latin

from
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from one of the Latins, where he lived;
than that the contrary fhould be true.

Now in this treatife * when he comes to
confider the paffage of Neftorius about this
text, of which we gave you an account above,
out of Arnobius, he returns this an{wer to it.
“ Jam primum enim hoc quod ais (Neftori).
«« quia juftitid repleverit, quod creatum eft;
«« et hoc apoftolico vis teftimonto eomprobare,
« quod dicat, apparust in carne 3 fuftificatus
« ¢ff in Spiritu; utrumque infano fenfu, et
¢« furiofo Spiritu loquens Quia et ho,
& quod 3 Spmtu VIS eum repletum effe Jufh-
« i3, ideo ponis, ut oftendas ejus Vacuita:
‘« tem cui preflitam efle afleras juftitiz ad
« impletionem. Et hec, quod fuper hdc re
« apoftolico teftimonio uterts, divini tefti-
«« monii ordinem rationemgque furaris. Non
¢ enim 1ta ab apoﬁolo pofitum eft, ut tu id
““ truncatum, VIt tumque pofuifti. Quid

“ enim apoﬁolus ait | Et manifefle magmun
““ off p* ctatis facramentumy gzzod manifeflatum
< off in carne, juftsficatum eft tn Sprystu. Vides

““ ergo, quod mifterium pietatis, vel facra-
“ mentum juftificatum apoftolus pradicavit”,

b
el

% < J,ibro feptimo, capite 18",
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----- Thus far Caffian is not only reading 5,
but confuting Neftorius by that reading.
-———For whereas Neflorius {21d it was a
Creature, which was juftified, Caffian tells
him, that if he had read the whole text,
he would have found, thatit was The Myflery
of Godlinefs. < Vides ergo, faith be, quod
< mifterium pietatis juflificatum apoftalus
¢ p_rﬁdiéavit". He dogs not fay. < Deum
“ jufbificatum apoftolus pradicavit”. (As he
would certainly have done, had that been in
his Bible); bus m:]ferium, and fo makes 71 fLe-
riumi, or which 1§ allone, its. relauveguad
the Nommatlva Cafe to the Verbs that fol-
low.. - | R

In another part of _this treauﬁ:: Libro
quinto eap. 12.. Caffian. cites, and inter-
prete the texy, asifollows. ¢ Et manifefte
“ magnum eft pxetaus facramentum, guod
“ manifeftatum eft | in carne, juitificatum,

« &c. Quod:ergo.magnum eft itlud facra-
« mentumn qupd manjfeftatum eft in' carne?
«t. Deus, {cilicet, natus in carne, Deus vifus
¢ in. corpore, qui utique ficut: palam eft
‘ manifeltatus in: carne, ita palam eft af-
« fumptué In glorié”.—-—-r-—SQ you {ee- Nef.
torius and. Caﬁian agree-in reading o5 but

dlﬂer
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differ in interpreting it; the one reftraining
it to a Creature, by reafon of its being jufti-
ned; the other reftraining it to Ged, by
reafon of its being a great m:ﬁery, and af-
inmed in glory.

In like manner Cyril, the great adverfal y
of Neftorius, in his three books, De Fide ad
- Imperatorem et Reginas, written againfthim in
the beginning of the controverfy, did not re-
prehend him; as if he had cited the text falfe-
ly; but only complained of his mifinterpreting
it; telling him that he did not underftand the
Mijtery of Godlinefs; and that 1t was not a cre-
ated thing (as he thought) but the Word or
Son of God; and arguing for this interpre-
tation from the circumftances of the text.

And firft, in his book, De Fide ad Impera-
torem, Selt.7. he has this paﬁ'agé. - TT\at-
““ yZoFe, un udoTes TAs ypaQds pHTE MEV TO
« pive THs cloiPias pugpioy, TeTers Xeigor
<« U5 tpaegiln ¢ oagnl, dmaily e wWvEOKATY
« &c.” < Ye err, faith be, not knowing
« the {criptures; nor the Miftery of God-
< linefs, that is, CHRIST, who was manifeft-
““ ed in the Flefh, juftifiedin the Spint.”
------ By this citation, it is plain, that he
read 5. For by putting Xpgy, for pugipios,

* he
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he turns ¢ intod; unlefs you will fay, that
he turns 00 into 35, which is very hard,

For had bos been in this text he would not
have faid pugipor, TeTess Xpgov, % epasienys
but wugagor, s, TeTigr Xoigts e@avepdlys
putting Xglfj"’:}‘;?, not for (J-U‘?'ﬂplov; but for
beos.  For Xpisos and ®uws are  equipollent:
But1n making Xeigov and pugpior equipollent,
he makes wuvgner the Nominative Cafe to
¢paveedln; and therefore read them joined in
this text by the article 5'.------Had he read
Beos, he would never have left out that au-
thentick and demonftrative word, and by
way of interpretation for pugpior feos, writ-
tea Xpgov 9s. For this was not to argue

again{t Neftorius; but to {poil the argument,
which lay before him.

Neither would he have gone on, as he
does, within a few lines after, to propound
it as his opinion, that the Word or Son of
God was to be underftood by this Miftery,
and to difpute for this his opinion out of
other Texts of Scripture; as he does after
this manner. ,.‘: ‘“ Moreover, {aith he,

o a\ e ~ v .
T “ Em yde av ovey Erepor Jipal 71 76 75 eurelefas
\ £ ? b E
“ pusietor, i ad)ds iy é x Oeod adlpds Abyos, 85 Eone
14 ’ - \ 4 \ b LA S 7
vegeh €y cagil. Teyémtar Ydp &td THe aylas waebivs
“ nat Seozons, popony dorov AaBdy”ee—m—mmCyril de Fide

ad linperatorem.  Se&t, 8.
H < that
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““ that Miftery of Godlinefs, in my opinion,
“ Is nothing elfe than the very Word of
‘“ God the Father; which for our {ake was
““ manifefted in the Fleth, For in taking
«“ the form of a Servant, it was born of the
“ holy God-bearing Virgin, &c.”------And
then after many other things, he, atlength,
in Sections 27 and 24, concludes, that,
“ This divine Miftery is above our under-
““ ftanding; and that the only begotten Son,
““ whois God, and, according to the Scrip-
“ tures, the Lord of all things, appeared
““ to us, was feen on earth, and becume 2

““ Man.”
Againin the firft of his two treatifes, De
Fide ad Reginas, near the end, he cites the
“text, and argues thus againft the interpreta-
tion of Neftorius. “ Who isit, faith he,
““ that is meanlefted in the Fleth? Is it not
“ fullv evident, that it is no other than the
“ Word of God the Father? For fo will 1t
* bea great Miftery of Godlinefs (which
“ was {| manifefted in the Flefh): He was

. Codex Grecusleait %3¢ fenfu perturbato.

« {een
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« {feen of Angels, afcending into Heaven;
‘“ he was moreover preached to the Gen-
“ tiles by the holy Apoftles; he was believ-
« ed on in the world: Butthis is not, as a
« mere man; but as God born in the Flefh,
¢ and after our manner.

So alfo in his fecond book,.De Fide ad Re-
ginas, * he cites the place again; and then
argues upon it againft the opinion of Nef-
torius after this manner.  If the Word
“ being God 15 faid to become a Man; and

«“ yet continue what he was before, without
““ lofing his Deity, the Miftery of Godli-

““ nefs is without doubt a very great one:
“ But if Chrift be amere Man, joined with
“ God only in the parity of dignity and
« power (for this is maintained by fome
“ unlearned men) how 1s he manifefted in
“ the Fleth? Is it not plain, that every
«“ Man is in the Flefh, and cannot other-

‘““ wife be feen by any body; How then
““ was he faid to be {feen of the holy Angels?

“ For do they not alfo-fee us? What was
‘“ there new or extraordinary in Chrift, if

# Sedtion 33. | | ‘ '
H 2 « the
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e« the Angels {aw him fuch a Man, as we
“ are, and nothing more, &c.” |

Thus Cyril goes on to give his reafons,
why that, which was manifefted in the
Fleth, was not a mere created Man, ac
Neftorius interpreted; but the eternal Word,
or Son of God; all which would have been
very fuperfluous, and impertinent, if Bide
had then been exprefly in the text.

Seeing therefore Neftorius alledged the
text to prove, that it was a created thing,
which was manifefted in the Flefth; and
Cyril in confuting him did not anfwer, that
it was God exprefly in thetext; nor raife
any debate about the reading; but only put
another interpretation upon the text, than
Neftorius had done; arguing with Caffian,
that in the text, it was not a mere Man, as
Neftorius contended, but a great Miffery of
Godiinefs; and by confequence Chrift, the
Son of God, swhich was manifefled in the
Flefh; and labourine by divers arguments to
prove this interpretation, itis evident beyond
all cavil, that Cyril was a ftranger to s, now
got into the text; and read ¢, as Neftorius and
Caflien did.

And
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And yet in thefe his books 24 Regfnas,
wherever he quotes this text, the Greeks
have fince corrected it by their correted -
Manufcripts of St. Paul’s Epiftles, and
written @ s inftead of ¢; Whence, if you
would truly underftand the Neftorian hif-
tory, you muft read o for @ in all Cyril's
citations of this text.

Now, whilft Cyril read o, and in the
explanation of the fwelve chapters, or arti-
cles, quoted this text in the fecond article;
and this explanation was recited by him in
the Council of Ephefus, and approved by
the Council +, with an Anathema at the end
of every article; it is manifeft, that this
Council allowed the reading ¢'; and, by con-
fequence, that o was the authcntlck and
public uncontroverted reading, till after the
times of this Council.

Forif Neftorius and Cyril, the Patriarchs
of Conftantinople and Alexandria, and the
heads of the two parties in this controver{y,
read G; and their writings went aboug
among the Eaftern Churches, and were can-
vaffed by the bithops and clergy without

————-—-————-———lﬂ-—"——_‘-—l_-—_n_--m
+ Concil, Ephef. Par. ni. fub initio,
H 3 any
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oy dlf};me raifed about the reading ; ‘and if
Cyril read s by the approbation of the Coun-
cii itfelf; I think, that the conclufion we
make, of 1ts being then the general uncon-
troverted reading, muit needs be granted us.
And if the authority of one of the four firft
general Councils make any thing for the

truth of the matter, or to fettle the reading,
we have that into the bargain,

Yet, whilft the Neftorian controverfy
brought the text into play, and the two
parties ran the iterpretation into extremes;
the one difputing that o was a Creature ; the
other, that it was the Word . of ‘God ; the
prevalence of the latter party made it pafs
for the orthodox opinion, that o was God ;
and fo gave occafion to the Greeks hence-
forward to change the language of Chriff
into that of God; and fay, in their expofi-
tions of the text, that God was manifefled in
:ie Flefb (as1 find Theodoret doth) and, at
length, to write God in the textitfelf; the

cafy change of s into ©C, (the abbreviation
of ©uz) inviting them to doit: and if
this was become the orthodox authentick
reacing, to fet right the textin Chryfoftom,

Cyril,
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Cyril, Theodoret, and wherever elfe they
found it (in their opinion) corrupted by
hereticks.

And the man, that firft began thus to
alter the facred text, was Macedonius, the
Patriarch of Conftantinople, 1n the beginning
of the fixth Century. For the Emperor
Anaftafius banithed him for éorrupting it,~--
At that time, the Greek Church had been
long divided about the Council of Chalcedon,
Many, who allowed the condemnation of
Eutyches, rejecting the Council by reafon of
its decreeing, by the influence of the Bithep
of Rome’s letter againft Eutyches, that Chrift
{ubfited not only Ex duabus naturis,
which Eutyches allowed ; but al{o, 1z dua-
bus naturis; which language was new to
the Greeks; and by a great part of ‘the
Church taken for Neftorianiim. For they
underftood, that as the Body and Sox/ made
the Nature of Man; {o God and Man made

the Nature of Chriff, affigning the Nature to
the Perfon of Chrift, as well as to all other

things, and not confidering, thatin all com-
pounds the feveral parts have alfo their fe-
veral Natures.

H 4 Hence
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Hence each party endeavoured to render
the other fufpetted of herefy; as if they,
that were for the Council, fecretly favoured
the Neftorians ; and they that were againft
it, the Eutychians. For one party, in main-
taining two diftin¢t Natures in Chrift, were
thought to deny the Nature of one Perfon
with Neftorius ; and the other party, in op-
pofing two diftinct Natures in him, were
thought to deny the truth of one of the
Natures, with Eutyches. Both parties, there-
fore, to clear themfelves of thefe imputa-
tions, anathematifed both thofe herefies ; and
therefore, whilft they thus differed in their

modes of {peaking, they agreed in the fenfe,

as Evagrius well ob{erves.

But the Bifhops of Rome and Alexandria,
being engaged againft one another, and for
a long time diftralting the Eaft by thefe
difputes : At length, the Emperor Zeno, to

quiet his empire, and perhaps to fecure it
from the encroachment of the Bithop of

Rome, who, by a verbal conteft, * afpired

to the name and authority of univerfal Bifhop,
fent about an Henoticum, or pacificatory de-

* Viae Baronium, Anno 251. Se&. 149, 150, 151.

cree,
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cree, wherein he anathematifed both Nefto-
rius and Eutyches with their followers on the

one hand, and-abrogated the Pope’s letter,
and the Council on the other: And his fuc-

ceffor Anaftafius, for the fame end, laboured
for to have this decree figned by all the
Bifhops. And Macedonius at firft {ubfcribed
it ; but afterwards heading thofe, who ftood
up for the Council * was, for his corrupting
the Scriptures in favour of his opinion ; and
{uch other things, as were laid to his charge,
depofed and banifhed 4, Anno Chrifti gi2.
But his own party (which at length pre-
vailed) defended him, as if opprefled by
calumnies ; and fo received that reading for
genuine, which he had put about among
them. For how ready are all parties to re-
ceive what they reckon on their fide, Je-
rome well knew, when he recommended
the teftimony of ¢ the Three in' Heaven”

* Evagrius, Lib. iii, Cap. xx1. 44.
Theodorus Leétor, Lib. 11. and Marcellint Cronicon.

+ Flavian was banifhed in the year of Antioch §61;

as Evagrius notes; and Macedonius was banifhed the
{ame year, or the year before,

Dy
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oy 1ts ufefulnefs ; and we have a notable in-
ftance of it, in the laft age; when the
Churches both Eaftern and Weltern receiv-
ed this tefiimony in a moment, into their
Greek Teftaments, and {till continue with
great zcal and pafilon to defend it for the
ancient reading againit the authority of all
the Greek Manufcripts.

But now I have told you the original of
the corruntion, 1 muit teil you my author,
us, Arch-deacon of the
, who lived in that very
age. For in hsz Y afy, vhich he wrote
in the year 3 535 or {oon after, and collected
(25 he faith in his preface) out of Greek re-
cords, he delivers itin thefe words. ¢ Hoc
““ tempore Macedonius Conftantinopolitanus
““ Evifcopus 2b Imperatere Anaftafio dicitur

‘« expuxfuh tanquam evangelia falfaret; et
“ maxime illud Apofioli diCtum. Quia ap-
“ taruit in carie, juffificatum in szrzz‘u.
“ Hunc enim mutaffe, ubi habet Quz.....
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“ hoc eit. ... monofyllabum Grazcum,
¢ ltffu:. 1411t:1L:1 lﬂ ¢ o » Vﬁftiﬂé et feCifI.e
.. id eft, ut eflet Deus, apparuit

er carnem. Tanquam Neftorianus ergo
« expellitur
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«« expellitur per feverum Monachum?”. §

The Greek Letters here omitted are in
the fecond edition; and in thofe of the

Councils thus inferted: ¢ Ubi habet %, hoc
« eft, qui; monofyllabum Grzcum, literd
« mutatd o In o vertifle, et fecifle, ws; id
“ eft, ut eflet, Deusapparuit per carnem”.
But this interpolation was f{urely made by
conjeure, For if @ws was in the facred
text, before the corruption; then o5 or o was
not in, and fo could not be changed into ws:
But if ®e0s was not in, it could not be brought
in by thischange. The interpolation there-
fore is inconfiftent and {purious, and {eems
to have been occafioned by ftraining to
make out Neftorianifm here, the Scribes
for that end, q referring’the words, ws effef,

§ Vide Baronii Annal. 51o0. Seét. g.

1 Nuia bene, In Hincmari opufculis, cap. 13. cap-
22. the words, #t ¢ffet, arein like manner referred to
the facred text; and fome.body, tomake out the fenfe,
has in their ftead added, ut appareret,tothe words ot
Liberatus; and written, #? appareret, ut effet Deus,
&c. But the words, ut appareret, not being in Libe-
ratus muft be ftruck out, and {upplied by fetting the

comma after, #t ¢flt, to part thefe words fromthe {a-
cred text,

o
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to the facred text; and then the interpolator
writing @s for uf, Whereas, they fhould
have referred, ¢ ¢ffet, tothe words of Libe-
ratus, thus diftinguithed from the facred
text. « Id eft, ut eflet, Deus apparust per

£

caraenm .
I had rather, therefore, wave the con-

je&ure cf this interpolator, and fill up the
Lacunz by the authority of an ancient
zuthor, Hincmarus, who above eight hun-
dred vears ago * reiated the fa& out of

Liberatus, after this manner. ¢ Quidam

¢ &

€
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nimirum 1pfas {cripturas verbis Inlicitis
impofturaverunt;  ficut  Macedonius
Conftantinopolitanus Epifcopus, qui ab
Anaftafio Imperatore, 1deo a civitate ex-
pulfus Jegitur, quoniam falfavit evangelia;
et Hlum Anvoftoli locum, Quod apparuit in
carne, jufiipcatum eff in Spirstu; per cog-

* pationem Grecarum literarum O et @ hoc
* mode mutando falfavit. Ubi enim ha-

buit, Qus, hoc eft OC, monofyllabum
Grzcum, literA mutatd O in @, vertit,
et fecit €C, id eft, uteflet, Deusappa-
ruit per carnem, cudpropter tanquam

* Hincmariopuftul. Artic. xxxiil, cap. 18.
< Neftorianus
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¢ Neftorianus fuit expulfus”~=-emm- He was
banithed therefore for changing the ancient
reading (which was not OC, as thefe au-
thors have it by miftake ; but §) into @C.

But whereas, he is reprefented a Neftorian,
for doing this, the meaning is, that he was
banithed for corrupting the text in favour
of the doctrine of two Natures in Chrift,
which his enemies accounted Neﬁarianifm;
though it was not really fo. Neftorius held
only a human Nature in Chrift; and that God,
the word, dwelt in this Nature ; as the Spirit
in a holy man; and therefore interpreted ¢
of the human Nature. This do&rine Mace.
donius anathematifed, and maintained two
Naturesin Chrift, and, for proving this, cor-
rupted the text; and made 1t Gop, whs was
manifeftin the Flefb.------This diftinguifhing
Chriftinto two Natures was, by the enemies
of Macedonius, accounted Neftorianifm in
other language; and in this refpect the
Hiftorian faith, that they banifhed him, asa
Neftorian for corrupting the text; though
he was not really of the opinion.:

But whilft they tell us, that he was ba-
nithed, as a Neftorian for this, without ex-
plaining what is here meant by a Neftorian ;

1t
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it locks like a trickith way of fpeaklng, ufed
by his friencs to ndlcule the proceedings
againft bum, as inconfiftent; perhaps to in-
vert the crime of falfation ; as if a Neftorian
would rather change'®C nto O.

For they, that read hiftory with judgment,
will too often meet with fuch trickifh re-
ports; and even in the very ftory of Mace-
donius, I meet with fome other reports of
the fame kind. For Macedonius, having in
his keeping the original aéts of the Council
of Chalcedon, figned by that Emperor, un-
der whom it was called ; "and refufing to de-
{iver up this book to the Emperor Anaftafius,
{ome, to make this Emperor perjured, dif-
torted the ftory, as if at his coming to the
crown, he had promifed under his hand and
oath, that he would not act again{t the Coun-
cil of Chalcedon, and reprefented his fub-
fcribed promife to be the book, which Ma-
cedonius refufed to deliver back to him.

“alcedonius had got his bithoprick by be-
sgamit the Council of Chalcedon, and

{ubfcribed the Henoticum * of the Em-

d‘"l-l
"k

"'1

-

* Vide Annotationes Valefu in Evagriiy, &c. Lib. 1.
Caprt, 3L
peror
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peror Zeno, in which that Council was ana-
thematifed ; and this being objected againft
him, his friends, to fufle the accufation,
make a contrary {tory oif the Emperor, as if|
when he came to the crown, he had done
as much as that in behalf of the Council.
Another report was -}, “ That the people
«« of Alexandria, and of all Egypt, greatand
«« {fmall, bond and f{ree, priefts and monks,
«« excepting only ftrangers, became about
« this time poflefled with evil {pirits, and
« being deprived of human {peech, barked
“ day and night, like dogs; fo that they
« were afterwards bound with iron chains,
““ and drawn to the Church, that they might
« recover their health, For they all eat up
« their hands and arms. And thenan Angel
«« appeared to fome of the people, faying,
« that this happened to them, becaufe they
« anathematifed the Council of Chalcedon,

“ and threatned, that they thould do {o no
“ more.”

Again, we are told in hiftory, * ¢ That
“ the adverfaries of Macedonius produced

+ Vicor Tununenfis in Chronico.

* Evagrius, Lib. iii. Cap. 32.
‘¢ certain
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« certain boys in judgment, to accufe both
« him, and themfelves of fodomy, but that
“ when they found his genitals were cut off,
“ they betoak themfelves to other arts for the
« depofing of him”. Now, If you can be-
lieve, that a eunuch had the beard and voice
of another man ; and that in a {folemn Coun-
cil, the great Patriarch of the Eaft was thus
accufed, and thus acquitted, and yet after
all depofed; you muft acknowledge, that
there were many Bithops among the Greeks,
who would not ftick at, asill and fhamelefs
things, as corrupting the Scriptures, But if
all this be a tham, invented to difcredit the
Council ; the need of {uch fhams adds credit
to their proceedings in condemning him for
a falfary.

This Council (if I miftake not) fat firft at
Conftantinople, being that Council, which
Theodorus calls, ¢ a company of mercenary
 wretches” : and Nicephorus ; ¢ a conven-
“ tion of hereticks, aflembled againft Mace-
“ donius”.  Upon their adding to the *
““ thrice holy” the words, “ who art cruci-

* Theodor. Lib. ii. — Nicephor. Lib. xvi. Cap.
26, —— Evagri. Lib. iii, Cap. 44.

“ fied
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¢ fied for us”; the people fell into a tumult ;
and afterwards, when Macedonius came to

be accufed, they fell into a greater tumult,
crying out, ¢ The time of perfecution is at
‘“ hand, Let no man defert the Father”,
meaning Macedonius.

In this tumult (which was faid to be ftir-
red up by theClergy of Conftantinople) many

parts of the city were burnt, and theNobles
and Emperor brought into the greateft dan-

ger ; nfomuch, that the Emperor was forced
to proffer the refignation of his empire, be-
fore he could quiet the multitude. Then
feeing, that if Macedonius were judged, the
people would defend him, he caufed himto
be carried by force in the night to Chalce-
don; and thence into banifhment, as The-
odorus writes, Whence I gather, that the
Council removed alfo to Chalcedon, to avoid
the tumult, and finith their proceedmgs'
there.

For the flory of his being accufed in Judg- |
ment by boys, Nicephorus places after this
tumult; and all agree, that he was con-
demned ; and the Monks of Paleftine, 1n an
Epiftle, recorded by Evagrius, fay, that

I Xenaias
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Xenaias and Diofcosus, joined with many
Bithops, banithed him. When his con-
demnation was fent him, figned by the
Emperor, he afked, whether they, that
had condemned him, received the Council
of Chalcedon; and when they, that brought
him the {entence, denied it, he replied. « If
“ Arians and Macedonians had {ent me 1

(¢ 7

bcok of condemnation, could I receive

“1t”7 So that, it feems, he ftood upon the
illegality of the Council.

The next day, one Timothy was made
Bithop of Conftantinople ; and he fent about
the condemnation of Macedonius to all the
ablent Bifhons to be fubfcribed *.---Whence,
I think, 1t will be eafily granted, that he

o3 condemned, as a falfary, by the greateft
part of the Eaftern empire; and by confe-
quence, that ths senuine reading was til
then, by the Churches of that Empire, ac-
counted 2.-----For had not the publick read-
ing then been ¢, there could have been no
colour fcr pretending, that he changed it
o ©C,

_-M

>  TT3
|

neophianes, pag. I35.

About
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About fix years after, Anaftafiusthe Em-
peror died; and his Succeflors Juftin and
Juftinian {fet up the authority of the Council
of Chalcedon again, together with that of
the Pope over the Eaftern Churches, as uni-
verfal Bifhop; and from that time, the
friends of Macedonius prevailing, it is pro-
bable, that in oppofition to the hereticks,
which condemned him ; and for promoting
and eftablithing the dorine of two Natures
in Chrift, they received and f{pread abroad
the reading ®C. But as for the authority
of the Pope, that tell again with Rome in
the Gothick wars; and flept, till Phocas re-
vived 1t again.

I told you of feveral fhams put about by
the friends of Macedonius to difcredit the
proceedings of the Council againft him,
There is one, which notably confirms what
has hitherto been faid, and makes it plain,
that his friends recetved his corruptions, as
genuine Scripture. For whereas Macedo-
nius was banifhed for corrupting the New
Teftament, his friends retorted the crime
upon the Council, as if they had taken upon

them, under colour of purging the Gofpels
I 2 from
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from the corruptions of Macedonius to cor-
re¢t in them, whatever they thought the

Apotties, as unikilful men and idiots, had

written amiis.

For thisI gather from an ironical report
of this kind, put about in the Weft,
and thus recorded by Victor Tununenfis.
«« Meflala, V, C. Confulibus, Conftantino-
““ poli, jubente Anaftafio Imperatore, fanta
““ evangelia, tanquam ab idiotis compofita re-
« prehenduntur, et emendantur”, that is,
< In the Confulfhip of Meflala the holy Gof-
« pels, by the command of the Emperor
¢« Anaftafius, were cenfured and corre&ed
« at Conitantinople ; as if written by evan-
«“ oelifts, that were 1diots”. Here Victor
errs 1n the vear. For Meflala was Conful,
Anno Chrift1 506 ; that is, fix years before
the banithment of Macedonius. But Victor
is very uncertain in dates of the years. For
he places the banifhment of Macedonius in
the Confulthip of Arienus, Anno Chrifti 502;
and the above-mentioned tumult about the
Trifagium, in the Confulthip of Probus,
Anno Chrlih 517; whereas all thefe things
neppened in the fame year,

For
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For it is plamn by this chronicle, that the
Scriptures were examined and correted
about this time by a Council at Conftanti-
nople by the order of Anaftafius; and I
meet with no other Council, to which this
charaéter can agree ; befides that which de-

pofed Macedonius. Now, that they fhould
cenfure and correct the Golpels, as if writ.

ten by ideots, is too plainly ironical, to be
truly hiftory ; and therefore it muft be an

abufive report put about te difcredit the
Council.

So then the falfation was fet on foot in
the beginning of the fifth Century, and is
now of about twelve hundred years ftand-
ing ; and therefore, fince it lay but in a let-
ter ; and {o was more eafily {pread abroad in
the Greek Manufcripts, then the teftimony
of < the Three in Heaven”, in the Latin
ones, we need not wonder, if the old read-
ing be fcarce to be met with, 1n any Greek
Manufcripts, now extant; and yet it is in
{ome,

For though Beza tells us, that all the
Greek Manufcripts read ®es; yet, I muft
tell Beza’s readers, that all his Manufcripts

reado. For he had no other Manufcripts
on



( 518 )

on the Epiftles, befides the Claromontan ;
and 1n this Manufcript, as Morinus by ocu-
far mipection has fince informed us, the

¢!

ancient reading was 5, ¥ .but yet, in-another
hand, and w 11:h other ink, the letter ® has
been written out of the line; and the letter
O (omicron) thickened to make aC (a figma)
appears : which inftance fhews {ufliciently,
by whom the ancient reading has been
changed:

Valefius 2!io reads ¢ in one of the Spanifh
Manufcripts - ; and {o did the authors of the

_W

# < Alia manu, et atramento extra linea feriem ad-
¢ dita eft litera ©, et ambesa paululum O, ut appareret
¢ f{izma, dcd prz—ps{’*ara emendatio facile confpicitur”,
e Aorinus in cxerciiatisnibus Biblicis, Lib. i, Exercitat.
‘5 cah, 4.-----t Beza nobis aliquod invidit, ut ex ejus
esitols ad Aczdemiam Cantabrigienfema Waltono editam

Fiouct, ubi variantes aliquas lecticnes celandas efle ad-

= Thete Sponifh vlznefcripts, that have been feveral

‘cnzd in thefe letters, and which Sir Isaac (as
wall 23 manv others) apprehended to be Greek ones,
colated by Vzlefius, were really Latin ones. The
“izrquels ¢oilated no other; but then he tranilated the

adings into Greek, which impofed upon many
rmd; but 1t 1s much to be wondered, that 1t
fhowd e:":: ar2 tae penetration of this ereat man.

Oxford

4
i
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Oxford edition cf the New Teftament, Anno
Chritti, 16735, read it in the Manufcript of
Lincoln College Library, which is the oldeft
of the Oxford Manufcripts -~--50 then, there
are, {fome of the ancient Greek M anufcrlpts

which read ¢ ; but I do not hear of any Latin
ones, elther anc1ent or modern, which read
@g0s.

And befides, to read ®es makes the fenfe
obfcure and difficult.  For how could it
properly be faid, ¢ that God was juftified by
« the Spirit” ¥ But'toread ¢, and interpret it
of Chrift, as the anctent Chriftians did;
without reftraining it to his divinity, makes
the fenfe very eafy. For the promifed and
long expeéted Meflias, the hope of Ifrael, is
to us, the great Miftery of Godlinefs”.
And this miftery was at length manifefted
to the Jews from the time of his Baptifm,
and juftified to be the perfon, whom they
expected.

I have now given vou an account of the
corruption of ***

JA DVE R"'
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Page 71, Line g. For Pauls, read Febn's,
P. 77, 1. 4. for Religin, read Religion.



ADVERTISEMENT

OF THE
‘ HE MaANvuscrIPT is defe&ive in the
¢ end of the SEconp LETTER ; neither

“ can it be abfolutely determined, how much

«“ of it has been . However, it is moft

« probable, that very little of it is wanting ;
“ and though the Reader will be forry to find
« himfelf deprived even of a few lines, that
« have dropt from the pen of {o great a Man,
“ he cannot have fuftained the lofs of any
“ matter, which will at all affect the point

“in debate. Sir IsaAc having given his
K “ proofs,
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« proofs, that the prefent reading of the
““ GREEK MANDscrIPTS In general, and of
““all our printed books, could not be the
« gpcient and true one, in this paflage, 1 Tim.
‘ 11 16. and afterwards pointed out tﬁé
““ caufe of this corruption of the Text ;

¢ vell as the time when, and the perfon by'
whom, it was {o corrupted ; and, laftly,
naving fthewn, that the change made in
“ it has rendered the fenfe of the paflage
obfcure, difficult and hardly proper, which
was otherwife eafy and clear; from thefe
confiderations, it is more than probable;
that the Author was concluding with an

application fomewhat fimilar to that we
€ 4o

find at the end of the FORMER LETTER,
efpecially fince he has begun the broken
paragraph 2t theend, with a general re-
capitulation of what he had done.

4
(€
¢

{<

(¢

£

(<

il

:« The Reader is to be informed, that the
< VIanuscripT of thefe Two LETTERS IS

* 411l preferved in the Library of the RE-
vtoxsTRANTS in Holland, Tt was lodged
“ there by Mr. LE CLERC, and it was fent

to him by the famous Mr. LockE, and 1s
« 2tually in the hand-writing of this Gen-

¢« tleman.
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* tleman.” And notwithftanding the Letters.
« have the acknowledged defe@s, the Epi-
« Tor thought it a pity, that the world
« {hould be longer deprived of thefe Two
«« Pieces, asthey now are, fince they cannot

«« be obtained more perfe, all other COpIES
«« of them being either loftor deftroyed.”

F I N I A



On Friday, April the §th 1754, will be publifbed,
e ADVENTURER Complcte

{fn FOUR VOLUMES, Dusdecim.
Printed for J. PavxE, at Pope’s-Head, in Pater-nofler-Row.

Wiere may be bad,
1. The ADVENTURER, in 2 Vols. Folio,

with Contents and Tranﬂatlons Alfo, any
odd Numbers of the Folio Edition.

II. The Fifth and Sixth Volumes of The

RaMBLER, In Duodecimo. With Tables
of Contents, and a Tranflation of the Mottos

and Quotations for all the Six Volumes.

III. The RaMsrLER complete, in Two

Volumes Folio, with Contents and Tranfla-
tions, Price only One Pound in Boards.

IV. A Letter from the Lord Archbithop

oi Sens, to Monfieur #¥*¥%%% Counfellor in
the Parliament of Parss. In Anfwer to the
Parliament’s Arret, againft the Clergy of
France, 1n refpect to the Certificates of Con-
feflon, and the Bull Unigenstus, Tranflated

from the Original Freach, fupprefled by the
Parliement. Price 64,

V. A Letter to the Archbithop of Sens,
1n Anfwer to his Lordfhip’s Letter to Mon-
fieur ##¥23%5% 3 Counfellor in the Parliament
of Peris. To which isadded, a Copy of the
Proceedings of the Parliament of Paris, taken
from its Regifters. Price 1s.

N. B. Thefe Two Letters contain a full
Acccunt of the prefent Difpute between the
Clersy and Partiament of France.



