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The Codex

[Transcriber's Note: This e-book contains much Greek text which
is central to the point of the book. In the ASCII versions of the
e-book, the Greek is transliterated into Roman letters, which
do not perfectly represent the Greek original; especially, accent
and breathing marks do not transliterate. The HTML and PDF
versions contain the true Greek text of the original book.]

On the next page is exhibited aract Fac-simileobtained by
Photography, of fol. 2® of the Gobex SINAITICUS at S. Peters-
burg, (Tischendorf'.): shewing the abrupt termination of S.
Mark's Gospel at the word8pOBOYNTO I'AP (chap. xvi. 8), as
explained at p. 70, and pp. 86-8. The original Photograph, which
is here reproduced on a diminished scale, measures in height full
fourteen inches and one-eighth; in breadth, full thirteen inches. It
was procured for me through the friendly and zealous offices of
the English Chaplain at S. Petersburg, the Rev. A. S. Thompson,
B.D.; by favour of the Keeper of the Imperial Library, who has
my hearty thanks for his liberality and consideration.

It will be perceived that the text begins at S. Mark xvi. 2, and
ends with the first words of S. Luke i. 18.

Up to this hour, every endeavour to obtain a Photograph of the
corresponding page of theoBex VATicanus, B, (No. 1209, in
the Vatican,) has proved unavailing. If the present Vindication
of the genuineness of Twelve Verses of the everlasting Gospel
should have the good fortune to approve itself to his Holiness,
PorePius IX., let me be permitted in this unadorned and unusual
manner—(to which | would fain add some circumstance of re-
spectful ceremony if | knew hows}very humbly to entreat his
Holiness to allow me to possess a Photograph, corresponding in
size with the original, of the page ofdBex B (it is numbered
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fol. 1303,) which exhibits the abrupt termination of the Gospel
according to S. Mark.

J. W.B.

ORIEL CoLLEGE, OXFORD,
June 14, 1871
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[iv]

"My Word Will Not Pass Away"

aunv yap Aéyw vuiv,
£wg av TapéAdn 6 ovpavog Kal N yii,
iota €v A ula kepata o0 pr mapéAOn &nd tod vopov,
£wg av mavta yévnrat.

EVKOTIWTEPOV O€ €0TL
TOV 0DPAVOV Kol TNV YAV TapeADelv,
1 toD vopoL ulav Kepaiav TeoETV.

0 00pavog Kal 1 yi] mapeAeboovTat,
ot 8¢ Adyot pov o0 pr| mapéAbwot.

Kal €Qv TIG Gatpf]
amo t@v Adywv PifAov tiig mpopntelag tadtng
agatpricet 0 Be0g TO UEPOG abTOD
amo PifAov tAg (wiig,
Kal €K Tfi¢ TOAew( TG aylag,
Kol TOV yeypappévwy €v PipAin tovtw.
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v

Dedication: To Sir Roundell Palmer,
Q.C., M.P.

DEAR SR ROUNDELL,

| do myself the honour of inscribing this volume to you. Permit
me to explain the reason why.

It is not merely that | may give expression to a sentiment of
private friendship which dates back from the pleasant time when
| was Curate to your Fatherwhose memory | never recall
without love and veneratiof:nor even in order to afford myself
the opportunity of testifying how much | honour you for the
noble example of conscientious uprightness and integrity which
you set us on a recent public occasion. It is for no such reason
that | dedicate to you this vindication of the last Twelve Verses
of the Gospel according to S. Mark.

It is because | desire supremely to submit the argument con-
tained in the ensuing pages to a practised judicial intellect of the
loftiest stamp. Recent Editors of the New Testament insist that
these'last Twelve Versésare not genuine. The Critics, almost to
a man, avow themselves of the same opinion. Popular Prejudice
has been for a long time past warmly enlisted on the same side. |
am as convinced as | am of my life, that the reverse is the truth. It
is not even with me as it is with certain learned friends of mine,
who, admitting the adversary's premisses, content themselves
with denying the validity of his inference. However true it may
be—and it is true—that from those premisses the proposed
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conclusion does not follow, | yet venture to deny the correctness
of those premisses altogether. | insist, on the contrary, thathe
Evidence relied on is untrustworthysuntrustworthy in every
particular.

How, in the meantime, can such an one as | am hope to
persuade the world that it is as | say, while the most illustrious
Biblical Critics at home and abroad are agreed, and against me?
Clearly, the first thing to be done is to secure for myself a full
and patient hearing. With this view, | have written a book. But
next, instead of waiting for the slow verdict of Public Opinion,
(which yet, | know, must come after many days,) | desiderate
for the Evidence | have collected, a competent and an impartial
Judge. Andhatis why | dedicate my book to you. If | can but get
this case fairly tried, | have no doubt whatever about the result.

Whether you are able to find time to read these pages, or not, it
shall content me to have shewn in this manner the confidence with
which | advocate my cause; the kind of test to which | propose to
bring my reasonings. If | may be allowed to say-s&. Mark's
last Twelve Verses shall no longer remain a subject of dispute
among menl am able to prove that this portion of the Gospel
has been declared to be spurious on wholly mistaken grounds:
and this ought in fairness to close the discussion. But | claim
to have done more. | claim to have shewn, from considerations
which have been hitherto overlooked, that its genuineness must
needs be reckoned among the things that are absolutely certain.

| am, with sincere regard and respect,
Dear Sir Roundell,

Very faithfully yours,

JOHN W. BURGON.
ORIEL,

July, 1871.

[vii]
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Preface.

This volume is my contribution towards the better understanding
of a subject which is destined, when it shall have grown into a
Science, to vindicate for itself a mighty province, and to enjoy
paramount attention. | allude to the Textual Criticism of the New
Testament Scriptures.

That this Study is still in its infancy, all may see. The very
principles on which it is based are as yet only imperfectly under-
stood. The reason is obvious. It is because the very foundations
have not yet been laid, (except to a wholly inadequate extent,)
on which the future superstructure is to rise. A careful colla-
tion of every extant Codex, (executed after the manner of the
Rev. F. H. Scrivener's labours in this department,) is the first
indispensable preliminary to any real progress. Another, is a
revised Text, not to say a more exact knowledge, of the oldest
Versions. Scarcely of inferior importance would be critically
correct editions of the Fathers of the Church; and these must by
all means be furnished with far completer Indices of Texts than
have ever yet been attemptedlhere is not a single Father to be
named whose Works have been hitherto furnished with even a
tolerably complete Index of the places in which he either quotes,
or else clearly refers to, the Text of the New Testament: while
scarcely a tithe of the known MSS. of the Gospels have as yet
been satisfactorily collated. Strange to relate, we are to this hour
without so much as a satisfactory Catalogue of the Copies which
are known to be extant.

But when all this has been dore(and the Science deserves,
and requires, a little more public encouragement than has hitherto
been bestowed on the arduous -aHdt me not be ashamed to
add the word—unremunerativéabour of Textual Criticismy)}-it
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will be discovered that the popular and the prevailing Theory
is a mistaken one. The plausible hypothesis on which recent
recensions of the Text have been for the most part conducted,
will be seen to be no longer tenable. The latest decisions will in
consequence be generally reversed.

| am not of course losing sight of what has been already
achieved in this department of Sacred Learning. While our
knowledge of the uncial MSS. has been rendered tolerably exact
and complete, an excellent beginning has been made, (chiefly
by the Rev. F. H. Scrivener, the most judicious living Master of
Textual Criticism,) in acquainting us with the contents of about
seventy of the cursive MSS. of the New Testament. And though
it is impossible to deny that the published Texts of Doctors Tis-
chendorf and Tregelles aextsare wholly inadmissible, yet is
it equally certain that by the conscientious diligence with which
those distinguished Scholars have respectively laboured, tiey
have erected monuments of their learning and ability which will
endure for ever. Their Editions of the New Testament will not
be superseded by any new discoveries, by any future advances
in the Science of Textual Criticism. The MSS. which they have
edited will remain among the most precious materials for future
study. All honour to them! If in the warmth of controversy | shall
appear to have spoken of them sometimes without becoming
deference, let me here once for all confess that | am to blame, and
express my regret. When they have publicly begged S. Mark's
pardon for the grievous wrong they have ddmm, | will very
humbly beg their pardon also.

In conclusion, | desire to offer my thanks to the Rev. John
Wordsworth, late Fellow of Brasenose College, for his patient
perusal of these sheets as they have passed through the press,
and for favouring me with several judicious suggestions. To him
may be applied the saying of President Routh on receiving a visit
from Bishop Wordsworth at his lodgings;'| see the learned
son of a learned Father, sit-Let me be permitted to add that
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my friend inherits the Bishop's fine taste and accurate judgment
also.

And now | dismiss this Work, at which | have conscientiously
laboured for many days and many nights; beginning it in joy and
ending it in sorrow. The College in which | have for the most
part written it is designated in the preamble of its Charter and in

x] its Foundation Statutes, (which are already much more than half
a thousand years old,) &vollegium Scholarium in Sacra The-
ologia studentiurperpetuis temporibus duratururindebted,
under b, to the pious munificence of the Founder of Oriel
for my opportunities of study, | venture, in what | must needs
call evil days, to hope that | have to some extéemployed
my advantage%—(the expression occurs in a prayer used by
this Society on its three solemn anniversariesay our Founder
and Benefactorswould approve if they were now upon earth to
witness what we db.

J.W.B.

ORIEL,

July, 1871

[xvi]

The Last Twelve Verses.

Subjoined, for convenience, dithe Last Twelve Versés.
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‘Avaotag d¢ mpwi mpWTN
cafpdtov €pdavn mpdTOV
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anfyyetlav  toig Aoimoig;
00d¢ €kelvolg EmioTevoay.

13

(9) Now when Jesus was risen
early the first day of the week,
He appeared first to Mary
Magdalene, out of whom He
had cast seven devils. (10)
And she went and told them
that had been with Him, as
they mourned and wept. (11)
And they, when they had
heard that He was alive, and
had been seen of her, believed
not.

(12) After that He appeared
in another form unto two of
them, as they walked, and
went into the country. (13)
And they wentand told itunto
the residue: neither believed
they them.
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“Yotepov AVOKELUEVOLG
a0TOIg 101G Evdeka
gpavepwbn, kol Qveidioe
v amiotiov a0TOV
Kal okAnpokapdiav,
6t toig  Oeacauévolg
auTOV  €ynyepuévov  oUK
gniotevoav. Kol einev
avTOoiG, “MopevdévTec €ig TOV
kOopov dmavta, knpvéate
0 ebayyéAlov mdon T
kticel. 0 miotevoag Kol
PantioBelg cwbnoetat; 6 8¢
AMOTNOAG  KATaKpPLOMoETAL.
onueia O¢ toi¢ mioteboNOL
tadta mapakoAovbnoet; €v
@ Ovopatt pov darpdvia
ékPalodot; YAdooaig
AaAfoovot  kawvaig;  S@elg
apodot;  kav  Oavaoiudv
T mwowy, o0 un avtolg
PAaper;  éml  dppwotoug
X€lpag  €émbrioovot, Kol
KaA@g €€ovoty.”

(14) Afterward He appeared
unto the eleven as they sat
at meat, and upbraided them
with their unbelief and hard-
ness of heart, because they
believed not them which had
seen Him after He was risen.
(15) And He said unto them,
“Go ye into all the world, and
preach the Gospel to every
creature. (16) He that be-
lieveth and is baptized shall
be saved; but he that be-
lieveth not shall be damned.
(17) And these signs shall
follow them that believe; In
My Name shall they cast out
devils; they shall speak with
new tongues; (18) they shall
take up serpents; and if they
drink any deadly thing, it
shall not hurt them; they shall
lay hands on the sick, and
they shall recovet.



‘0 pev o6v Kopriog, peta o
AaAficar avtoig, aveAripdn
glg  TOV  ovpavov,  Kali
¢kabioev €k deidv  ToOD
@e00; €keivol de £€eABOVTEG
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v Adyov  PBeParodvrog
Ak oV €makolovBovvtwy
onueiwv. Aunv.
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(19) So then after the drp
had spoken unto them, He
was received up into Heaven,
and sat on the Right hand
of Gob. (20) And they went
forth, and preached every
where, the brbp working
with them, and confirming
the word with signs follow-
ing. Amen.

Chapter I.

THE CASE OF THE LAST

TWELVE VERSES OF S. MARK'S

GOSPEL, STATED.

These Verses generally suspected at the present time. The

popularity of this opinion accounted for.

[001]

It has lately become the fashion to speak of the last Twelve
Verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark, as if it were an
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ascertained fact that those verses constitute no integral part of
the Gospel. It seems to be generally supposed, (1) That the
evidence of MSS. is altogether fatal to their claims; (2) Tlilag
early Fatherswitness plainly against their genuineness; (3) That,
from considerations dfinternal evidencethey must certainly be
given up. It shall be my endeavour in the ensuing pages to shew,
on the contrary, That manuscript evidence is so overwhelmingly
in their favour that no room is left for doubt or suspicierThat
there is not so much ameof the Fathers, early or late, who gives

it as his opinion that these verses are spurietend, That the
argument derived from internal considerations proves on inquiry
to be baseless and unsubstantial as a dream.

But | hope that | shall succeed in doing more. It shall be
my endeavour to shew not only that there really is no reason
whatever for calling in question the genuineness of this portion of
Holy Writ, but also that there exist sufficient reasons for feeling
confident that it must needs be genuine. This is clearly as much
as it is possible for me to achieve. But when this has been done,
| venture to hope that the verses in dispute will for the future be
allowed to retain their place in the second Gospel unmolested.

It will of course be asked-And yet, if all this be so, how
does it happen that both in very ancient, and also in very modern
times, this proposal to suppress twelve verses of the Gospel has
enjoyed a certain amount of popularity? At the two different
periods, (I answer,) for widely different reasons.

(2.) In the ancient days, when it was the universal belief of
Christendom that the Word of & must needs be consistent
with itself in every part, and prove in every part (like its Divine
Author) perfectly“faithful and tru€, the difficulty (which was
deemed all but insuperable) of bringing certain statements in S.
Mark's last Twelve Verses into harmony with certain statements
of the other Evangelists, is discovered to have troubled Divines
exceedingly.“In fact,” (says Mr. Scrivener,}it brought sus-
picion upon these verses, and caused their omission in some
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copies seen by EusebilisThat the maiming process is indeed
attributable to this cause and came about in this particular way,
| am unable to persuade myself; but, if the desire to provide an
escape from a serious critical difficulty did not actuatlgca-
sionthat copies of S. Mark's Gospel were mutilated, it certainly
was the reason why, in very early times, such mutilated copies
were viewed without displeasure by some, and appealed to with
complacency by others.

(2.) But times are changed. We have recently been assured
on high authority that the Church has reversed her ancient con-
victions in this respect: thatow, “most sound theologians have
no dread whatever of acknowledging minute points of disagree-
ment (i.e. minuteerrors) “in the fourfold narrative even of
the life of the Redeemér: There has arisen in these last days a
singular impatience of Dogmatic Truth, (especially Dogma of an
unpalatable kind,) which has even rendered popular the pretext
afforded by these same mutilated copies for the grave resuscita-
tion of doubts, never as it would seem seriously entertained by
any of the ancients; and which, at all events for 1300 years gud]
upwards, have deservedly sunk into oblivion.

Whilst | write, that “most divine explication of the chiefest
articles of our Christian beliefthe Athanasian Creedis made
the object of incessant assaultsBut then it is remembered
that statements quite dsncharitablé as any which this Creed
contains are found in the 16th verse of S. Mark's concluding
chapter; are in fact the words of Him whose very Name is Love.
The preciousvarning clause| say, (miscalled'damnatory’*)

! Abp. Tait'sHarmony of Revelation and the Sciencg$64,) p. 21.

2 See by all means Hooker, E. P., v. xlii. 11-13.

3 Abp. Tait is of opinion that it'should not retain its place in the public
Service of the Church:and Dean Stanley gives sixteen reasons for the same
opinion,—the fifteenth of which is that many excellent laymen, including
King George lll., have declined to take part in the recitatidfrinal) Report
of the Ritual Commissigri870, p. viii. and p. xvii.

“In the words of a thoughtful friend, (Rev. C. P. Edes)Condemnatorys
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which an impertinent officiousness is for glossing with a rubric
and weakening with an apology, proceeded from Divine-Hgs,
least if these concluding verses be genuine. How shall this in-
convenient circumstance be more effectually dealt with than by
accepting the suggestion of the most recent editors, that S. Mark's
concluding verses are an unauthorised addition to his Gosffel?
it be acknowledged that the passage has a harsh Squecharks
Dean Stanley,)unlike the usual utterances of Him who came
not to condemn but to save, the discoveries of later times have
shewn, almost beyond doubt, that itrist a part of S. Mark's
Gospel, but an addition by another haraf which the weakness
in the external evidence coincides with the internal evidence in
proving its later origir’.®

Modern prejudice, therradded to a singularly exaggerated
estimate of the critical importance of the testimony of our
two oldest Codices, (another of thdiscoveries of later times,
concerning which | shall have more to say by-and-bypust
explain why the opinion is even popular that the last twelve
verses of S. Mark are a spurious appendix to his Gospel.

Not that Biblical Critics would have us believe that the Evan-
gelist left off at verse 8, intending that the words,neither
said they anything to any man, for they were afraghould be
the conclusion of his Gospel:No one can imaging,(writes
Griesbach,)'that Mark cut short the thread of his narrative at
that place'® It is on all hands eagerly admitted, that so abrupt
a termination must be held to mark an incomplete or else an

just what these clauses are not. | understand myself, in uttering these words,
not to condemn a fellow creature, but to acknowledge a truth of Scripture,
GOD'S{FNSjudgment namely on the sin of unbelief. The further questien,
whom the sin of unbelief is foundthat awful question | leave entirely in
His hands who is the alone Judge of hearts; who made us, and knows our
infirmities, and whose tender mercies are over all His wérks.

5“The Athanasian Creedby the Dean of WestminsteiContemporary
ReviewAug., 1870, pp. 158, 159).

6 Commentarius Criticusi. 197.
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uncompleted work. How, then, in the original autograph of the
Evangelist, is it supposed that the narrative proceeded? This is
what no one has even ventured so much as to conjecture. It is
assumed, however, that the original termination of the Gospel,
whatever it may have been, has perished. We appeal, of course,
to its actual termination: ang;Of what nature then, (we ask,)
is the supposed necessity for regarding the last twelve verses of
S. Mark's Gospel as a spurious substitute for what the Evangelist
originally wrote? What, in other words, has been the history of
these modern doubts; and by what steps have they established
themselves in books, and won the public ear?

To explain this, shall be the object of the next ensuing chapters.

[005]

CHAPTER Il

THE HOSTILE VERDICT OF
BIBLICAL CRITICS SHEWN TO
BE QUITE OF RECENT DATE.

Griesbach the first to deny the genuineness of these Verses
(p. 6)—Lachmann's fatal principle (p. 8) the clue to the
unfavourable verdict of Tischendorf (p. 9), of Tregelles (p.
10), of Alford (p. 12); which has been generally adopted by
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subsequent Scholars and Divines (p. 43Jhe nature of the
present inquiry explained (p. 15.)

It is only since the appearance of Griesbach's second edition
[1796-1806] that Critics of the New Testament have permitted
themselves to handle the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel
with disrespect. Previous critical editions of the New Testament
are free from this reproachThere is no reason for doubting the
genuineness of this portion of Scriptureyrote Mill in 1707,
after a review of the evidence (as far as he was acquainted with
it) for and against. Twenty-seven years later, appeared Bengel's
edition of the New Testament (1734); and Wetstein, at the end
of another seventeen years (1751-2), followed in the same field.
Both editors, after rehearsing the adverse testimorgxtenso
left the passage in undisputed possession of its place. Alter in
1786-7, and Birch in 1788 (suspicious as the latter evidently
was of its genuineness,) followed their predecessors' example.
But Matthaei, (who also brought his labours to a close in the year
1788,) was not content to give a silent suffrage. He had been for
upwards of fourteen years a laborious collator of Greek MSS. of
the New Testament, and was so convinced of the insufficiency
of the arguments which had been brought against these twelve
verses of S. Mark, that with no ordinary warmth, no common
acuteness, he insisted on their genuineness.

“With GriesbacH, (remarks Dr. Tregelle$)“Texts which
may be called really critical begih;and Griesbach is the first
to insist that the concluding verses of S. Mark are spurious.
That he did not suppose the second Gospel to have always
ended at verse 8, we have seen alregadye was of opinion,

" Quatuor Evangelia Graece cum variantibus a textu lectionibus Codd. MSS.
Bibliothecae Vaticanae, etc. Jussu et sumtibus regiis edidit Andreas Birch,
Havniag 1788. A copy of this very rare and sumptuous folio may be seen in
the King's Library (Brit. Mus.)

8 Account of the Printed Texp. 83.

® See above, p. 3.



21

however, that at some very remote period, the original ending
of the Gospel perished:disappeared perhafr®m the Evange-
list's own copy—and that the present ending was by some one
substituted in its placé.Griesbach further invented the follow-
ing elaborate and extraordinary hypothesis to account for the
existence of S. Mark xvi. 9-20.

He invites his readers to believe that when, (before the end
of the second century,) the four Evangelical narratives were
collected into a volume and dignified with the title 6The
Gospell—S. Mark's narrative was furnished by some unknown
individual with its actual termination in order to remedy its man-
ifest incompleteness; and that this volume became the standard
of the Alexandrine recension of the text: in other words, became
the fontal source of a mighty family of MSS. by Griesbach
designated a%Alexandrine” But there will have been here and
there in existence isolated copies of one or more of the Gospels;
and in all of these, S. Mark's Gospel, (by the hypothesis,) will
have ended abruptly at the eighth verse. These copies of single
Gospels, when collected together, are presumed by Griesbach
to have constitutedthe Western recensidnlf, in codices of
this family also, the self-same termination is now all but uni-
versally found, the fact is to be accounted for, (Griesbach says,)
by the natural desire which possessors of the Gospels will have
experienced to supplement their imperfect copies as best they
might. “Let this conjecture be acceptégyroceeds the learned
veteran—(unconscious apparently that he has been demanding
acceptance for at least half-a-dozen wholly unsupported as well
as entirely gratuitous conjectures;jand every difficulty disap-
pears; and it becomes perfectly intelligible how there has crept)
into almost every codex which has been written, from the second
century downwards, a section quite different from the original
and genuine ending of S. Mark, which disappeared before the
four Gospels were collected into a single voluteln other
words, if men will but be so accommodating as to assume that
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the conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel disappeared before any one
had the opportunity of transcribing the Evangelist's inspired au-
tograph, they will have no difficulty in understanding that the
present conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel was not really written by
S. Mark.

It should perhaps be stated in passing, that Griesbach was
driven into this curious maze of unsupported conjecture by the
exigencies of hiSRecension Theorywhich, inasmuch as it has
been long since exploded, need not now occupy us. But it is
worth observing that the argument already exhibited, (such as it
is,) breaks down under the weight of the very first fact which its
learned author is obliged to lay upon it. Codex-Bthe solitary
manuscript witness famittingthe clause in question, (for Codex
BWhad not yet been discovered;had been already claimed by
Griesbach as a chief exponent of his so-callatbxandrine Re-
cension. But then, on the Critic's own hypothesis, (as we have
seen already,) Codex B. ought, on the contrary, to lcangained
it. How was that inconvenient fact to be got over? Griesbach
quietly remarks in a foot-note that Codex ‘Bias affinitywith
the Eastern family of MS3—The misfortune of being saddled
with a worthless theory was surely never more apparent. By
the time we have reached this point in the investigation, we are
reminded of nothing so much as of the weary traveller who,
having patiently pursued agnis fatuusthrough half the night,
beholds it at last vanish; but not until it has conducted him up to
his chin in the mire.

Neither Hug, nor Scholz his pupiwho in 1808 and 1830
respectively followed Griesbach with modifications of his re-
cension-theorys-concurred in the unfavourable sentence which
their illustrious predecessor had passed on the concluding por
tion of S. Mark's Gospel. The latter even eagerly vindicated its
genuinenes¥ But with Lachmann,—whose unsatisfactory text

10«“Eam esse authenticam rationes internae et externae probant gravissimae.
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of the Gospels appeared in 184riginated a new principle of
Textual Revision; the principle, namely, of paying exclusive and
absolute deference to the testimony of a few arbitrarily selected
ancient documents; no regard being paid to others of the same or
of yet higher antiquity. This is not the right place for discussing
this plausible and certainly most convenient scheme of textual
revision. That it leads to conclusions little short of irrational,
is certain. | notice it only because it supplies the clue to the
result which, as far as S. Mark xvi. 9-20 is concerned, has been
since arrived at by Dr. Tischendorf, Dr. Tregelles, and Dean
Alford,}1—the three latest critics who have formally undertaken
to reconstruct the sacred Text.

They agree in assuring their readers that the genuine Gospel
of S. Mark extends no further than ch. xvi. ver. 8: in other words,
that all that follows the wordégpofodvto ydp is an unauthorized
addition by some later handia fragment—distinguishable
from the rest of the Gospel not less by internal evidence than
by external testimony. This verdict becomes the more important
because it proceeds from men of undoubted earnestness and high
ability; who cannot be suspected of being either unacquainted
with the evidence on which the point in dispute rests, nor in-
experienced in the art of weighing such evidence. Moreover,
their verdict has been independently reached; is unanimous; is
unhesitating; has been eagerly proclaimed by all three on many
different occasions as well as in many different plateand [oo9]
may be said to be at present in all but undisputed possession of

very early times.

1| find it difficult to say what distress the sudden removal of this amiable and
accomplished Scholar occasions me, just as | am finishing my task. | consign
these pages to the press with a sense of downright reluctaf@enstrained
however by the importance of the subjeetdeeing thaheis no longer among

us either to accept or to dispute a single proposition. All | can do is to erase
every word which might have occasioned him the least annoyance; and indeed,
as seldom as possible to introduce his respected name. An open grave reminds
one of the nothingness of earthly controversy; as nothing else does, or indeed
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the field!® The first-named Editor enjoys a vast reputation, and
has been generously styled by Mr. Scriverighe first Bibli-

cal Critic in Europ€. The other two have produced text-books
which are deservedly held in high esteem, and are in the hands of
every student. The views of such men will undoubtedly colour
the convictions of the next generation of English Churchmen.
It becomes absolutely necessary, therefore, to examine with the
utmost care the grounds of their verdict, the direct result of which
is to present us with a mutilated Gospel. If they are right, there is
no help for it but that the convictions of eighteen centuries in this
respect must be surrendered. But if Tischendorf and Tregelles
are wrong in this particular, it follows of necessity that doubt
is thrown over the whole of their critical method. The case is
a crucial one. Every page of theirs incurs suspicion, if their
deliberate verdict ithisinstance shall prove to be mistaken.

1. Tischendorf disposes of the whole question in a single

can do.

2 Tischendorf, besides eight editions of his laborious critical revision of the
Greek Text, has edited our EnglisAuthorized Versioh (Tauchnitz, 1869,)

with an“Introductiorf addressed to unlearned readers, and the various readings

of Codd B and A, setdownin English at the foot of every pag@regelles,
besides his edition of the Text of the N. T., is very full on the subject of S. Mark
xvi. 9-20, in his* Account of the Printed TexXt,and in his*Introduction to the
Textual Criticism of the N. T. (vol. iv. of Horne'sIntrod.)—Dean Alford,
besides six editions of his Greek Testament, and an abriddifarthe upper
forms of Schools and for passmen at the Universitips} forth two editions

of a“N. T. for English Reader5and three editions dtthe Authorized Version
newly compared with the original Greek and revisedin every one of which

it is stated that these twelve verses §peobably an addition, placed here in

¥ The Rev. F. H. Scrivener, Bp. Ellicott, and Bp. Wordsworth, are hon-
ourable exceptions to this remark. The last-named excellent Divine reluctantly
admitting that‘this portion may not have been penned by S. Mark hiniself;
and Bishop Ellicott Historical Lecturespp. 26-7) askingWhy may not this
portion have been written by S. Mark at a later perided?hoth alike resolutely
insist on its genuineness and canonicity. To the honour of the best living
master of Textual Criticism, the Rev. F. H. Scrivener, (of whom | desire to be
understood to speak as a disciple of his master,) be it stated that he has never
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sentence.” That these verses were not written by Markthe [010]
says,)“admits of satisfactory prodf.He then recites in detalil
the adverse external testimony which his predecessors had accu-
mulated; remarking, that it is abundantly confirmed by internal
evidence. Of this he supplies a solitary sample; but declares that
the whole passage‘isbhorreritto S. Mark's mannet.The facts
of the case being su¢h@and with this he dismisses the subject,)
“a healthy piety reclaims against the endeavours of those who
are for palming off as Mark's what the Evangelist is so plainly
shewn to have known nothing at all abdtt.A mass of laborious
annotation which comes surging in at the close of verse 8, and
fills two of Tischendorf's pages, has the effect of entirely divorc-
ing the twelve verses in question from the inspired text of the
Evangelist. On the other hand, the evideimciavourof the place
is despatched in less than twelve lines. What can be the reason
that an Editor of the New Testament parades elaborately every
particular of the evidence, (such as it @gainstthe genuineness
of a considerable portion of the Gospel; and yet makes summary
work with the evidence in its favour? That Tischendorf has at
least entirely made up his mind on the matter in hand is plain.
Elsewhere, he speaks of the Author of these versé®ssudo
Marcus”1°

2. Dr. Tregelles has expressed himself most fully on this
subject in his*Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New

at any time given the least sanction to the popular outcry against this portion
of the Gospel:Without the slightest misgivirighe has uniformly maintained
the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9-2Mntfoduction pp. 7 and 429-32.)

14 “Haec non a Marco scripta esse argumentis probatur iddniis, 320.)
“Quee testimonia aliis corroborantur argumentis, ut quod conlatis prioribus ver-
su 9. parum apte adduntur verb@ fig éxpep item quod singula multifariam
a Marci ratione abhorrerit(p. 322.}—I quote from the 7th Leipsic ed.; but in
Tischendorf's 8th ed. (1866, pp. 403, 406,) the same verdict is repeated, with
the following addition—"Quae quum ita sint, sanae erga sacrum textum pietati
adversari videntur qui pro apostolicis venditare pergunt qua a Marco aliena
esse tam luculenter docemufp. 407.)

15 Evangelia Apocryphal 853, Proleg. p. Ivi.
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Testamerit (1854). The respected author undertakes to shew
“that the early testimony that S. Mark did not write these
verses is confirmed by existing monumehtéccordingly, he
announces as the result of the propositions which he thinks he has
established; that thebook of Mark himselfextends no further
than époPovvto yap.” He is the only critic | have met with

to whom it does not seem incredible that S. Mark did actually
conclude his Gospel in this abrupt way: observing tiegrhaps

we do not know enough of the circumstances of S. Mark when
he wrote his Gospel to say whether he did or did not leave it
with a complete terminatioh.In this modest suggestion at least
Dr. Tregelles is unassailable, since we know absolutely nothing
whatever aboutthe circumstances of S. Mafkior of any other
Evangelist,)'when he wrote his Gospélneither indeed are we
quite surewho S. Markwas But when he goes on to declare,
notwithstanding,‘that the remaining twelve verses, by whom-
soever written, have a full claim to be received as an authentic
part of the second Gospélnd complains thdtthere is in some
minds a kind of timidity with regard to Holy Scripture, as if all
our notions of its authority depended on our knowing who was
the writer of each particular portion; instead of simply seeing
and owning that it was given forth fromds, and that it is as
much His as were the Commandments of the Law written by His
own finger on the tables of storié®>—the learned writer betrays

a misapprehension of the question at issue, which we are least of
all prepared to encounter in such a quarter. We admire his piety
but it is at the expense of his critical sagacity. For the question is
not at all one ofauthorship but only one ofgenuinenessHave

the codices beemutilatedwhich donot contain these verses? If
they have, then must these verses be held tgameiine But on

the contrary, Have the codices besipplementedhich contain
them? Then are these verses certagyrious There is no help

16 pp. 253, 7-9.
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for it but they must either be held to be an integral part of the
Gospel, and therefore, in default of any proof to the contrary, as
certainly by S. Mark as any other twelve verses which can be
named; or else an unauthorized addition to it. If they belong to
the post-apostolic age it is idle to insist on their Inspiration, and
to claim that this‘authentic anonymous addition to what Mark
himself wrote dowh is as much the work of & “as were the

Ten Commandments written by His own finger on the tables[af?]
stone” On the other hand, if theYought as much to be received

as part of our second Gospel as the last chapter of Deuteronomy
(unknown as the writer is) is received as the right and proper
conclusion of the book of Mosés+it is difficult to understand

why the learned editor should think himself at liberty to sever
them from their context, and introduce the subscripTA
MAPKON after ver. 8. In short;How persons who believe that
these verses did not form a part of the original Gospel of Mark,
but were added afterwards, can say that they have a good claim to
be received as an authentic or genuine part of the second Gospel,
that is, a portion of canonical Scripture, passes comprehehsion.
It passes even Dr. Davidson's comprehension; (for the foregoing
words are his;) and Dr. Davidson, as some of us are aware, is not
a man to stick at trifles’

3. Dean Alford went a little further than any of his predeces-
sors. He says that this passédges placed as a completion of the
Gospel soon after the Apostolic periedthe Gospel itself having
been, for some reason unknown to us, left incomplete. The most
probable suppositidnhe adds}) s, thatthe last leaf of the origi-
nal Gospel was torn awayThe italics in this conjecture (which

7 In his first edition (1848, vol. i. p. 163) Dr. Davidson pronounced it
“manifestly untenabfethat S. Mark's Gospel was the last written; and assigned
A.D.{FNS 64 as"its most probabledate. In his second (1868, vol. ii. p. 117),
he says—"When we consider thahe Gospel was not written till the second
century internal evidence loses much of its force against the authenticity of
these verses—Introduction to N.T.
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was originally Griesbach's) are not mine. The internal evidence
(declares the same learned writ&pyeponderates vastly against
the authorship of MarK;or (as he elsewhere expresses it) against
“its genuineness as a work of the Evangégligtccordingly, in

his Prolegomena, (p. 38) he describes it“#®e remarkable
fragmentat the end of the GospeélAfter this, we are the less
astonished to find that heloses the second Gospel at ved.
introduces the Subscription there; and encloses the twelve verses
which follow within heavy brackets. Thus, whereas from the
days of our illustrious countryman Mill (1707), the editors of
the N. T. have either been silent on the subject, or else have
whispered only that this section of the Gospel is to be received
with less of confidence than the restit has been reserved for

the present century to convert the ancient suspicions into actual
charges. The latest to enter the field have been the first to execute
Griesbach's adverse sentence pronounced fifty years ago, and to
load the blessed Evangelist with bonds.

It might have been foreseen that when Critics so conspicuous
permit themselves thus to handle the precious deposit, others
would take courage to hurl their thunderbolts in the same direc-
tion with the less concerfilt is probable; (says Abp. Thomson
in the Bible Dictionary) “that this section is from a different
hand, and was annexed to the Gospels soon after the times of
the Apostles!®—The Rev. T. S. Greel (an able scholar,
never to be mentioned without respect,) considers ‘ttregt hy-
pothesis of very early interpolation satisfies the body of facts
in evidencé—which “point unmistakably in the direction of a
spurious origini—" In respect of Mark's Gospel(writes Profes-
sor Norton in a recent work on tl&enuineness of the Gospgls
“there is ground for believing that the last twelve verses were
not written by the Evangelist, but were added by some other
writer to supply a short conclusion to the work, which some

18 vol. ii. p. 239.
19 Developed Criticism[1857], p. 53.
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cause had prevented the author from complétifg—Professor
Westcott—who, jointly with the Rev. F. J. A. Hort, announces

a revised Text-assures us thdthe original text, from what-
ever cause it may have happened, terminated abruptly after the
account of the Angelic visioh.The rest‘was added at another
time, and probably by another hahdlt is in vain to speculate on

the causes of this abrupt clo5&The remaining verses cannot be
regarded as part of the original narrative of S. Matk—Meyer
insists that this is afapocryphal fragmerit,and reproduces all

the arguments, external and internal, which have ever bepms
arrayed against it, without a particle of misgiving. Theote’

with which he takes leave of the subject is even insotént.

A comparison (he says) of thes&éagment$ (ver. 9-18 and

19) with the parallel places in the other Gospels and in the Acts,
shews how vacillating and various were the Apostolical traditions
concerning the appearances of owrb after His Resurrection,
and concerning His AscensioriHast thou killed, and also taken
possessior?

Such, then, is the hostile verdict concerning these last twelve
verses which | venture to dispute, and which I trust | shall live to
see reversed. The writers above cited will be found to rely (1.)
on the external evidence of certain ancient MSS.; and (2.) on
Scholia which statéthat the more ancient and accurate copies
terminated the Gospel at ver.”§3.) They assure us that this
is confirmed by a formidable array of Patristic authorities. (4.)
Internal proof is declared not to be wanting. Certain incoher-
ences and inaccuracies are pointed out. In fitiee phraseology
and style of the sectidnare declared to bé&unfavourable to
its authenticity; not a few of the words and expressions being
“foreign to the diction of MarR—1 propose to shew that all

20 Ed. 1847. i. p. 17. He recommends this view to his reader's acceptance in
five pages;—pp. 216 to 221.

21 |ntroduction to the Study of the Gospgts 311.

22 Critical and Exegetical Commentar§855, 8vo. pp. 182, 186-92.
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these confident and imposing statements are to a great extent
either mistakes or exaggerations, and that the slender residuum
of fact is about as powerless to achieve the purpose of the critics
as were the seven green withs of the Philistines to bind Samson.

In order to exhibit successfully what | have to offer on this
subject, | find it necessary to begin (in the next chapter) at the
very beginning. I think it right, however, in this place to premise
a few plain considerations which will be of use to us throughout
all our subsequent inquiry; and which indeed we shall never be
able to afford to lose sight of for long.

The question at issue being simply this/Vhether it is rea-
sonable to suspect that the last twelve verses of S. Mark are a
spurious accretion and unauthorized supplement to his Gospel,
or not2—the whole of our business clearly resolves itself into
an examination of what has been urged in proof that the for-
mer alternative is the correct one. Our opponents maintain that
these verses did not form part of the original autograph of the
Evangelist. But it is a known rule in the Law of Evidence that
the burthen of proof lies on the party who asserts the affirmative
of the issu&® We have therefore to ascertain in the present
instance what the supposed proof is exactly worth; remembering
always that in this subject-mattehigh degree of probabilitys
the only kind of proof which is attainable. When, for example, it
is contended that the famous words in S. John's first Epistle (1 S.
Johnv. 7, 8,) are not to be regarded as genuine, the fact that they
are away from almost every known Codex is accepted as a proof
that they were also away from the autograph of the Evangelist.
On far less weighty evidence, in fact, we are at all times prepared
to yield the hearty assent of our understanding in this department
of sacred science.

And yet, it will be found that evidence of overwhelming
weight, if not of an entirely different kind, is required in the

2 |n the Roman law this principle is thus expressetiEi incumbit probatio
qui dicit, non qui negat.Tayloron the Law of Evidencéd 868, i. p. 369.
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present instance: as | proceed to explain.

1. When it is contended that ouokD's reply to the young
ruler (S. Matt. xix. 17)was notTi pe Aéyeig dyabdv; ovdeig
ayabog, i un €ig, 6 Oedg,—it is at the same time insisted that
it was T1 ye €pwtdg mepi tod ayaboU; €i¢ €otiv 0 ayabdc. It is
proposed to omit the former worasly because an alternative
clause is at hand, which it is proposed to substitute in its room.

2. Again. When it is claimed that some given passage of
the Textus Receptus;S. Mark ch xv. 28, for example ki
EMANpwON 1N ypaen n Aéyovoa, Kai petd avouwv €loyicdn,)
or the Doxology in S. Matth. vi. 13+is spurious, all that is
pretended is that certain words are an unauthorized addition to
the inspired text; and that by simply omitting them we are so far
restoring the Gospel to its original integritv.The same is to be
said concerningevery other charge of interpolation which can
be namedIf the celebratedpericopa de adulterafor instance,
be indeed not genuine, we have but to leave out those twebzel
verses of S. John's Gospel, and to read chap. vii. 52 in close
sequence with chap. viii. 12; and we are assured that we are put
in possession of the text as it came from the hands of its inspired
Author. Nor, (it must be admitted), is any difficulty whatever
occasioned thereby; for there is no reason assignable why the
two last-named verses shoubdt cohere; (there is no internal
improbability, 1 mean, in the supposition;) neither does there
exist anya priori reason why a considerable portion of narrative
should be looked for in that particular part of the Gospel.

3. But the case is altogether different, as all must see, when it
is proposed to get rid of the twelve verses which for 1700 years
and upwards have formed the conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel;
no alternative conclusion being proposed to our acceptance. For
let it be only observed what this proposal practically amounts to
and means.

(a) And first, it doesnot mean that S. Mark himself, with
design, brought his Gospel to a close at the wakpsodvto
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ydp. That supposition would in fact be irrational. It does not
mean, | say, that by simply leaving out those last twelve verses
we shall be restoring the second Gospel to its original integrity.
And this it is which makes the present a different case from every
other, and necessitates a fuller, if not a different kind of proof.

(b.) What then? It means that although an abrupt and im-
possible termination would confessedly be the result of omitting
verses 9-20, no nearer approximation to the original autograph
of the Evangelist is at present attainable. Whether S. Mark was
interruptedbefore he could finish his Gospek(as Dr. Tregelles
and Professor Norton suggestin which case it will have been
published by its Author in an unfinished state: or whethbe
last leaf was torn awdybefore a single copy of the original
could be procurees-(a view which is found to have recommend-
ed itself to Griesbachs-in which case it will have once had a
different termination from at present; which termination howev-
er, by the hypothesis, has since been irrecoverably-esind
to one of these two wild hypotheses the critics are logically
reducedy—this we are not certainly told. The critics are only
agreed in assuming that S. Mark's Gospas at first without the
verses which at present conclude it

But this assumption, (that a work which has been held to
be a complete work for seventeen centuries and upwards was
originally incomplete,) of course requirggsoof. The forego-
ing improbable theories, based on a gratuitous assumption, are
confrontedin limine with a formidable obstacle which must be
absolutely got rid of before they can be thought entitled to a
serious hearing. It is a familiar and a fatal circumstance that the
Gospel of S. Mark has been furnished with its present termination
ever since the second century of the Christian Z&ta.default,
therefore, of distinct historical evidence or definite documentary

24 This is freely allowed by all*Certiores facti sumus hanc pericopam jam in
secundo seeculo lectam fuisse tanquam hujus evangelii paffeegellesN.T.
p. 214.
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proof thatat some earlier period than théttterminated abrupt-

ly, nothing short of the utter unfitness of the verses which at
present conclude S. Mark's Gospel to be regarded as the work of
the Evangelist, would warrant us in assuming that they are the
spurious accretion of the post-apostolic age: and as such, at the
end of eighteen centuries, to be deliberately rejected. We must
absolutely be furnished, | say, with internal evidence of the most
unequivocal character; or else with external testimony of a direct
and definite kind, if we are to admit that the actual conclusion
of S. Mark's Gospel is an unauthorized substitute for something
quite different that has been lost. | can only imagine one other
thing which could induce us to entertain such an opinion; and that
would be thegeneralconsent of MSS., Fathers, and Versions in
leaving these verses out. Else, it is evident that we are logically
forcedto adopt the far easier supposition thadi{(S. Mark, but)
some copyist of the third centulgft a copy of S. Mark's Gospel
unfinished; which unfinished copy became the fontal source of
the mutilated copies which have come down to our own tifiesp1s]

| have thought it right to explain the matter thus fully at the

outset; not in order to prejudge the question, (fioat could
answer no good purpose,) but only in order that the reader may
have clearly set before him the real nature of the issus.it
reasonable to suspect that the concluding verses of S. Mark are
a spurious accretion and unauthorized supplement to his Gospel,
or not? Thatis the question which we have to considethe
onequestion. And while | proceed to pass under careful review
all the evidence on this subject with which | am acquainted, |
shall be again and again obliged to direct the attention of my
reader to its bearing on the real point at issue. In other words, we

Z This in fact is how Bengel (N. T. p. 626) accounts for the phe-
nomenon—"“Fieri potuit ut librarius, scripto versu 8, reliquam partem scribere
differret, et id exemplar, casu non perfectum, alii quasi perfectum sequerentur,
praesertim quum ea pars cum reliqgué historid evangelicA minus congruere
videretur?
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shall have again and again to ask ourselves, how far it is rendered
probable by each fresh article of evidence that S. Mark's Gospel,
when it left the hands of its inspired Author, was an unfinished
work; the last chapter ending abruptly at ver. 8?

I will only point out, before passing on, that the course which
has been adopted towards S. Mark xvi. 9-20, by the latest Editors
of the New Testament, is simply illogical. Either they regard
these verses gmssiblygenuine, or else aertainly spurious. If
they entertain (as they say they do) a decided opinion that they are
not genuine, they ought (if they would be consistaiathanish
them from the tex@® Converselysince they do not banish them
from the text they have no right to pass a fatal sentence upon
them; to designate their author §sseudo-Marcus;to handle
them in contemptuous fashion. The plain truth is, these learned
men are better than their theory; the worthlessness of which they
are made tdeel in the present most conspicuous instance. It
reduces them to perplexity. It has landed them in inconsistency
and erro—They will find it necessary in the end to reverse their
convictions. They cannot too speedily reconsider their verdict,
and retrace their steps.

CHAPTER III.

2|t is thus that Tischendorf treats S. Luke xxiv. 12, and (in his latest edition)
S. John xxi. 25.
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THE EARLY FATHERS
APPEALED TO, AND
OBSERVED TO BEAR
FAVOURABLE WITNESS.

Patristic evidence sometimes the most important of any
(p- 20)—The importance of such evidence explained (p.
21)—Nineteen Patristic witnesses to these Verses, produced
(p. 23)—Summary (p. 30).

The present inquiry must be conducted solely on grounds of
Evidence, external and internal. For the full consideration of the
former, seven Chapters will be necess&ryor a discussion of

the latter, one seventh of that space will sufiaVe have first

to ascertain whether the external testimony concerning S. Mark
xvi. 9-20 is of such a nature as to constrain us to admit that it is
highly probable that those twelve verses are a spurious appendix
to S. Mark's Gospel.

1. It is well known that for determining the Text of the New
Testament, we are dependent on three chief sources of infor-
mation: viz. (1.) on MnuscriPTS—(2.) on VERsIoNs—(3.)
on FATHERS. And it is even self-evident that th@ost ancient
MSS.—the earliest Versionsi—the oldestof the Fathers, will
probably be in every instance the most trustworthy witnesses.

27 Chap. Ill.-VIII., also Chap. X.
28 Chap. IX.
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2. Further, it is obvious that a really ancient Codex of the
Gospels must needs supply more valuable critical help in es-
tablishing the precise Text of Scripture than can possibly be
rendered by any Translation, however faithful: while Patristic
citations are on the whole a less decisive authority, even than
Versions. The reasons are chiefly theséa.) Fathers often
guote Scripture loosely, if not licentiously; and sometiralhsde
only when they seem tguote (b.) They appear to have too often
depended on their memory, and sometimes are demonstrably
loose and inaccurate in their citations; the same Father being
observed to quote the same place in different waysQopyists
and Editors may not be altogether depended upon for the exact
form of such supposed quotations. Thus the evidence of Fathers
must always be to some extent precarious.

3. On the other hand, it cannot be too plainly pointed out
that when—instead of certifying ourselves of tlaetual words
employedby an Evangelist, their precisserm and exactse-
guence—our object is only to ascertain whether a considerable
passage of Scripture is genuine or not; is to be rejected or re-
tained; was known or was not known in the earliest ages of the
Church; then, instead of supplying the least important evidence,
Fathers become by far the most valuable withesses of all. This
entire subject may be conveniently illustrated by an appeal to the
problem before us.

4. Of course, if we possessed copies of the Gospels coeval
with their authors, nothing could compete with such evidence.
But then unhappily nothing of the kind is the case. The facts
admit of being stated within the compass of a few lines. We have
one Codex (the Vatican, B) which is thought to belong to the
first half of the iV century; and another, the newly discovered
Codex Sinaiticus, (at St. Petersbulll) which is certainly not
guite so old—perhaps by 50 years. Next come two famous
codices; the Alexandrine (in the British Museum, A) and the
Codex Ephraemi (in the Paris Library, C), which are probably
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from 50 to 100 years more recent still. The Codex Bezae (at
Cambridge, D) is considered by competent judges to be the
depository of a recension of the text as ancient as any of the
others. Notwithstanding its strangely depraved condition there-
fore—the many*‘monstra potius quam variae lectioheghich
it contains—it may be reckoned with the preceding four, though
it must be 50 or 100 years later than the latest of them. After
this, we drop down, (as far as S. Mark is concerned,) to 2 uncial
MSS. of the viil" century;—7 of the iX"—4 of the iX" or x 29
while cursives of the £ and xif"" centuries are very numerougo2i]
indeed,—the copies increasing in number in a rapid ratio as we
descend the stream of Time. Our primitive manuscript withesses,
therefore, are butvein number at the utmost. And of these it has
never been pretended that the oldest is to be referred to an earlier
date than the beginning of theﬂ?vcentury, while it is thought
by competent judges that the last named may very possibly have
been written quite late in the Vi

5. Are we then reduced to this fourfold, (or at most fivefold,)
evidence concerning the text of the Gospelen evidence of
not quite certain date, and yet (as we all believe) not reaching
further back than to the century of our sera? Certainly not.
Here, RTHERS come to our aid. There are perhaps as many as an
hundred Ecclesiastical Writers older than the oldest extant Codex
of the N. T.. while between A.D. 300 and A.D. 600, (within
which limits our five oldest MSS. may be considered certainly
to fall,) there exist about two hundred Fathers more. True, that
many of these have left wondrous little behind them; and that the
guotations from Holy Scripture of the greater part may justly be
described as rare and unsatisfactory. But what then? From the
three hundred, make a liberal reduction; and an hundred writers
will remain whofrequentlyquote the New Testament, and who,

Bviz. E, L, [viii]: K, M, V, T, A, A (quaere)]I (Tisch. ed.8va.) [ix]: G, X,
S, U [ix, x]. The following uncials are defective hereF (ver. 9-19), H (ver.
9-14),I,N,O,P,Q,R, T,W, Y, Z.
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when they do quote it, are probably as trustworthy witnesses to
the Truth of Scripture as either Codllor Cod. B. We have
indeed heard a great deal too much of the precariousness of this
class of evidence: not nearly enough of the gross inaccuracies
which disfigure the text of those two Codices. Quite surprising
is it to discover to what an extent Patristic quotations from the
New Testament have evidently retained their exact original form.
What we chiefly desiderate at this time is a more careful revision
of the text of the Fathers, and more skilfully elaborated indices of
the works of eachnot oneof them having been hitherto satisfac-
torily indexed. It would be easy to demonstrate the importance
of bestowing far more attention on this subject than it seems to
have hitherto enjoyed: but | shall content myself with citing a
single instance; and for this, (in order not to distract the reader's
attention), | shall refer him to the AppendiX.What is at least
beyond the limits of controversy, whenevée genuineness of

a considerable passage of Scriptugethe point in dispute, the
testimony of Fathers who undoubtedly recognise that passage, is
beyond comparison the most valuable testimony we can enjoy.

6. For let it be only considered what is implied by a Patristic
appeal to the Gospel. It amounts to thighat a conspicuous
personage, probably a Bishop of the Churebne, therefore,
whose history, date, place, are all more or less matter of notori-
ety—gives us his written assurance that the passage in question
was found in that copy of the Gospels which he was accustomed
himself to employthe uncial codex(it has long since perished)
which belonged to himsedir to the Church which he served. Itis
evident, in short, that any objection to quotations from Scripture
in the writings of the ancient Fathers can only apply to the form
of those quotations; not to thesubstance It is just as certain
that a verse of Scripture was actually read by the Father who
unmistakedly refers to it, as if we had read it with him; even

30 see Appendix (A), on the true reading of S. Luke ii. 14.



39

though the gravest doubts may be entertained as toghissima
verbd which were found in his own particular copy. He may
have trusted to his memory: or copyists may have taken liberties
with his writings: or editors may have misrepresented what they
found in the written copies. Th#rm of the quoted verse, |
repeat, may have suffered almost to any extent. Siliestance

on the contrary, inasmuch as it lay wholly beyond their province,
may be looked upon as an indisputafzdet

7. Some such preliminary remarks, (never out of place when
guotations from the Fathers are to be considered,) cannot well
be withheld when the most venerable Ecclesiastical writings are
appealed to. The earliest of the Fathers are observed to quote
with singular licences-to allude rather than to quote. Strange
to relate, those ancient men seem scarcely to have been aware
of the grave responsibility they incurred when they substituted
expressions of their own for the utterances of thRS. It is
evidently not so much that thememoryis in fault, as their [023]
judgment—in that they evidently hold themselves at liberty to
paraphrase, to recast, to reconstrict.

I. Thus, it is impossible to resist the inference thatirRs
refers to S. Mark xvi. 18 when he records a marvellous tradition
concerning Justus surnamed Barsalids)ow that after drinking
noxious poison, through thedep's grace he experienced no evil
consequence® He does not givehe wordsof the Evangelist.

It is even surprising how completely he passes them by; and yet
the allusion to the place just cited is manifest. Now, Papias is a
writer who lived so near the time of the Apostles that he made it
his delight to collect their traditional sayings. His date (according

31 Consider how Ignatiusagl Smyrn.c. 3) quotes S. Luke xxiv. 39; and how
he refers to S. John xii. 3 in his Epd Ephesc. 17.

32 Iotopel [sc. Mamiag] €repov mapddofov mepi Tolotov TOV émkAnOévTa
Bapoafav yeyovog,—evidently a slip of the pen f@apoapav tov émkAndévta
lobotov (see Acts i. 23, quoted by Eusebius immediately afterwardbdg)
InAnthplov edpuakov Eumidvrog kai undev andeg dix trv tod Kupiov xdpiv
vnopeivavtog. EusebHist. Eccl.iii. 39.
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to Clinton) is A.D. 100.

[l. JusTIN MARTYR, the date of whose first Apology is A.D.
151, is observed to say concerning the Apostles that, after our
Lorp's Ascension—¢EeABévteg mavtayol ékrjpuéav:33 which
is nothing else but a quotation from the last verse of S. Mark's
Gospek—¢keivol 8¢ €eA06vteg ekrpuEav mavtayxol. And thus
it is found that the conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel was famil-
iarly known within fifty years of the death of the last of the
Evangelists.

lll. When IreN&us in his third Book against Heresies, de-
liberately quotes and remarks upon the 19th verse of the last
chapter of S. Mark's Gosp&t,we are put in possession of the
certain fact that the entire passage now under consideration was
extant in a copy of the Gospels which was used by the Bishop
of the Church of Lyons sometime about the year A.D. 180, and
which therefore cannot possibly have been written much more
than a hundred years after the date of the Evangelist himself:
while it mayhave been written by a contemporary of S. Mark,
and probablywas written by one who lived immediately after
his time—Who sees not that this single piece of evidence is in
itself sufficient to outweigh the testimony of any codex extant?
It is in fact a mere trifling with words to distinguish between
“Manuscript and “Patristi¢ testimony in a case like this: for
(as | have already explained) the passage quoted from S. Mark's
Gospel by Ireneeus is to all intents and purpas@sgment from
a dated manuscripandthat MS., demonstrably older by at least

33 Apol.1. c. 45—The supposed quotations in c. 9 from the FragnmenRes-
urrectione(Westcott and others) are clearly references to S. Luke »xivot

to S. Mark xvi.

34ib. iii. c. x. ad fin. (ed. Stieren, i. p. 462)“In fine autem Evangelii

ait Marcus,et quidem Dominus Jesus, postquam locutus est sis, receptus est
in caelos, et sedet ad dexteram Dehccordingly, against S. Mark xvi. 19 in
Harl. MS. 5647 (= Evan. 72) occurs the following marginal scholium, which
Cramer has already publishedEipnvaiog 6 Tdv AnootéAwv mAnciov, év T@

1PpOG TAG aipéoelg y Adyw to0To dVAVEYKEV TO PNTOV WG MApKY EIPNUEVOV.
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one hundred and fifty years than the oldest copy of the Gospels
which has come down to our times.

IV. Take another proof that these concluding verses of S.
Mark were in the second century accounted an integral part of his
Gospel. HpPoLYTus Bishop of Portus near Borne (190-227), a
contemporary of Irengeus, quotes the 17th and 18th verses in his
fragmentilepi Xapiopdtwv.®® Also in his Homily on the heresy [025]

17, 18,) is identical throughout. It forms the first article in LagaréRe$iquise
extending from p. 1 to p. 4, and is there headeduokaAia t@v ayiwv
‘ATOGTOAWYV TEEPL XAPLOUATWV.

35 First published as his by Fabricius (vol. i. 245.) Its authorship has never
been disputed. In the enumeration of the works of Hippolytus (inscribed on
the chair of his marble effigy in the Lateran Museum at Rome) is +e&idPI
XAPIZIMATQN; and by that name the fragment in question is actually designat-
ed in the third chapter of the (so callethpostolical Constitutions, (td pev
obv np@ta t00 Adyov €€eBéueba mepi TV Xapiopdtwy, k.t.A.),—in which
singular monument of Antiquity the fragment itself is also found. It is in fact
nothing else but the first two chapters of th&postolical Constitution$; of

which the i\}h chapter is also claimed for Hippolytus, (though with evidently

far less reason,) and as such appears in the last edition of the Father's collected
works, Hippolyti Romani quee feruntur omnia Greeed. Lagarde, 18583p.

74.

The work thus assigned to Hippolytus, (evidently on the strength of the
heading—Awatd&eic TV qutdv ayiwv AnoctéAwv Tepl Xelpotovidy, Sid
‘InnoAvtov,) is part of the' Octateuchus Clementintis;oncerning which La-
garde has several remarks in the preface toR@quise Juris Ecclesiastici
Antiquissimg 1856. The composition in question extends from p. 5 to p.

18 of the last-named publication. The exact correspondence between the
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of Noetus® Hippolytus has a plain reference to this section of
S. Mark's Gospel. To an inattentive reader, the passage alluded
to might seem to be only the fragment of a Creed; but this is
not the case. In the CreedspilsT is invariably spoken of as
aveA@évra: in the Scripturesinvariably as&vaAnfévra.?’” So

that when Hippolytus says of HimyaAappdvetat eig ovpavoig

kal €k de&1dv Matpog kabiletat, the reference must needs be to
S. Mark xvi. 19.

V. At the Seventh GunciL oF CARTHAGE held under Cyprian,
A.D. 256, (on the baptizing of Heretics,) Vincentius, Bishop
of Thibari, (a place not far from Carthage,) in the presence of
the eighty-seven assembled African bishops, quoted two of the
verses under consideratiéhand Augustine, about a century and
a half later, in his reply, recited the words afreSh.

VI. The Apocryphal ATAa PiLATI (sometimes called the
“Gospel of Nicodemud Tischendorf assigns without hesita-
tion to the iif century; whether rightly or wrongly | have no
means of ascertaining. It is at all events a very ancient forgery,
and it contains the 15th, 16th, 17th and 18th verses of this
chapter'©

VII. This is probably the right place to mention that ver. 15 is
clearly alluded to in two places of the (so-calléd)posToLicAaL

“Octateuchus Clementinuand the Pseudo-Apostolical Constitutions will be

found to extend no further than the single chapter (tﬁ@) igpecified in the
text. In the meantime the fragmenmdpi xapiopdtwv (containing S. Mark xvi.

38 Ad fin. See Routh'®©pusculai. p. 80.

%7 For which reason | cordially subscribe to Tischendorf's remark (ed. 8va. p.
407),“Quod idem [Justinus] ChristusveAnAvBdvta ig Tovg ovpdvoug dicit,
[Apol.l. c. 50?] minus valet.

38 “|n nomine meo manum imponite, daemonia expellit€yprian Opp. p.
237 [Reliqq. Sacriii. p. 124,] quoting S. Mark xvi. 17, 18:+“In homine meo
daemonia ejicient ... super egrotos manus impoetbene habeburit.

%% Responsa ad Episcopas 44, Reliqqg.v. 248.)

40 Evangelia Apocryphaed. Tischendorf, 1853, pp. 243 and 351: d@soleg.
p. Ivi.
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ConsTiTuTIoNns” 4! and that verse 16 is quoted (with no variety2s]
of reading from theTextus Receptd in an earlier part of the
same ancient work. THeConstitution are assigned to the fi

or the iV century?3

VIl and IX. It will be shewn in Chapter V. that Esesius, the
Ecclesiastical Historian, was profoundly well acquainted with
these verses. He discusses them largely, and (as | shall prove in
the chapter referred to) was by no means disposed to question
their genuineness. His Church History was published A.D. 325.

Marinus also, (whoever that individual may have been,) a
contemporary of Eusebiusjinasmuch as he is introduced to
our notice by Eusebius himself as asking a question concern-
ing the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel without a trace
of misgiving as to the genuineness of that about which he in-
quires—is a competent witness in their favor who has hitherto
been overlooked in this discussion.

X. Tischendorf and his followers state that Jacobus Nisibenus
guotes these verses. Falacobus Nisibenligead” APHRAATES
the Persian Sadgeand the statement will be correct. The history
of the mistake is curious.

Jerome, in his Catalogue of Ecclesiastical writers, makes no
mention of Jacob of Nisibis;-a famous Syrian Bishop who was
present at the Council of Nicaea, A.D. 325. Gennadius of Mar-
seille, (who carried on Jerome's list to the year 495) asserts that
the reason of this omission was Jerome's ignorance of the Syriac
language; and explains that Jacob was the author of twenty-two
Syriac Homilies** Of these, there exists a very ancient Armenian

n 1. vii. ¢ 7 (ad fin),—AaPévteg évioAfv map adtod knpv&at T
evayyéAiov gig SAov tov kéopov: and inl. viii. ¢. 1,—nuiv toig drootdloig
uéAovot to evayyéAtov katayyéAAev don tfi kticel. Observe, this immedi-
ately follows the quotation of verses 17, 18.

42 Lib. vi. c. 15—The quotation (at the beginning li. viii.) of the 17th and
18th verses, has been already noticed in its proper plagea p. 24.

43 Scrivener'dntroduction p. 421.

44 ApudHieron.Opp. edVallars., ii. 951-4.



[027]

44 The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark

translation; which was accordingly edited as the work of Jacobus
Nisibenus with a Latin version, at Rome, in 1756. Gallandius
reprinted both the Armenian and the Latin; and to Gallandius
(vol. v.) we are referred whenevédacobus NisibenuUsis
quoted.

But the proposed attribution of the Homilies in ques-
tion—though it has been acquiesced in for nearly 1400 yediss,
incorrect. Quite lately the Syriac originals have come to light, and
they prove to be the work of Aphraatéshe Persian Sadge;-a
Bishop, and the earliest known Father of the Syrian Church. In
the first Homily, (which bears date A.D. 337), verses 16, 17, 18
of S. Mark xvi. are quoted®—yet not from the version known as
the Curetonian Syriac, nor yet from the Peshito ex&hyHere,
then, is another wholly independent witness to the last twelve
verses of S. Mark, coeval certainly with the two oldest copies of
the Gospel extant-B andilL

XIl. AmBrosg, Archbishop of Milan (A.D. 374-397) freely
guotes this portion of the Gospelciting ver. 15 four times:
verses 16, 17 and 18, each three times: ver. 20, ®nhce.

XIl. The testimony of GRrysostom (A.D. 400) has been all
but overlooked. In part of a Homily claimed for him by his
Benedictine Editors, he points out that S. Luke alone of the
Evangelists describes the Ascension: S. Matthew and S. John
not speaking of it—S. Mark recording the event only. Then
he quotes verses 19, 20.This’ (he adds)‘is the end of the
Gospel. Mark makes no extended mention of the Asceri$fon.
Elsewhere he has an unmistakable reference to S. Mark £¥i. 9.

4 See Dr. Wright's ed. dfAphraates, (4. 1869.) i. p. 21. | am entirely
indebted to the learned EditoPsefacefor the information in the text.

8 From Dr. Wright, and my brother Archdeacon Rose.

47Vol. i. 796 E and vol. ii. 461 D quote ver. 15: 1429 B quotes ver. 15 and
16: vol. ii. 663 B, C quotes ver. 16 to 18. Vol. i. 127 A quotes ver. 16 to 18.
Vol. i. 639 E and vol. ii. 400 A quote ver. 17, 18. Vol. i. 716 A quotes ver. 20.
8 Opp.iii. 765 A, B.

49 Kai pnv o 2vayyéhiov todvavriov Aéyel, 8Tt Tij Mapia mpdtn [6eon).
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XIl. JeroME, on a point like this, is entitled to more attention
than any other Father of the Church. Living at a very early period,
(for he was bornin 331 and died in 428;ndowed with extraor-
dinary Biblical learning—a man of excellent judgmenrtand a
professed Editor of the New Testament, for the execution @]
which task he enjoyed extraordinary facilitieshis testimony
is most weighty. Not unaware am | that Jerome is commonly
supposed to be a witness on the opposite side: concerning which
mistake | shall have to speak largely in Chapter V. But it ought
to be enough to point out that we should not have met with these
last twelve verses in the Vulgate, had Jerome held them to be
spurious>? He familiarly quotes the 9th verse in one place of his
writings;> in another place he makes the extraordinary statement
that in certain of the copies, (especially the Greek,) was found
after ver. 14the reply of the eleven Apostleshen our 3viour
“upbraided them with their unbelief and hardness of heart, be-
cause they believed not them which had seen Him after He was
risen?®2 To discuss so weak and worthless a forgergip trace
of which is found in any MS. in existence, and of which nothing
whatever is known except what Jerome here tells—ugquld
be to waste our time indeed. The fact remains, however, that
Jerome, besides giving these last twelve verses a place in the

Chrys.Opp.ch. 355 B.

50«Cogig (he says to Pope Damastisit post exemplaria Scripturarum toto
orbe dispersa quasi quidam arbiter sedeam; et quia inter se variant, quae sintilla
quae cum Graecé consentiant veritate decerrdtfi@ec praesens praefatiun-
cula pollicetur quatuor Evangelia ... codicum Graecorum emendata conlatione,
sed et veterur.

*1vol.i. p. 327 C ed.Vallars.)

52 Contra Pelagianosll. 15, (Opp. ii. 744-5%—"In quibusdam exemplaribus

et maxima in Graecis codicibus, juxta Marcum in fine Evangelii scribitur:
Postea quum accubuissent undecim, apparuit eis Jesus, et exprobravit in-
credulitatem et duritiam cordis eorum, quia his qui viderant eum resurgentem,
non crediderunt. Et illi satisfaciebant dicentes: Saeculum istud iniquitatis et
incredulitatis substantia est, quae non sinit per immundos spiritus veram Dei
apprehendi virtutem: idcirco jam nunc revela justitiam tuam.
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Vulgate, quotes S. Mark xvi. 14, as well as ver. 9, in the course
of his writings.

XIV. It was to have been expected thatdusTiNnE would
guote these verses: but he more than quotes them. He brings
them forward again and agaif—discusses them as the work
of S. Mark—remarks that'in diebus PaschalibdsS. Mark's
narrative of the Resurrection was publicly read in the Chafch.

All this is noteworthy. Augustine flourished A.D. 395-430.

XV. and XVI. Another very important testimony to the gen-
uineness of the concluding part of S. Mark's Gospel is furnished
by the unhesitating manner in whictedorius the heresiarch,
guotes ver. 20; andYaiL of ALEXANDRIA accepts his quotation,
adding a few words of his ow?. Let it be borne in mind that this
is tantamount to the discovery bfo dated codices containing
the last twelve verses of S. Markandthat dateanterior (it is
impossible to say by how many years) to A.D. 430.

XVII. V icTor oF ANTIOCH, (concerning whom | shall have to
speak very largely in Chapter V.,) flourished about A.D. 425.
The critical testimony which he bears to the genuineness of these
verses is more emphatic than is to be met with in the pages of
any other ancient Father. It may be characterized as the most
conclusive testimony which it was in his power to render.

XVIII. H esvcHius of Jerusalem, by a singular oversight, has
been reckoned among the impugners of these verses. He is on
the contrary their eager advocate and champion. It seems to have
escaped observation that towards the close dftha@nily on the

S3E.g. ver. 12 in vol. ii. 515 C (Ep. 149); Vol. v. 988-CVerses 15, 16, in
vol.v. 391 E, 985 A: vol. x. 22 F.

**Vol.v. 997 F, 998 B, C.

55 ¢EeN0GVTEC Ydp, not, diekrpuocov TOV Adyov mavtaxod. tod Kupiod
ovvepyodvtog, kai tov Adyov PeParobvtog, dia t@V Emakolovbnodviwyv
onpewwv. Nestoriusc. Orthodoxos (Cyril. Alexand. adv. NestorianOpp.
vol. vi. 46 B.) To which, Cyril replies;—tf nap’ avtod duvaocteiq xpwuevot,
dieknpvooovto kai eipydlovto tag Beoonueiag ol Bsomésiol uabntad. (Ibid.
D.) This quotation was first noticed by Mattha&nthym. Zigi. 161.)
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Resurrectiori, (published in the works of Gregory of Nyssa, and
erroneously ascribed to that Father,) Hesychius appeals to the
19th verse, and quotes it as S. Mark's at lef®§tthe date of
Hesychius is uncertain; but he may, | suppose, be considered to
belong to the Vi century. His evidence is discussed in Chapter
V.

XIX. This list shall be brought to a close with a reference to
the SYNoPsISSCRIPTURAE SACRAE,—an ancient work ascribed too30]
Athanasius,’ but probably not the production of that Father. It
is at all events of much older date than any of the later uncials;
and it rehearses in detail the contents of S. Mark xvi. $820.

It would be easy to prolong this enumeration of Patristic au-
thorities; as, by appealing to Gregentius in th uentury, and
to Gregory the Great, and Modestus, patriarch of Constantinople
in the viil":—to Ven. Bede and John Damascene in thd\Vii-to

%6 Suofwe 8¢ kai TO Tapd 6 Mdpkw yeypaupévov; O uév obv Kiproc—ék
de€1iv T00 B=00. Greg. NyssOpp.iii. 415.

57 AthanasiiOpp.vol. ii. p. 181 F, 182 A. See thRrzefat, pp. vii., viii.

%8 |n dismissing this enumeration, let me be allowed to point out that there
must exist many more Patristic citations which | have overlooked. The ne-
cessity one is under, on occasions like the present, of depending to a great
extent on“Indices; is fatal; so scandalously inaccurate is almost every Index
of Texts that can be named. To judge from the Index in Oehler's edition of
Tertullian, that Father quotes these twelve verses not less than eight times.
According to the Benedictine Index, Ambrose does not quote them so much as
once. Ambrose, nevertheless, quotes five of these verses no less than fourteen
times; while Tertullian, as far as | am able to discover, does not quote S. Mark
xvi. 9-20 at all.

Again. One hoped that the Index of Texts in Dindorf's new Oxford ed. of
Clemens Alex. was going to remedy the sadly defective Index in Potter's ed.
But we are still exactly where we were. S. John i. 3 (or 4), so remarkably
quoted in vol. iii. 433, 1. 8: S. John i. 18, 50, memorably represented in vol.
iii. 412, 1. 26: S. Mark i. 13, interestingly referred to in vol. iii. 455, lines
5, 6, 7—are nowhere noticed in the Index. The Voice from Heaven at our
SAVIOUR'S{FNS Baptism;—a famous misquotation (vol. i. 145, |. 14ydoes
not appear in the Index of quotations from S. Matthew (iii. 17), S. Mark (i. 11),
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Theophylact in the ;,—to Euthymius in the xI>®: but I for-
bear. It would add no strength to my argument that | should by
such evidence support it; as the reader will admit when he has
read my X" chapter.

It will be observed then thahreecompetent Patristic withess-
es of the i century—four of the iii" —six of the iV —four
of the V" —and two (of uncertain date, but probably) of the
vith,—have admitted their familiarity with thesdast Twelve
Verses. Yet do they not belong to one particular age, schoaol,
or country. They come, on the contrary, from every part of
the ancient Church: Antioch and Constantinopiélierapolis,
Ceesarea and Edess&Carthage, Alexandria and HippeRome
and Portus. And thus, upwards of nineteen early codexes have
been to all intents and purposes inspected for us in various
lands by unprejudiced witnessesseverof them at least of more
ancient date than the oldest copy of the Gospels extant.

| propose to recur to this subject for an instant when the
reader has been made acquainted with the decisive testimony
which ancient Versions supply. But the Versions deserve a short
Chapter to themselves.

CHAPTER IV.

or S. Luke (iii. 22.)]

% Gregentiusapud Galland. xi. 653 E—Greg. Mag. (Hom. xxix. in
Evang.}—-ModestusapudPhotium cod. 275—Johannis Damasce@ipp. (ed.
1712) vol. i. 608 E—Bede, and Theophylact (who quotaé the verses) and
Euthymiusin loc.
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THE EARLY VERSIONS
EXAMINED, AND FOUND TO
YIELD UNFALTERING
TESTIMONY TO THE
GENUINENESS OF THESE
VERSES.

The Peshite-the Curetonian Syriaerand the Recension of
Thomas of Hharkel (p. 33-}The Vulgate (p. 34)and the
Vetus ltala (p. 35)the Gothic (p. 35)}and the Egyptian
Versions (p. 35)—Review of the Evidence up to this point,
(p. 36).

It was declared at the outset that when we are seeking to establish
in detailthe Textof the Gospels, the testimony of Manuscripts
is incomparably the most important of all. To early Versions,
the second place was assigned. To Patristic citations, the third.
But it was explained that whenever (as here) the only question
to be decided is whether a considerable portion of Scripture
be genuine or not, then, Patristic references yield to no class
of evidence in importance. To which statement it must now
be added that second only to the testimony of Fathers on such
occasions is to be reckoned the evidence of the oldest of the
Versions. The reason is obvious.)( We know for the most
part the approximate date of the principal ancient Versions of the
New Testament—(b.) Each Version is represented by at least
one very ancient Codex:and €.) It may be safely assumed that
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Translators were never dependant on a single copy of the original
Greek when they executed their several Translations. Proceed
we now to ascertain what evidence the oldest of the Versions
bear concerning the concluding verses of S. Mark's Gospel: and
first of all for the Syriac.

I. “Literary history; (says Mr. Scrivener,)can hardly afford
a more powerful case than has been established for the identity
of the Version of the Syriac now called thBesHITo with that
used by the Eastern Church long before the great schism had its
beginning, in the native land of the blessed GospEhe Peshito
is referred by common consent to th'édid:entury of our aera; and
is found to contain the verses in question.

Il. This, however, is not all. Within the last thirty years, frag-
ments ofanothervery ancient Syriac translation of the Gospels,
(called from the name of its discovertFHe CURETONIAN SYRI-

Ac,”) have come to light® and in this translation also the verses
in question are foun®! This fragmentary codex is referred
by Cureton to the middle of the' century. At what earlier
date the Translation may have been executer$ well as how
much older the original Greek copy may have been which this
translator employeéd;-can of course only be conjectured. But it
is clear that we are listening to another truly primitive witness to
the genuineness of the text now under considerati@nvitness
(like the last) vastly more ancient than either the Vatican Codex
B, or the Sinaitic Codell; more ancient, therefore, than any
Greek copy of the Gospels in existence. We shall not be thought
rash if we claim it for the ifi® century.

lll. Even this, however, does not fully represent the sum of
the testimony which the Syriac language bears on this subject.
Philoxenus, Monophysite Bishop of Mabug (Hierapolis) in East-
ern Syria, caused a revision of the Peshito Syriac to be executed

80 Dr, Wright informs me (1871) that some more leaves of this Version have
just been recovered.
51 By a happy providence, one of the fragments contains the last four verses.
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by his Chorepiscopus Polycarp, A.D. 508; and by the aid of
threé? approved and accurate Greek manuscripts, this revised
version of Polycarp was again revised by Thomas of Hharkel,
in the monastery of Antonia at Alexandria, A.D. 616. The
Hharklensian Revision, (commonly called theHiLoxeNIAN,™)
is therefore an extraordinary monument of ecclesiastical antiqui-
ty indeed: for, being the Revision of a revised Translation of the
New Testament known to have been executed from MSS. which
must have been at least as old as tﬂbcentury, it exhibits [034]
the result of what may be called a collation of copies made at
a time when only four of our extant uncials were in existence.
Here, then, is a singularly important accumulation of manuscript
evidence on the subject of the verses which of late years it has
become the fashion to treat as spurious. And yet, neither by
Polycarp nor by Thomas of Hharkel, are the last twelve verses of
S. Mark's Gospel omitte®?

Tothese, if | do not add thH&lerusalem versioi—(as an inde-
pendent Syriac translation of the Ecclesiastical Sections, perhaps
of the V! century, is called4)—it is because our fourfold Syriac

®2 In the margin, against S. Matth. xxviii. 5, Thomas write&)n tribus cod-
icibus Greeciset in uno Syriaco antiquae versionis, non inventum est nomen,
‘Nazarenus’— Cf. ad xxvii. 35—Adler'sN. T. Verss. Syrrp. 97.

8 That among the 437 various readings and marginal notes on the Gospels
relegated to the Philoxenian margin, should occur the worthless supplement
which is only found besides in Cod. L. (see ch. ks not at all surprising.

Of these 437 readings and notes, 91 are not found in White's Edition; while 105
(the supplement in question being one of them) are found in White only. This
creates a suspicion that in part at least the Philoxenian margin must exhibit
traces of the assiduity of subsequent critics of the Syriac text. (So Adler on

S. Matth. xxvi. 40.) To understand the character of some of those marginal
notes and annotations, the reader has but to refer to Adler's learned work, (pp.
79-134) and examine the notes on the following plaees: Matth. xv. 21: xx.

28 (= D): xxvi. 7. S. Mk. i. 16: xii. 42. S. Lu. x. 17 (= B D): 42 (= L)
xi.1:53. S. Jo.ii. 1 [3] ( =.): iii. 26: vii. 39 (partly = B): x. 8, &c. &c.

® This work has at last been published in 2 vols. 4to., Verona, 1861-4,
under the following title:—Evangeliarium Hierosolymitanum ex Codice Vati-
cano Palaestino demprompsit, edidit, Latine vertit, Prolegomenis et Glossario
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evidence is already abundantly sufficient. In itself, it far out-
weighs in respect of antiquity anything that can be shewn on the
other side. Turn we next to the Churches of the West.

IV. That Jerome, at the bidding of Pope Damasus (A.D. 382),
was the author of that famous Latin version of the Scriptures
called THE VULGATE, is known to all. It seems scarcely possible to
overestimate the critical importance of such a werkxecuted
at such a times-under such auspices;and by a man of so much
learning and sagacity as Jerome. When it is considered that we
are here presented with the results of a careful examination of the
best Greek Manuscripts to which a competent scholar had access
in the middle of the fourth centurs(and Jerome assures us
that he consulted several)wve learn to survey with diminished
complacency our own slender stores (if indeed any at all exist)
of corresponding antiquity. It is needless to add that the Vulgate
contains the disputed verses: that from no copy of this Version
are they away. Now, in such a matter as this, Jerome's testimony
is very weighty indeed.

V. The Vulgate, however, was but the revision of a much
older translation, generally known as the™s ITaLA. This
Old Latin, which is of African origin and of almost Apostolic
antiquity, (supposed of the"f century,) conspires with the
Vulgate in the testimony which it bears to the genuineness of
the end of S. Mark's Gosp&t—an emphatic witness that in
the African province, from the earliest time, no doubt whatever
was entertained concerning the genuineness of these last twelve
verses.

VI. The next place may well be given to the venerable version

adornavit, Come§RANCISCUSMINISCALCHI ERIZZO{FNS.

% |t does not sensibly detract from the value of this evidence that one ancient
codex, the*Codex Bobbiensis(k), which Tregelles describes &a revised
text, in which the influence of ancient MSS. is discernib[@rinted texf &c.

p. 170.] and which therefore may not be cited in the present controveesy,
hibits after ver. 8 a Latin translation of the spurious words which are also found
in Cod. L.
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of the Gothic Bishop Ulphilas:-A.D. 350. Himself a Cappado-
cian, Ulphilas probably derived his copies from Asia Minor.
His version is said to have been exposed to certain corrupting
influences; but the unequivocal evidence which it bears to the
last verses of S. Mark is at least unimpeachable, and must be
regarded as important in the highest dedf&€he oldest extant
copy of the @THic of Ulphilas is assigned to théVor early in

the vi" century: and the verses in question are there also met
with.

VII. and VIIl. The ancient Egyptian versions call next for
notice: their testimony being so exceedingly ancient and re-
spectable. The MwvpHITIC, or dialect of Lower Egypt, (less
properly called the Coptic’ version), which is assigned to the
ivih or vi! century, contains S. Mark xvi. 9-28-Fragments of
the THEBAIC, or dialect of Upper Egypt, (a distinct version and
of considerably earlier date, less properly called“tBahidic}) [036]
survive in MSS. of very nearly the same antiquity: and one of
these fragments happily contains the last verse of the Gospel
according to S. Mark. The Thebaic version is referred to tHe iii
century.

After this mass of evidence, it will be enough to record con-
cerning the Armenian version, that it yields inconstant testimony:
some of the MSS. ending at ver. 8; others putting after these
words the subscription é¢ayyéAiov kata Mapkov,) and then
giving the additional verses with a new subscription: others going
on without any break to the end. This version may be as old as
the V" century; but like the Ethiopic [iv-vii?] and the Georgian
[vi?] it comes to us in codices of comparatively recent date. All
this makes it impossible for us to care much for its testimony.
The two last-named versions, whatever their disadvantages may
be, at least bear constant witness to the genuineness of the verses
in dispute.

6 “Quod Gothicum testimonium haud scio an critici satis agnoverint, vel pro
dignitate aestimaveriritMai, Nova Patt. Bibliv. 256.
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1. And thus we are presented with a mass of additional
evidence;—so various, so weighty, so multitudinous, so vener-
able—in support of this disputed portion of the Gospel, that it
might well be deemed in itself decisive.

2. For these Versions do not so much shew what individuals
held, as what Churches have believed and taught concerning the
sacred Text—mighty Churches in Syria and Mesopotamia, in
Africa and Italy, in Palestine and Egypt.

3. We may here, in fact, conveniently review the progress
which has been hitherto made in this investigation. And in order
to bar the door against dispute and cavil, let us be content to
waive the testimony of Papias as precarious, and that of Justin
Martyr as too fragmentary to be decisive. Let us frankly admit
that the citation of Vincentius a Thibari at thetUiCarthaginian
Council is sufficiently inexact to make it unsafe to build upon it.
The"Acta Pilat’ and the' Apostolical Constitution$,since their
date is somewhat doubtful, shall be claimed for tHB oentury
only, and not for the ile. And now, how will the evidence stand
for the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's Gospel?

(@) In the Jh century, to which Codex A and Codex C are
referred, (for Codex D is certainly later,) at least three famous
Greeks and the most illustrious of the Latin Fatherpur
authorities in allj—are observed to recognise these verses.

() In the " century, (to which Codex B and Codex
.probably belong, five Greek writers, one Syriac, and two
Latin Fathers—besides the Vulgate, Gothic and Memphitic
Versions,—(elevenauthorities in all }-testify to familiar ac-
guaintance with this portion of S. Mark's Gospel.

(©) In the i’ century, (and by this time MS. evidence has
entirely forsaken us,) we find Hippolytus, the Curetonian Syriac,
and the Thebaic Version, bearing plain testimony that at that
early period, in at leasthree distinct provinces of primitive
Christendom, no suspicion whatever attached to these verses.
Lastly—
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(d) In the jind century, Irengeus, the Peshito, and the lItalic
Version as plainly attest that in Gaul, in Mesopotamia and in
the African province, the same verses were unhesitatingly re-
ceived within a century (more or less) of the date of the inspired
autograph of the Evangelist himself.

4. Thus, we are in possession of the testimonybfeast
sixindependent witnesses, of a date considerably anterior to the
earliest extant Codex of the Gospels. They are all of the best
class. They deliver themselves in the most unequivocal way. And
their testimony to the genuineness of these Verses is unfaltering.

5. It is clear that nothing short of direct adverse evidence of
the weightiest kind can sensibly affect so formidable an array
of independent authorities as this. What must the evidence be
which shall set it entirely aside, and induce us to believe, with
the most recent editors of the inspired Text, that the last chapter
of S. Mark's Gospel, as it came from the hands of its inspired
author, ended abruptly at ver. 8?

The grounds for assuming that Hikst Twelve Versésare
spurious, shall be exhibited in the ensuing chapter.

[038]

CHAPTER V.
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THE ALLEGED HOSTILE
WITNESS OF CERTAIN OF THE
EARLY FATHERS PROVED TO
BE AN IMAGINATION OF THE
CRITICS.

The mistake concerning Gregory of Nyssa (p. 39)he
misconception concerning Eusebius (p. 41Jhe oversight
concerning Jerome (p. 5%xalso concerning Hesychius
of Jerusalem, (or else Severus of Antioch) (p. 54nd
concerning Victor of Antioch (p. 59).

It would naturally follow to shew that manuscript evidence con-
firms the evidence of the ancient Fathers and of the early Versions
of Scripture. But it will be more satisfactory that | should proceed
to examine without more delay the testimony, which, (as it is
alleged,) is borne by a cloud of ancient Fathers against the last
twelve verses of S. Mark*The absence of this portion from
some, from many, or from most copies of his Gospel, or that
it was not written by S. Mark himself,(says Dr. Tregelles,)

“is attested by Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, Victor of Antioch,
Severus of Antioch, Jerome, and by later writers, especially
Greeks:®” The same Fathers are appealed to by Dr. Davidson,
who adds to the list Euthymius; and by Tischendorf and Alford,
who add the name of Hesychius of Jerusalem. They also refer to
“many ancient Scholia’ These versés(says Tischendorfare

57 Account of the Printed Texp. 247.



57

not recognised by the sections of Ammonius nor by the Canons
of Eusebius: Epiphanius and Caesarius bear witness to théfact.
“In the Catenae on Matk(proceeds Davidsori)the section is

not explained. Nor is there any trace of acquaintance with it
on the part of Clement of Rome or Clement of Alexandraa
remark which others have made also; as if it were a surpris-
ing circumstance that Clement of Alexandria, who appears to
have no reference to the last chapterSofMatthew'sGospel,
should be also without any reference to the last chaptes. ofozg]
Mark's as if, too, it were an extraordinary thing that Clement
of Rome should have omitted to quote from the last chapter of
S. Mark—seeing that the same Clement does not quote from
S. Mark's Gospeht all.... The alacrity displayed by learned
writers in accumulating hostile evidence, is certainly worthy of
a better cause. Strange, that their united industry should have
been attended with such very unequal success when their object
was to exhibit the evidenca favour of the present portion of
Scripture.

(1) Eusebius then, and (2) Jerome; (3) Gregory of Nyssa and
(4) Hesychius of Jerusalem; (5) Severus of Antioch, (6) Victor of
Antioch, and (7) Euthymius+Do the accomplished critics just
guoted—Doctors Tischendorf, Tregelles, and Davidson, really
mean to tell us thatit is attestet! by these seven Fathers that
the concluding section of S. Mark's Gospelas not written by
S. Mark himself? Why, there isnot oneof them who says so:
while some of them say the direct reverse. But let us go on. It
is, | suppose, because there are Twelve Verses to be demolished
that the list is further eked out with the names of (8) Ammonius,
(9) Epiphanius, and (10) Ceesariggp say nothing of (11) the
anonymous authors of Catenae, and (1&)er writers, especially
Greeks:

I. I shall examine these witnesses one by one: but it will be

% Gr. Testp. 322.
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convenient in the first instance to call attention to the evidence
borne by,

GREGORY OFNYSSA,

This illustrious Father is represented as expressing himself as
follows in his secondHomily on the Resurrectiot®*—*In the
more accurate copies, the Gospel according to Mark has its end
at ‘for they were afraid.In some copies, however, this also is
added—'Now when He was risen early the first day of the week,
He appeared first to Mary Magdalene, out of whom He had cast
seven devils”

That this testimony should have been so often appealed to as
proceeding from Gregory of Nysg4,is little to the credit of
modern scholarship. One would have supposed that the gravity
of the subject—the importance of the issuethe sacredness
of Scripture, down to its minutest jot and titleyould have
ensured extraordinary caution, and induced every fresh assailant
of so considerable a portion of the Gospel to be very sure of his
ground before reiterating what his predecessors had delivered.
And yet it is evident that not one of the recent writers on the
subject can have investigated this matter for himself. It is only
due to their known ability to presume that had they taken ever so
little pains with the foregoing quotation, they would have found
out their mistake.

(1.) For, in the first place, the secofilomily on the Resur-
rectiori’ printed in the iilY volume of the works of Gregory of
Nyssa, (and which supplies the critics with their quotation,) is,
as every one may see who will take the trouble to compare them,
word for word the same Homilyhich Combefis in hi$ Novum

59 °Ev v toic dkp1Peotépolq dvTypdgotg To katd Mdpkov ebayyéAiov uéxpt
00 époPodvto yap, €xel TO TENOC. €v 8¢ Tiol Tpdokeital Kol TalTta GVaoTAG
8¢ mpwi mpdyTy caPPdrwv (Sic) épdvn mpdrov Mapia tfi MaySaAnvii &¢’ Ag
ékPePAnker enta dapdvia. Opp.(ed. 1638) iii, 411 B.

70 TregellesPrinted Textp. 248, also in Hornelatrod. iv. 434-6. So Norton,
Alford, Davidson, and the rest, following Wetstein, Griesbach, Scholz, &c.
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Auctarium; and Gallandius in hi$Bibliotheca Patrurh printed

as the work of Hesychius, and vindicated to that Father, respec-
tively in 1648 and 17761 Now, if a critic chooses to risk his own
reputation by maintaining that the Homily in question is indeed
by Gregory of Nyssa, and is not by Hesychiasyell and good.

But since the Homily can have had but one author, it is surely
high time that one of these two claimants should be altogether
dropped from this discussion.

(2.) Again. Inasmuch as page after page of the same Homily is
observed to reappeavprd for word under the name dfSeverus
of Antioch,” and to be unsuspiciously printed as his by Montfau-
con in his'Bibliotheca Coisliniana(1715), and by Cramer in his
“Catena’? (1844)—although it may very reasonably become
a question among critics whether Hesychius of Jerusalem or
Severus of Antioch was the actual author of the Homily in quess]
tion,”3 yet it is plain that critics must make their election between
the two names; and not bring thdmthforward. No one, | say,
has any right to go on quotidtgseverus and “Hesychius—as
Tischendorf and Dr. Davidson are observed te-doGregory of
Nyssd and“Severus of Antiocli—as Dr. Tregelles is found to
prefer.

(3.) In short, here are three claimants for the authorship of
one and the same Homily. To whichever of the three we assign
it,—(and competent judges have declared that there are sufficient
reasons for giving it to Hesychius rather than to Severughile
no oneis found to suppose that Gregory of Nyssa was its au-
thor, —whowill not admit that no further mention must be made
of the other two?

> Nov. Aucti. 743-74—Bibl. Vett. PP xi. 221-6.

2 Bibl. Coisl.pp. 68-75—Catena i. 243-51.

73 Dionysius Syrus (i.e. the Monophysite Jacobus Bar-Salibi [see Dean Payne
Smith'sCat. of Syrr. MSSp. 411] who died A.D{FNS1171) in hisExposition
of S. Mark's Gospdpublished at Dublin by Dudley Loftus, 1672, 4to.) seems
(at p. 59) to give this homily to Severus! have really no independent opinion
on the subject.
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(4.) Let it be clearly understood, therefore, that henceforth the
name of*Gregory of Nyssamust be banished from this discus-
sion. So must the name t&everus of Antioch.The memorable
passage which begins;' In the more accurate copies, the Gospel
according to Mark has its end'#br they were afraid;— is found
in a Homily which was probably written by Hesychius, presbyter
of Jerusalem—a writer of the vin century | shall have to recur
to his work by-and-by. The next name is

EuseEBIus

II. With respect to whom the case is altogether different. What
that learned Father has delivered concerning the conclusion of
S. Mark's Gospel requires to be examined with attention, and
must be set forth much more in detail. And yet, | will so far
anticipate what is about to be offered, as to say at once that if any
one supposes that Eusebius has anywhere plagthted that it
is wanted in many MS3/4—he is mistaken. Eusebius nowhere
says so. The reader's attention is invited to a plain tale.

It was not until 1825 that the world was presented by Cardinal
Angelo Mai’® with a few fragmentary specimens of a lost work of
Eusebius on the (so-called) Inconsistencies in the Gospels, from
a MS. in the Vaticarf® These, the learned Cardinal republished
more accurately in 1847, in hisfNova Patrum Bibliothec&’’
and hither we are invariably referred by those who cite Eusebius
as a witness against the genuineness of the concluding verses of
the second Gospel.

It is much to be regretted that we are still as little as ever
in possession of the lost work of Eusebius. It appears to have
consisted of three Books or Parts; the former two (addressed

4 Alford, Greek Testi. p. 433.

7S Scriptorum Vett. Nova Collectj@to. vol. i. pp. 1-101.

At p. 217, ed. 1847), Mai designates it d5Codex Vat. Palat. cxx
pulcherrimus, seeculi ferme”xAt p. 268, he numbers it righths-cexx. We

are there informed that the work of Eusebius extends from fol. 61 to 96 of the
Codex.

"\ol. iv. pp. 219-309.
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“to Stephanu9 being discussions of difficulties at the beginning

of the Gospel—the last {to Marinus) relating to difficulties

in its concluding chapter€ The Author's plan, (as usual in
such works), was, first, to set forth a difficulty in the form of a
Question; and straightway, to propose a Solution efithich
commonly assumes the form of a considerable dissertation. But
whether we are at present in possession of so much as a single
entire specimen of thesénquiries and Resolutiofiexactly as it
came from the pen of Eusebius, may reasonably be doubted. Tiat
the work which Mai has brought to light is but a highly condensed
exhibition of the original, (and scarcely that,) its very title shews;
for it is headed+"An abridged selection from tHénquiries and
Resolutions [of difficulties] in the Gospélby Eusebiug.”® Only
someof the original Questions, therefore, are here noticed at all:
and even these have been subjected to so severe a process of
condensation and abridgment, that in some instaacgritation
would probably be a more fitting description of what has taken
place. Accordingly, what were originally two Books or Parts,

8 SeeNova P. P. Bibliothecaiv. 255—That it was styled' Inquiries with
their Resolution’s (Zntrpata kai Aveeig), Eusebius leads us to suppose by
himself twice referring to it under that namé&dmonstr. Evang. libvii. 3:
also in the Preface to Marinudjai, iv. 255:) which his abbreviator is also
observed to employMai, iv. 219, 255.) But | suspect that he and others
so designate the work only from the nature of its contents; and that its actual
title is correctly indicated by JeromeDe Evangeliorum Diaphoni& Edidit’

(he says)'de Evangeliorum Diaphonia(De Scriptt. lIllustt.c. 81.) Again,
Aawvia Evayyehiwy, (Hieron.in Matth. i. 16.) Consider also the testimony
of Latinus Latinius, given below, p. 44, note (d)Indicated by Jerome, |
say: for the entire title was probabl§igpi tfig Sokolong év toic evayyeAiolg
k.T.A. Suagpwviag. The Author of the Catena on S. Mark edited by Cramer (i. p.
266), quotes an opinion of Eusebiésst@® npog Mapivov mepi tfig dokovong

v ebayyeliowg mepl thg dvaotdosws diagpwviag: words which are extracted
from the same MS. by Simo#iist. Crit. N. T.p. 89.

"9 ExAoyt) v cuVTOUW éx T@V cuvtedéviwy UId Evoepiov mpdg Sré@avov
[and tpoc Mapivov] mepi T@V év toig EdayyeAiolg {ntnudtwy kai Aoewv.
Ibid. pp. 219, 255—(See the plate of fac-similes facing the title of vol. i. ed.
1825.)
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are at present represented by X¥hquiries; &c, addressedto
Stephanus;while the concluding Book or Part is represented by
IV. more,“to Marinus’— of which, the firstrelates to our brD's
appearing to Mary Magdalene after His Resurrection. Now,
since the work which Eusebius addressed to Marinus is found
to have containetiinquiries, with their Resolutions, concerning
our Saviour's Death and Resurrection®—while a quotation
professing to be derived frortthe thirteenth chaptet relates

to Simon the Cyrenian bearing our\Bour's Cross®'—it is
obvious that the original work must have been very considerable,
and that what Mai has recovered gives an utterly inadequate idea
of its extent and importanc®. It is absolutely necessary that
all this should be clearly apprehended by any one who desires to
know exactly what the alleged evidence of Eusebius concerning
the last chapter of S. Mark's Gospel is wortkgs | will explain
more fully by-and-by. Let it, however, be candidly admitted that

quotes (p. 300) from an unedited Homily of John Xiphilinugp¢l. Vat.p.

160,) what he might have found in Possinus; and in Cramer too, (p. 446.) He
was evidently unacquainted with Cramer's work, though it had been published
3 (if not 7) years before his ownselse, at p. 299, instead of quoting Simon, he
would have quoted CramelGatenagi. 266—It was in his power to solve his
own shrewd doubt, (at p. 299;concerning the text of a passage in Possinus,
p. 343,) seeing that the Catena which Possinus published was transcribed by
Corderius from a MS. in the Vatican. (Posskrigefat.p. ii.) In the Vatican,

too, he might have found the fragment he quotes (p. 300) from p. 364 of the
Catenaof Possinus. In countless places he might, by such references, have
improved his often manifestly faulty text.

80 506éB10g ... &v Taic mpdC Mapivov éml taic mepl Tod Bsfov mdBoug Kai

Tfi¢ dvaotdoews {ntrioceot kal ékAvoeot, k.t.A. | quote the place from the less
known Catena of Cramer, (ii. 389,) where it is assigned to Severus of Antioch:
but it occurs also if€orderii Cat. in Joanp. 436. (See Mai, iv. 299.)

81 This passage is too grand to be withheld yap fv &&16¢ Tig év i

néAet Tovdaiwv, (GO¢ enowv EvcéPiog kepadaiwty mpdg Mapvov,) o Katd

700 draPdAov tpdmatov TOV otavpdv Pactdoat; GAN 6 €€ dypold, 8¢ undev
EMKEKOLVWVIKE Tf] KATA Xploto patgoviga. (Possini Cat. in Marcump. 343.)

82 Mai, iv. p. 299—The Catenge, inasmuch as their compilers are observed to
have been very curious in such questions, are evidently fdlispécta membra
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there seems to be no reason for supposing that whenever the lost
work of Eusebius comes to light, (and it has been seen within
about 300 yeafS,) it will exhibit anything essentially different
from what is contained in the famous passage which has given
rise to so much debate, and which may be exhibited in English
as follows. It is put in the form of a reply to oridMarinus; who

is represented as asking, first, the following questien:

“How is it, that, according to Matthew [xxviii. 1], thea8iour
appears to have riseéim the end of the Sabbathyut, according
to Mark [xvi. 9], ‘early the first day of the weéR'— Eusebius
answers,

“This difficulty admits of a twofold solution. He who is for [045]
getting rid of the entire passa§éwill say that it is not met with
in all the copies of Mark's Gospel: the accurate copies, at all
events, making the end of Mark's narrative come after the words
of the young man who appeared to the women and skiekr

of the work. These are recognisable for the most part by their form; but
sometimes they actually retain the name of their author. Accordingly, Catense
have furnished Mai with a considerable body of additional materials; which (as
far as a MS. Catena of Nicetas on S. Luke, [Cods@uVat. 1611,] enabled

him,) he has edited with considerable industry; throwing them into a kind of
Supplement. (Vol. iv. pp. 268-282, and pp. 283-298.) It is only surprising
that with the stores at his command, Mai has not contrived to enlighten us a
little more on this curious subject. It would not be difficult to indicate sundry
passages which he has overlooked. Neither indeed can it be denied that the
learned Cardinal has executed his task in a somewhat slovenly manner. He does

not seem to have noticed that what he quotes at pp. 35262—283—295,
is to be found in th&Catenaof Corderiusat pp. 448-9-449—450—457—He

8 Mai quotes the following from Latinus Latiniu©pp.ii. 116.) to Andreas
Masius. Sirletus (Cardinali$kcire te vult in Sicilid inventos esse ... libros tres
Eusebii Caesarienside Evangeliorum Diaphonj&qui ut ipse sperat brevi in
lucem prodibunt. The letter is dated 1563.

| suspect that when the original of this work is recovered, it will be found
that Eusebius digested HiQuestion under headse.g. nepi to tdgov, kai
fig dokovong dragwviag (p. 264): tepi tiig dokovong mept TG GVaAoTAcEWS
dapwviag. (p. 299.)
84| translate according to the sensehe text being manifestly corruptav
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not ye! Ye seekekusof Nazareth, &c.: to which the Evangelist
addss— And when they heard it, they fled, and said nothing to
any man, for they were afraidrFor at those words, in almost all
copies of the Gospel according to Mark, comes the end. What
follows, (which is met with seldom, [and only] in some copies,
certainly not in all,) might be dispensed with; especially if it
should prove to contradict the record of the other Evangelists.
This, then, is what a person will say who is for evading and
entirely getting rid of a gratuitous problem.

“But another, on no account daring to reject anything whatever
which is, under whatever circumstances, met with in the text of
the Gospels, will say that here are two readings, (as is so often
the case elsewhere;) and thathare to be receivedrinasmuch
as by the faithful and pioushisreading is not held to be genuine
rather tharthat, nor that thanthis.”

It will be best to exhibit the whole of what Eusebius has
written on this subject-as far as we are permitted to know
it,—continuously. He proceeds:

“Well then, allowing this piece to be really genuine, our busi-
ness is to interpret the sense of the pas§agend certainly, if |
divide the meaning into two, we shall find that it is not opposed
to what Matthew says of ouraSiour's having riserlin the end
of the Sabbath.For Mark's expression, ‘flow when He was
risen early the first day of the weékwe shall read with a pause,
putting a comma afteNow when He was risel-the sense of

To0TO Pdokovoav mepikonriv is probably a gloss, explanatory @f kepdAaiov

avté. In strictness, th&espdAatov begins at ch. xv. 42, and extends to the
end of the Gospel. There are 48 suekpdAaia in S. Mark. But this term was
often loosely employed by the Greek Fathers,“@apituluni by the Latins,)

to denotea passagef Scripture, and it is evidently so used hefpikond,

on the contrary, in this place seems to have its true technical meaning, and to
denote the liturgicasection or “lesson’

8 Avdyvwoua (like mepikonr, spoken of in the foregoing note,) seems to
be here used in its technical sense, and to designate the litusgictabn or
“lectio” See Suicernn voce
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the words which follow being kept separate. Thereby, we shall
refer [Mark's]'when He was risénto Matthew's'in the end of
the Sabbath,(for it was thenthat Herose); and all that comes
after, expressive as it is of a distinct notion, we shall connect with
what follows; (for it was'early, the first day of the weekthat
‘He appeared to Mary Magdaleri¢ This is in fact what John
also declares; for he too has recorded tkatly, ‘ the first day of

the week, [Jesud appeared to the Magdalene. Thus then Mark
also says that He appeared to her early: not thatdde early,

but long before, (according to that of Matthée\ivy the end of the
Sabbath: for though Herosethen, He did noappear to Mary
then, butearly’) In a word, two distinct seasons are set before us
by these words: first, the season of the Resurrectiavhich was

‘in the end of the Sabbathsecondly, the season of ounBouRr's
Appearing-—which was‘early! The former®® Mark writes of
when he says, (it requires to be read with a padsg\low,
when He was risehThen, after a comma, what follows is to be
spoken—'Early, the first day of the week, He appeared to Mary
Magdalene, out of whom He had cast seven devité—Such

is the entire passage. Little did the learned writer anticipate what
bitter fruit his words were destined to bear!

1. Let it be freely admitted that what precedes is calculated at
first sight to occasion nothing but surprise and perplexity. For, in
the first place, there really iso problem to solveThe discrep-
ancy suggested ByMarinus’ at the outset, is plainly imaginary,
the result (chiefly) of a strange misconception of the meaning of
the Evangelist's Greek;as in fact no one was ever better aware
than Eusebius himselfThese places of the Gospels would never
have occasioned any difficultyhe writes in the very next page,

(but it is the commencement of his reply to tEcondquestion [047]

8 The text of Eusebius seems to have experienced some disarrangement and
depravation here.

87 Mai, Bibl. P.P. Novaiv. 255-7. For purposes of reference, the original of
this passage is given in the Appendix (B).



66 The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark

of Marinus,}>—"if people would but abstain from assuming that
Matthew's phrased(e caPPatwv) refers tothe evening of the
Sabbath-daywhereas, (in conformity with the established idiom

of the language,) it obviously refers to an advanced period of the
ensuing night® He proceeds—*The self-same moment there-
fore, or very nearly the self-same, is intended by the Evangelists,
only under different names: and there is no discrepancy whatever
between Matthew's:'in the end of the Sabbath, as it began to
dawn toward the first day of the weéland Johns—'The first

day of the week cometh Mary Magdalen early, when it was yet
dark.! The Evangelists indicate by different expressions one and
the same moment of time, but in a broad and general’wayd

yet, if Eusebius knew all this so well, why did he not say so at
once, and close the discussion? | really cannot tell; except on one
hypothesis;—which, although at first it may sound somewhat
extraordinary, the more | think of the matter, recommends itself
to my acceptance the more. | suspect, then, that the discussion
we have just been listening to, is, essentialipt an original
production but that Eusebius, having met with the suggestion
in some older writer, (in Origen probably,) reproduced it in
language of his owr-doubtless because he thought it ingenious
and interesting, but not by any means because he regarded it
as true. Except on some such theory, | am utterly unable to
understand how Eusebius can have written so inconsistently. His
admirable remarks just quoted, are obviously a full and sufficient
answer—the proper answer in faetto the proposed difficulty:

and it is a memorable circumstance that the ancients generally

88 Mai, iv. 257. So far, | have given the substance only of what Eusebius de-
livers with wearisome prolixity. It follows—®ote tov avToV oXedOV voeiohat
Kapov, 1 tOV 0@ddpa €yylg, mapd toi¢ ebayyeAotais dapdporg dvéuaot
tetnpnuévov. undév te dragépely Matbaiov ipnkdta “oPe—rtdpov” [xxviii.

1.] ’Iwdvvov @rcavtog “tf] 8¢ wid—=&tL olong okotiag.” [Xx. 1.] mTAaTUK®G
Yap éva kai tov adtov dndodot xpdvov dragdpoig pruact. [xxviii. 1.]—For
the principal words in the text, see the Appendix &8)fin.
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were so sensible of this, that they are found to havariably?®
substituted what Eusebius wrote in reply to fegondjuestion [048]
of Marinus for what he wrote in reply tive first in other words,

for the dissertation which is occasioning us all this difficulty.

2. But next, even had the discrepancy been real, the remedy
for it which is here proposed, and which is advocated with such
tedious emphasis, would probably prove satisfactory to no one.
In fact, the entire method advocated in the foregoing passage is
hopelessly vicious. The writer begins by advancing statements
which, if he believed them to be true, he must have known are
absolutely fatal to the verses in question. This done, he sets about
discussing the possibility of reconciling an isolated expression in
S. Mark's Gospel with another in S. Matthew's: just as ifloat
depended the genuineness or spuriousness of the entire context:
as if, in short, the major premiss in the discussion were some
such postulate as the following:* Whatever in one Gospel can-
not be proved to be entirely consistent with something in another
Gospel, is not to be regarded as gendingid then the learned
Archbishop of Ceesarea really suppose that a comma judiciously
thrown into the empty scale might at any time suffice to restore
the equilibrium, and even counterbalance the adverse testimony
of almost every MS. of the Gospels extant? Why does he not
at least deny the truth of the alleged facts to which he began by
giving currency, if not approval; and which, so long as they are
allowed to stand uncontradicted, render all further argumenta-
tion on the subject simply nugatory? As before, | really cannot
tell,—except on the hypothesis which has been already hazarded.

3. Note also, (for this is not the least extraordinary feature of

89 allude to the following places:-Combefis, Novum Auctarium col.

780—Cod. Mosqg. 138, (printed by Matthaehnectt. Graecii. 62.)—also

Cod. Mosq. 139, (see N. T. ix. 223-4-Cod. Coislin. 195ol. 165—Cod.

Coislin. 23, (published by Cramegatt.i. 251.}—Cod. Bodl. ol. Meerman
Auct. T.i. 4,fol. 169—Cod. Bodl. Laud. Gr. 33ol. 79—Any one desirous
of knowing more on this subject will do well to begin by reading Sinkéist.

Crit. du N. T.p. 89. See Mai's foot-note, iv. p. 257.
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the case,) what vague and random statements those are which
[049] we have been listening to. The entire section (S. Mark xvi.

9-20,)"is not met with in althe copies: at all eventsiot“in the

accuraté ones. Nay, it i$ met with seldomi In fact, it isabsent

from “almost all' copies. But—Which of these four statements

is to stand? The first is comparatively unimportant. Not so

the second. The last two, on the contrary, would be absolutely

fatal,—if trustworthy? Butare they trustworthy?

To this question only one answer can be returned. The ex-
aggeration is so gross that it refutes itself. Had it been merely
asserted that the verses in question were wantimganyof the
copies;—even had it been insisted thtae best copiewere with-
out them—well and good: but to assert that, in the beginning of
the fourth century, fronfialmost all copies of the Gospels they
were away—is palpably untrue. What had become then of the
MSS. from which the Syriac, the Latia)l the ancient Versions
were made? How is the contradictory evidenceswéry copy
of the Gospels in existence but tasmbe accounted for? With
Ireneeus and Hippolytus, with the old Latin and the Vulgate, with
the Syriac, and the Gothic, and the Egyptian versions to refer
to, we are able to assert that the author of such a statement was
guilty of monstrous exaggeration. We are reminded of the loose
and random way in which the Fatherggiants in Interpreta-
tion, but very children in the Science of Textual Criticismgre
sometimes observed to speak about the state of the Text in their
days. We are reminded, for instance, of the confident assertion
of an ancient Critic that the true reading in S. Luke xxiv. 13 is
not “three-scoré but “an hundredand three-scor&;for that so
“the accurate copigsised to read the place, besides Origen and
Eusebius. And yet (as | have elsewhere explained) the reading
ekatov kal e€fikovta is altogether impossiblé Apud nos mixta
sunt omnid, is Jerome's way of adverting to an evil which,
serious as it was, was yet not nearly so great as he represents; viz.
the unauthorized introduction into one Gospel of what belongs
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of right to another. And so in a multitude of other instances. The
Fathers are, in fact, constantly observed to make critical remarks
about the ancient copies which simglgnnotbe correct. [050]

And yet the author of the exaggeration under review, be it
observed, is clearlgot Eusebiuslt is evident thahehas nothing
to say against the genuineness of the conclusion of S. Mark's
Gospel. Those random statements about the copies with which
he began, do not even purport to express his own sentiments.
Nay, Eusebius in a manner repudiates them; for he introduces
them with a phrase which separates them from himself: and,
“This then is what a person will sédys-is the remark with
which he finally dismisses them. It would, in fact, be to make
this learned Father stultify himself to suppose that he proceeds
gravely to discuss a portion of Scripture which he had already
deliberately rejected as spurious. But, indeed, the evidence be-
fore us effectually precludes any such suppositibhlere are
two readings, he says; (as is so often the case elsewhelmdh
of which are to be receivedsinasmuch as by the faithful and
pious, this reading is not held to be genuine rather tthat;
nor that thanthis.” And thus we seem to be presented with the
actual opinion of Eusebius, as far as it can be ascertained from
the present passageif indeed he is to be thought here to offer
any personal opinion on the subject at all; which, for my own
part, | entirely doubt. But whether we are at liberty to infer the
actual sentiments of this Father from anything here delivered or
not, quite certain at least is it that to print only the first half of
the passage, (as Tischendorf and Tregelles have done,) and then
to give the reader to understand that he is reading the adverse
testimony of Eusebius as to the genuineness of the end of S.
Mark's Gospel, is nothing else but to misrepresent the facts of
the case; and, however unintentionally, to deceive those who are
unable to verify the quotation for themselves.

It has been urged indeed that Eusebius cannot have recognised
the verses in question as genuine, because a scholium purporting
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to be his has been cited by Matthaei from a Catena at Moscow,
in which he appears to assert tHatccording to Mark, our
Saviour “is not recorded to have appeared to His Disciples after
His Resurrectiori: whereas in S. Mark xvi. 14 it is plainly
recorded thatAfterwards He appeared unto the Eleven as they
sat at meat. May | be permitted to declare that | am distrustful
of the proposed inference, and shall continue to feel so, until |
know something more about the scholium in question? Up to the
time when this page is printed | have not succeeded in obtaining
from Moscow the details | wish for: but they must be already
on the way, and | propose to embody the result ffPastscript
which shall form the last page of the Appendix to the present
volume.

Are we then to suppose that there was no substratum of truth
in the allegations to which Eusebius gives such prominence in
the passage under discussion? By no means. The mutilated state
of S. Mark's Gospel in the Vatican Codex (B) and especially in
the Sinaitic Codex-) sufficiently establishes the contrary. Let
it be freely conceded, (but in fact it has been freely conceded
already,) that there must have existed in the time of Eusebius
manycopies of S. Mark's Gospel which were without the twelve
concluding verses. | do but insist that there is nothing whatever
in that circumstance to lead us to entertain one serious doubt as to
the genuineness of these verses. | am but concerned to maintain
that there is nothing whatever in the evidence which has hitherto
come before us;-certainly notin the evidence of Eusebiusto
induce us to believe that they are a spurious addition to S. Mark's
Gospel.

Ill. We have next to consider what

JEROME

has delivered on this subject. So great a name must needs
command attention in any question of Textual Criticism: and
it is commonly pretended that Jerome pronounces emphatically
against the genuineness of the last twelve verses of the Gospel
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according to S. Mark. A little attention to the actual testimony
borne by this Father will, it is thought, suffice to exhibit it in
a wholly unexpected light; and induce us to form an entire-
ly different estimate of its practical bearing upon the present
discussion.

It will be convenient that | should premise that it is in one of
his many exegetical Epistles that Jerome discusses this matter. A
lady named Hedibia, inhabiting the furthest extremity of Gautdsz]
and known to Jerome only by the ardour of her piety, had sent
to prove him with hard questions. He resolves her difficulties
from Bethlehen?® and | may be allowed to remind the reader
of what is found to have been Jerome's practice on similar oc-
casions—which, to judge from his writings, were of constant
occurrence. In fact, Apodemius, who brought Jerome the Twelve
problems from Hedibia, brought him Eleven more from a noble
neighbour of hers, Algasi?. Once, when a single messenger
had conveyed to him out of the African province a quantity
of similar interrogatories, Jerome sent two Egyptian monks the
following account of how he had proceeded in respect of the in-
quiry,—(it concerned 1 Cor. xv. 531 }which they had addressed
to him—"Being pressed for time, | have presented you with the
opinions of all the Commentators; for the most part, translating
their very words; in order both to get rid of your question, and to
put you in possession of ancient authorities on the subjébis
learned Father does not even profess to have been in the habit
of delivering his own opinions, or speaking his own sentiments
on such occasions:This has been hastily dictatédhe says
in conclusiorns—(alluding to his constant practice, which was to
dictate, rather than to write;}“in order that | might lay before
you what have been the opinions of learned men on this subject,
as well as the arguments by which they have recommended their
opinions. My own authority, (who am but nothing,) is vastly

% Ep. cxx.Opera (ed. Vallars.) vol. i. pp. 811-43.
°L Ibid. p. 844.
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inferior to that of our predecessors in thedAp.” Then, after spe-
cial commendation of the learning of Origen and Eusebius, and
the valuable Scriptural expositions of many meréMy plan,’

(he says,)'is to read the ancients; to prove all things, to hold
fast that which is good; and to abide steadfast in the faith of the
Catholic Church—I must now dictate replies, either original or at
second-hand, to other Questions which lie before’ PR&Ve are

not surprised, after this straightforward avowal of what was the
method on such occasions with this learned Father, to discover
that, instead of hearingeromeaddressingHedibia—(who had
interrogated him concerning the very problem which is at present
engaging our attentiors}we find ourselves only listening to
Eusebiusver again, addressingarinus

“This difficulty admits of a two-fold solutiofi, Jerome be-
gins; as if determined that no doubt shall be entertained as to
the source of his inspiration. Then, (making short work of the
tedious disquisition of Eusebius)'Either we shall reject the
testimony of Mark, which is met with in scarcely any copies
of the Gospek—almost all the Greek codices being without this
passage—(especially since it seems to narrate what contradicts
the other Gospelss-or else, we shall reply that both Evangelists
state what is true: Matthew, when he says that coro.rose
‘late in the week:Mark,—when he says that Mary Magdalene
saw Him'‘early, the first day of the weekFor the passage must
be thus pointed—"When He was riseh:and presently, after a
pause, must be added;Early, the first day of the week, He
appeared to Mary Magdalendde therefore who had risen late
in the week, according to MatthewHimself, early the first day
of the week, according to Mark, appeared to Mary Magdalene.
And this is what John also means, shewing that it was early on
the next day that He appearéd-To understand how faithfully
in what precedes Jerome treads in the footsteps of Eusebius, it is

92 |bid. p. 793-810. See especially pp. 794, 809, 810.
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absolutely necessary to set the Latin of the one over against the
Greek of the other, and to compare them. In order to facilitate
this operation, | have subjoined both originals at foot of the page:
from which it will be apparent that Jerome is here not so much
adopting the sentiments of Eusebius as sintpdyislating his
words®3 [054]

This, however, is not by any means the strangest feature of
the case. That Jerome should have availed himself ever so freely
of the materials which he found ready to his hand in the pages of
Eusebius cannot be regarded as at all extraordinary, after what
we have just heard from himself of his customary method of
proceeding. It would of course have suggested the gravest doubts
as to whether we were here listening to the personal sentiment
of this Father, or not; but that would have been all. What are we
to think, however, of the fact thatedibia's question to Jerome
proves on inspection to be nothing more than a translatidneof

% “Hujus quaestionis duplex solutio estTofitov Sitth &v eiv 1 Adoeig.]
Aut enim non recipimus Marci testimonium, quod in raris fertottoviwo
&v tiol pepdpeva] Evangeliis, omnibus Greeciee libris pene hec capituluin [
ke@dAatov avto] in fine non habentibus;éy tovtd yap oxedov év Emnaot
T01g avTiypd@olg tod katd Mdpkov evayyehiov mepryéypantatl tO TéAog];
preesertim cum diversa atque contraria Evangelistis ceteris narrare videntur
[udhiota einep Exotev dvtidoyiav tf TV Aom®v bayyeAiot@v paptupia.]
Aut hoc respondendum, quod uterque verum dixértifépav napadextéav
fmo'cp.sw ... oLyXwpoLHvou givar dAnBodc.] Mattheeus, quando Dominus
surrexerit vespere sabbati: Marcus autem, quando tum viderit Maria Mag-
dalena, id est, mane prima sabbati. Ita enim distinguendum est, Cum autem
resurrexisset: Jeta SiaotoAfig dvayvwotéov ‘Avaoctag d€:] et, parumper,
spiritu coarctato inferendum, Prima sabbati mane apparuit Mariee Magdalenee:
[elta Vmooti€avteg pntéov, Mpwt T wd TV caPfdtwv épdvn Mapiq Ti
MaydaAnvii.] Ut qui vespere sabbati, juxta Mattheeum surrexenatpd td
Mathaie, ot cappdtwy, tote yap Eyfyepato.] ipse mane prima sabbati,
juxta Marcum, apparuerit Marize Magdalenaegd yap tf] ui1d tod cappdtov
£pavn Mapia tfi MaySaAnvii.] Quod quidem et Joannes Evangelista significat,
mane Eum alterius diei visum esse demonstignsito yodv édAwoe kal &
Twdvvng mpof kol adTdC T Wl tod caPfdrov MBat adTdV paptuproac.]

For the Latin of the above, sét¢ieronymi Opera(ed. Vallars.) vol. i. p.
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very question which Marinus had long before addressed to Eu-
sebiu® We read on, perplexed at the coincidence; and speedily
make the notable discovery that her next question, and her next,
arealsotranslationsvord for wordof the next two of Marinus.

For the proof of this statement the reader is again referred to the
foot of the pagé€? It is at least decisive: and the fact, which
admits of only one explanation, can be attended by only one
practical result. It of course shelves the whole question as far as
the evidence of Jerome is concerned. Whether Hedibia was an
actual personage or not, let those decide who have considered
more attentively than it has ever fallen in my way to do that
curious problems—What was the ancient notion of the allowable

in Fiction? That different ideas have prevailed in different ages of
the world as to where fiction ends and fabrication begirthiat
widely discrepant views are entertained on the subject evenin our
own age+—all must be aware. | decline to investigate the prob-
lem on the present occasion. | do but claim to have established
beyond the possibility of doubt or cavil that what we are here

819: for the Greek, with its context, see Appendix (B).

9 fpddrag T Tp@Tov,—IIGC Tapd uév T Matbaiw o caPpdrwy gatvera
Eyeyepuévog 0 Zwtnp, mapd 8¢ T Mdpkw mpwi T Wwd tdv caPPdrtwy;
[Eusebiusad Marinum(Mai, iv. 255.)]

Primum queeris—Cur Matthaeus dixerit, vespere autem Sabbati illucescente
in una Sabbate Dominum resurrexisse; et Marcus mane resurrectionem ejus
factam esse commemorat. [HieronynagsHedibiam (Opp. i. 818-9.)]

MGG kata tov Matbaiov, oPe caPPatwv 1 MaydaAnvn tebeauévn thv
Gvdotaoty, katd tOv Twdvvnv 1 adth £otdoa kAaiel Tapd t@ uvnueiw i
uid tob cafPdrov. [Ut supra p. 257.]

Quomodo, juxta Matthaeum, vespere Sabbati, Maria Magdalene vidit
Dominum resurgentem; et Joannes Evangelista refert eam mane una sab-
bati juxta sepulcrum fiereJt suprg p. 819.]

MGG, kata tov Matdaiov, e cappatwv | MaydaAnvr peta thg GAANG
Mapiag apapévn T@vV too®v tod Zwtiipog, i avth Tpwi tfj wid tod capPdrov
dkoVeL un pov dmtov, Katd Tov Twdvvny. [Ut suprg p. 262.]

Quomodo, juxta Mattheeum, Maria Magdalene vespere Sabbati cum altera
Maria advoluta sit pedibus Salvatoris; cum, secundum Joannem, audierit a
Domino, Noli me tangeret supra p. 821.]
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presented witlis not the testimony of Jerome at.dllis evident

that this learned Father amused himself with translating for the
benefit of his Latin readers a part of the (lost) work of Eusebius;
(which, by the way, he is found to have possessed in the same
abridged form in which it has come down to ourselvesand he
seems to have regarded it as allowable to attributdHedibid

the problems which he there met with. (He may perhaps have
known that Eusebius before him had attributed them, with just
as little reason, tbMarinus’) In that age, for aught that appears

to the contrary, it may have been regarded as a graceful com-
pliment to address solutions of Scripture difficulties to persons
of distinction, who possibly had never heard of those difficulties
before; and even to represent the Interrogatories which suggested
them as originating with themselves. | offer this only in the way
of suggestion, and am not concerned to defend it. The only point
I am concerned to establish is that Jerome is herarslator,

not an original author: in other words, that itEusebiusvho

here speaks, and not Jerome. For a critic to pretend that it i®3a]
any sense the testimony of Jerome which we are here presented
with; that Jerome is one of those Fathémho, even though
they copied from their predecessors, were yet competent to trans-
mit the record of a fact?®>—is entirely to misunderstand the
case. The man who translategjot adopts, butranslates—the
problemas well as its solution: who deliberately asserts that it
emanated from a Lady inhabiting the furthest extremity of Gaul,
who nevertheless was demonstrably not its author: who goes on
to propose as hers question after questierbatim as he found
them written in the pages of Eusehi@d then resolves them
one by onen the very language of the same Fathessuch a
writer has clearly conducted us into a region where his individual
responsibility quite disappears from sight. We must hear no more
about Jerome, therefore, as a witness against the genuineness of

% TregellesPrinted Textp. 247.
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the concluding verses of S. Mark's Gospel.

On the contrary. Proof is at hand that Jerome held these verses
to be genuine. The proper evidence of this is supplied by the fact
that he gave them a place in his revision of the old Latin version of
the Scriptures. If he had been indeed persuaded of their absence
from “almost all the Greek codicgsdoes any one imagine that
he would have suffered them to stand in the Vulgate? If he had
met with them in“scarcely any copies of the Gospeldo men
really suppose that he would yet have retained them? To believe
this would, again, be to forget what was the known practice of
this Father; who, because he found the expresSiathout a
causeé (eixn,—S. Matth. v. 22,) only'in certain of his codice$,
but not“in the true one$,omittedit from the Vulgate. Because,
however, he reatirighteousness(where we readalms’) in S.
Matth. vi. 1, he exhibits'justitiani’ in his revision of the old
Latin version. On the other hand, though he knew of MSS. (as he
expressly relates) which reddiorks’ for “childrer’ (£€pywv for
tékvwv) in S. Matth. xi. 19, he does not admit that (manifestly
corrupt) readings—which, however, is found both in the Codex
Vaticanus and the Codex Sinaiticus. Let this suffice. | forbear
to press the matter further. It is an additional proof that Jerome
accepted the conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel that he actually
quotes it, and on more than one occasion: but to prove this, is
to prove more than is here requirddl am concerned only to
demolish the assertion of Tischendorf, and Tregelles, and Alford,
and Davidson, and so many more, concerning the testimony of
Jerome; and | have demolished it. | pass on, claiming to have
shewn that the name of Jerome as an adverse witness must never
again appear in this discussion.

IV. and V. But now, while the remarks of Eusebius are yet
fresh in the memory, the reader is invited to recall for a moment
what the author of theHomily on the Resurrectiot,contained

% See above, p. 28.
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in the works of Gregory of Nyssa (above, p. 39), has delivered
on the same subject. It will be remembered that we saw reason
for suspecting that not

SEVERUS OFANTIOCH, but
HESYCHIUS OFJERUSALEM,

(both of them writers of the # century,) has the better claim
to the authorship of the Homily in questi§f—which, however,
cannot at all events be assigned to the illustrious Bishop of Nyssa,
the brother of Basil the Great.In the more accurate copiés,
(says this writer,)*the Gospel according to Mark has its end
at ‘for they were afraid.In some copies, however, this also is
added;—' Now when He was risen early the first day of the week,
He appeared first to Mary Magdalene, out of whom He had cast
seven devils.This, however, seems to contradict to some extent
what we before delivered; for since it happens that the hour of
the night when our 8/10ur rose is not known, how does it come
to be here written that He rosearly? But the saying will prove
to be no ways contradictory, if we read with skill. We must
be careful intelligently to introduce a comma aftéXow when
He was risen:and then to proceed;' Early in the Sabbath He
appeared first to Mary Magdalenén order that when He was
riseri may refer (in conformity with what Matthew says) to the
foregoing season; whifearly is connected with the appearance
to Mary”%®—| presume it would be to abuse a reader's patience
to offer any remarks on all this. If a careful perusal of the
foregoing passage does not convince him that Hesychius is hessg
only reproducing what he had read in Eusebius, nothing that |
can say will persuade him of the fact. TWerdsindeed are by no
means the same; but the sense is altogether identical. He seems
to have also known the work of Victor of Antioch. However,
to remove all doubt from the reader's mind that the work of
Eusebius was in the hands of Hesychius while he wrote, | have

% See above, p. 40-1.
% See the Appendix (C) § 2.
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printed in two parallel columns and transferred to the Appendix
what must needs be conclusi®&for it will be seen that the terms
are only not identical in which Eusebius and Hesychius discuss
that favourite problem with the ancientsthe consistency of S.
Matthew'sope t@v cafpatwv with therpwi of S. Mark.

It is, however, only needful to read through the Homily in
guestion to see that it is an attempt to weave into one piece a
guantity of foreign and incongruous materials. It is in fact not
a Homily at all, (though it has been thrown into that form;) but
a Dissertatiors—into which, Hesychius, (who is known to have
been very curious in questions of that kifig)) is observed to
introduce solutions of most of those famous difficulties which
cluster round the sepulchre of the world's Redeemer on the morn-
ing of the first Easter Day°! and which the ancients seem to
have delighted in discussingas, the number of the Marys who
visited the sepulchre; the angelic appearances on the morning of
the Resurrection; and above all the seeming discrepancy, already
adverted to, in the Evangelical notices of the time at which our
Lorp rose from the dead. | need not enter more particularly
into an examination of this (so-calletylomily”: but | must not
dismiss it without pointing out that its author at all events cannot
be thought to have repudiated the concluding verses of S. Mark:
for at the end of his discourse, he quotes the 19th verse entire,
without hesitation, in confirmation of one of his statements, and

% See the Appendix (C) § 4-For the statement in line 5, see § 2.

10 |n the Eccl. Grac. Monumentaf Cotelerius, (iii. 1-53,) may be seen
the discussion of 60 problems, headedpvaywyr] dnopi@v kai EmAdoewy,
gkAeyeioa v Emitopf] €k Thg evayyeAkig ovpewviag tod dyiov ‘Hovyiov
npecPutépou TepocoAduwv. From this it appears that Hesychius, following the
example of Eusebius, wrote a work 68ospel Harmony;—of which nothing
but an abridgment has come down to us.

101 He says that he writes;TIpd¢ thv To0 Unokelévov mpofAruatog Adary,
Kal TOV EAAWV TOV Katd TV EEETActV TAOV PNTOV dvag@oupévwy {ntroswy,
k.T.A. Greg. NyssOpp.iii. 400 c.
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declares that the words are written by S. M&tk.

| shall not be thought unreasonable, therefore, if | contend that
Hesychius is no longer to be cited as a witness in this behalf: if |
point out that it is entirely to misunderstand and misrepresent the
case to quota passing allusion of his to what Eusebius had long
before delivered on the same subjeas if it exhibited his own
individual teaching. It is demonstraBfé that he is not bearing
testimony to the condition of the MSS. of S. Mark's Gospel in
his own age: neither, indeed, is he bearing testimaingll. He
is simply amusing himself, (in what is found to have been his
favourite way,) with reconciling an apparent discrepancy in the
Gospels; and he does it by adopting certain remarks of Eusebius.
Living so late as the 0 century; conspicuous neither for his
judgment nor his learning; a copyist only, so far as his remarks
on the last verses of S. Mark's Gospel are concerr#us writer
does not really deserve the space and attention we have been
compelled to bestow upon him.

VI. We may conclude, by inquiring for the evidence borne by
VICTOR OF ANTIOCH.

And from the familiar style in which this Father's name is
always introduced into the present discussion, no less than from
the invariable practice of assigning to him the dakeD. 401, it
might be supposed thaYictor of Antioch” is a well-known per-
sonage. Yet is there scarcely a Commentator of antiquity about
whom less is certainly known. Clinton (who enumerates cccxxii
“Ecclesiastical Authofsfrom A.D. 70 to A.D. 68%%4) does not
even record his name. The recémictionary of Greek and
Roman Biographyis just as silent concerning him. Cramer (his
latest editor) calls his very existence in question; proposingden]

102 5uoing 8¢ kai TO Tapd TG MApKw YeYpauuévo; O uév odv Kopiog, K.T.A.

Greg. NyssOpp.iii. 415 D.—See above, p. 29, note (g).
103 See below, chap. X.
104 Fasti Romanivol. ii. Appendix viii. pp. 395-495.
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attribute his Commentary on S. Mark to Cyril of Alexand}a.

Not to delay the reader needlesslyictor of Antioch is an
interesting and unjustly neglected Father of the Church; whose
date;—(inasmuch as he apparently quotes sometimes from Cyril
of Alexandria who died A.D. 444, and yet seems to have written
soon after the death of Chrysostom, which took place A.D. 407),
may be assigned to the first half of thé century;—suppose
A.D. 425-450. And in citing him | shall always refer to the best
(and most easily accessible) edition of his weskhat of Cramer
(1840) in the first volume of hisCatenaé.

But a far graver charge is behind. From the confident air
in which Victor's authority is appealed to by those who deem
the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel spurious, it would of
course be inferred that his evidence is hostile to the verses in
guestion; whereas his evidence to their genuineness is the most
emphatic and extraordinary on record. Dr. Tregelles asserts that
“his testimonyto the absence of these twelve verses from some
or many copies, stands in contrast to his omginion on the
subject’ But Victor deliversno “opinion?” and his“testimony
is the direct reverse of what Dr. Tregelles asserts it to be. This
learned and respected critic has strangely misapprehended the
evidence®®

I must needs be brief in this place. | shall therefore confine
myself to those facts concernifiictor of Antioch,” or rather
concerning his work, which are necessary for the purpose in
hand:%”

Now, his Commentary on S. Mark's Gospehs all must see
who will be at the pains to examine-iis to a great extent a
compilation. The same thing may be said, no doubt, to some

195 vol. i. Preefat.p. xxviii. See below, note (p).

108 «\/ictor Antiochenu (writes Dr. Tregelles in his N. T. vol. i. p. 214,)
“dicit 6t1 vevéBevtar T0 mapd Mdpkw televtaiov €v Tiol YepOUEVOV.”

197 For additional details concerning Victor of Antioch, and his work, the
studious in such matters are referred to the Appendix (D).
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extent, of almost every ancient Commentary in existence. But
I mean, concerning this particular work, that it proves to hawei]
been the author's plan not so much to give the general results
of his acquaintance with the writings of Origen, Apollinarius,
Theodorus of Mopsuestia, Eusebius, and Chrysostom; as, with
or without acknowledgment, to transcribe largely (but with great
license) from one or other of these writers. Thus, the whole of
his note on S. Mark xv. 38, 39, is taken, without any hint that it
is not original, (much of itword for word) from Chrysostom's
88th Homily on S. Matthew's Gosp#l® The same is to be said

of the first twelve lines of his note on S. Mark xvi. 9. On the
other hand, the latter half of the note last mentioned professes
to give the substance of whiusebiusad written on the same
subject. It is in fact an extract from those veéiQuaestiones ad
Marinun’ concerning which so much has been offered already.
All this, though it does not sensibly detract from the interest or
the value of Victor's work, must be admitted entirely to change
the character of his supposed evidence. He comes before us
rather in the light of a Compiler than of an Author: his work

is rather a“Catend than a Commentary: and as such in fact
it is generally described. Quite plain is it, at all events, that
the sentiments contained in the sections last referred toaire
Victor's at all For one half of them, no one but Chrysostom is
responsible: for the other half, no one but Eusebius.

But it is Victor's familiar use of the writings of Eusebiuses-
pecially of those Resolutions of hard Questibnencerning the
seeming Inconsistencies in the Evangelical accounts of the Res-
urrection” which Eusebius addressed to Maring®n which
the reader's attention is now to be concentrated. Victor cites
that work of Eusebiudy namein the veryfirst page of his
Commentary. That hikast page also contains a quotation from
it, (alsoby namg, has been already pointed d?. Attention is

1% Opp.vol. vii. p. 825 E-826 B: or, in Field's edition, p. 527, line 3 to 20.
19 Cramer, i. p. 266, lines 10, 14;6¢ @notv EdoéPiog 6 Katoapeiag év t@
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now invited to what is found concerning S. Mark xvi. 9-20 in
thelast page but onép. 444) of Victor's work. It shall be given

in English; because | will convince unlearned as well as learned
readers. Victor, (after quoting four lines from the"BHomin of
Chrysostortt9), reconciles (exactly as Eusebius is observed to
do'h) the notes of time contained severally in S. Matth. xxviii.
1, S. Mark xvi. 2, S. Luke xxiv. 1, and S. John xx. 1. After
which, he proceeds as follows:

“In certain copies of Mark's Gospel, next cormesSNow when
[Jesud was risen early the first day of the week, He appeared to
Mary Magdalené:—a statement which seems inconsistent with
Matthew's narrative. This might be met by asserting, that the
conclusion of Mark's Gospel, though found in certain copies, is
spurious, However, that we may not seem to betake ourselves to
an off-hand answer, we propose to read the place-thisow
when [Esug was risen then, after a comma, to go e, early
the first day of the week He appeared to Mary Magdalehre.
this way we refer [Mark'sfNow when [Esud was risen to
Matthew's'in the end of the sabbath(for thenwe believe Him
to haverisen) and all that comes after, expressive as it is of a
different notion, we connect with what follows. Mark relates that
He who'arose(according to Matthewin the end of the Sabbath
was seerby Mary Magdalenéearly.” This is in fact what John
also declares; for he too has recorded tleatly, ‘ the first day
of the week, [Jesug appeared to the Magdalene. In a word, two
distinct seasons are set before us by these words: first, the season
of the Resurrectior~which was'‘in the end of the Sabbath;
secondly, the season of ournour's Appearings—which was

npd¢ Mapivov k.T.A. And at p. 4486, line 19-EvoePi6g gnotv 6 Katoapeiag
K.T.A.

110 Compare Cramer¥ict. Ant.i. p. 444, line 6-9, with Field'€hrys.iii. p.
539, line 7-21.

11 Mai, iv. p. 257-8.
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‘early;” 112

No one, | presume, can read this passage and yet hesitate
to admit that he is here listening to Eusebiled Marinuni
over again. But if any one really retains a particle of doubt
on the subject, he is requested to cast his eye to the foot of
the present page; and even an unlearned reader, surveyingpébie
originals with attention, may easily convince himself tNat-
tor is here nothing else but a copyfsf (Eusebius.)to uév
“avaotdag,” dv[améupwuev?] £ni v mapd @ Matbaiw “oPe
cafPdatwv.” (tdte yap £ynyepto.) to 8¢ £&fig, £Tépag Sv dravolag
UTOGTATIKOV, GUVAPWUEV TOIG EMAEYOUEVOLG.

(Victor.) to pev “dvaotag,” avaméuPpwyev €ml TNV mapd
T® Mathaiw “OYe caPPdtwv.” (téte yap éynyépbar avtov
motebopev.) 10 8¢ £E&fg, £tépag &v dravoiag mapaoTatikov,
CUVAPWUEV TOTG EMAEYOUEVOLG;

(Eusebius.) (mpwi” yap “tf] wd tod cappdrov épdvn Mapia
tfi MaydaAnvii.”)

(Victor.)  (tov yap “ove ocafPatwv’ kata Matbaiov
gyayepuévov  lotopel  “mpwl’  Ewpakévar  Mapiav TV
MaydaAnviv.)

(Eusebius.)roto yodv €diAwoe kat 0 Twavvng “mpwi” kal
avTog “tf] wid tol cafPdtov” GO@bar avTtov T MaydaAnvi
HOPTUPNOAG.

112 Cramer, vol. i. p. 444, line 19 to p. 445, line 4.

113 The following is the original of what is given above:Enidn 8¢ &v tiol
OV dvtiypdewv Tpdokertal ¢ napdvtt ebayyehiy, “avaotag d¢ tfj pwid tod
cafPfdtov mpwi, Epdvn (see belowMapiq tf MaydaAnvii,” dokel d¢ tolto
dapwvelv t@ OO Matbaiov elpnuévey, Epoluev WG duvatdv pev einelv 6t
vevéBevtar tO Tapd Mdpkw teAevtaiov €v Tiol @epduevov. TANV Tva pr
d6&wuev i 1O Erowov KatagevyeLy, oUTwC Gvayvwodueda; “avaotag 8¢,”
kal Urooti€avteg éndywpev, “nmpwi tff wd tob cafPdrov épdvn Mapiy T
MaydaAnvii.” iva [The extract fromVICTOR{FNS is continued below in the
right hand column: the left exhibiting the text BUSEBIUS{FNS “ad Mar-
inum”] [Transcriber's Note: The extracts will be on alternating paragraphs.]
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(Victor.) tolto yolUv €dnAwoe kal Twdavveg, “mpwi” kai
avtdg “tf] Wl TV cafPdtwv” dEbar avtdv T MaydaAnvil
UHOPTUPNONG.

[31 words here omitted.]

(Eusebius.)og mapictacbat év tovToig katpovg dVo; TOV Hev
Yap TG avactdoewg ToV “oPe tod cappdtov.” tov d¢ tig Tod
Twtpog Emavelag, Tov “mpwi.”

(Victor.) wg mapiotacBat v ToUTOLG Kalpoug d00; TOV UEV TG
&VAOTAGEWG, TOV “OPE ToD caPPdtov;” Tov d¢ Thi¢ T0D Twtiipog
émoeaveiag, T “mpol.”

[EuseBius{FNs, apud Maij iv. p. 256.]

[VicTor AnTiocH{FNs, ed. Crameri. p. 444-5: (ith a few
slight emendations of the text frdavan. Cod. Reg. 178.)]

Note, that Victortwice omits the wordnp&tov, andtwice
readsti] wid tob cappdrov, (instead oftpdty capPdrov), only
because Eusebius had inadvertergthyree timesyone the same
thing in the place from which Victor is copying. See Malova
P. P. Bibl.iv. p. 256, line 19 and 26: p. 257 line 4 and 5.

That the work in which Eusebius reconcileseeming discrep-
ancies in the Evangelical narrativesyas actually lying open
before Victor while he wrote, is ascertained beyond dispute. He
is observed in his next ensuing Comment to quote from it, and
to mention Eusebius as its author. At the end of the present
note he has a significant allusion to Eusebiu$t know very
well,” he says;what has been suggesteglthose who are at the
pains to remove the apparent inconsistencies in this plate

But when writing on S. Mark xvi. 9-20, he does more. After
abridging, (as his manner is,) what Eusebius explains with such
tedious emphasis, (giving the substance of five columns in about
three times as many lines,) he adopts the exact expressions of

14 6 dyvod 8¢ w¢ Siapdpouc dntaciag yeyeviioBai pactv oi Tiv Sokodoav
dapwviav daddoar onovddlovreg. Vict. Ant. ed. Crameyvol. i. p. 445,
|. 23-5: referring to what Eusebius sagpud Maj iv. 264 and 265 (8§ iiii):
287-290 (8§ v, Vi, vii.)
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Eusebius—follows him in his very mistakes:-and finally tran-
scribes his words. The reader is therefore requested to bear in
mind that what he has been listening tonist the testimony of
Victor at all: but the testimony of EusebiusThis is but one
more echo therefore of a passage of which we are all beginning
by this time to be weary; so exceedingly rash are the statements
with which it is introduced, so utterly preposterous the proposed
method of remedying a difficulty which proves after all to be
purely imaginary.

What thenis the testimony of Victor? Does he offer any
independent statement on the question in dispute, from which his
own private opinion (though nowhere stated) may be lawfully
inferred? Yes indeed. Victor, though frequently a Transcriber
only, is observed every now and then to come forward in his own
person, and deliver his individual sentiméfit. But nowhere
throughout his work does he deliver such remarkable testimony
as in this place. Hear him!

“Notwithstanding that in very many copies of the present
Gospel, the passage beginnindlow when [Esud was risen
early the first day of the week, He appeared first to Mary Mag-
dalen€, be not founds—(certain individuals having supposed it
to be spurious;}-yetwe, at all events, inasmuch as in very many
we have discovered it to exist, have, out of accurate copies,
subjoined also the account of our Lord's Ascension, (following
the words'for they were afraid) in conformity with the Pales-
tinian exemplar of Mark which exhibits the Gospel verity: thadss]
is to say, from the words,Now when [Jesus] was risen early
the first day of the week,&c., down to‘with signs following.
Amen’6_And with these words Victor of Antioch brings his
Commentary on S. Mark to an eid.

Here then we find it roundly stated by a highly intelligent

115 e g. in the passage last quoted.
118 For the original of this remarkable passage the reader is referred to the
Appendix (E).
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Father, writing in the first half of thell century;—

(1.) That the reason why the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark
are absent from some ancient copies of his Gospbemuse
they have been deliberately omitted by Copyists

(2.) That the ground for such omission was tbjective
judgmentof individuals;—not the result of any appeal to docu-
mentary evidence. Victor, therefore, clearly held that the Verses
in question had beeexpungedn consequence of their (seeming)
inconsistency with what is met with in the other Gospels:

(3.) That he, on the other hand, had convinced himself by
reference td'very many and“accuraté copies, that the verses
in question are genuine:

(4.) That in particular the Palestinian Copy, which enjoyed the
reputation of*exhibiting the genuine text of S. Markgontained
the Verses in dispute-To Opinion, therefore, Victor opposes
Authority. He makes his appeal to the most trustworthy docu-
mentary evidence with which he is acquainted; and the deliberate
testimony which he delivers is a complete counterpoise and
antidote to the loose phrases of Eusebius on the same subject:

(5.) That in consequence of all this, following the Palestini-
an Exemplar, he had from accurate copiesished his own
work with the Twelve Verses in dispitewhich is a categorical
refutation of the statement frequently met with that the work of
Victor of Antioch iswithoutthem.

We are now at liberty to sum up; and to review the progress
which has been hitherto made in this Inquiry.

Six Fathers of the Church have been examined who are com-
monly represented as bearing hostile testimony to the last Twelve
Verses of S. Mark's Gospel; and they have been easily reduced
to one Three of them, (Hesychius, Jerome, Victor,) prove to be
echoes, not voices. The remaining two, (Gregory of Nyssa and
Severus,) are neither voices nor echoes, but meiaatyes Gre-

GORY OF Nyssa having really no more to do with this discussion
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than Philip of Macedon; antiSeveru% and“Hesychius repre-
senting one and the same individual. Only by a Critic seeking to
mislead his reader will any one of these five Fathers be in future
cited as witnessing against the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9-20.
Eusebius is the solitary withess who survives the ordeal of exact
inquiry.*” But,

I. EuseBius, (as we have seen), instead of proclaiming his
distrust of this portion of the Gospel, enters upon an elaborate
proof that its contents are not inconsistent with what is found
in the Gospels of S. Matthew and S. John. His testimony is re-
ducible to two innocuous and wholly unconnected propositions:
the first—That there existed in his day a vast number of copies
in which the last chapter of S. Mark's Gospel ended abruptly at
ver. 8; (the correlative of which of course would be that there
also existed a vast number which were furnished with the present
ending.) The second;That by putting a comma after the word
‘Avaotdg, S. Mark xvi. 9, is capable of being reconciled with
S. Matth. xxviii. 1118.... | profess myself unable to understand
how it can be pretended that Eusebius would have subscribed
to the opinion of Tischendorf, Tregelles, and the rest, that the
Gospel of S. Mark was never finished by its inspired Author, or
was mutilated before it came abroad; at all events, that the last
Twelve Verses are spurious. [067]

[I. The observations of Eusebius are found to have been
adopted, and in part transcribed, by an unknown writer of the

17 How shrewdly was it remarked by Matthaei, eighty years -ag&cholia
certe, in quibus de integritate hujus loci dubitatur, omesauno fonte proma-
narunt Ex eodem fonte Hieronymum etiam hausisse intelligitur ex ejus loco
quem laudavit Wetst. ad ver -9-Similiter Scholiastee omnes in principio hujus
Evangelii in disputatione de lectiori fjoaia @ mpogritn €x uno pendent.
Fortasse Origenes auctor est hujus dubitatichiN.T. vol. ii. p. 270.3-The
reader is invited to remember what was offered above in p. 47 (line 23.)

118t is not often, | think, that one finds in MSS. a point actually inserted after
‘Avaotdg 6¢. Such a point is found, however, in Cod. 34 ( = Coisl. 195,) and
Cod. 22 (= Reg. 72,) and doubtless in many other copies.
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vith century;—whether HesycHius or SEverus is not certainly
known: but if it were Hesychius, then it was not Severus; if
Severus, then not Hesychius. This writer, however, (whoever
he may have been,) is careful to convince us that individual-
ly he entertainedho doubt whateveabout the genuineness of
this part of Scripture, for he says that he writes in order to
remove the (hypothetical) objections of others, and to silence
their (imaginary) doubts. Nay, he freetjuotes the verses as
genuine and declares that they were read in his day on a certain
Sunday night in the public Service of the Church.... To represent
such an ones(it matters nothing, | repeat, whether we call
him “Hesychius of Jerusalénor “ Severus of Antiocli)—as a
hostile witness, is simply to misrepresent the facts of the case. He
is, on the contrary, the strenuous champion of the verses which
he is commonly represented as impugning.

lll. As for JERoME, since that illustrious Father comes before
us in this place as @anslator of Eusebius only, he is no more
responsible for what Eusebius says concerning S. Mark xvi.
9-20, than Hobbes of Malmesbury is responsible for anything
that Thucydides has related concerning the Peloponnesian war.
Individually, however, it is certain that Jerome was convinced of
the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9-20: for in two different places
of his writings he not only quotes the 9th and 14th verses, but he
exhibits all the twelve in the Vulgate.

IV. Lastly, VicTor oF ANTIOCH, Who wrote in an age when
Eusebius was held to be an infallible oracle on points of Biblical
Criticism—nhaving dutifully rehearsed, (like the rest,) the feeble
expedient of that illustrious Father for harmonizing S. Mark xvi.
9 with the narrative of S. Matthewsis observed to cite the
statements of Eusebius concernihg last Twelve Versas S.
Mark, only in order to refute them. Not that he opposes opinion to
opinion—(for the opinions of Eusebius and of Victor of Antioch
on this behalf were probably identical;) but statement he meets
with counter-statementfact he confronts with fact. Scarcely



89

can anything be imagined more emphatic than his testimony, or
more conclusive.

For the reader is requested to observe that here is an Ecclesi-
astic, writing in the first half of the ¥ century, whoexpressly
witnesses to the genuinenaxfsthe Verses in dispute. He had
made reference, he says, and ascertained their existence in very
many MSS. (¢ év mAelotoig). He had derived his text from
“accuraté ones: €€ axpiB@dv avtiypdewv.) More than that: he
leads his reader to infer that he had personally resorted to the
famous Palestinian Copy, the text of which was held to exhibit
the inspired verity, and had satisfied himself that the conclud-
ing section of S. Mark's Gosp@&las there He had, therefore,
been either to Jerusalem, or else to Ceesarea; had inquired for
those venerable records which had once belonged to Origen and
Pamphilust!® and had inspected them. Testimony more express,
more weightys—| was going to say, more decisivecan scarce-
ly be imagined. It may with truth be said to close the present
discussion.

With this, in fact, Victor lays down his pen. So also may |.

I submit that nothing whatever which has hitherto come before
us lends the slightest countenance to the modern dream that S.
Mark's Gospel, as it left the hands of its inspired Author, ended
abruptly at ver. 8. Neither Eusebius nor Jerome; neither Severus
of Antioch nor Hesychius of Jerusalem; certainly not Victor
of Antioch; least of all Gregory of Nyssayyield a particle of
support to that monstrous fancy. The notion is an invention, a
pure imagination of the Critics ever since the days of Griesbach.

It remains to be seen whether the MSS. will prove somewhat
less unaccommodating.

VII. For it can be of no possible avail, at this stage of the
discussion, to appeal to

EuTHYMIUS ZIGABENUS,

119 Scrivener'dntroduction pp. 47, 125, 431.
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the Author of an interesting Commentary, or rather Compi-
lation on the Gospels, assigned to A.D. 1116. Euthymius lived,
in fact, full five hundred years too late for his testimony to be
of the slightest importance. Such as it is, however, it is not
unfavourable. He says;*Some of the Commentators state that
here; (viz. at ver. 8,)the Gospel according to Mark finishes;
and that what follows is a spurious additidbfiWhich clearly is
his version of the statements of one or more of the four Fathers
whose testimony has already occupied so large a share of our
attention.)* This portion we must also interpret, howevVeftu-
thymius proceeds;)since there is nothing in it prejudicial to the
truth”12—But it is idle to linger over such a writer. One might
almost as well quotePoli Synopsisand then proceed to discuss
it. The cause must indeed be desperate which seeks support from
a quarter like this. What possible sanction can an Ecclesiastic of
the xii!" century be supposed to yield to the hypothesis that S.
Mark's Gospel, as it left the hands of its inspired Author, was an
unfinished work?

It remains to ascertain what is the evidence of the MSS. on this
subject. And the MSS. require to be the more attentively studied,
because it is tahemthat our opponents are accustomed most
confidently to appeal. On them in fact they rely. The nature and
the value of the most ancient Manuscript testimony available,
shall be scrupulously investigated in the next two Chapters.

CHAPTER VI.

120 paot 8¢ Tiveg iV EENyNT@OVY Evtatba cuumAnpodobar o Kotk Mdpkov
ebayyéhov; td 8¢ 2e&fg mposdrknv eival uetayeveotépav. Xpr 8¢ kal
tavtny épunvedoar undev tfi dAnbeia Avparvouévrv.—Euthym. Zig. éd.
Matthaei, 1792)in loc.
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MANUSCRIPT TESTIMONY
SHEWN TO BE
OVERWHELMINGLY IN
FAVOUR OF THESE
VERSES—PART I.

S. Mark xvi. 9-20, contained in every MS. in the world
except two—Irrational Claim to Infallibility set up on behalf
of Cod. B (p. 73) and Coo.(p. 75)—These two Codices
shewn to be full of gross Omissions (p. A8)nterpolations
(p. 80)—Corruptions of the Text (p. 8Brand Perversions
of the Truth (p. 83%The testimony of Cod. B to S. Mark
xvi. 9-20, shewn to be favorable, notwithstanding (p. 86).

The two oldest Copies of the Gospels in existence are the famous
Codex in the Vatican Library at Rome, known ‘@Sodex BY

and the Codex which Tischendorf brought from Mount Sinai in
1859, and which he designates by the first letter of the Hebrew
alphabet-). These two manuscripts are probably not of equal
antiquity®' An interval of fifty years at least seems to be
required to account for the marked difference between them. If
the first belongs to the beginning, the second may be referred
to the middle or latter part of the tf\‘/century. But the two
Manuscripts agree in this;thatthey are without the last twelve
verses of S. Mark's Gospdh both, afterégpofodvrto yap (ver.

121 For some remarks on this subject the reader is referred to the Appendix (F).
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8), comes the subscription: in Cod -BKATA MAPKON; in Cod.
B —EYATTEAION KATA MAPKON.

Let it not be supposed that we have ampre facts of this
class to produce. All has been stated. It is not that the evidence
of Manuscripts is onerthe evidence of Fathers and Versions
another. The very reverse is the case. Manuscripts, Fathers,
and Versions alike, arenly not unanimoush bearing consistent
testimony. But the consentient withess of the MSS. is even
extraordinary. With the exception of the two uncial MSS. which
have just been named, therenist oneCodex in existence, un-
cial or cursives—(and we are acquainted with, at least, eighteen
other unciald?? and about six hundred cursive Copies of this
Gospel }-which leaves out the last twelve verses of S. Mark.

The inference which an unscientific observer would draw
from this fact, is no doubt in this instance the correct one.
He demands to be shewn the Alexandrine (A) and the Parisian
Codex (C)—neither of them probably removed by much more
than fifty years from the date of the Codex Sinaiticus, and both
unquestionablygerived from different originals—and he ascer-
tains that no countenance is lent by either of those venerable
monuments to the proposed omission of this part of the sacred
text. He discovers that the Codex Bezae (D), the only remaining
very ancient MS. authoritys-notwithstanding that it is observed
on most occasions to exhibit an extraordinary sympathy with
the Vatican (By—here sides with A and C against B all
He inquires after all the other uncials and all the cursive MSS.
in existence, (some of them dating from the gentury,) and
requests to have it explained to hiwhy it is to be supposed
that all these many witnessesbelonging to so many different
patriarchates, provinces, ages of the Churemave entered into
a grand conspiracy to bear false witness on a point of this mag-
nitude and importance? But he obtains no intelligible answer to

122vjiz. A, C [v]; D [vi]; E, L [viii]; F, K, M, V, T, A, A (queere)]l [ix]; G, H,
X, S, U [ix, X].
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this question. How, then, is an unprejudiced student to draw any
inference but one from the premiss@sfatsingle peculiarity (he
tells himself) of bringing the second Gospel abruptly to a close
at the 8th verse of the >3\7ichapter, is absolutely fatal to the two
Codices in question. It is useless to din into his ears that those
Codices are probably both of the“l\century,—unless men are
prepared to add the assurance that a Codex of {ﬂeémtury is

of necessity more trustworthy witness to the text of the Gospels
than a Codex of thell, The omission of these twelve verses, |
repeat, in itself, destroys his confidence in Cod. B and &Mo. o072
for it is obvious that a copy of the Gospels which has been so
seriously mutilated in one place may have been slightly tampered
with in another. He is willing to suspend his judgment, of course.
The two oldest copies of the Gospels in existence are entitled
to great reverencbecauseof their high antiquity. They must

be allowed a most patient, most unprejudiced, most respectful,
nay, a most indulgent hearing. But when all this has been freely
accorded, on no intelligible principle can more be claimed for
any two MSS. in the world.

The rejoinder to all this is sufficiently obvious. Mistrust will
no doubt have been thrown over the evidence borne to the text
of Scripture in a thousand other places by Cod. B and )
after demonstration that those two Codices exhibit a mutilated
textin the present place. But what else is this but the very point
requiring demonstration? Why may not these two be right, and
all the other MSS. wrong?

| propose, therefore, that we reverse the process. Proceed we
to examine the evidence borne by these two witnesses on certain
otheroccasions which admit afo difference of opinion; or next
to none. Let us endeavour, | say, to ascerthi character of
the Witnessely a patient and unprejudiced examination of their
Evidence—not in one place, or in two, or in three; but on several
important occasions, and throughout. If we find it invariably
consentient and invariably truthful, then of course a mighty pre-
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sumption will have been established, the very strongest possible,
that their adverse testimony in respect of the conclusion of S.
Mark's Gospel must needs be worthy of all acceptation. But if, on
the contrary, our inquiries shall conduct us to the very opposite
result—what else can happen but that our confidence in these
two MSS. will be hopelessly shaken? We must in such case be
prepared to admit that it is just as likely as not that this is omnlg
more occasioron which thesétwo false witnesséshave con-
spired to witness falsely. If, at this juncture, extraneous evidence
of an entirely trustworthy kind can be procured to confront them:
above all, if some one ancient withess of unimpeachable veracity
can be found who shall bear contradictory evidence: what other
alternative will be left us but to reject their testimony in respect
of S. Mark xvi. 9-20 with something like indignation; and to
acquiesce in the belief of universal Christendom for eighteen
hundred years that these twelve verses are just as much entitled
to our unhesitating acceptance as any other twelve verses in the
Gospel which can be named?

I. It is undeniable, in the meantime, that for the last quarter of
a century, it has become the fashion to demand for the readings
of Codex B something very like absolute deference. The grounds
for this superstitious sentiment, (for really | can describe it in no
apter way,) | profess myself unable to discover. Codex B comes
to us without a history: without recommendation of any kind,
except that of its antiquity. It bears traces of careless transcription
in every page. The mistakes which the original transcriber made
are of perpetual recurrencelhey are chiefly omissions, of one,
two, or three words; but sometimes of half a verse, a whole verse,
or even of several verses.... | hesitate not to assert that it would
be easier to find a folio containing three or four such omissions
than to light on one which should be without any? In the
Gospels alone, Codex B leaves out words or whole clauses no

123 y/ercellone—Del antichissimo Codice Vaticano della Bibbia Gre&oma,
1860. (pp. 21.)
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less than 1,491 time'$# of which by far the largest proportion

is found in S. Mark's Gospel. Many of these, no doubt, are to
be accounted for by the proximity of ‘dike ending”*?® The
Vatican MS. (like the Sinaitit®®) was originally derived from [074]
an older Codex which contained about twelve or thirteen letters

E®EPETO EIZ TON
OYPANON KAI] AY
TOI ITIPOXKYNHZI

The next explains Wh-readStspLK(x)\UlJ)chtsq emnpwtwv in S. Luke xxii.
64—
AEPONTEZX KAI TIE
MIKAAYWYANTEX E
[TYOITON AYTOY TO
[TPOZQIION KAI 3]
I[MTHPQTQON AYTO
The next explains why the wordsn ntag 1g avtnv Praletor are absent in
BM(and G) at S. Luke xvi. 16-
EYAITE
AIZETAI [KAI TIAT
EIZ AYTHN BI
AZETAI] EYKOIIQ
TEPON AE EXTIN TO
124 Dyblin Univ. Mag.(Nov. 1859,) p. 620, quoted by Scrivener, p. 93.
125 uototéevrov.
126 see Scrivener'mtroductionto his ed. of the Codex Bezae, p. xxiii. The
passage referred to reappears at the end of his Preface to the 2nd ed. of his
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in a line!?” And it will be found that some of its omissions
[075] which have given rise to prolonged discussion are probably to
be referred to nothing else but the oscitancy of a transcriber

EK TOY] KOZMOY
OYK EIZIN KAGQZ
Thus also is explained why B (wi., A, D, L) omits a precious clause in
S. Luke xxiv. 42—
OINTOY MEPOZ KAI
[AIIO MEAIZEI
OY KHPIOY KAI]
AABQN ENQITION
And why the same MSS. (all but A) omit an important clause in S. Luke
XXiv. 53—
EN TQ IEPQ [AIN
OYNTEZ KAI] EYAO
TOYNTEZ TON ©HON

And why B (with ll, L) omits an important clause in the history of the
Temptation (S. Luke iv. 5+~

KAI ANATATON AY
TON [EIZ OPOZ YWH
AON] EAIZEN AYTQ

Collation of the Cod. Sinaiticus-Add to his instances, this from S. Matth.
XXviii. 2, 3:—
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with such a codex before hift® without having recourse to
any more abstruse hypothesis; without any imputation of bad
faith,—certainly without supposing that the words omitted did
not exist in the inspired autograph of the EvangeliBut then

it is undeniable that some of the omissions in Cod. B are not to
be so explained. On the other hand, | can testify to the fact that
the codex is disfigured throughout witbpetitions The original
scribe is often found to have not only written the same words
twice over, but to have failed whenever he did so to take any
notice with his pen of what he had done.

What then, (I must again inquire,) are the grounds for the
superstitious reverence which is entertained in certain quarters
for the readings of Codex B? If it be a secret known to the recent
Editors of the New Testament, they have certainly contrived to
keep it wondrous close.

II. More recently, a claim to co-ordinate primacy has been set
up on behalf of the Codex Sinaiticus. Tischendorf is actually

KAI EKAGHTO E
[TANQ AYTOY [HN AE
H EIAEA AYTOY] Q%
AXTPAITH

It is plain why the scribe dllwrote enavw avtov wgG aotpann.—The next
is from S. Luke xxiv. 31—
ATHNYTH
2AN OI O®POAAMOI
KAI [EITETNQZAN AYTO
KAI] AYTOZ AOAN
TOZ ET'ENETO

Hence the omission ofa1 eneyvwoav avtov in W—_The following ex-
plains the omission fror.(and D) of the Ascension at S. Luke xxiv. 52:

ATI AYTQON KAI [AN
127 n this way, (at S. John xvii. 15, 16), the obviously corrupt reading of Cod.
B (tva tnpnong avtoug ek tov koouov)—which, however, was the reading of

the copy used by Athanasiu®p.p. 1035:al. ed.p. 825)—is explained—
EK TOY [TIONHPOY.

128 | this way the famous omissioll, B, L) of the wordevteponpdite, in
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engaged in remodelling his seventh Leipsic edition, chiefly in
conformity with the readings of his lately discovered M8And
yet the Codex in question abounds witirrors of the the eye and
pen, to an extent not unparalleled, but happily rather unusual in
documents of first-rate importan€e€n many occasions, 10, 20,
30, 40 words are dropped through very carelessh@sd.etters

[076] and words, even whole sentences, are frequently written twice
over, or begun and immediately cancelled: while that gross blun-
der ... whereby a clause is omitted because it happens to end in
the same words as the clause preceding, occurs no less than 115
times in the New Testament. Tregelles has freely pronounced
that‘the state of the text, as proceeding from the first scribe, may
be regarded agery rough’ ” 13! But when*“the first scribé& and
his “very rougli performance have been thus unceremoniously
disposed of, one would like to be informed what remains to
command respect in Coddll> 1s, then,manuscript authority
to be confounded witkditorial caprice—exercising itself upon
the corrections of at least ten different revisetsyho, from
the vi to the xif" century, have been endeavouring to lick into
shape a text which its original author |&ftery rougt?”

The co-ordinate primacy, (as | must needs call it,) which,

within the last few years, has been claimed for Codex B and

S. Luke vi. 1, is (to say the least) capable of being explaired:
ETENETO A E EN XA©

BATQ A[EYTEPO

[IPQTQ A]IATIOPEYE

and ofviov Bapayiov (.) in S. Matth. xxvii. 35—

AIMATOZX ZAXAPIOY
[YIOY BAPAXIOY]
ON EOONEYZATE
129 He has reached the 480th page of vol. ii. (1 Cor. v. 7.)
1301y this way 14 words have been omitted from Colllin S. Mark xv.
47—xvi. 1:—19 words in S. Mark i. 32-4=20 words in S. John xx. 5,6+39
words in S. John xix. 20, 21.
131 Scrivener'sull Collation, &c., p. xv.; quoting Tregelles' N. T. Part II. page
i
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Codex threatens to grow into a species of tyrarrgrom
which | venture to predict there will come in the end an unrea-
sonable and unsalutary recoil. It behoves us, therefore, to look
closely into this matter, and to require a reason for what is being
done. The text of the sacred deposit is far too precious a thing to
be sacrificed to an irrational, or at least a superstitious devotion
to two MSS.—simply because they may possibly be older by
a hundred years than any other which we posséks.verius
guod prius; is an axiom which holds every bit as true in Textual
Criticism as in Dogmatic Truth. But on that principle, (as | have
already shewn,) the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel are
fully established:*? and by consequence, the credit of Codd. B
andMsustains a severe shock. Agalid verius quod prius;

but it does not of course follow that a Codex of thg'inentury
shall exhibit a more correct text of Scripture than one written in
the \}h, or even than one written in théhx For the proof of this
statement, (if it can be supposed to require proof,) it is enough to
appeal to Codex D. That venerable copy of the Gospels is of the
vith century. Itis, in fact, one of our five great uncials. No oldes77]
MS. of the Greek Text is known to existexcepting always A,

B, C andl. And yet no text is more thoroughly disfigured

by corruptions and interpolations than that of Codex D. In the
Acts, (to use the language of its learned and accurate Editor,)

is hardly an exaggeration to assert that it reproducesetktels
receptusmuch in the same way that one of the best Chaldee
Targums does the Hebrew of the Old Testament: so wide are the
variations in the diction, so constant and inveterate the practice
of expanding the narrative by means of interpolations which sel-
dom recommend themselves as genuine by even a semblance of
internal probability.132 Where, then, is thé priori probability

that two MSS. of the il century shall have not only a superior
claim to be heard, but almost an exclusive right to dictate which

132 5ee Chap. IV. p. 37.
133 Scrivener'dntroduction to Con. Beza. liv.
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readings are to be rejected, which retained?

How ready the most recent editors of the New Testament have
shewn themselves to hammer the sacred text on the anvil of
Codd. B andll—not unfrequently in defiance of the evidence
of all other MSS., and sometimes to the serious detriment of
the deposit—would admit of striking illustration were this place
for such details. Tischendorf's EngliSNew Testamef" with
various readings from the three most celebrated manuscripts of
the Greek Texttranslated at the foot of every pag€s a recent
attempt (1869) to popularize the doctrine that we have to look
exclusively to two or three of the oldest copies, if we would
possess the Word ofdb in its integrity. Dean Alford's constant
appeal in his revision of the Authorized Version (1870) tioe
oldest MSS. (meaning thereby generally Codllland B with
one or two other’s°’4), is an abler endeavour to familiarize the
public mind with the same belief. | am bent on shewing that there
is nothing whatever in the character of either of the Codices in
guestion to warrant this servile deference.

(@) And first—Ought it not sensibly to detract from our
opinion of the value of their evidence to discover th easier
to find two consecutive verses in which the two MSS. differ, the
one from the other, than two consecutive verses in which they
entirely agre@ Now this is a plain matter of fact, of which any
one who pleases may easily convince himself. But the character
of two witnesses who habitually contradict one another has been
accounted, in every age, precarious. On every such occasion,
only one of them can possibly be speaking the truth. Shall | be
thought unreasonable if | confess that thpsepetualinconsis-
tencies between Codd. B a.,—grave inconsistencies, and
occasionally even gross onesaltogether destroy my confidence
in either?

(b) On the other hand, discrepant as the testimony of these two

346 g.in S. Johni. 42 (meaning o, B, L): iv. 42 @, B, ¢): v. 12 W B,
C, L): vi. 22 (A, B, L), &c.
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MSS. is throughout, they yet, strange to say, conspire every here
and there in exhibiting minute corruptions of such an unique and
peculiar kind as to betray a (probably not very remote) common
corrupt original. These coincidences in fact are so numerous and
so extraordinary as to establish a real connexion between those
two codices; and that connexion is fatal to any claim which might
be set up on their behalf as wholly independent witne§es.

(c) Further, it is evident that both alike have been subjected,
probably during the process of transcription, to the same de-
praving influences. But because such statements require to be
established by an induction of instances, the reader's attention
must now be invited to a few samples of the grave blemishes
which disfigure our two oldest copies of the Gospel.

1. And first, since it is the omission of the end of S. Mark's
Gospel which has given rise to the present discussion, it becomes
a highly significant circumstance that the original scribe of Cadz9
Mhadalsoomitted theend of the Gospel according to S. Jotf
In this suppression of ver. 25, Cc.standsaloneamong MSS.

A cloud of primitive witnesses vouch for the genuineness of the
verse. Surely, it is nothing else but theductio ad absurdum

of a theory of recension, (with Tischendorf in his last edition,)
to accommodate our printed text to the vicious standard of the
original penman of Codilland bring the last chapter of S. John's
Gospel to a close at ver. 24!

Cod. B, on the other hand, omits the whole of those two
solemn verses wherein S. Luke describes aads*Agony and

1% e.g. S. Matth. x. 25; xii. 24, 27: S. Luke xi. 15, 18, T¢lepovA).—1 Cor.

xiii. 3 (kavynowuar).—S. Jamesi. 1frookiaopatog).—Actsi. 5 v nv. far.
ay.)—S. Mark vi. 20 @mopet).—S. Matth. xiv. 30 (oxvpov).—S. Luke iii.

32 (wpnA).—Acts i. 19 (dia omitted)—S. Matth. xxv. 27 fa apyvpia).—S.
Matth. xvii. 22 @Euotpe@opevwv).—S. Luke vi. 1 fevteponpdty omit-
ted)—See more in TischendorfBrolegomendo his 4to. reprint of theCod.

Sin. p. xxxvi. On this head the reader is also referred to Scrivener's very
interestingCollation of the Cod. Sinaiticysntroduction, p. xliii.seq.

136 See Tischendorf's note in his reprint of the Cod. Simalegg.p. lix.
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bloody Sweat, together with the act of the ministering Angér.
As to the genuineness of those verses, recognised as they are
by Justin Martyr, Irenseus, Hippolytus, Epiphanius, Didymus,
Gregory of Nazianzus, Chrysostom, Theodoret, by all the oldest
versions, and by almost every MS. in existence, including Cod.
B —it admits ofno doubt. Here then is proof positive that in
order to account for omissions from the Gospel in the oldest of
the uncials, there is no need whatever to resort to the hypothesis
that such portions of the Gospel are not the genuine work of
the Evangelist.“The admitted error of Cod. B in this plate,
(to quote the words of Scrivener;pught to make some of its
advocates more chary of their confidence in cases where itis less
countenanced by other withesses than in the instance befbre us.
Cod. B (not Cod..) is further guilty of the*grave errot
(as Dean Alford justly styles it,) of omitting that solemn record
of the Evangelist—"“Then said gdsus Father, forgive them; for
they know not what they do.It also withholds the statement
that the inscription on the Cross wam letters of Greek, and
Latin, and Hebrew 38 Cod. Il on the other hand, omits the
confession of the man born blina ¢¢ £€¢n, motedw, kop1e;
Kal mpooekvvnoev avt®) in S. John ix. 38—Both cod.land
Cod. B retain nothing but the wonaév of the expressionov
vidV avTii¢ Tov mpwtdtokov, in S. Matth. i. 25; and suppress
altogether the important doctrinal statemé&utv ¢v t® ovpav®,
in S. John iii. 13: as well as the clauseAbwv dia péoov
aLTOV; Kal Tapfyev oVtwg, in S. John viii. 59. Concerning all of
which, let it be observed that | am neither imputing motives nor
pretending to explaithe desigmwith which these several serious
omissions were made. All that is asserted is, that they cannot
be imputed to the carelessness of a copyist, but were intentional:
and | insist that they effectually dispose of the presumption that

B70¢0n 8¢ adtd dyyehoc—wratafaivovra émi v yijv. S. Luke xxii. 43, 44.
1385 8¢ 'Inootc—ti moiobor, (xxiii. 34):—ypdupacty EAANviKoic kol
‘Pwuaikoig kal Efpaikoig, (xxiii. 38.)
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when an important passage is observed to be wanting from Cod.
B or Cod. M its absence is to be accounted for by assuming that
it was also abserftom the inspired autograph of the Evangelist
2. To the foregoing must be added the many places where the
text of B or offll, or of both, has clearly beenterpolated There
does not exist in the whole compass of the New Testament a
more monstrous instance of this than is furnished by the transfer
of the incident of the piercing of our Redeemer's side from S.
John xix. 24 to S. Matth. xxvii., in Cod. B and Co., where
it is introduced at the end of ver. 49jn defiance of reason
as well as of authority®® “This interpolatiofi (remarks Mr.
Scrivener)'which would represent thea8iour as pierced while
yet living, is a good example of the fact that some of our highest
authorities may combine in attesting a reading unquestionably
false” 140 Another singularly gross specimen of interpolation, in
my judgment, is supplied by the purely apocryphal statement
which is met with in Codlll, at the end of S. Matthew's account
of the healing of the Centurion's servariat vrostpeag o
EKATOVTAPXOG €1C TOV OIKOV QUTOV €V QUTH TN WPA, ELVPEV TOV
nada vywavovta (viii. 13.)—Nor can anything well be weaker
than the substitution (fobotepricavtog oivov, in S. John ii. 3)
of the following 42 which is foundonlyin Cod.Il—owov ovk
€1XOV, OTL GUVETEAEGDE 0 OLVOG TOV YaUOU. [081]
But the inspired text has been depraved in the same licentious
way throughout, by the responsible authors of Cod. B and Cod.
| although such corruptions have attracted little notice from
their comparative unimportance. Thus, the readin!mpaq
der gpyalecbar ta epya tov meppavrog nuag (S. John ix. 4)
carries with it its own sufficient condemnation; being scarcely
rendered more tolerable by B's substitutiorueffor the second

139 aAhog 8¢ AaPwv Aoyxnv evuiev autov thv TAgvpav, kat eEnABev vEwWP

kot otpo. Yet B, C, L andllcontain this!
140 Coll. of the Cod. Sinp. xlvii.
141 50, in the margin of the Hharklensian revision.
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nuag.—Instead ofteBepeAinto yap émt v nétpav (S. Luke vi.
48), B and.present us with the insipid glos8ia to kaAwg
otkodopetsbar avtnv.—In the last-named codex, we find the
name of“lsaial (noaiov) thrust into S. Matth. xiii. 35, in
defiance of authority and dact.—Can | be wrong in asserting
that the reading povoyevng Beog (for vidg) in S. John i. 18,

(a reading found in Cod. B and Co.alike,) is undeserving
of serious attention>May it not also be confidently declared
that, in the face of all MS. evidendé? no future Editors of the
New Testament will be found to accept the highly improbable
readingo avBpwmog o Aeyouevog Incovg, in S. John ix. 11,
although the same two Codices conspire in exhibiting-o?, on

the authority of one of thenlll), to readev avtw Jwn eotivi43

(for év a0t® (wn 1jv) in S. John i. 42-Certain at least it is that
no one willeverbe found to read (with Bypdounkovta Slo in

S. Luke x. 1s—or (with Il o ekAekto¢ tov Beov (instead ofo
V160G To0 Be0D) in S. John i. 34—But let me ask, With what show
of reason can the pretence loffallibility, (as well as the plea
of Primacy), be set up on behalf of a pair of MSS. licentiously
corrupt as these have already beeovedto be? For the readings
above enumerated, be it observed, are either critical depravations
of the inspired Text, or else unwarrantable interpolations. They
cannothave resulted from careless transcription.

3. Not a few of the foregoing instances are in fact of a kind
to convince me that the text with which Cod. B and Clllvere
chiefly acquainted, must have been once and again subjected
to a clumsy process akvision Not unfrequently, as may be
imagined, the result (however tasteless and infelicitous) is not

142 Note, that it is a mistake for the advocates of this reading to claim the
Latin versions as allies. Anekpifn ékeivog, "AvBpwrog AeySuevoc 'Incodg
k.T.A. is not“Respondit, llle homo qui dicitur Jestigas both Tischendorf and
Tregelles assume;) buRespondit ile Homo; &c.,—as in verses 25 and 36.

143 This reading will be found discussed in a footnote (p) at the end of Chap.
VIl.,—p. 110.
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of serious importance; as when, (to give examples from Cod.
W) for tov 8xhov émikeioban avt® (in S. Luke v. 1) we are
presented witlsuvayOnvat tov oxAovi—when for{@v dowtwg

(in S. Luke xv. 13) we readig xwpav pakpav; and for ot
¢€ovoidlovteg abt@v (in S. Luke xxii. 25), we findot apxovteg

TV [eBvwv] g€ovaialovotv avtwv, kat, (which is only a weak
reproduction of S. Matth. xx. 25)+when again, fotkotia fidn
gyeyovel (in S. John vi. 17), we are shewntalaPev de avtoug

n okoti: and when, fokai tig éotv 6 Tapadwowv adTov (in

S. John vi. 64) we are invited to accefiti tig v 0 yeAAwv
avtov mapadidovar.t44 But it requires very little acquaintance
with the subject to foresee that this kind of license may easily
assume serious dimensions, and grow into an intolerable evil.
Thus, when the man born blind is asked by the HONE if he
believeséni tov vidv tob B=od (S. John. ix. 35), we are by no
means willing to acquiesce in the proposed substitute viov

Tou avBpwmov: neither, when the &10UR saysyivdhokouat 01O

TV éuwv (S. John x. 14) are we at all willing to put up with
the weak equivalentivwokovot pe ta epa. Still less iskat epot
avtoug edwkac any equivalent at all fokai td éua mavta od

€0T1, Kal T od éud in S. John xvii. 10: orgAlot {woovolv  [083]

144 The following may be added from Colll—ueydhor adt@v (in S. Mark

X. 42) changed int@aociAeic: ewnev (in S. Mark xiv. 58) substituted fofjueic
Akovoauev avtov Aéyovtog: efdounkovta tesoapwy (in S. Lu. ii. 37) for
oydonk: andewpakev o¢ (in S. Jo. viii. 57) foréwpakag:—in all which four
readings cod s without support. [ScriveneColl. Cod. Sin.p. li.] The
epithetueyav, introduced (in the same codex) befdi@ov in S. Mark xv. 46;
andkat atplag inserted into the phras€ ofkov Aapid in S. Lu. i. 27—are

two more specimens of mistaken officiousness. In the same infelicitous spirit,
Cod. B and CodMconcur in omittingioxvpdv (S. Matt. xiv. 30), and in
substitutingrnukva for muyufi, andpavticwvtal for fanticwvrar in S. Mark

vii. 3 and 4——while the interpolation ofaccopevog afteré€ovsiav in S. Matth.

viii. 9, because of the parallel place in S. Luke's Gospel; and the substitution
of avBpwmog avetnpog e (from S. Luke xix. 21) foroxAnpdg e &vBpwmoc in

S. Matth. xxv. 24, are proofs that yet another kind of corrupting influence has
been here at work besides those which have been already specified.
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€, KAl TTolnoovoty oot ooa ov Beleig, for GAANog oe {oet; kal
odoel 6mov oU BéAelg, in S. John xxi. 18. Indeed, even when our
Lorp is not the speaker, such licentious depravation of the text
is not to be endured. Thus, in S. Luke xxiii. 15, Cod. B and
Cod. Mconspire in substituting fodvéneupa yap opag mpog
avTOV,—avenepPev yap avtov mpog nuag; which leads one to
suspect the copyist was misled by the narrative in ver. 7. Similar
instances might be multiplied to an indefinite extent.

Two yet graver corruptions of the truth of the Gospel, (but they
belong to the same category,) remain to be specified. Mindful, |
suppose, of S. James' explanatidrow thatby worksa man is
justified,” the author of the text of Codices B alllhas ventured
to alter our lorD's assertion (in S. Matth. xi. 19))Wisdom
is justified of her children” into “Wisdom is justified byher
works” and, in the case of Co., his zeal is observed to have so
entirely carried him away, that he has actually substitapgdv
for tékvwv in the parallel place of S. Luke's GospelThe other
example of error (S. Matth. xxi. 31) is calculated to provoke
a smile. Finding that our &10uRr, in describing the conduct
of the two sons in the parable, says of the endgrepov d¢
uetaueAnOeig anfjAbev, and of the other—xai o0k anfiAbev;
some ancient scribe, (who can have been but slenderly acquaint-
ed with the Greek language,) seems to have conceived the notion
that a more precise way of identifying the son wtadterwards
repented and weritwould be to designate him as otepog.
Accordingly, in reply to the questior;tic £k T@v 800 £noinosv
10 OéAnua tob matpdg; we are presented (bainly in Cod. B)
with the astonishing information;Aeyovoiv o votepog. And
yet, seeing clearly that this made nonsense of the parable, some
subsequent critic is found to hawensposed the order of the
two sonsand in that queer condition the parable comes down to
us in the famous Vatican Codex B.

4. Some of the foregoing instances of infelicitous tampering
with the text of the Gospels are, it must be confessed, very
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serious. But it is a yet more fatal circumstance in connexion
with Cod. B and Cod.lhat they are convicted of certainoss]
perversions of the truth of Scripture whiofusthave been made
with deliberation and purpose. Thus, in S. Mark xiv, they ex-
hibit a set of passages(verses 30, 68, 72}“which bear clear
marks of wilful and critical correction, thoroughly carried out in
cod. H only partially in Cod. B; the object being so far to
assimilate the narrative of Peter's denial with those of the other
Evangelists, as to suppress the fact, vouched for by S. Mark
only, that the cock crowetwice (In Cod. Il dic is omitted in

ver. 30;—ék devtépov anddig in ver. 72— 'andkal dAéktwp
€pwvnoe in ver. 68: the last change being countenanced by
B.)’145 One such discovery, | take leave to point out, is enough
to destroy all confidence in the text of these two manuscripts:
for it proves that another kind of corrupting influenedyesides
carelessness, and accident, and tasteless presumption, and un-
skilful assiduity;—has been at work on Codices B A we are
constrained to approach these two manuscripts with suspicion in
all cases where a supposed critical difficulty in harmonizing the
statements of the several Evangelists will account for any of the
peculiar readings which they exhibit.

Accordingly, it does not at all surprise me to discover that
in both Codices the important worge\dodoat (in S. Matth.
xxviii. 8) has been altered intensABovoat. | recognise in that
substitution ofarno for £€ the hand of one who was not aware
that the women, when addressed by the Angel, viksele the
sepulchre but who accepted the belief (it is found to have been
as common in ancient as in modern times) that they beheld him
“sitting on the ston&#®—In consequence of a similar miscon-

145 SerivenerColl. Cod. Sinp. xlvii.

146 Add to the authorities commonly appealed tod€eA6. Chrys. 834 (twice,)
(also quoted in CramerBat. 241). The mistake adverted to in the text is at
least as old as the time of Eusebius, (Mai, iv. p. 264 = 287), who-adk&g
napd @ MatBdiw | MaydaAnvh Mapia petd thg dAANG Mapiag #w tod
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ception, both Codices are observed to present us with the word
“win€’ instead of‘vinegaf’ in S. Matthew's phraséfo¢ peta
XOAfiG uepvyuévov: which results from a mistaken endeavour on
the part of some ancient critic to bring S. Matth. xxvii. 34 into
harmony with S. Mark xv. 23. The man did not perceive that the
cruel insult of the'vinegar and gall (which the 3wviour tasted

but would not drink) was quite a distinct thing from the proffered
mercy of the' myrrhed winé which the Swviour put away from
Himself altogether.

So again, it was in order to bring S. Luke xxiv. 13 into
harmony with a supposed fact of geography that dllstates
that Emmaus, (which Josephus also places at sixty stadia from
Jerusalem), wasan hundredand sixty stadia distant. The
history of this interpolation of the text is known. It is because
some ancient critic (Origen probably) erroneously assumed that
Nicopoliswas the place intended. The conjecture met with favour,
and there are not wanting scholia to declare that this was the
reading of‘the accuratecopies;—notwithstanding the physical
impossibility which is involved by the stateme¥it—Another
geographical misconception under which the scribe of s
found to have laboured was that Nazareth (S. Luke i. 26) and
Capernaum (S. Mark i. 28) werie Judaea Accordingly he has
altered the text in both the places referred to, to suit his private
notion14&—A yet more striking specimen of the preposterous

UVARATOG EWpakev TOV Eva dyyelov émkadniuevov t@ Alby tob uvAuatog,

K.T.A.

147 Tischendorf accordinglys forced for once, to reject the reading of his
oraclel—witnessed to though it be by Origen and Eusebius. His discussion
of the text in this place is instructive and even diverting. How is it that such an
instance as the present does not open the eyes of Prejudice itself to the danger
of pinning its faith to the consentient testimony even of Origen, of Eusebius,
and of Codl>... The reader is reminded of what was offered above, in the
lower part of p. 49.

148 A similar perversion of the truth of Scripture is found at S. Luke iv. 44, (cf.
the parallel place, S. Matth. iv. 23: S. Mark i. 89). It does not mend the matter
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method of the same scribe is supplied by his substitution of
Katosapiag for Zapapeiag in Acts viii. 5,—evidently misled by
what he found in viii. 40 and xxi. 8-Again, it must have been
with a view of bringing Revelation into harmony with the (sup-
posed) facts of physical Science that for the highly significant
Theological recoraai ¢oxoticdn 6 fiAiog at the Crucifixiont4?

has been substituted both in B ’j 7OV NA1oL eKAmovTog,—a
statement which (as the ancients were perfectly well at¥9re [ose]
introduces into the narrative an astronomical contradictidn.
may be worth adding, that Tischendorf with singular inconsis-
tency admits into his text the astronomical contradiction, while
he rejects the geographical impossibiktyAnd this may suffice
concerning the text of Codices B .

[ll. We are by this time in a condition to form a truer estimate
of the value of the testimony borne by these two manuscripts in
respect of the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel. If we were
disposed before to regard their omission of an important passage
as a serious matter, we certainly cannot any longer so regard

to find .supported this time by Codd. B, C, L, Q, R.

1493, Lu. xxiii. 45—3nep odSémote mpbrepov cuvEPN, GAN H év AlydnTtw
uévov, 8te 1O mdoxa teheioBon FueAle; kal yap éxeiva todtwv TOMOC V.
(Chrys. vii. 824 c.)

B08nwe 8¢ un einwol tiveg EkAewpv eivar T yeyevnuévov, év T
TEoOAPEOKAOEKAT TUépa TAG oeAvng yéyove TO okdtogi—OEte EkAerdrv
ovpffvar dufxavov. So Victor of Antioch, in his Catena on S. Mark (ed.
Possin.) He makes the remark twice: first (p. 351) in the midst of an abridgment
of the beginning of Chrysostom's 88th Homily on S. Matthew: next (p. 352)
more fully, after quoting‘the great Dionysiusof Alexandria. See also an
interesting passage on the same subject in Crar@atsna in Matth.i. p.
237—from whom derived, | know not; but professing to be from Chrysostom.
(Note, that the 10 line& dvemypégov, beginning p. 236, line 33 = Chrys. vii.
824, D, E.) The very next words in Chrysostom's published Homily (p. 825
A.) are as follows—"0te yap o0k Av EkAe1ig, aAX’ dpyr] Te kol dyavdkTneig,

o0k £vtedBev pévov Siidov fv, GAAX kol &md tol katpod; Teic ydp Gpag
napéuevey, 1) 8¢ Ekherig év wid yivetat kapod ponfi.—Anyone who would
investigate this matter further should by all means read Matthaei's long note on
S. Luke xxiii. 45.
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it. We have by this time seen enough to disabuse our minds of
every prejudice. Codd. B alllare the very reverse of infallible
guides. Their deflections from the Truth of Scripture are more
constant, as well as more licentious by far, than those of their
younger brethren: their unauthorized omissions from the sacred
text are not only far more frequent but far more flagrant also. And
yet the main matter before ustheir omission of the last twelve
verses of S. Mark's Gospetwhen rightly understood, proves
to be an entirely different phenomenon from what an ordinary
reader might have been led to suppose. Attention is specially
requested for the remarks which follow.

IV. To say that in the Vatican Codex (B), which is unquestion-
ably the oldest we possess, S. Mark's Gospel ends abruptly at the
8th verse of the X\Ji3 chapter, and that the customary subscrip-
tion (KATA MAPKON) follows,—is true; but it is far from being
the wholédruth. It requires to be stated in addition that the scribe,
whose plan is found to have been to begin every fresh book of
the Bible at the top ofhe next ensuing columio that which
contained the concluding words of the preceding book, has at
the close of S. Mark's Gospel deviated from his else invariable
practice. He has left in this place one column entirely vacant. Itis
the only vacant columim the whole manuscript-a blank space
abundantly sufficient to contain the twelve verses which he nev-
ertheless withheld. Whyid he leave that column vacarit?hat
can have induced the scribe on this solitary occasion to depart
from his established rule? The phenomenre(l,believe | was
the first to call distinct attention to it}+is in the highest degree
significant, and admits of only one interpretatidiine older MS.
from which Cod. B was copied must have infallibdpntained
the twelve verses in dispute. The copyist was instructed to leave
them out—and he obeyed: but he prudently left a blank space
in memoriam rei Never was blank more intelligible! Never
was silence more eloquent! By this simple expedient, strange
to relate, the Vatican Codex is madert&dfute itselfeven while
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it seems to be bearing testimony against the concluding verses
of S. Mark's Gospel, by withholding them: for it forbids the
inference which, under ordinary circumstances, must have been
drawn from that omission. It does more. Byaving roomfor

the verses it omits, it brings into prominent notice at the end of
fifteen centuries and a hal§ more ancient witness than itself
The venerable Author of the original Codex from which Codex B
was copied, is thereby brought to view. And thus, our supposed
adversary (Codex B) proves our most useful ally: for it procures
us the testimony of an hitherto unsuspected witness. The earlier
scribe, | repeat, unmistakably comes forward at this stage of
the inquiry, to explain thalbe at least is prepared to answer for
the genuineness of these Twelve concluding Verses with which
the later scribe, his copyist, from his omission of them, might
unhappily be thought to have been unacquainted.

It will be perceived that nothing is gained by suggesting theds]
the scribe of Cod. Bmay have copied from a MS. which ex-
hibited the same phenomenon which he has himself reproduced.
This, by shifting the question a little further back, does but make
the case against collkthe stronger.

But in truth, after the revelation which has been already elicit-
ed from Cod. B, the evidence of Cc.may be very summarily
disposed of. | have already, on independent grounds, ventured to
assign to that Codex a somewhat later date than is claimed for the
Codex Vaticanu$®! My opinion is confirmed by observing that
the Sinaitic contains no such blank space at the end of S. Mark's
Gospel as is conspicuous in the Vatican Codex. | infer that
the Sinaitic was copied from a Codex which had been already
mutilated, and reduced to the condition of Cod. B; and that the
scribe, only because he knew not what it meant, exhibited S.
Mark's Gospel in consequence as if it really had no claim to those
twelve concluding verses which, neverthelesgery authority

151 see above, p. 70, and the Appendix (F).
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we have hitherto met with has affirmed to belong to it of right.

Whatever may be thought of the foregoing suggestion, it is
at least undeniable that Cod. B and Collare at variance
on the main point. Thegontradictone another concerning the
twelve concluding verses of S. Mark's Gospel. For while Cod.
Wefuses to know anything at all about those verses, Cod. B ad-
mits that it remembers them well, by volunteering the statement
that they were found in the older codex, of which it is in every
other respect a faithful representative. The older and the better
manuscript (B), therefore, refutes its juni.][. And it will be
seen that logically this brings the inquiry to a close, as far as the
evidence of the manuscripts is concerned. We have referred to
the oldest extant copy of the Gospels in order to obtain its tes-
timony: ands—" Though without the Twelve Verses concerning
which you are so solicitous(it seems to say;)l yet hesitate not
to confess to you that an older copy than mysethe ancient
Codex from which | was copiedractually did contain theri.

The problem may, in fact, be briefly stated as follows. Of the
four oldest Codices of the Gospels extanB, ., A, C—two (B
and.) arewithoutthese twelve verses: two (A and C) avih
them. Are these twelve verses then an unautho@zelitionto A
and C? or are they an unwarrantabhaissionfrom B andill> B
itself declares plainly that from itself they are an omission. And
B is the oldest Codex of the Gospel in existence. What candid
mind will persist in clinging to the solitary fact that from the
single Code)llknese verses are away, in proof th& Mark's
Gospel was at first without the verses which at present conclude
it?”

Let others decide, therefore, whether the present discussion
has not already reached a stage at which an unprejudiced Arbiter
might be expected to address the prosecuting parties somewhat
to the following effect—

“This case must now be dismissed. The charge brought by
yourselves against these Verses was, that they are an unautho-
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rized addition to the second Gospel; a spurious appendix, of
which the Evangelist S. Mark can have known nothing. But
so far from substantiating this charge, you have not adduced a
single particle of evidence which renders it even probable.

“The appeal was made by yourselves to Fathers and to MSS.
It has been accepted. And with what result?

() “Those many Fathers whom you represented as hostile,
prove on investigation to be reducible tme viz. Eusebius:
and Eusebius, as we have segoes not sayhat the verses are
spurious, but on the contrary labours hard to prove that they may
very well be genuine. On the other hand, there are earlier Fathers
than Eusebius who quote them without any signs of misgiving.
In this way, the positive evidence in their favour is carried back
to the i century.

(b) “Declining the testimony of the Versions, you insisted on
an appeal to MSS. On the MSS,, in fact, you still make your
stands—or rather you rely othe oldesbf them; for, (as you are
aware,)every MS. in the world except the two oldast against
you.

“1 have therefore questioned the elder of those two MSS.; and
it has volunteered the avowal that an older MS. than kisélle [090]
Codex from which it was copiedwas furnished with those very
Verses which you wish me to believe that some older MS. still
must needs have been without. What else can be said, then, of
your method but that it is frivolous? and of your charge, but
that it is contradicted by the evidence to which you yourselves
appeal?

“But it is illogical; that is, it is unreasonable, besides.

“For it is high time to point out that even if it so happened
that the oldest known MS. was observed to be without these
twelve concluding verses, it would still remain a thing unproved
(not to say highly improbable) that from the autograph of the
Evangelist himself they were also away. Supposing, further, that
no Ecclesiastical writer of theff or iii " century could be found
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who quoted them: even so, it would not follow that there existed
no such verses for a primitive Father to quote. The earliest of the
Versions might in addition yield faltering testimony; but even
so, who would be so rash as to raise on such a slender basis
the monstrous hypothesis, that S. Mark's Gospel when it left the
hands of its inspired Author was without the verses which at
present conclude it? How, then, would you have proposed to
account for the consistent testimony of an opposite kind yielded
by every other known document in the world?

“But, on the other hand, what are the facts of the case?
(1) The earliest of the Fathers(2) the most venerable of the
Versions;—(3) the oldest MS. of which we can obtain any
tidings;—all are observed toecognize these Verses Cadit
guaestio therefore. The last shadow of pretext has vanished for
maintaining with Tischendorf thdMark the Evangelist knew
nothing of these verses:-with Tregelles thatThe book of Mark
himself extends no further thaipofotvto ydp:'—with Gries-
bach thatthelast leaf of the original Gospel was probably torn
away’... Itis high time, | say, that this case were dismissed. But
there are also costs to be paid. Cod. B and dldre convicted
of being‘two false witnesse'sand must be held to go forth from
this inquiry with an injured reputatioh.

This entire subject is of so much importance that | must needs
yet awhile crave the reader's patience and attention.

CHAPTER VII.
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MANUSCRIPT TESTIMONY
SHEWN TO BE
OVERWHELMINGLY IN
FAVOUR OF THESE
VERSES—PART II.

The other chief peculiarity of Codices B at.(viz. the
omission of the wordgv E@éow from Ephes. i. 1) con-
sidered—Antiquity unfavourable to the omission of those
words (p. 93—The Moderns infelicitous in their attempts
to account for their omission (p. 108}Marcion probably
the author of this corruption of the Text of Scripture (p.
106)—Other peculiarities of Coddlldisposed of (p. 109).

The subject which exclusively occupied our attention throughout
the foregoing chapter admits of apt and powerful illustration. Its
vast importance will be a sufficient apology for the particular

disquisition which follows, and might have been spared, but for
the plain challenge of the famous Critic to be named immediately.

“There are two remarkable readirigésays Tischendorf, ad-
dressing English readers on this subject in 186&ich are
very instructive towards determining the age of the manuscripts
[.and B], andtheir authority” He proceeds to adduee,

1. The absence from both, of the last Twelve Verses of S.
Mark's Gospek—concerning which, the reader probably thinks
that by this time he has heard enough. Next,

2. He appeals to their omission of the wogdsSEgéow from
the first verse of S. Paul's Epistle to the Ephesiaras)other
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peculiarity, in which Codd llland B stand quite alone among
MSS.

I. Here is an extraordinary note of sympathy between two
copies of the New Testament indeed. Altogether unique is it: and
that it powerfully corroborates the general opinion of their high
antiquity, no one will deny. But how abottheir authority’'?
Does the coincidence also raise our opiniotheftrustworthiness
of the Textwhich these two MSS. concur in exhibiting? that
is the question which has to be considerethe only question.

The ancientness of a reading is one thing: its genuineness, (as
| have explained elsewhere,) quite another. The questions are
entirely distinct. It may even be added that while the one is really
of little moment, the latter is of all the importance in the world. |
am saying that it matters very little whether colland B were
written in the beginning of the mcentury, or in the beginning of

the VM whereas it matters much, or rather it matteverything
whether they exhibit the Word of@ faithfully, or occasionally

with scandalous license. How far the reading which results from
the suppression of the last two words in the phrade ayioig

toi¢ obotv év 'E@éow, is critically allowable or not, | forbear to
inquire. That is not the point which we have to determine. The
one question to be considered-dyiay it possiblybe the true
reading of the text after all? Is it any wayediblethat S. Paul be-

gan his Epistle to the Ephesians as followstadAog drdéotolog
'Incol Xpiotod d1& BeArjuatog ©eod, Toig dyloig Toig oot kai
motoig &v Xplot® ‘Incod?... If it be eagerly declared in reply
that the thing is simply incredible: that the wordls’Eqéow are
required for the sense; and that the commonly received reading is
no doubt the correct one: therthere is an end of the discussion.
Two extraordinary notes of sympathy between two Manuscripts
will have been appealed to as crucial proofs oftthstworthiness

of the Texbf those Manuscripts: (for of their highntiquity, let

me say it once more, there can be no question whatever:) and it
will have been proved in one caseadmitted in the other-that
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the omission is unwarrantabte-If, however, on the contrary, it

be maintained that the words 'E@éow probably had no place

in the original copy of this Epistle, but are to be regarded as an
unauthorized addition to #-then, (as in the case of the Twelve
Verses omitted from the end of S. Mark's Gospel, and which it
wasalsopretended are an unauthorized supplement,) we demand
to be shewn the evidence on the strength of which this opinjoss
is maintained, in order that we may ascertain what it is precisely
worth.

Tischendorf—the illustrious discoverer and champion of
codexM and who is accustomed to appeal triumphantly to
its omission of the wordgv E@éow asthe otherconclusive
proof of the trustworthiness of its textmay be presumed to be
the most able advocate it is likely to meet with, as well as the
man best acquainted with what is to be urged in its support. From
him, we learn that the evidence for the omission of the words
in question is as follows-"In the beginning of the Epistle to
the Ephesians we readp the saints which are at Ephesusut
Marcion (A.D. 130-140), did not find the wordat Ephesusin
his copy. The same is true of Origen (A.D. 185-254); and Basil
the Great (who died A.D. 379), affirmed that those words were
wanting inold copies. And this omission accords very well with
the encyclical or general character of the Epistle. At the present
day, our ancient Greek MSS., and all ancient Versions, contain
the words'at Ephesus;yea 6ic), even Jerome knew no copy
with a different reading. Now, only the Sinaitic and the Vatican
correspond with theld copies of Basil, and those of Origen and
Marcion.t>>—This then is the sum of the evidence. Proceed we
to examine it somewhat in detail.

(1) And first, | take leave to point out that the learned writer is
absolutely without authority for his assertion ttiéddarcion did
not find the wordsév E@éow in his copy of S. Paul's Epistle

152 Tischendorf'$ Introductiort to his (Tauchnitz) edition of the English N.T.,
1869;—p. xiii.
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to the Ephesians. Tischendorf's one pretence for saying so is
Tertullian's statement that certain heretics, (Marcion he specifies
by name,) had given to S. PaulEpistle to the Ephesiahshe
unauthorized title of Epistleto the Laodicean$'®® This, (ar-
gues Tischendorf,) Marcion could not have done had he féund
’E@éow in the first verseé->* But the proposed inference is clearly
invalid. For, with what show of reason can Marcieayhom
Tertullian taxes with having dareditulum interpolaré in the
case of S. Paul'sEpistle to the Ephesiaris-be therefore as-
sumed to have read the first verse differently from ourselves?
Rather is the directly opposite inference suggested by the very
language in which Tertullian (who was all but the contemporary
of Marcion) alludes to the circumstant®.

Those, however, who would really understand the work of
the heretic, should turn from the African FatheXwho after
all does but say that Marcion and his crew feigned concerning
S. Paul's Epistle to thEphesiansthat it was addressed to the
Laodiceang—and betake themselves to the pages of Epipha-
nius, who lived about a century and a half later. This Father had
for many years made Marcion's work his special sttifyand
has elaborately described it, as well as presented us with copious
extracts from itt®”.) He seems to say of Marcio#,

153 «Epistola quam nosad Ephesidspraescriptam habemus, heeretici vero 'ad
Laodicenos. Adv. Marcion/lib. v. c. xi, p. 309 (ed. Oehler.)

1%« Titulum' enim‘ad Laodicenosut addidisse accusatur a Tertulliano, ita
in salutatione verbdv ’E@éow omnino non legisse censendus 'e¢N. T. in
loc.)

155 «Ecclesize quidem veritate Epistolam istéatl Ephesidshabemus emis-
sam, norlad Laodiceno$;sed Marcion ei titulum aliguando interpolare gestiit,
quasi et in isto diligentissimus exploratoAdv. Marcion.lib. v. c. xvii, pp.
322-3 (ed. Oehler.)

156 4mo €t ikav@v. (EpiphanOpp.i. 310 ¢.)

157 He describes its structure minutely at vol. i. pp. 309-310, and from pp.
312-7; 318-321. [Note, by the way, the gross blunder which has crept into the
printed text of Epiphanius at p. 321{FNS pointed out long since by Jones,
On the Canonii. 38.] His plan is excellent. Marcion had rejected every Gospel
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Fool! to suppose thy shallow wits

Could quench afire like that. Go, learn
That cut into ten thousand bits

Yet every bit would breathe and burn!

And the account in Epiphanius proves that Tischendorf is mis]
taken in the statement which he addresses to the English reader,
(quoted above;) and that he would have better consulted for his
reputation if he had kept to tHeut videtur with which (in his
edition of 1859) he originally broached his opinion. It proves in
fact to be no matter of opinion at all. Epiphanius states distinctly
that theEpistle to the Ephesianwas one of the ten Epistles

of S. Paul which Marciorretained In his “Apostolicon; or
collection of the (mutilated) Apostolical Epistles, thepistle to

the Ephesians(identified by the considerable quotations which
Epiphanius makes from 1£8) stood (he says3eventhn order;
while the (so called) Epistle to the Laodicearis;-a distinct

except S. Luke's, and of S. Paul's Epistles had retained onhk-tén, (1st)
Galatians, (2nd and 3rd) | and Il Corinthians, (4th) Romans, (5th and 6th) |
and Il Thessalonians, (7tEphesians(8th) Colossians, (9th) Philemon, (10th)
Philippians. Even these he had mutilated and depraved. And yet out of that
one mutilated Gospel, Epiphanius selects 78 passages, (pp. 312-7), and out
of those ten mutilated Epistles, 40 passages more (pp. 318-21); by means of
which 118 texts he undertakes to refute the heresy of Marcion. (pp. 322-50:
350-74.) [It will be perceived that Tertullian goes over Marcion's work in much
the same way.] Very beautiful, and well worthy of the student's attention,
(though it comes before us in a somewhat incorrect form,) is the remark of
Epiphanius concerning the living energy ofoG'S{FNS Word, even when
dismembered and exhibited in a fragmentary sh&fg.ov ydp tob cwpatog
{@vtog, we elnelv, tAg Oelag ypagfig, moiov nipioke (sc. Marcion)uélog
VEKPOV KaTA TAV a0ToD yviduny, iva tapetoaydyn Yeddog katd tfig dAndeiag;

... TAPEKOYPE TTOAAG TGOV HEADV, KaTEoXE O EVid Tiva Tap £aUTR); Kal abTd ¢

& Kataoyefévta €T {Ovta ov dUvatat vekpodoBat, GAN kel pev T {wTikOv

TG EUPAcEWG, KAV Te HUplwG Tap’ adT® Katd Aemwtov dnotundeiv.” (p. 375
B{FNS

158 He quotes Ephes. ii. 11, 12, 13, 14: v. 14: v. 31. (See Epipha®ipg,i. p.

318 and 371-2.)
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composition thereforer-had theelevenththat is, the last place
assigned to it>), and 319 (=374A.){FNs

That this latter Epistle contained a corrupt exhibition of Ephes.
iv. 5is true enough. Epiphanius records the fact in two plaées.

But then it is to be borne in mind that he charges Marcion
with having derived that quotatidinom the Apocryphal Epistle

to the Laodiceans®! instead of taking it, as he ought to have
done, from the genuine Epistle to the Ephesians. The passage,
when faithfully exhibited, (as Epiphanius points out,) by its very
form refutes the heretical tenet which the context of Marcion's
spurious epistle to the Laodiceans was intended to establish; and
which the verse in question, in its interpolated form, might seem
to favour®2 Epiphanius reproaches Marcion with having ob-
tained materialgktog to0 EvayyeAiov kal To0 AtootdAov; o0

yap €d0&e T® éAegvotdtw Mapkiwvi and Tii¢ mpog E@esiovg
TavTnv TV paptupiav Aéyewv, (sc. the words quoted above,)
GAAX TG TpOGg Aaodikéag, TAG un olong €v t@ AmootdAw (p.

375 a{rFns.) (Epiphanius here usésndctolog in its technical
senseviz. as synonymous with S. Paul's Epistles.)

—I have entered into this whole question more in detail per-

159 |bid. p. 318C{FNS( = 371B{FNS

180 |pid. p. 319 and 374. But note, that through error in the copies, or else
through inadvertence in the Editor, the depravation commented on at B, 374
C,{FNSsis lost sight of at p. 318{FNS

161 See below, at the end of the next note.

162 MpooéBeto 8¢ év TG 181w AmooToAK® kKaAovuévey Kai TAg Kahovuévng
npdc Aaodikéag—"Eic Kopiog, wia miotic, v Pdmtioua, eic Xpiotde, €ic
0e6¢, kai Mathp Taviwy, 6 €l ndvtwv kol did mdvtwv kal év mdot.”
(Epiphan. Opp.vol i. p. 374.) Here is obviously a hint afpi@v avdpxwv
apx&v Srapopdg Tpodg dAAAAaG E€ovo@v: [Mapkiwvog yap Tod pataidgpovog
didayua, eic Tpeig dpxdg tfic povapyiag tounv kal dwaipeotv. Athanas. .
231E{FNS] but, (says Epiphaniusypy oUtwg €xel i tol ayiov AmootéAov
Un6beoig kal No@aAiopévov kpuypa. AAAG EAAWG Tapd TO GOV TOLATEVUA.
Then he contrasts with tHéabricatiori of Marcion, the inspired verity—Eph.

iv. 5: declaringéva ©gdv, OV abTOV TATEPR TAVTWY,—TOV AUTOV £ML TAVTWY,

Kal év mdot, k.T.A.—p. 374C{FNS.
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haps than was necessary: but | was determined to prove that
Tischendorf's statement th&Warcion (A.D. 130-140) did not
find the words at Ephesusin his copy,—is absolutely without
foundation. Itis eveontradictedoy the known facts of the case.

| shall have something more to say about Marcion by-and-by;
who, it is quite certain, read the text of Ephes. i. 1 exactly as we
do.

(2.) Theonly Father who so expresses himself as to warrant
the inference that the words ’E@éow were absent from his
copy, is Origen, in the beginning of the third centut@nly in
the case of the Ephesiahghe writes),“do we meet with the
expressiorithe Saints which areand we inquire—Unless that
additional phrase be simply redundant, what can it possibly sig-
nify? Consider, then, whether those who have been partakers of
His nature who revealed Himself to Moses by the Namesof |
may not, in consequence of such union with Him, be designated
as‘thosewnhich are’ persons, called out, of a stateraft-being,

So to speak, into a state being”'%3—If Origen had readoic
dyioig Toig obotv év E@éow in his copy, it is to me incredible that

he would have gone so very far out of his way to miss the sense
of such a plain, and in fact, unmistakable an expression. Bishmp
Middleton, and Michaelis before him;reasoning however only
from the place in Basil(to be quoted immediately)are un-
willing to allow that the wordgv "E@éow were ever away from

the text. It must be admitted as the obvious inference from what
Jerome has delivered on this subjeofr@, p. 98noté that he,

too, seems to know nothing of the reading (if reading it can be
called) of Codd. B anlll.

183 w0oryévng 8¢ not,—""Eml uévwv E@eciwv ebpopev kefuevov to “toic
&yloig toig obor;” kol {nroduev, € ) mapéAkel mpookeiuevov O “Toig
&yfoig toic ovot,” tf Sbvatar onuatverv; Spa obv el ur Gomep &v tf "EESSw
Svoud enowv €avtod 6 xpnuati{wv Mwoel T "ON obtwg ol petéxovteg ToD
&vtog yivovran “8vteg.” kaloluevol olovel éx ToD un €i¢ a1 gic T eivar
“e€eAé€ato yap O ©edg Ta un Svta,” @noiv O adtog MabAog, “Iva ta Svta
katapyrion."—Cramer'sCatena in Ephes. 1,—vol. vi. p. 102.
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(3) The influence which Origen's writings exercised over his
own and the immediately succeeding ages of the Church, was
prodigious. Basil, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, writing
against the heresy of Eunomius about 150 years fat@though
he reacdv E@éow in his own copy of S. Paul's Epistlesthought
fit to avail himself of Origen's suggestion. It suited his purpose.
He was proving the eternal existence of tten®f Gop. Even
not to knowGop (he remarks) igot to be in proof of which, he
guotes S. Paul's words in 1 Cor. i. 28! Thingswhich are not
hath Gop choser. “ Nay,” (he proceeds,) the same S. Pdir,
his Epistle to the Ephesians, inasmuch as he is addressing persons
who by intimate knowledge were truly joined to Him whe,’
designates them specially athosewhich are’ saying—'To
the Saintswhich are and faithful in GirisT JEsus’” That this
fancy was not original, Basil makes no secret. He derived it, (he
says,) from‘those who were before tisa plain allusion to the
writings of Origen. But neither wathie readinghis own, either.
This is evident. He hadound it, he says,—(an asseveration
indispensable to the validity of his argumentput only after he
had made searc®®*—*in the old copies16® No doubt, Origen's
strange fancy must have been ewrintelligible to Basil when
first he met with it. In plain terms, it sounds to this day incredibly
foolish—when read apart from the mutilated text which alone

[098] suggested it to Origen's fervid imaginatieABut what there is
in all this to induce us to suspect that Origen's reading was after
all the right one, andoursthe wrong, | profess myself wholly
at a loss to discover. Origen himself complains bitterly of the
depraved state of the copies in his time; and attributes it (1) to the

164 Consider S. John i. 42, 44, 46: v. 14: ix. 35: Xii. 14, &c.

185 AANK kod Toic Eqeoiolg émotéAAwy 6¢ yvnoiwg fvwuévoig tép "ovt &t
Emyvioewg, “Evtag” avtovg idraléviwg Gvéuacey, einwv: “1oig dyiolg Toig
olot, kal ToToig év Xp1oT6) 'Incod.” obtw ydp kai oi Tpd HuGV mapadeddkaot,
Kal NUELG év Tolg maAa1oig TV avtiypdewv evphikauev. Note also what im-
mediately follows. (BasiDpp.i. p. 254 E, 255 A.)
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carelessness of the scribes: (2) to the rashness of correctors of
the text: (3) to the licentiousness of individuals, adopting some
of these corrections and rejecting others, according to their own
private capriceé®®

(4) Jerome, a man of severer judgment in such matters than
either Origen or Basil, after rehearsing the preceding gloss, (but
only to reject it,) remarks thdtertain persorishad beerfover-
fanciful’ in putting it forth. He alludes probably to Origen,
whose Commentary on the Ephesians, in three books, he ex-
pressly relates that he employ&d:but he does not seem to have
apprehended that Origen's tevas without the wordév "E@éocy.
If he was acquainted with Origen's text, (of which, however, his
writings afford no indication,) it is plain that he disapproved of it.
Others, he says, understand S. Paul to say thet Saintsvhich
are” but—“the Saints and faithfulvhich are at Ephesuis-68
‘qui est, hi ‘qui sunt appellentur.... Alii veto simpliciter, non
ad eos qui sint, sed‘qui Ephesi sancti et fideles sirgcriptum
arbitrantur? Hieron.Opp.vii. p. 5454, B.{FNs

(5) The witnesses have now all been heard: and | submit that
there has been elicited from their united evidence nothing at all
calculated to shake our confidence in the universally received
reading of Ephesians i. 1. The facts of the case are so scanty
that they admit of being faithfully stated in a single sentence.
Two MSS. of the if century, (exhibiting in other respects sev-
eral striking notes of vicious sympathy,) are found to conspire
in omitting a clause in Ephesians i. 1, which, (necessary as
it is to the sense,) may be inferred to have been absent from

166 See the places quoted by Scriveriatrod. pp. 381-91; particularly p. 385.

167 Hieron. Opp.vol. vii. p. 543:—"lllud quoque in Przefatione commoneo, ut
sciatis Origenem tria volumina in hanc Epistolam conscripsisse, quem et nos
ex parte sequuti sumtus.

168 « Quidam curiosius quam necesse est putant ex eo quod Moysi dictum est
‘Haec dices filiis Israel, QI EST{FNS misit me; etiam eos qui Ephesi sunt
[Note this. Cf.‘qui sunt Ephesi,Vulg] sancti et fideles, essentiae vocabulo
nuncupatos: ut ... ab@&FNS
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Origen's copy: and Basil testifies that it was absent ffaohe

old copie$ to which he himself obtained access. This is really
the whole of the matter: in which it is much to be noted that
Origen does not say that lapprovedof this reading. Still less
does Basil. They both witness tbe factthat the wordsév
"Egéow were omitted fromsomecopies of the ifid century, just

as Codd. B andlwitness to the same fact in thellv But
what then? Origen is known occasionally to go out of his way to
notice readings confessedly worthless; and, why not here? For
not only is the text all butinintelligible if the wordsév "E@éow

be omitted: but (what is far more to the purpose) the direct
evidence ofall the copies, whether uncial or cursit®—and

of all the Versions—is againstthe omission. In the face of
this overwhelming mass of unfaltering evidence to insist that
Codd. B andlmust yet be accounted right, and all the rest of
Antiquity wrong, is simply irrational. To uphold the authority, in
respect of this nonsensical readingtwb MSS. confessedly un-
trustworthy in countless other placesagainstll the MSS—all

the Versions—is nothing else but an act of vulgar prejudice. |
venture to declare-(and with this | shall close the discussion
and dismiss the subjectthat there does not exist one single
instance in the whole of the New Testameht reading even
probably correct in which the four following notes of spurious
origin concur—which nevertheless are observed to attach to the
two readings which have been chiefly discussed in the foregoing
pages: viz.

189 The cursive* Cod. No. 67 (or “672”) is improperly quoted asomitting’
(Tisch.) these words. The reference is to a MS. in the Imperial Library at
Vienna, (Nessel 302: Lambec. 34, which = our Paul 67), collated by Alter
(N.T. 1786, vol. ii. pp. 415-558), who says of it (p. 496),cod. év Epéow
punctis notat ... The MS. must have a curious history. H. Treschow describes
it in his Tentamen Descriptionis Codd. aliquot Grag8&. Havn. 1773, pp.
62-73—Also, A. C. Hwiid in hisLibellus Criticus de indole Cod. MS. Graeci

N. T. Lambec. xxxi\&c. Havn. 1785—It appears to have been corrected by
some Critic—perhaps from Cod. B itself.
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1. The adverse testimony afl the uncial MSS. except two
2. The adverse testimony of all, wery nearly al| the cursive
MSS. [100]

3. The adverse testimony afl the Versionswithout excep-
tion.

4. The adverse testimony tife oldest Ecclesiastical Writers
To which if | do not add, as | reasonably might,

5. The highest inherent improbability-it is only because |
desire to treat this question purely as on&widence

Il. Learned men have tasked their ingenuiyaccount forthe
phenomenon on which we have been bestowing so many words.
The endeavour is commendable; but | take leave to remark in
passing that if we are to set about discovering reasons at the end
of fifteen hundred years for every corrupt reading which found
its way into the sacred text during the first three centuries subse-
guent to the death of S. John, we shall have enough to do. Let any
one take up the Codex Bezae, (with which, by the way, Cod. B
shews marvellous sympathy,) and explain if he can why there
is a grave omission, or else a gross interpolation, in almost every
page; and how it comes to pass that Cod.“rBproduces the
‘textus receptusf the Acts much in the same way that one of the
best Chaldee Targums does the Hebrew of the Old Testament; so
wide are the variations in the diction, so constant and inveterate
the practice of expounding the narrative by means of interpola-
tions which seldom recommend themselves as genuine by even
a semblance of internal probability’* Our business as Critics
is notto invent theorieso account for the errors of Copyists; but
rather to ascertain where they have erred, where not. What with
the inexcusable depravations of early Heretiethe preposter-
ous emendations of ancient Critiesthe injudicious assiduity
of Harmonizers—the licentious caprice of individuais;what

170 50 indeed does Collloccasionally. See Scrivene€®llation, p. xlix.
171 scrivener'dntroduction to Codex Bezap. liv.
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with errors resulting from the inopportune recollection of simi-
lar or parallel places;or from the familiar phraseology of the
Ecclesiastical Lections;or from the inattention of Scribes;or

from marginal glosses-however arising, endless are the corrupt
readings of the oldest MSS. in existence; and it is by no means
safe to follow up the detection of a depravation of the text with
a theory to account for its existence. Let me be allowed to say
that such theories are seldom satisfact@yessesnly they are

at best.

Thus, | profess myself wholly unable to accept the suggestion
of Ussher—(which, however, found favour with Garnier (Basil's
editor), Bengel, Benson, and Michaelis; and has since been not
only eagerly advocated by Conybeare and Howson following a
host of German Critics, but has even enjoyed Mr. Scrivener's
distinct approval:i-that the Epistle to the Ephesiatiwas a
Circular addressed to other Asiatic Cities besides the capital
Ephesus—to Laodicea perhaps among the rest (Col. iv. 16);
and that while some Codices may have contained the name of
Ephesus in the first versethers may have had another city
substituted, or the space aftesic oGiotv left utterly void”172 At
first sight, this conjecture has a kind of interesting plausibility
which recommends it to our favour. On closer inspectiefi) It
is found to be not only gratuitous; but (ii) altogether unsupported
and unsanctioned by the known facts of the case; and (what is
most to the purpose) (iii) it is, as | humbly think, demonstrably
erroneous. | demur to #-

(1) Because of its exceeding Improbability: fa) (when S.
Paul sent his Epistle to the Ephesians we know that Tychicus, the
bearer of itt”3 was charged witfa distinct Epistleto the Colos-
sianst’4 an Epistle nevertheless so singularly like the Epistle
to the Ephesians that it is scarcely credible S. Paul would have

172 5crivenerColl. of Cod. Sinp. xlv.
173 Eph. vi. 21, 22.
174 Coloss. iv. 7, 16.
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written those two several Epistles to two of the Churches of Asia,
and yet have sent only a duplicate of one of thethaf(to the
Ephesians,) furnished with a different address, to so large and
important a place as Laodicea, for exampig,Then further, the
provision which S. Paul made at this very time for communicat-
ing with the Churches of Asia which he did not separately address
is found to have been different. The Laodiceans were to read in
their public assembly S. PautEpistle to the Colossiariswhich

the Colossians were ordered to send them. The Colossiansgiom
like manner were to read the Epistle(to whom addressed, we
know not);—which S. Paul describes agv éx Aaodikeiag.t’®

If then it had been S. Paul's desire that the Laodiceans (suppose)
should read publicly in their Churches his Epistle to the Eph-
esians, surely, he would have charged the Ephesians to procure
that his Epistle to them should be read in the Church of the
LaodiceansWhy should the Apostle be gratuitously assumed to
have simultaneously adopted one method with the Churches of
Colosseand Laodiceasanother with the Churches &phesus

and Laodiceas-in respect of his epistolary communications?

(2) (a) But even supposing, for argument's sake, that S. Paul
did send duplicate copies of his Epistle to the Ephesians to certain
of the principal Churches of Asia Minerwhy should he have
left the salutatiolank, (“carta biancd,as Bengel phraseslit®)
for Tychicus to fill up when he got into Asia Minor? And yet,
by the hypothesis, nothing short tfis would account for the
reading of Codd. B anlll.

(b) Let the full extent of the demand which is made on our
good nature be clearly appreciated. We are required to believe
that there was (1) A copy of what we call S. PatiEpistle to
the Ephesiarissent into Asia Minor by S. Paul with a blank
address; i.e!with the space aftetoig oGowv left utterly void?”

(2) That Tychicus neglected to fill up that blank: and, (what is

175 Ubi supra
176 Gnomonin Ephes. i. 1ad init.
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remarkable) (3) That no one was found to fill it up for him. Next,
(4) That the same copy became the fontal source of the copy
seen by Origen, and (5) Of tHeld copie$ seen by Basil; as
well as (6) Of Codd. B anlll. And even this is not all. The
same hypothesis constrains us to suppose that, on the contrary,
(7) One othercopy of this samé&Encyclical Epistlé€, filled up

with the Ephesian address, became the archetypeearly other
copy of this Epistle in the world. But of what nature, (I would
ask,) is the supposed necessity for building up such a marvellous
structure of hypothesis;of which the top story overhangs and
overbalances all the rest of the edifice? The thing which puzzles
us in Codd. B andillis not that we find the name afnother

City in the salutation of S. Paul*&pistle to the Ephesiarishut

that we find the name afo city at all; nor meet with any vacant
space there.

(c) On the other hand, supposing that S. Paul actually did ad-
dress to different Churches copies of the present Epistle, and was
scrupulous (as of course he was) to fill in the addresses himself
before the precious documents left his harebien, doubtless,
each several Church would have received, cherished, and jealous-
ly guarded its own copy. But thishad been the case, (or indeed
if Tychicus had filled up the blanks for the Apostle,) is it not
simply incredible that we should never have heard a word about
the matter until now? unaccountable, above all, that there should
nowhere exist traces abnflicting testimonyas to the Church to
which S. Paul's Epistle to the Ephesians was addressed? where-
asall the most ancient writers, without exceptieAMarcion
himself [A.D. 14377, the “Muratoriari fragment [A.D. 170 or
earlier], Irenaeus [A.D. 175], Clemens Alexandrinus, Tertullian,
Origen, Dionysius Alexandrinus, Cyprian, Eusebibsand all
copies wheresoever found, give one unvarying, unfaltering wit-
ness. Evenin Cod. B. and C(., (and this is much to be noted,)

17 See above, pp. 93-6. As for the supposed testimony of IgnatilEfhes.
c. Xii.), see the notes, ed. Jacobson. See also Lardner, vol. ii.
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the superscriptiorof the Epistle attests that it was addressed

the Ephesians.Can we be warranted (I would respectfully in-
quire) in inventing facts in the history of an Apostle's practice, in
order to account for what seems to be after all only an ordinary
depravation of his texi?8 [104]

(3) But, in fact, it is high time to point out that suth Circu-
lar” as was described above, (each copy furnished with a blank,
to be filled up with the name of a different City,) would be a
document without parallel in the annals of the primitive Church.
Itis, as far as | am aware, essentially a modern notion. | suspect,
in short, that the suggestion before us is only another instance
of the fatal misapprehension which results from the incautious
transfer of the notions suggested by some familiar word in a
living language to its supposed equivalent in an ancient tongue.
Thus, becausevkAiog or éykvkAlog confessedly signifieScir-
cularis; it seems to be imagined th&kVkAiog émtotoAn may

andl. This is clearly to forsake th&Encyclical hypothesis altogether, and
to put Ephes. i. 1 on the same footing as any other disputed text of Scripture
which can be named.
178 et it be clearly understood by the advocates of this expedient for account-
ing for the state of the text of Codd. B. alll, that nothing whatever is gained
for the credit of those two MSS. by their ingenuity. Even if we grant them all
they ask, the Codices in question remain, by their own admisdafective

Quite plain is it, by the very hypothesis, that one of two courses alone
remains open to them in editing the text: eitherTt)leave a blank spacter
101¢ oUowv: Or else, (2)To let the wordgv ‘E@éow stand—which | respectfully
suggest is the wisest thing they can do. [For with Conybeare and Howson
(Life and Letters of S. Papli. 491), to eject the word$at Ephesusfrom
the text of Ephes. i. 1, and actually to substitute in their room the wtrds
Laodicea—is plainly abhorrent to every principle of rational criticism. The
remarks of C. and H. on this subject (pp. 486 ff) have been faithfully met and
sufficiently disposed of by Dean Alford (vol. iiiProlegg.pp. 13-8); who
infers,“in accordance with the prevalent belief of the Church in all ages, that
this Epistle waseritably addressed to the Saints in Ephesarsito no other
Church”] In the former case, they will be exhibiting a curiosity; viz. they will
be shewing us how (they think) a duplicatedrta bianc®) copy of the Epistle
looked with“the space afteroic oGot left utterly void? in the latter, they will
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mean‘a Circular Lettef. Whereas it really means nothing of the
sort; but—"a Catholic Epistle’1"®

An*“Encyclical (andthatis the word which has been imported
into the present discussion), was quite a different document from
whatwecall “a Circular! Addressed to no one Church or person
in particular, it was Catholic or Generatthe common property
of all to whom it came. The General (or Catholic) Epistles of
S. James, S. Peter, S. John 4Emcyclical’ 1 So is the well-
known Canonical Epistle which Gregory, Bp. of Neocaesareea in
Pontus, in the middle of the third century, sent to the Bishops of

[105] his provincet®! As for “a blank circular’ to be filled up with
the words*in Ephesus,”“ in Laodiced, &c.,—its like (I repeat)
is wholly unknown in the annals of Ecclesiastical Antiquity. The
two notions are at all events inconsistent and incompatible. If S.
Paul's Epistle to the Ephesians wasCircular, then it was not
“Encyclical’ if it was “Encyclical then it was nota Circular’

Are we then deliberately to believe, (for to this necessity we
are logically reduced,) that the Epistle which occupies the fifth
place among S. Paul's writings, and which from the beginning of
the second centurithat is, from the very dawn of Historical ev-

be representing the archetypal copy which was sent to the Metropolitan see of
Ephesus. But by printing the text thustoig ayioig toic oGowv [év E@éow] kai
motoig k.T.A., they are acting on an entirely different theorY. They are merel
testifying their mistrust of the text of every MS. in the world except Codd.

19 EykikAiov émotoArjv, vel éykikAia ypdupata Christophorsonus et alii
interpretantutiteras circulares ego cum viris doctis malinkpistolasvel lit-

eras publicasad omnes fideles pertinentes, quas Graeci alias véaaroAdg
kaboAkdc.—Suicerin voce

180 g aBoAikai Aéyovtar avtai, oiovel éykOkAior—See Suicerin voce
"EYKUKAL0G.

181 Routh's Reliquiag vol. iii. p. 266—“Tum ex Conciliis, tum ex aliis
Patrum scriptis notum est, consuevisse primos Ecclesiao Patres acta et decreta
Conciliorum passim ad omnes Dei Ecclesias mittere per epistolas, quas non
uni privatim dicarunt, sed publice describi ab omnibus, dividi passim et pervul-
gari, atque cum omnibus populis communicari voluerunt. Hac igitur epistolae
£ykUkAlo1 vocatae sunt, quiavkAdog, quOgquo versum et in omnem partem
mittebantur’— Suicerin voc.
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idence—has been known dghe Epistle to the Ephesiaiayas

an “Encyclical; “ Catholi¢' or “General Epistlé;,—addressed
101G ayioig Toig olot, Kal motoig v Xpiot® 'Incot? There does

not live the man who will accept so irrational a supposition. The
suggestion therefore by which it has been proposed to account
for the absence of the words 'E@éow in Ephes. i. 1 is not only

in itself in the highest degree improbable, and contradicted by all
the evidence to which we have access; but it is even inadmissible
on critical grounds, and must be unconditionally surrendéf&d.

It is observed to collapse before every test which can be applied
to it. [106]

[ll. Altogether marvellous in the meantime it is to meif men
must needs account for the omission of the w@rd&péow from
this place—that they should have recourse to wild, improbable,
and wholly unsupported theories, like those which go before;
while an easys-| was going to say the obvious;solution of the

of indicating the document? Lastly, why are not the Colossians ordered to
communicate a copy of their Epistle to the illustrious Church offpbesians

also, which had been originally addressed by S. Paul? If the Colossians must
needs read the Epistle (so like their own) which the Apostle had just written to
the Ephesians, surely the Ephesians must also be supposed to have required a
sight of the Epistle which S. Paul had at the same time written to the Colossians!
182« On the whole, says Bishop Middleton[Joctrine of the Greek Arp. 355)

“|1 see nothing so probable as the opinion of Macknight (on Col. iv—t&fat

the Apostle sent the Ephesians word by Tychicus, who carried their letter, to
send a copy of it to the Laodiceans; with an order to them to communicate it to
the Colossians’— This suggestion is intended to meeiotherdifficulty, and
leaves the question of the reading of Ephes. i. 1 untouched. It proposes only
to explain what S. Paul means by the enigmatical expression which is found in
Col. iv. 16.

Macknight's suggestion, though it has found favour with many subsequent
Divines, appears to me improbable in a high degree. S. Paul is found not to
have senthe Colossian§word by Tychicus, who carried their letter, to send
a copy of it to the LaodicearisHe charged them, himself, to do so. Why,
at the same instant, is the Apostle to be thought to have adopted two such
different methods of achieving one and the same important end? And why,
instead of this roundabout method of communication, wergh®Ephesians
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problem is close at hand, and even solicits acceptance.

Marcion the heretic, (A.D. 140) is distinctly charged by Ter-
tullian (A.D. 200), and by Jerome a century and a half later,
with having abundantly mutilated the text of Scripture, and of
S. Paul's Epistles in particular. Epiphanius compares the writing
which Marcion tampered with to a moth-eaten cB4t* Instead
of a stylus; (says Tertullian,)*Marcion employed a knifé.
“What wonder if he omits syllables, since often he omits whole
pages?8 S. Paul's Epistle to the Ephesians, Tertullian even
singles out by name; accusing Marcion of having furnished it
with a new title. All this has been fully explained above, from
page 93 to page 96.

Now, that Marcion recognised as S. Paul's Epistie the
Ephesian’ that Apostolical writing which stands fifth in our
Canon, (but which stood seventh in his,) is just as certain as
that he recognised as such S. Paul's Epistles to the Galatians,
Corinthians, Romans, Thessalonians, Colossians, Philippians.
All this has been fully explained in a preceding page.

But it is also evident that Marcion put forth as S. Paul's
another Epistle—of which all we know for certain is, that it
contained portions of the Epistle to the Ephesians, and purported
to be addressed by S. Pdub the Laodicean$.To ascertain with
greater precision the truth of this matter at the end of upwards of

ordered—if not by S. Paul himself, at least by Tychicusto send a copy of
their Epistle to Colosse direct? And why do we find the Colossians charged to
read publiclytrjv ¢k Aaodikeiag, which (by the hypothesis) would have been
only a copys—instead oftrv £€ E@éoov, which, (by the same hypothesis,)
would have been the original? Nay, why is it not designated by S. Paqul,
npog Egeciovg,—(if indeed it was his Epistle to the Ephesians which is alluded
to,) instead oftrjv €k Aaodikeiag; which would hardly be an intelligible way

183 Epiphan Opp.i. 311 D.

184«Marcion exerte et palam machaera non stilo usus est, quoniam ad materiam
suam caedem Scripturarum confécifTertullian Preescript. Haerc. 38, p.
50.)“Non miror si syllabas subtrahit, cum paginas totas plerumque subtucat.
(Adv. Marcion/lib. v, c. xvii, p. 455.)

185 See above p. 95, and see note (f) p. 94.
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seventeen centuries is perhaps impossible. Nor is it necessary.
Obvious is it to suspect that not only did this heretical teacher
at some period of his career prefix a hew heading to certain
copies of the Epistle to the Ephesians, but also that some of
his followers industriously erased from certain other copies the
words év ’E@éow in ver. 1l—as beingthe only two words in

the entire Epistlevhich effectually refuted their Master. It was
not needful, (be it observed,) to multiply copies of the Epis-
tle for the propagation of Marcion's deceit. Only two words
had to be erased;the very two words whose omission we are
trying to account for—in order to give some colour to his pro-
posed attribution of the Epistle;duasi in isto diligentissimus
explorator;)—to the Laodiceans. One of these mutilated copies
will have fallen into the hands of Origeswho often complains

of the corrupt state of his text: while the critical personages for
whom Cod. B and Cocdllwere transcribed will probably have
been acquainted with other such mutilated copies. Are we not
led, as it were by the hand, to take some such view of the case?
In this way we account satisfactorily, and on grounds of historic
evidence, for the omission which has exercised the Critics so
severely.

| do not lose sight of the fact that the Epistle to the Eph-
esians ends without salutations, without personal notices of any
kind. But in this respect it is not peculid#® That—joined to
a singular absence of identifying allusiensufficiently explains
why Marcion selected this particular Epistle for the subject of
his fraud. But, to infer from this circumstance, in defiance of the
Tradition of the Church Universal, and in defiance of its very
Title, that the Epistle is“Encyclical; in the technical sense off108]
that word; and to go on to urge this characteristic as an argument
in support of the omission of the words "E@éow,—is clearly
the device of an eager Advocate; not the method of a calm and

186 See, by all means, Alford on this subject, vol. Rirolegg.pp. 13-15.
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unprejudiced Judge. True it is that S. Padlyho, writing to

the Corinthians from Ephesus, séykse Churches of Asisalute
you,” (1 Cor. xvi. 19,)-may have known very well that an
Epistle of his“to the Ephesianswould, as a matter of course,

be instantly communicated to others besides the members of
that particular Church: and in fact this may explain why there
is nothing specially*Ephesiah in the contents of the Epistle.
The Apostle—(as when he addresséthe Churches of Gala-
tia,”)—may have had certain of the other neighbouring Churches
in his mind while he wrote. But all this is wholly foreign to the
guestion before us: the oranly question beinghis—Which

of the three following addresses represents what S. Paul must
be considered to have actually written in the first verse of his
“Epistle to the Ephesiah®—

(1) oig dyioig Toig ooy €v E@éow kal motoic év X. .

(2) toig &yioig Toig oVowv €V ... Kai ToToig v X. L.

(3) toig ayioig Toig ovot, Kl mioToig v X. L.

What | have been saying amounts to this: that it is absolutely
unreasonable for men to go out of their way to invent a theory
wanting every element of probability in order to account for the
omission of the wordgv 'Egéow from S. Paul's Epistle to the
Ephesians; while they have under their eyes the express testi-
mony of a competent witness of th@qicentury that a certain
heretic, named Marciorf,presumed to prefix an unauthorized
title to that very Epistlé, (“Marcion ei titulum aliquando inter-
polare gestiit,)—which title obviouslycould not stand unless
those two words were first erased from the teko interpolate
that new title, and to erase the two words which were plainly
inconsistent with it, were obviously correlative acts which must
always have been performed together.

But however all this may be, (as already pointed out,) the
only question to be determined by us-syhether it be credible
that the wordgv 'E@éow are an unauthorized addition; foist-
ed into the text of Ephes. i. 1 as far back as the Apostolic
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age: an interpolation which, instead of dying out, and at last
all but disappearing, has spread and established itself, until the
words are found in every copysare represented in every transla-
tion—have been recognised in every countryyitnessed to by
every Father-received in every age of the Church? | repeat that
the one question which has to be decided is,hmt the words

év E@éow came to be put in, or came to be left out; but simply
whether, on an impartial review of the evidence, it be reasonable
(with Tischendorf, Tregelles, Conybeare and Howson, and so
many more,) to suspect their genuineness and enclose them in
brackets? Is icrediblethat the word€v E@éow are a spuri-

ous and unauthorized addition to the inspired autograph of the
Apostle?... We have already, as | think, obtained a satisfactory
answer to this question. It has been shewn, as conclusively as in
inquiries of this nature is possible, that in respect of the reading
of Ephesiansi. 1, Codd. B alllare evermostconspicuously at
fault.

IV. But if these two Codices are thus convicted of error in
respect of the one remaining text which their chief upholders
have selected, and to which they still make their most confident
appeak—what remains, but to point out that it is high time that
men should be invited to disabuse their minds of the extravagant
opinion which they have been so industriously taught to entertain
of the value of the two Codices in question? It has already
degenerated into an unreasoning prejudice, and threatens at last
to add one more to the already overgrown cataloguevolgar
errors’

V. | cannot, | suppose, act more fairly by Tischendorf than
by transcribing in conclusion his remarks on the four remaining
readings of codelllto which he triumphantly appeals: promis-
ing to dismiss them all with a single remark. He says, (addressing
unlearned readers,) in hi¢ntroductiori to the Tauchnitz (En-
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glish) New Testameh?’.—

“To these examples, others might be added. Thus, Origen
says on John i. 4, that in some copies it was writténHim

is life’ for ‘in Him waslife.” This is a reading which we find

in sundry quotations before the time of Origkf; leaves out
those words twice together by which the Catholics used to
refute that heresy of the Arians, vizyéyovev.”]

Chrysostom proceeds;*In order to make out thatHe Spir-
IT{FNs is a creature, they redd yéyove, év adtw {wn 1v; by
which means, the Evangelist's language is made unintelligjible.
(Opp. viii. 40.)—This punctuation is nevertheless adopted by
Tregelles—but not by Tischendorf. The Peshito, Epiphanius
(quoted in Pearson's note, referredoa), Cyprian, Jerome and
the Vulgate divide the sentence as we-d&ee by all means
on this subject Pearsom®te (2), ART.{Fns viii, (ii. p. 262 ed.
Burton). Also Routh'©pusc.. 88-9.

187 p. xiv.—See above, pp. 8, 9, note (f).

188 One is rather surprised to find the facts of the case so unfairly represented
in addressing unlearned readers; who are entitled to the largest amount of
ingenuousness, and to entire sincerity of statement. The facts are-these:

(1) Valentt. @pudlrenaeum), (2) Clemens Alex., and (3) Theodotsud
Clem.) readéott: but then (1) Irenaeus himself, (2) Clemens Alex., and (3)
Theodotus §pud Clem.) alsoreadfiv. These testimonies, therefore, clearly
neutralize each other. Cyprian also Hasth readings—Hippolytus, on the
other hand, read%rt1; but Origen, (though he remarks tHat is “ perhaps not
an improbable reading),readsiv ten or eleven time&v is also the reading of
Eusebius, of Chrysostom, of Cyril, of Nonnus, of Theoderedf the Vulgate,
of the Memphitic, of the Peshito, and of the Philoxenian Versions; as well as
of B, A, C—in fact ofall the MSS. in the worldexcept ofilland D.

All that remains to be set on the other side are the Thebaic and Cureton's
Syriac, together with most copies of the early Latin.

And now, with the evidence thus all before us, will any one say that it is
lawfully a question for discussion which of these two readings must exhibit
the genuine text of S. John i. 4? (For | treat it as a question of authority, and
reason fronthe evidence—declining to import into the argument what may be
calledlogical considerations; though | conceive them to be all on my side.) |
suspect, in fact, that the inveterate practice of the primitive age of reading the
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but now, among all known Greek MSS. itasly in the Sinaitic, and the
famous old Codex Bezaa copy of the Gospels at Cambridge; yet it is
also found in most of the early Latin versions, in the most ancient Syriac,
and in the oldest Coptie-Again, in Matth. xiii. 35, Jerome observes
that in the third century Porphyry, the antagonist of Christianity, hadi]
found fault with the Evangelist Matthew for having saidihich was
spoken by the prophet Esaia#\ writing of the second century had
already witnessed to the same reading; but Jerome adds further that
well-informed men had long ago removed the name of Esaias. Among
all our MSS. of a thousand years old and upwatiglste is not a solitary
example containing the name of Esaias in the text referreddrcept

the Sinaiti¢ to which a few of less than a thousand years old may be
added—Once more, Origen quotes John xiii. 10 six times; duity the
Sinaitic and several ancient Latin MS®ad it the same as Origeftie

that is washed needeth not to wash, but is clean everywHit. John

vi. 51, also, where the reading is very difficult to settle, Sigaitic is
alone among all Greek copi@sdubitably correct; and Tertullian, at the
end of the second century, confirms the Sinaitic readiffgany man

eat of my bread, he shall live for ever. The bread that | will give for the
life of the world is my flesh. We omit to indicate further illustrations

of this kind, although there are many others like tHef® xiii. 10: o

place after the following strange fashierd yéyovev év avté {wn v, was
what led to this depravation of the text. Cyril in his Commentary [heading
of lib. i, c. vi] so reads S. Johni. 3, 4. And to substitétei (for fv) in
such a sentence #isat, was obvious.... Chrysostom's opinion is well known,
“Let us beware of putting the full stdghe says) at the wordso0d¢ év,—as

do the heretics.[He alludes to Valentinus, Heracleon (Ori@pp.i. 130),

and to TheodotusapudClem. Alex.). But it must be confessed that Irenaeus,
Hippolytus Routh, Opusci. 68), Clemens Alex., Origen, Concil. Antioch.
(A.D.{FNS 269, Routhiii. 293), Theophilus Antioch., Athanasius, Cyril of
Jer..—besides of the Latins, Tertullian, Lactantius, VictorinBe(thiii. 459),

and Augustine—point the place in the same wajyt is worth our observatiofy,
(says Pearson,)that Eusebius citing the place of S. John to prove that the
HOLY GHOST{FNSwas made by the@{FNS

1891t may not be altogether useless that | should follow this famous Critic of the
text of the N. T. over the ground which he has himself chosen. He challenges
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Aglovpevog ovy ext xpetav viacbar—(4.) S. DHN{FNsVi. 51:
AV TIG QPAYN EK TOL EUOV APLOV, {NOEL €1 TOV ALWVO;—O0 PTG
oV £yw dwow LTEP TG TOL KoopoL {wng 1 oapé pov eotiv. (And
this, Dr. Teschendorf asserts to‘hedubitably correct.)

On inspection, these four readings prove to be exactly what
might have been anticipated from the announcement that they
are almost the private property of the single collk The
last three are absolutely worthless. They stand self-condemned.
To examine is to reject them: the second (of which Jerome
says somethingery different from what Tisch. pretends) and
fourth being only two more of those unskilful attempts at critical
emendation of the inspired Text, of which this Codex contains
S0 many sorry specimens: the third being clearly nothing else but
the result of the carelessness of the transcriber. Misled by the
like ending puototéAevtov) he hadropped a linethus:—

OYX EXI XPEIAN [EI
MH TOYZ [TOAAZ] NI
YATOAI AAAA EXTIN

The first, | have discussed briefly in the foregoing footnote

(p) p. 110.

Let it be declared without offence, that there appears to exist
in the mind of this illustrious Critic a hopeless confusion between
the antiquity of a Codex and thealueof its readings. | venture
to assert that a reading is valuable or the contrary, exactly in
proportion to the probability of its being true or false. Interesting
it is sure to be, be it what it may, if it be found in a very
ancient codex—interesting and often instructive: but the editor
of Scripture must needs bring every reading, wherever found, to
this test at last—Is it to be thought that what | am here presented
with is what the Evangelist or the Apostle actually wrote? If an

attention for the four following readings of the Codex Sinaitieds:
(1.) S. DHN{FNSI. 4: ev avtw {wn eotiv.—(2.) S. MATTH.{FNSxiii. 35:
0 pnbev dia noatov tov mpogetov.—(3.) S. DHN{FNS
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answer in the negative be obtained to this question, then, the fact
that one, or two, or three of the early Fathers appear to have so
read the place, will not avail to impart to the rejected reading
one patrticle ovalue And yet Tischendorf thinks it enough &l

the preceding passages to assure his reader that a given reading
in Cod. lwas recognised by Origen, by Tertullian, by Jerome.
To have established this one point he evidently thinks sufficient.
There is implied in all this an utterly false major premiss: viz.
That Scriptural quotations found in the writings of Origen, of
Tertullian, of Jerome, must needs be thsissima verbaf the
SeiIriT. Whereas it is notoriousthat the worst corruptions to
which the New Testament has ever been subjected originated
within a hundred years after it was composed: that Irenseus and
the whole Western, with a portion of the Syrian Church, used far
inferior manuscripts to those employed by Stunica, or Erasmus,
or Stephens, thirteen centuries later, when moulding the Textus
Receptug®® And one is astonished that a Critic of so much
sagacity, (who of course knows better,) should deliberately put
forth so gross a fallacys-not only without a word of explanation,

a word of caution, but in such a manner as inevitably to mislead
an unsuspecting reader. Without offence to Dr. Tischendorf, |
must be allowed to declare that, in the remarks we have been
considering, he shews himself far more bent on glorifying the
“Codex Sinaiticus than in establishing the Truth of the pure
Word of Gob. He convinces me that to have found an eanhs]
uncial Codex, is every bit as fatal as to hd\taken a gift:
Verily, “it doth blind the eyes of the wigé®!

And with this, | shall conclude my remarks on these two
famous Codices. | humbly record my deliberate conviction that
when the Science of Textual Criticism, which is at present only
in its infancy, comes to be better understood; (and a careful
collation of every existing Codex of the New Testament is one

190 5crivener'sntroduction p. 386. The whole Chapter deserves careful study.
191 Deut. xvi. 19.
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indispensable preliminary to its being ever placed on a trust-
worthy basis;) a very different estimate will be formed of the
importance of not a few of those readings which at present are
received with unquestioning submission, chiefly on the authority
of Codex B and Codelll. On the other hand, it is perfectly
certain that no future collations, no future discoveries, will ever
make it credible that the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's Gospel
are a spurious supplement to the Evangelical Narrative; or that
the wordsév ’E@éow are an unauthorized interpolation of the
inspired Text.

And thus much concerning Codex B and colllx

| would gladly have proceeded at once to the discussion of
the “Internal Evidencé, but that the external testimony com-
monly appealed to is not yet fully disposed of. There remain to
be considered certain ancier@cholid and“Notes] and indeed
whatever else results from the critical inspection of ancient MSS.,
whether uncial or cursive: and all this may reasonably claim one
entire Chapter to itself.

CHAPTER VIII.
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THE PURPORT OF ANCIENT
SCHOLIA, AND NOTES IN MSS.
ON THE SUBJECT OF THESE
VERSES, SHEWN TO BE THE
REVERSE OF WHAT IS
COMMONLY SUPPOSED.

Later Editors of the New Testament the victims of their
predecessors' inaccuraciesBirch's unfortunate mistake (p.
117)—Scholz' serious blunders (p. 119 and pp. 120-
1) —Griesbach's sweeping misstatement (pp. 12+-Zhe
grave misapprehension which has resulted from all this in-
accuracy of detail (pp. 122-3); Codex L (p. 123Am-
monius not the author of the so-callédmmoniarf Sec-
tions (p. 125)—Epiphanius (p. 132)-“Caesarius, a mis-
nomer—-The Catena& misrepresented (p. 133).

In the present Chapter, | propose to pass under review whatever
manuscript testimony still remains unconsidered; our attention
having been hitherto exclusively devoted to Codices B llhd
True, that the rest of the evidence may be disposed of in a single
short sentence-The Twelve Verses under discussion are found
in every copy of the Gospels in existence with the exception of
Codices B andll. But then,

I. We are assureds(by Dr. Tregelles for examplegthat“a
Note or a Scholion stating the absence of these versesramy
from most or from themost correctcopies (often from Victor
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or Severus) is found in twenty-five other cursive CoditES.
Tischendorf has nearly the same wordsScholid (he says)

“in very many MSS. state that the Gospel of Mark in the most
ancient (and most accurate) copies ended at the ninth Verse.
That distinguished Critic supports his assertion by appealing to
seven MSS. in particularrand referring generally t6about
twenty-five others. Dr. Davidson adopts every word of this
blindfold.

1. Now of course if all that precedes were true, this de-
partment of the Evidence would become deserving of serious
attention. But | simplydeny the fact | entirely deny that the
“Note or Scholioh which these learned persons affirm to be of
such frequent occurrence has any existence whateeicept
in their own imaginations. On the other hand, | assert that
notes or scholia which state the exact reverse, (viz. “imathe
older’ or “the more accurate copieshe last twelve verses of
S. Mark's Gospeéare containeg recur even perpetually. The
plain truth is thiss—=These eminent persons have taken their in-
formation at second-handspartly from Griesbach, partly from
Scholz—without suspicion and without inquiry. But then they
have slightly misrepresented Scholz; and Scholz (1830) slightly
misunderstood Griesbach; and Griesbach (1796) took liberties
with Wetstein; and Wetstein (1751) made a few serious mistakes.
The consequence might have been anticipated. The Truth, once
thrust out of sight, certain erroneous statements have usurped its
places;—which every succeeding Critic now reproduces, evident-
ly to his own entire satisfaction; though not, it must be declared,
altogether to his own credit. Let me be allowed to explain in
detail what has occurred.

2. Griesbach is found to have pursued the truly German plan of
setting dowrall the twenty-five MSS.?3 andall the five Patristic

192 printed Textp. 254.
193viz. Codd. L, 1, 22, 24, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 108, 129, 137, 138, 143,
181, 186, 196, 199, 206, 209, 210, 221, 222.
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authorities which up to his time had been cited as bearing on the
genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9-20: giving the fornnrenumerical
order, and stating generally concerning them that in one or other
of those authorities it would be found record¢ldat the verses in
guestion were ancientlyantingin some, or in most, or in almost

all the Greek copies, or in the most accurate cras: else that
they werefoundin a few, or in the more accurate copies, or in
many, or in most of them, specially in the Palestinian Gospel.
The learned writer (who had made up his mind long before that
the verses in question are to be rejected) no doubt perceived
that this would be the most convenient way of disposing of the
evidence for and against: but one is at a loss to understand how
English scholars can have acquiesced in such a slipshod state-
ment for well nigh a hundred years. A very little study of thgie]
subject would have shewn them that Griesbach derived the first
eleven of his references from Wetstéi the last fourteen from
Birch.19% As for Scholz, he unsuspiciously adopted Griesbach's
fatal enumeration of Codices; adding five to the number; and
only interrupting the series here and there, in order to insert
the guotations which Wetstein had already supplied from certain
of them. With Scholz, therefore, rests the blame of everything
which has been written since 1830 concerning the MS. evidence
for this part of S. Mark's Gospel; subsequent critics having been
content to adopt his statements without acknowledgment and
without examination. Unfortunately Scholz did his work (as
usual) in such a slovenly style, that besides perpetuating old
mistakes he invented new ones; which, of course, have been

194\Wetstein quoted 14 Codices in all: but Griesbach makes no use of his
reference to Reg. 2868, 1880, and 2282 (leg. 2242?) which = Evan. 15, 19,
299 (?) respectively.

1% variae Lectiones&c. (1801, p. 225-6-¢-He cites Codd. Vatt. 358, 756,
757, 1229 (= our 129, 137, 138, 143): Cod. Zelada (= 181): Laur. vi. 18, 34
(= 186, 195): Ven. 27 (= 210): Vind. Lamb. 38, 89, Kol. 4 (= 221, 222, 108):
Cod. iv. (eg.5 ?) S. Mariee Bened. Flor. (= 199): Codd. Ven. 6, 10 (= 206,
209.)
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reproduced by those who have simply translated or transcribed
him. And now | shall examine his notgz)”,1°® with which
practically all that has since been delivered on this subject by
Tischendorf, Tregelles, Davidson, and the rest, is identical.

(1.) Scholz (copying Griesbach) first states that in two MSS.
in the Vatican Library®’ the verses in questidrare marked with
an asterisk. The original author of this statement was Birch,
who followed it up by explaining the fatal signification of this
mark1°® From that day to this, the asterisks in Codd. Vatt.
756 and 757 have been religiously reproduced by every Critic in
turn; and it is universally taken for granted that they represent
two ancient witnesses against the genuineness of the last twelve
verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark.

And yet, (let me say it without offence,) a very little attention
ought to be enough to convince any one familiar with this subject
that the proposed inference is absolutely inadmissible. For, in
the first place, aolitary asterisk (not at all a rare phenomenon
in ancient MSS%9) has of necessity no such signification. And
even if it does sometimes indicate that all the verses which
follow are suspicious, (of which, however, | have never seen an
example,) it clearlycould not have that signification heresfor
a reason which | should have thought an intelligent boy might
discover.

Well aware, however, that | should never be listened to, with
Birch and Griesbach, Scholz and Tischendorf, and indeed every
one else against me;l got a learned friend at Rome to visit
the Vatican Library for me, and inspect the two Codices in

198 Nov. Testvol. i. p. 199.

197 vat. 756, 757 = our Evan. 137, 138.

1% Quo signo tamquam censoria virgula usi sunt librarii, qua Evangelis-
tarum narrationes, in omnibus Codicibus non obvias, tamguam dubias notar-
ent—Variae Lectiones&c. p. 225.

19 |n Cod. 264 (= Paris 65) for instance, besides at S. Mk. xvi. 9, + occurs
at xi. 12, xii. 38, and xiv. 12. On the other hand, no such sign occurs at the
pericope de adultera
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questior?®® That he would find Birch righin his facts | had no
reason to doubt; but | much more than doubted the correctness
of his proposed inference from them. | even felt convinced that
the meaning and purpose of the asterisks in question would be
demonstrably different from what Birch had imagined.

Altogether unprepared was | for the result. It is found that the
learned Dane has here made one of those (venial, but) unfortunate
blunders to which every one is liable who registers phenomena
of this class in haste, and does not methodize his memoranda
until he gets home. To be briefthere proves to be no asterisk
at all,—either in Cod. 756, or in Cod. 757

On the contrary. Afteépofotvrto ydp, the former Codex has,
in the text of S. Mark xvi. 9fpl. 150 b, a plain cross,—(not
an asterisk, thus [symbol: x with dots in corners] or [symbol:
broken x with corner dots] or [symbol: inverse or open x], but a
cross, thus +}-the intention of which is to refer the reader to an
annotation orfol. 151 b (marked, of course, with a cross also,)
to the effect that S. Mark xvi. 9-20 is undoubtedly gendffe [118]
The evidence, therefore, not only breaks hopelessly down; but it
is discovered that this witness has been by accident put into the
wrong box. This is, in fact, a witnesmt for the plaintiff, butfor
the defendant-As for the other Codex, it exhibits neither aster-
isk nor cross; but contains the same note or scholion attesting the
genuineness of the last twelve verses of S. Mark.

| suppose | may now pass on: but | venture to point out that
unless the Witnesses which remain to be examined are able to
produce very different testimony from that borne by the last two,
the present inquiry cannot be brought to a close too sobin. (

200 Fyrther obligations to the same friend are acknowledged in the Appendix
(D).

20% gimilarly, in Cod. Coisl. 20, in the Paris Library, (which = our 36,) against
S. Mark xvi. 9, is this sign [symbol: inverse or open x]. It is intended (like an
asterisk in a modern book) to refer the reader to the self-same annotation which
is spoken of in the text as occurring in Cod. Vat. 756, and which is observed
to occur in the margin of the Paris MS. also.
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took thee to curse mine enemies, and, behold, thou hast blessed
them altogethet)

(2.) In Codd. 20 and 300 (Scholz proceeds) we read as fol-
lows:—*From here to the end forms no part of the text in some of
the copiesln the ancient copies, however, it all forms part of the
text”2%2 Scholz (who was the first to adduce this important testi-
mony to the genuineness of the verses now under consideration)
takes no notice of the singular circumstance that the two MSS.
he mentions have beaxactlyassimilated in ancient times to a
common model; and that they correspond one with the other so
entirely?®3 that the foregoing rubrical annotation appeiarshe
wrong placein both of them, viz.at the close of verl5, where
it interrupts the text. This was, therefore, once a scholion written
in the margin of some very ancient Codex, which has lost its way
in the process of transcription; (for there can be no doubt that it
was originally written against ver. 8.) And let it be noted that its
testimony is express; and that it avouches for the fact‘ihahe
ancient copies S. Mark xvi. 9-20“formed part of the text

(3.) Yet more important is the record contained in the same
two MSS., (of which also Scholz says nothing,) viz. that they
exhibit a text which had beetcollated with the ancient and
approved copies at Jerusaléf* What need to point out that
so remarkable a statement, taken in conjunction with the express

202 ¢ytedBev Ewe Tob TéAoUG &V TIol TOV AvTypdwv ob Keital: év 8¢ Toig

apxaioig, mavta dnapdAeinta keitar.—(Codd. 20 and 300 = Paris 188, 186.)
203 5ee more concerning this matter in the Appendix @@)fin.
204 At the end of S. Matthew's Gospel in Cod. 300 (at fol. 89) is found,

gvayyéhiov katd Matbaiov éypden kal dvtePAROn €k TtV TepocoAlpoig
ToAdI®V GvTypdewv, €v otixoig Peid

and at the end of S. Mark's, (at fol. 18y—

gvayyéhov katd MatBaiov €ypden kai avtePAnOn oupoiwe ék tdV
gomovdacpévwy otixorg agg kepadaiorg oAE

This second colophon (though not the first) is found in Cod. B@th
reappear in Cod. 262 ( = Paris 53), and (with an interesting variety in the
former of the two) in [what | suppose is the first half of] the uncial Codex
See Scrivenermtroduction p. 125.
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voucher that although some copies of the Gospels are without
the verses under discussion, yet timathe ancient copieall the
verses are fountljs acritical attestation to the genuinenestsS.
Mark xvi. 9 to 20, far outweighing the bare statement (next to be
noticed) of the undeniable historical fact thét) some copies

S. Markends at ver8,—but“in manydoes not?

(4.) Scholz proceeds:“In Cod. 22, afteEgofosvro ydp +
telog is read the following rubri¢i—

v T1o1 TOV dvTrypdewv éwg OOe mTAnpodtal 6 edayyeAoTrG:
¢v moANoig 8¢ kal tadta @épetar.?O®

And the whole of this statement is complacently copiedly
subsequent Critics and Editorscross, andtélog,” and all—as
an additional ancient attestation to the fact tfidte End (téAog)
of S. Mark's Gospek indeed at ch. xvi. 8. Strangejncredible
rather,—that among so many learned persons, not one should
have perceived thdttéAoc” in this place merely denotes that
here a well-known Ecclesiastical section comes to an!end
As far, therefore, as the present discussion is concerned, the
circumstance is purely irrelevafft® and, (as | propose to shewz20]
in Chapter Xl,) the less said about it by the opposite party, the
better.

(5.) Scholz further states that in four, (he means three,) other
Codices very nearly the same colophon as the preceding recurs,
with an important additional clause. In Codd. 1, 199, 206, 209,
(he says) is reags

“In certain of the copies, the Evangelist finishes hexg;to
which place Eusebius the friend of Pamphilus canonizéd
other copies, however, is found as follot8? And then comes

205 = paris 72fol. 107 b. He might have added, (for Wetstein had pointed it
out 79 years before,) th#the same note precisely found between verses 8
and 9 in Cod. 15 ( = Paris 649l. 98 b.

206 See more at the very end of Chap. XI.

27 Cod. 1. (at Basle), and Codd. 206, 209 (which = Venet. 6 and 10) contain
as follows:—



148The Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel According to S. Mark

the rest of S. Mark's Gospel.

I shall have more to say about this reference to Eusebius, and
what he“canonized, by-and-by. But what is there in all this,
(let me in the meantime ask), to recommend the opinion that the
Gospel of S. Mark was published by its Author in an incomplete
state; or that the last twelve verses of it are of spurious origin?

(6.) The reader's attention is specially invited to the imposing
statement which follows. Codd. 23, 34, 39, 41, (says Scholz,)
“contain these words of Severus of Anticeh:

“In the more accurate copies, the Gospel according to Mark
has its end dtfor they were afraid.ln some copies, however,
this also is added-"Now when He was riseh&c. This,
however, seems to contradict to some extent what was before
delivered; &c.

It may sound fabulous, but it is strictly true, that every word
of this, (unsuspiciously adopted as it has beeretgry Critic
who has since gone over the same ground,) is a mere tissue of
mistakes. For first~Cod. 23 containsothing whatever perti-
nent to the present inquirgScholz, evidently through haste and

[121] inadvertence, has confoundb@ own “23" with “Coisl. 23/
but“Coisl. 23 is his“39,"—of which by-and-by. This reference
therefore has to be cancelled:Lod. 41 contains a scholion
of precisely the opposite tendencly mean, a scholion which
avers thathe accurate copies of S. Mark's Gospel contain these
last twelve verseqScholz borrowed this wrong reference from
Wetstein—who, by an oversight, quotes Cod. 41 three times
instead of twice}-There remain but Codd. 34 and 39; and in

#v o1 ugv OV dvtrypdewv Ewg O8e mAnpodtat 6 EdayysAiotig, fwc of
kal 'EvoéPiog O Maugidov ékavévicev; év GANo1g 8¢ Talta épetat; AVaoTag,
K.T.A.

But Cod. 199 (which = S. Mariae Benedict. Flor. Cod. Nede5],)
according to Birch (p. 226) who supplies the quotation, has only-this:

&v TIo1 TV dvTiypdewv oV keivtat [?] tadra.
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neither of those two manuscripts, from the first page of S. Mark's
Gospel to the last, does there exasty “ scholion of Severus of
AntiocH whatever Scholz, in a word, has inadvertently made a
gross misstatemeRt® and every Critic who has since written on
this subject has adopted his wordayithout acknowledgment
and without examination.... Such is the evidence on which it
is proposed to prove that S. Mark did not write the last twelve
verses of his Gospel!

(7.) Scholz proceeds to enumerate the following twenty-two
Codices—24, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 108, 129, 137, 138,
143, 181, 186, 195, 199, 206, 209, 210, 221, 222. And this
imposing catalogue is what has misled Tischendorf, Tregelles
and the rest. They have not perceived that & mere transcript
of Griesbach's listwhich Scholz interrupts only to give from
Cod. 24, (imperfectly and at second-hand,) the weighty scholion,
(Wetstein had given it from Cod. 41,) which relates, on the
authority of an eye-witness, that S. Mark xvi. 9-20 existed in the
ancient Palestinian Copy. (About that Scholion enough has been
offered already®%) Scholz adds that very nearly the same words
are found in 374—What he says concerning 206 and 209 (and
he might have added 199,) has been explained above.

But when the twenty MSS. which rema#{ undisposed of
have been scrutinized, their testimony is found to be quite diffar2)
ent from what is commonly supposed. One of them (No. 38) has
been cited in error: while the remaining nineteen are nothing else
but copies ofVictor of Antioch's commentary on S. Markno
less thansixteenof which contain the famous attestation that

208 1t originated in this way. At the end of S. Matthew's Gospel, in both Codices,
are found those large extracts from ttf#nd Hom. on the Resurrectidmhich
Montfaucon published in thBibl. Coisl. (pp. 68-75), and which Cramer has
since reprinted at the end of H&atena in S. Matth(i. 243-251.) In Codd. 34
and 39 they are ascribed t8everus of Antiocli. See above (p. 40.) See also
pp. 39 and 57.

209 5ee above, pp. 64, 65.

210 22.3 (199, 206, 209) = 19 + 1 (374) = 20.
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in most of the accurate copies, and in particular the authentic
Palestinian Codex, the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel
WERE FOUND (See above, pp. 64 and 65.).... And this exhausts
the evidence.

(8.) So far, therefore, dNotes and“Scholid in MSS. are
concerned, the sum of the matter proves to be simply-tHia)
Nine Codice$!! are observed to contain a note to the effect that
the end of S. Mark's Gospel, though wantitig some; was yet
found“in others;—* in many;—" in the ancient copie%

(b) Next, four Codice$*? contain subscriptions vouching for
the genuineness of this portion of the Gospel by declaring that
those four Codices had beeawllated with approved copies
preserved at Jerusalem

(c) Lastly, sixteen Codicess(to which, besides that already
mentioned by ScholZ'3 | am able to add at least five others,
making twenty-two in alP'4)—contain a weighty critical scho-
lion asserting categorically that fhvery many and“accurate
copies, specially in the'true Palestinian exemplathese verses
had been found by one who seems to have verified the fact of
their existence there for himself

(9.) And now, shall | be thought unfair if, on a review of
the premisses, | assert that | do not see a shadow of reason for
the imposing statement which has been adopted by Tischendorf,
Tregelles, and the rest, thathere exist about thirty Codices
which state that from the more ancient and more accurate copies
of the Gospel, the last twelve verses of S. Mark were ab%ent?
| repeat, there is not so much are single Codewhich con-
tains such a scholion; while twenty-féd? of those commonly

21yiz. Codd. L, 1, 199, 208, 209:20, 300—15, 22.

212 cod. A, 20, 262, 300.

213 Evan. 374.

2l4viz. Evan. 24, 36, 37, 40, 41 (Wetstein.) Add Evan. 108, 129, 137, 138,
143, 181, 186, 195, 210, 221, 222. (Birdarr. Lectt p. 225.) Add Evan. 374
(Scholz.) Add Evan. 12, 129, 299, 329, and the Moscow Codex (qu. Evan.
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enumerated statthe exact reverse-We may now advance a
step: but the candid reader is invited to admit that hitherto the
supposed hostile evidence is on the contrary entirefigvour
of the verses under discussion'l €alled thee to curse mine
enemies, and, behold, thou hast altogether blessed them these
three times.)

I. Nothing has been hitherto said about Cod?'f.This is
the designation of an uncial MS. of the lior ixt" century, in
the Library at Paris, chiefly remarkable for the correspondence
of its readings with those of Cod. B and with certain of the
citations in Origen; a peculiarity which recommends Cod. L, (as
it recommends three cursive Codices of the Gospels, 1, 33, 69,)
to the especial favour of a school with which whatever is found
in Cod. B is necessarily right. It is described as the work of an
ignorant foreign copyist, who probably wrote with several MSS.
before him; but who is found to have been wholly incompetent
to determine which reading to adopt and which to reject. Certain
it is that he interrupts himself, at the end of ver. 8, to write as
follows:—

“SOMETHING TO THIS EFFECT IS ALSO MET WITH

“All that was commanded them they immediately rehearsed
unto Peter and the rest. And after these things, from East even
unto West, did 8susHimself send forth by their means the
holy and incorruptible message of eternal Salvation.

TAYTA O®EPO
MENA META TO
E®OBOYNTO T'AP

ANAXTAZX AE TIPQI
[MTPQTH XABBATQ

i.e—@épetai mov kai Tadta

Mavta 8¢ ta mapryyeApéva toig mept tov IMétpov ouvtdpws ENAAetAav:
peta 8¢ tadta kai adtdg 6 'Tnoodc &ro dvatoAfig kal dxpt dvoewg é€anéoteihev
O a0TGOV TO 1epdV Kal dpOaptov kApuypa Tfic aiwviov cwtnpiag.

"Eotiv O¢ kal talta @epdueva peta to £poPodvto Ydp.

‘Avaotag 8¢ npwi npdtn cappdrov.
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“BUT THIS ALSO IS MET WITH AFTER THE WORDEOR THEY
WERE AFRAID’

“Now, when He was risen early, the first day of the wee¥,
&c.

[124]
It cannot be needful that | should delay the reader with any
remarks on such a termination of the Gospel as the foregoing.
It was evidently the production of some one who desired to
remedy the conspicuous incompleteness of his own copy of S.
Mark's Gospel, but who had imbibed so little of the spirit of the
Evangelical narrative that he could not in the least imitate the
Evangelist's manner. As for the scribe who executed Codex L,
he was evidently incapable of distinguishing the grossest fabri-
cation from the genuine text. The same worthless supplement
is found in the margin of the Hharklensian Syriac (A.D. 616),

2537?) employed by Matthaei.
2152 (viz. Evan. 20, 200) + 16 + 1 + 5 (enumerated in the preceding note) = 24.
216 paris 620lim, 2861 and 1558.

217 see the facsimile=The original, (which knows nothing of Tischendorf's
crosses,) reads as follows:

®EPETE I10Y
KAI TAYTA
[TANTA AE TA ITAPH
ITEAMENA TOIZ
[IEPI TON IIETPON
ZYNTOMQX EEH
ITIAAN - META
AE TAYTA KAI AYTOP
O IZ, AIIO 'ANATOAHZ
KAI'AXPI AYZEQZ
EZATEZTIAEN Al
AYTQN TO IEPON
KAI ‘AOGOAPTON KH
PYI'MA - THZ AIQ
NIOY ZQTHPIAX
EXTHN AE KAI
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and in a few other quarters of less importafte—l pass on,
with the single remark that | am utterly at a loss to understand
on what principle Cod. k-a solitary MS. of the vif" or ixt™"
century which exhibits an exceedingly vicious texts to be [125]
thought entitled to so much respectful attention on the present
occasion, rebuked as it is for the fallacious evidence it bears
concerning the last twelve verses of the second Gospel by all the
seventeen remaining Uncials, (three of which are from 300 to
400 years more ancient than itself;) anddwery cursive copy

of the Gospels in existencQuite certain at least is it that not
the faintest additional probability is established by Cod. L that
S. Mark's Gospel when it left the hands of its inspired Author
was in a mutilated condition. The copyist shews that he was
as well acquainted as his neighbours with our actual concluding
Verses: while he betrays his own incapacity, by seeming to view
with equal favour the worthless alternative which he deliberately
transcribes as well, and to which he gives the foremost place.
NotS. Mark's Gospebut Codex Lis the sufferer by this appeal.

. I go back now to the statements found in certain Codices
of the ¥ century, (derived probably from one of older date,) to
the effect that'the marginal references to the Eusebian Canons
extend no further than ver.’8=-for so, | presume, may be para-
phrased the words, (see p. 128, o0 Ebcéfioug 6 Maugilov
gkavdvioev, which are found at the end of ver. 8 in Codd. 1, 206,
209.

(1.) Now this statement need not have delayed us for many
minutes. But then, therewith, recent Critics have seen fit to
connect another and an entirely distinct proposition: viz. that

AMMONIUS

218 ps, the Codex Bobbiensis (k) of the old Latin, and the margin of two
Athiopic MSS—I am unable to understand what Scholz and his copyists have
said concerning Cod. 274. | was assured again and again at Paris that they
knew of no such codex dReg, 794, which is Scholz' designatioriP(olegg.

p. Ixxx.) of the Cod. Evan. which, after him, we numbei74”
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also, a contemporary of Origen, conspires with Eusebius
in disallowing the genuineness of the conclusion of S. Mark's
Gospel. This is in fact a piece of evidence to which recently
special prominence has been given: every Editor of the Gospels
in turn, since Wetstein, having reproduced it; but no one more
emphatically than TischendorfNeither bythe sections of Am-
moniusnor yet by the canons of Eusebius are these last verses
recognisetf'® Canonibus, agnoscuntur ultimi versusTisch.
Nov. Test(ed. 8v3, p. 406.

“Thus it is seeri, proceeds Dr. Tregelle$that just as Eusebius
found these verses absent in his day from the best and most
numerous copiess{c), so was also the case with Ammonius
when he formed his Harmony in the preceding centdf.

(The opposite page exhibits axact Fac-simileobtained by
Photography, of fol. 113 of &n. Cob. L, (“Codex Regius,
No. 62,) at Paris; containing S. Mark xvi. 6 to-9as explained
at pp. 123-4. The Text of that MS. has been published by
Dr. Tischendorf in his'Monumenta Sacra Inedita(1846, pp.
57-399.) See p. 206.)

219 Nec AMMONII {FNS Sectionibus, nec ESEBII{FNS
220 printed Textp. 248.
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facilitated my researches.)

(It should perhaps be stated thhe marginof “Codex L is
somewhat ampler than can be represented in an octavo volume;
each folio measuring very nearly nine inches, by very nearly six
inches and a half.)

A new and independent authority therefore is appealed
to—one of high antiquity and evidently very great impor-
tance—Ammonius of Alexandria, A.D. 220. But Ammonius
has left behind hinmo known writings whatsoeveWhat then do
these men mean when they appeal in this confident way to the
testimony of* Ammonius?

To make this matter intelligible to the ordinary English read-
er, | must needs introduce in this place some account of what
are popularly called thEAmmonian Sectiorisand the*Euse-
bian Canons: concerning both of which, however, it cannot be
too plainly laid down that nothing whatever is known beyond
what is discoverable from a careful study of tt&ections and
“Canons themselves; added to what Eusebius has told us in that
short Epistle of his'to Carpianus;—which | suppose has been
transcribed and reprinted more often than any other uninspired
Epistle in the world.

Eusebius there explains that Ammonius of Alexandria con-
structed with great industry and labour a kind of Evangelical Har-
mony; the peculiarity of which was, that, retaining S. Matthew's
Gospel in its integrity, it exhibited the corresponding sections of
the other three Evangelists by the side of S. Matthew's text. There
resulted this inevitable inconvenience; that the sequence of the
narrative, in the case of the three last Gospels, was interrupted
throughout; and their context hopelessly destradféd.

221 The reader is invited to test the accuracy of what precedes for him-
self—Appdviog pev 6 AAe€avdpelg, moAAN, ®g eikdg, @lomoviav kal
omovdrv eloaynoxwg, to dd teoodpwv Auiv kataAélonev evayyéAiov,
@ katd Matbaiov tag OHOPWOVOUG TV AOM@OV €DAYYEAOT@V TEPIKOTAG
napabeig, &g €€ avaykng ovpPiivar tov thg dkolovbiag eipudv tdV TpLOV
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The “Diatessaroh of Ammonius, (so Eusebius styles it), has
long since disappeared; but it is plain from the foregoing account
of it by a competent witness that it must have been a mast]
unsatisfactory performance. It is not easy to see how room
can have been found in such a scheme for entire chapters of
S. Luke's Gospel; as well as for the larger part of the Gospel
according to S. John: in short, for anything which was not capa-
ble of being brought into some kind of agreement, harmony, or
correspondence with something in S. Matthew's Gospel.

How it may have fared with the other Gospels in the work
of Ammonius is not in fact known, and it is profitless to con-
jecture. What we know for certain is that Eusebius, availing
himself of the hint supplied by the very imperfect labours of his
predecessor, devised an entirely different expedient, whereby he
extended to the Gospels of S. Mark, S. Luke and S. John all
the advantages, (and more than all,) which Ammonius had made
the distinctive property of the first Gosp&F His plan was to
retain the Four Gospels in their integrity; and, besides enabling a
reader to ascertain at a glance the places which S. Matthew has
in common with the other three Evangelists, or with any two, or
with any one of them, (which, | suppose, was the sum of what
had been exhibited by the work of Ammonius;jo shew which
places S. Luke has in common with S. Ma#kyhich with S.
John only; as well as which places are peculiar to each of the four
Evangelistsinturn. Itis abundantly clear therefore what Eusebius
means by saying that the labours of Ammonius hsulggested
to hin’ his own??® The sight of that Harmony of the other

SapBapiival, oov émi t@ et ThG dvayvwoewg.

222 “Tyq 8¢ owlopévou kai ToD @V Aomév &t Shov cuatds Te kai eipuod,
eiévar #xo1¢ Tobg oikelovg Ekdotou dayyeAoTOD T TOUC, &V 01 KATX TRV
a0T@V AVEXONoav @AaAnddg einelv, ék Tod moviuatog tol Tposlpnuévou
avdpog elANe®ws dgopudg, kad' tépav péBodov kavovag déka tov apldudv
diexdpadd oot Tovg vToTETAYHEVOUG.

228 This seems to represeekactlywhat Eusebius means in this place. The
nearest English equivalent é@opun is “a hint” Consider EuselHist. Eccl.
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three Evangelists with S. Matthew's Gospel had suggested to
him the advantage of establishing a series of parallels throughout
all the Four GospelsBut then, whereas Ammonius had placed
alongside of S. Mattheuwhe dislocated sections themsehads

the other three Evangelists which are of corresponding purport,
Eusebius conceived the idea of accomplishing the same object by
means of a system of double numerioefierencesHe invented

X Canons, or Tables: he subdivided each of the Four Gospels
into a multitude of short Sections. These he numbered; (a fresh
series of numbers appearing in each Gospel, and extending from
the beginning right on to the end;) and immediately under every
number, he inserted, in vermillion, another numeral (I to X);
whose office it was to indicate in which of his X Canons, or
Tables, the reader would find the corresponding places in any of
the other Gospel&* (If the section was unique, it belonged to
his last or " Canon.) Thus, against S. Matthew's account of the
Title on the Cross, is written 335/I: but in th& Canon (which
contains the places common to all four Evangelists) parallel with
335, is founds—214, 324, 199: and the Sections of S. Mark, S.
Luke, and S. John thereby designated, (which are discoverable

v. 27. Also the following:—mnoAAdg Aapévreg deopudg. (AndreaspProleg. in

Apocalyps.—Aapdvteg tag dppudg. (Anastasius SinRouth's Relli. 15.)

224 yqvévag ... Siexdpagd oot todg brotetayuévoug. This at least is decisive

as to the authorship of the Canons. When therefore Jerome says of Am-

monius,—*“Evangelicos canones excogitagiios postea secutus est Eusebius

Ceesariensis,(De Viris lllust. c. Iv. vol. ii. p. 881,) we learn the amount of

attention to which such off-hand gain statements of this Father are entitled.
What else can be inferred from the account which Eusebius gives of the

present sectional division of the Gospels but that it was also his-evii?n

uév obv 1| TV UmoTETAYUEVWY Kkavévwy UTBeoig: 1) 8¢ caghc adTdv

difynoig, otv fde. E@ £kdotw TOV TteEcodpwv evayyeAwv dpiBudc tig

npbKeLTal KATA Pépog, &pxduevog &md Tol mpwtov, eita Seutépov, kai Tpitov,

kal kaBegfig mporwv 8 SAov uéxpt tod téloug tob PipAiov. He proceeds to ex-

plain how the sections thus numbered are to be referred to his X Caneng’

gkaotov d¢ GpOuov vmoonueiwotg did kivvafdpews mpdrertat, dnhodoa v

Tolw TAOV déka kKavovwv Keluevog 6 aplBuodg Tuyxdvel.



159

by merely casting one's eye down the margin of each of those
several Gospels in turn, until the required number has been
reached,) will be found to contain the parallel record in the other
three Gospels.

All this is so purely elementary, that its very introduction in
this place calls for apology. The extraordinary method of the
opposite party constrains me however to establish thus clearly
the true relation in which the familiar labours of Eusebius stand
to the unknown work of Ammonius. [129]

For if that earlier production be lost inde&®—if its precise
contents, if the very details of its construction, can at this dis-
tance of time be only conjecturally ascertairesiyhat right has
any one to appeal tthe Sections of Ammonilisas to a known
document? Why above all do Tischendorf, Tregelles, and the rest
deliberately clainf Ammonius for their ally on an occasion like
the present; seeing that they must needs be perfectly well aware
that they have no means whatever of knowing (except from the
precarious evidence of Catenae) what Ammonius thought about
any single verse in any of the four Gospels? At every stage of

225 «Erystra ad Ammonium aut Tatianum in Harmoniis provocant. Quae super-
sunt vix guicquam cum Ammonio aut Tatiano commune habéhischendorf
on S. Markxvi. 8)—Dr. Mill (1707),—because he assumed that the anony-

mous work which Victor of Capua brought to light in theth/'century, and
conjecturally assigned to Tatian, was the lost work of AmmoniBsolég.
p. 63, 8 660;}was of course warranted in appealing to the authority of
Ammoniusin supportof the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel. But in
truth Mill's assumption cannot be maintained for a moment, as Wetstein has
convincingly shewn.Rroleg.p. 68.) Any one may easily satisfy himself of the
fact who will be at the pains to examine a few of the chapters with attention,
bearing in mind what Eusebius has said concerning the work of Ammonius.
Cap. Ixxiv, for instance, contains as followsMtt. xiii. 33, 34. Mk. iv. 33.
Mtt. xiii. 34, 35: 10, 11. MK. iv. 34. Mtt. xiii. 13 to 17. But here it iS.
Matthew's Gospelhich is dislocated—for verses 10, 11, and 13 to 17 of ch.
xiii. come after verses 33-35; while ver. 12 has altogether disappeared.

The most convenient edition for reference is SchmelletSnmonii
Alexandrini quee et Tatiani dicitur Harmonia Evangeliorufdienna, 1841.)
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this discussion, | am constrained to ask myse@o then the
recent Editors of the Text of the New Testament really suppose
that their statements wilheverbe examined? their references
neververified? or is it thought that they enjoy a monopoly of the
learning (such as it is) which enables a man to form an opinion
in this department of sacred Science? For,

(1st.)Wherethen andvhatare thosé Sections of Ammoniu's
to which Tischendorf and Tregelles so confidently appeal? It is
even notorious that when thepythe“ Sections of Ammonius,
what theymeanare the"Sections ofEusebius—But, (2dly.)
Where is the proof—where is even the probabilitythat these
two are identical? The Critics cannot require to be reminded
by me that we are absolutely without proof that so much as
one of the Sections of Ammonius corresponded withe of
those of Eusebius; and yet, (3dly.) Who sees not that unless the
Sections of Ammonius and those of Eusebius can be proved to
have corresponded throughout, the name of Ammonius has no
business whatever to be introduced into such a discussion as the
present? They must at least be told that in the entire absence
of proof of any kind—(and certainly nothing that Eusebius says
warrants any such inferené&)—to reason from the one to the
other as if they were identical, is what no sincere inquirer after
Truth is permitted to do.

Itis time, however, that | should plainly declare that it happens
to be no matter of opinion at all whether the lost Sections of

2% 0nly by the merest license of interpretation cgineog dpopudc be
assumed to mean that Eusebius had found the four Gospels ready divided to his
hand by Ammonius into exactly 1165 sectioagvery one of which he had
simply adopted for his own. Mill, (who nevertheless held this strange opinion,)
was obliged to invent the wild hypothesis that Eusebhesideshe work of
Ammonius which he describes, must have found in the library at Caesarea
the private copy of the Gospels which belonged to Ammorias) unique
volume, in which the last-named Father (as he assumes) will have numbered
the Sections and made them exactly 1165. It is not necessary to discuss such a
notion. We are dealing with facts;not with fictions.
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Ammonius were identical with those of Eusebius or not. It is
demonstrable that thegannothave been so; and the proof is
supplied by the Sections themselves. It is discovered, by a care-
ful inspection of them, that theynply andpresuppose the Ten
Canons being in many places even meaninglessugatory, in
fact, (I do not of course say that they gueactically without
use)—except on the theory that those Canons were already in
existence&?’ Now the Canons are confessedly the invention of
Eusebius. He distinctly claims thet® Thus much then con-
cerning the supposed testimony of Ammonius. Ihis—And

now for what is alleged concerning the evidence of Eusebius.

The starting-point of this discussion, (as | began by remark-
ing), is the following memorandum found in certain ancient
MSS.—“Thus far did Eusebius canoniz&® which means [131]
either: (1) That his Canons recognise no section of S. Mark's
Gospel subsequentto § 233, (which number is commonly set over
against ver. 8:) or else, (which comes to the same thir(R)

That no sections of the same Gospel, after § 233, are referred to
any of his X Canons.

On this slender foundation has been raised the following
precarious superstructure. It is assumed,

(1st.) That the Section of S. Mark's Gospel which Eusebius
numbers*233;" and which begins at our ver. 8annot have
extended beyonder. 8—whereas it may have extended, and
probably did extend, down to the end of ver. 11.

(2dly.) That because no notice is taken in the Eusebian Canons
of any sectionahumberin S. Mark's Gospel subsequent to §
233, noSection(with, or without, such a subsequent number)
can have existed-whereas there may have existed one or more

227 For proofs of what is stated above, as well as for several remarks on the
(so-calledy Ammoniari Sections, the reader is referred to the Appendix (G).
228 5ee above, p. 128, note (f).

229 5ee above, p. 125.
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subsequent Sections all duly numbeféd.This notwithstand-
ing, Eusebius, (according to the memorandum found in certain
ancient MSS.), may haweanonizecho further than § 233.

| am not disposed, however, to contest the point as far as
Eusebius is concerned. | have only said so much in order to shew
how unsatisfactory is the argumentation on the other side. Let
it be assumed, for argument sake, that the statefteungebius
canonized no farther than ver.” & equivalent to this-"Eu-
sebius numbered no Sections after v&f. (and more it cannot
mean:}-What ther? | am at a loss to see what it is that the
Critics propose to themselves by insisting on the circumstance.
For we knew before-it was in fact Eusebius himself who told
us—that Copies of the Gospel ending abruptly at ver. 8, were
anciently of frequent occurrence. Nay, we heard the same Euse-
bius remark that one way of shelving a certain awkward problem
would be, to plead that the subsequent portion of S. Mark's
Gospel is frequently wanting. Whatorehave we learned when
we have ascertained that the same Eusebius allowed no place to
that subsequent portion in his Canons? The new fact, (supposing
it to be a fact,) is but the correlative of the old one; and since
it was Eusebius who was the voucher fhat what additional
probability do we establish that the inspired autograph of S.
Mark ended abruptly at ver. 8, by discovering that Eusebius
is consistent with himself, and omits t@anonizé (or even to
“sectioniz&) what he had already hypothetically hinted might as
well be left out altogether? (See above, pp. 44-6.)

So thatreally I am at a loss to see that one atom of progress is
made in this discussion by the further discovery that, (in a work
written about A.D. 373,)

EPIPHANIUS
states casually thatthe four Gospels contain 1162 sec-

230 As a matter of fact, Codices abound in which the Sections are matedut
the Canons, throughout. See more on this subject in the Appendix (G).
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tions” 231 From this it is arguetf? that since 355 of these are
commonly assigned to S. Matthew, 342 to S. Luke, and 232t0 S.
John, there do but remain for S. Mark 233; and the 233rd section
of S. Mark's Gospel confessedly begins at ch. xvi—8he
probability may be thought to be thereby slightly increased that
the sectional numbers of Eusebius extended no further than ver.
8: but—Has it been rendered one atom more probable that the
inspired Evangelist himself ended his Gospel abruptly at the 8th
verse?That fact—(the only thing which our opponents have to
establish—remains exactly where it was; entirely unproved, and
in the highest degree improbable.

To conclude, therefore. When | read as follows in the pages of
Tischendort—*These verses are not recognised by the Sections
of Ammonius, nor by the Canons of Eusebius: Epiphanius and
Ceesarius bear witness to the faet] am constrained to remark
that the illustrious Critic has drawn upon his imagination for
three of his statements, and that the fourth is of no manner of
importance.

(1.) About the" Sections of Ammonius,he really knows no
more than about the lost Books of Livy. He is, therefore, without
excuse for adducing them in the way of evidence. [133]

(2.) That Epiphanius bears no witness whatever either as
to the “Sections of Ammoniusor to “Canons of Eusebius,
Tischendorf is perfectly well aware. So is my reader.

(3.) His appeal to

CESARIUS

is worse than infelicitous. He intends thereby to designate the
younger brother of Gregory of Nazianzus; an eminent physician
of Constantinople, who died A.D. 368; and who, (as far as is

B tésoapa eloy edayyéhia keparaiwy yiAiwv ékatov Enkovradvo. The

words are most unexpectedly, (may | not saggpiciousl®), found in Epipha-
nius,Ancor.50, Opp.ii. 54 B{FNS)

232 gy Tischendorf, copying Mill'roleg.p. 63, § 662:—the fontal source, by
the way, of the twin references t&piphanius and Caesarils.
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known,)never wrote anythingA work calledllevogic, (which in

the X" century was attributed to Caesarius, but concerning which
nothing is certainly known except that Caesarius was certaotly

its author,) is the composition to which Tischendorf refers. Even
the approximate date of this performance, however, has never
been ascertained. And yet, if Tischendorf had condescended to
refer to it, (instead of taking his reference at second-hand,) he
would have seen at a glance that the entire context in which the
supposed testimony is founds nothing else but a condensed
paraphrase of that part of Epiphaniusn which the original
statement occurs®, with Galland. Bibl. vi. 26 c{Fns to 27
A{FNs.

Thus much, then, for the supposed evidence ofidnius, of
EriPHANIUS, and of GesaAriuson the subject of the last Twelve
Verses of S. Mark's Gospel. It is exactiyl. In fact Pseu-
do-Ceesarius, so far froffbearing witness to the fdcthat the
concluding verses of S. Mark's Gospel are spuriacually
quotes the 16 verse as genuin®*

(4.) As for Eusebius, nothing whatever has been added to
what we knew before concerning his probable estimate of these
verses.

IV. We are now at liberty to proceed to the only head of
external testimony which remains undiscussed. | allude to the
evidence of

THE CATENA.

“In the Catenae on Mark(crisply declares Dr. Davidson,)
“there is no explanation of this sectitf> “The Catenae on
Mark:” as if they were quite common things; plenty, as black-
berries? But—Whichof “the Catend&may the learned Critic be

233 Comp. Epiph. Ancor.50,) Opp.ii. 53 C{FNSto 55A{FNS

24 Galland Bibl. vi. 147 A{FNS.

5 yol. i. 165 (ii. 112)—It it only fair to add that Davidson is not alone in

this statement. In substance, it has become one of the common-places of those
who undertake to prove that the end of S. Mark's Gospel is spurious.
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supposed to have examined?

1. Not the Catena which Possinus found in the library of
Charles de Montchal, Abp. of Toulouse, and which forms the
basis of his Catena published at Rome in 1673; becthete
Codex is expressly declared by the learned Editor to be defective
from ver. 8 to the end®

2. Not the Catena which Corderius transcribed from the
Vatican Library and communicated to Possinus; becau#sain
Catena the 9th and 12th verses are distinctly commentéd&’on.

3. Still less can Dr. Davidson be thought to have inspected
the Catena commonly ascribed to Victor of Anticeklwhich
Peltanus published in Latin in 1580, but which Possinus was the
first to publish in Greek (1673). Dr. Davidson, | say, cannot
certainly have examindtiat Catena; inasmuch as it contains, (as
| have already largely shewn, and, in fact, as every one may see,)
a long and elaborate dissertation on the best way of reconciling
the language of S. Mark in ver. 9 with the language of the other
Evangelist$38

28 gee PossirtCat. p. 363.

BT Epdvn Tpétov Mapia tf MaySaAnvii. [= ver. 9] tatdtny EdoéPiog év Toic

pdG Mapivov £tépav Aéyel Mapiav mapd thv Oeacapévny tov veaviokov.

1 kal dudtepat €k tfg MaydaAnviig foav. upetd 8¢ tadta Svolv €€ adtdv
nepiatodot. kal ta £€7¢ [= ver. 12.]toug auei tov KAomav, kabws 6 AOUKES
iotopel, (Possini siniCat. p. 364)—Where it will be seen thakext(keiyevov)

and Interpretation (¢punveia) are confusedly thrown togethef.Anonymus
[Vaticanus] also quotes S. Mark xvi. 9 at p. 108d fin—Matthaei (N.T.

ii. 269),—overlooking the fact thatAnonymus Vaticantigor simply“Anony-
mus) and“ Anonymus Tolosanuigor simply“ Tolosanu$) denote two distinct
Codices;—falls into a mistake himself while contradicting our learned coun-
tryman Mill, who says;—Certe Victor Antioch. ac Anonymus Tolosanues
huc usque [sc. ver. 8] nec ultra commentaritScholz' dictum is—*Com-
mentatorum qui in catenis SS. Petrum ad Marcum laudantur, nulla explicatio
hujus pericopae exhibetlr.

238 See above pp. 62-3. The Latin of Peltanus may be seen in such Collections
as theMagna Bibliotheca Vett. PP(1618,) vol. iv. p. 330, col. 2 E,
F{FNS—For the Greek, see Possibatena pp. 359-61.
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4. Least of all is it to be supposed that the learned Critic has
inspected either of the last two editions of the same Catena:
viz. that of Matthaei, (Moscow 1775,) or that of Cramer, (Ox-
ford 1844,) from MSS. in the Royal Library at Paris and in the
Bodleian. This is simply impossible, because (as we have seen),
in theseis contained the famous passaghich categorically
asserts the genuineness of the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's
GospePl?3®

Now this exhausts the subject.

To which then, of“the Catenae on Mark,| must again in-
quire, does this learned writer alludePwill venture to answer
the question myself; and to assert that this is only one more
instance of the careless, second-hand (and third-rate) criticism
which is to be met with in every part of Dr. Davidson's book:
one proof more of the alacrity with which worn-out objections
and worthless arguments are furbished up afresh, and paraded
before an impatient generation and an unlearned age, whenever
(tanquam vile corpysthe writings of Apostles or Evangelists
are to be assailed, or the Faith of the Church BRI€T is to be
unsettled and undermined.

V. If the Reader will have the goodness to refer back to p. 39,
he will perceive that | have now disposed of every withess whom
| originally undertook to examine. He will also, in fairness, admit
that there has not been elicited one particle of evidence, from
first to last, which renders it in the slightest degree probable that
the Gospel of S. Mark, as it originally came from the hands of its
inspired Author, was either an imperfect or an unfinished work.
Whether there have not emerged certain considerations which
render such a supposition in the highest degmaikely,—I am
quite content that my Reader shall decide.

Dismissing the external testimony, therefore, proceed we now
to review those internal evidences, which are confidently ap-

239 5ee above, pp. 64-5, and Appendix (E).
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pealed to as proving that the concluding Verses of S. Mark's
Gospel cannot be regarded as really the work of the Evangelist.

CHAPTER IX.

INTERNAL EVIDENCE
DEMONSTRATED TO BE THE
VERY REVERSE OF
UNFAVOURABLE TO THESE
VERSES.

The “Style’ and“Phraseology of these Verses declared by
Critics to be not S. Mark's-Insecurity of such Criticism

(p. 140)—The “Style’ of chap. xvi. 9-20 shewn to be
the same as the style of chap. i. 9-20 (p. 14Z2Jhe
“Phraseologly examined in twenty-seven patrticulars, and
shewn to be suspicious in none (p. 145hut in twenty-
seven particulars shewn to be the reverse (p. ##8lch
Remarks fallacious (p. 173)Judged of by a truer, a more
delicate and philosophical Test, these Verses proved to be
most probably genuine (p. 175).

[136]
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A distinct class of objections remains to be considered. An argu-
ment much relied on by those who deny or doubt the genuineness
of this portion of S. Mark's Gospel, is derived from considerations
of internal evidence. In the judgment of a recent Editor of the
New Testament-These twelve verséthear traces oénother
hand from that which has shaped tligction and construction

of the rest of the Gosp&k*° They are therefor&an addition to

the narrativé;,—of which “the internal evidence will be found

to preponderate vastly against the authorship of MarkA
difference’) (says Dr. Tregelles,)has been remarked, and truly
remarked, betweeahe phraseologgf this section and the rest of
this Gospel—According to Dr. Davidsor-" The phraseology
and styleof the section are unfavourable to its authentitity.he
characteristic peculiarities which pervade Mark's Gospel do not
appear in it; but, on the contrary, terms and expressiopéyras-

es and words, are introduced which Mark never uses; or terms
for which he employs otherg*.—So Meyer—* With ver. 9, we
suddenly come upon an excerpting process totally different from
the previous mode of narration. The passage contains none of
Mark's peculiarities (n@bbéwg, nondAwv, &c, but the baldness
and lack of clearness which mark a compiler;) while in single
expressions, itis altogether contrary to Mark's marinetThere

is” (says Professor Nortoha difference so great between the use
of language in this passage, and its use in the undisputed portion
of Mark's Gospel, as to furnish strong reasons for believing the
passage not genuirie-No one, however, has expressed himself
more strongly on this subject than TischenddiSinguld (he
says)“multifariam a Marci ratione abhorreit?2... Here, then,

is something very like a consensus of hostile opinion: although
the terms of the indictment are somewhat vague. Difference
of “Diction and Constructioi—difference of' Phraseology and

240 Alford on S. Mark xvi. 9-20.
241 Introduction &c. ii. p. 113.
242 Nov. TestEd. 8/3i. p. 406.
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Style;—difference of* Terms and Expressioris;-difference of
“Words and Phrasés-the absence of S. Mark*characteris-
tic peculiarities: | suppose, however, that all may be brought
under two heads+(l.) StyLg, and (ll.) FHRASEOLOGY. meaning
by “Stylé’ whatever belongs to the Evangelist's manner; and by
“Phraseologywhatever relates to the words and expressions he
has employed. It remains, therefore, that we now examine the
proofs by which it is proposed to substantiate these confident
assertions, and ascertain exactly what they are worth by constant
appeals to the Gospel. Throughout this inquiry, we have to do
not with Opinion but with Fact. The unsupported dicta of Critics,
however distinguished, are entitled to no manner of attention.

1. In the meantime, as might have been expected, these con-
fident and often-repeated asseverations have been by no means
unproductive of mischievous results:

Like ceaseless droppings, which at last are known
To leave their dint upon the solid stone.

| observe that Scholars and Divines of the best type (as the
Rev. T. S. Greettd) at last put up with them. The wisest
however reproduce them under protest, and with apology. The
names of Tischendorf and Tregelles, Meyer and Davidson, com-
mand attention. It seems to be thought incredible that they can
all be entirely in the wrong. They impose upon learned and
unlearned readers alikéEven Barnabas has been carried aways)
with their dissimulatiorf. He has (to my surprise and regret) two
suggestions+

(a) The one—That this entire section of the second Gospel
may possibly have been written long after the rest; and that
therefore its verbal peculiarities need not perplex or trouble us.
It was, | suppose, (according to this learned and pious writer,) a
kind of after-thought, or supplement, or Appendix to S. Mark's
Gospel. In this way | have seen the last Chapter of S. John once

243 Developed Critpp. 51-2.
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and again accounted ferx-To which, it ought to be a sufficient
answer to point out that therei® appearance whateverf any
such interval having been interposed between S. Mark xvi. 8 and
9: that it is highly improbable that any such interval occurred:
and that until theé'verbal peculiaritie€shave been ascertained to
exist, it is, to say the least, a gratuitous exercise of the inventive
faculty to discover reasons for their existence. Whether there be
not something radically unsound and wrong in all such conjec-
tures about after-thoughts,“ supplements,” appendice$,and
“second editioriswhen the everlasting Gospel afsbs CHRIST

is the thing spoken of-a confusing of things heavenly with
things earthly which must make the Angels weepforbear to
press on the present occasion. It had better perhaps be discussed
at another opportunity. Bupiot &v8peg?** will forgive my
freedom in having already made my personal sentiment on the
subject sufficiently plain.

(b) His other suggestion is;That this portion may not have
been penned by S. Mark himself after all. By which he clearly
means no more than thisthat as we are content not to know
who wrote the conclusion of the Books of Deuteronomy and
Joshua, so, if needful, we may well be content not to know who
wrote the end of the Gospel of S. Markin reply to which, |
have but to say, that after cause has been shewn why we should
indeed believe that not S. Mark but some one else wrote the end
of S. Mark's Gospel, we shall be perfectly willing to acquiesce
in the new fact—butnot till then

2. True indeed it is that here and there a voice has been lifted
up in the way of proteét® against the proposed inference from

24 ugotv yap Sviwv @fhorv, dotov mpotiudv v dARBeiav.—Arist. Eth.

Nic. I. iii.

245 To the honour of the Rev. F. H. Scrivener be it said, thatat least
absolutely refuses to pay any attention at“all the argument against these
twelve verses arising from their alleged difference in style from the rest of
the Gospel. See by all means his remarks on this subjelettrgduction pp.
431-2.}-One would have thought that a recent controversy concerning a short
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the familiar premisses; (for the self-same statements have now
been so often reproduced, that the eye grows weary at last of
the ever-recurring string of offending vocablest)ut, withone
honorable exceptioff® men do not seem to have ever thought
of calling the premisses themselves in question: examining the
statements one by one: contesting the ground inch by inch:
refusing absolutely to submit to any dictation whatever in this
behalf: insisting on bringing the whole matter to the test of se-
vere inquiry, and making every detail the subject of strict judicial
investigation. This is what | propose to do in the course of the
present Chapter. | altogether deny the validity of the inference
which has been drawn frofithe style’, “ the phraseology, the
diction” of the present section of the Gospel. But | do more. |
entirely deny the accuracy of almastery individual statement
from which the unfavourable induction is made, and the hostile
inference drawn. Evethis will not nearly satisfy me. | insist [140]
that one only result can attend the exact analysis of this portion
of the Gospel into its elements; namely, a profound conviction
that S. Mark is most certainly its Author.

English Poem—which some able men were confidenighthave been written
by Milton, while others were just as confident that it could not possibly be
his—ought to have opened the eyes of all to the precarious nature of such
Criticism.
248 pllusion is made to the Rev. John A. Broadus, D-B‘Professor of
Interpretation of the New Testament in the Southern Baptist Theological Sem-
inary, Greenville, S.C'-—the author of an able and convincing paper entitled
“Exegetical Studiésin “The Baptist Quarterfy/for July, 1869 (Philadelphia),
pp. 355-62: in which the words and phrasésontained in S. Mark xvi. 9-20
are exclusively examined.

If the present volume should ever reach the learned Professor's hands, he
will perceive that | must have written the present Chajpieforel knew of
his labours: (an advantage which | owe to Mr. Scrivener's kindness:) my
treatment of the subject and his own being so entirely different. But it is
only due to Professor Broadus to acknowledge the interest and advantage with
which | have compared my lucubrations with his, and the sincere satisfaction
with which | have discovered that we have everywhere independently arrived
at precisely the same result.
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3. Let me however distinctly declare beforehand that remarks
on “the stylé of an Evangelist are singularly apt to be falla-
cious, especially when (as here) it is proposed to apply them
to a very limited portion of the sacred narrative. Altogether
to be mistrusted moreover are they, when (as on the present
occasion) it is proposed to make them the ground for possibly
rejecting such a portion of Scripture as spurious. It becomes a
fatal objection to such reasoning thie stylemay indeed be
exceedingly diverse, and ytte Authorbe confessedly one and
the same. How exceedingly dissimilar in style are the Revelation
of S. John and the Gospel of S. John! Moreover, practically,
the promised remarks distyle;” when the Authorship of some
portion of Scripture is to be discussed, are commonly observed
to degenerate at once into what is really quite a different thing.
Single words, perhaps some short phrase, is appealed to, which (it
is said) does not recur in any part of the same book; and thence it
is argued that the Author can no longer be the sdmecording
to this argumentthe recurrence of the same wordsnstitutes
identity of style; the want of such recurrence implies difference
of style—difference of style in such a sense as compels us to
infer diversity of authorship. Each writer is supposed to have
at his disposal a limited number tiormulaé within the range
of which he must work. He must in each chapter employ these
formulee, and these only. He must be content with one small
portion of his mother-tongue, and not dare to venture across the
limits of that portions—on pain of losing his identity24

4. How utterly insecure must be every approximation to such
a method of judging about the Authorship of any twelve verses of
Scripture which can be named, scarcely requires illustration. The

247 pr, Kay's Crisis Hupfeldiana p. 34;—the most masterly and instructive
exposure of Bp. Colenso's incompetence and presumption which has ever
appeared. Intended specially bis handling of the writings of Moses, the
remarks in the text are equally applicable to much which has been put forth
concerning the authorship of the end of S. Mark's Gospel.
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attentive reader of S. Matthew's Gospel is aware that a mode of
expression which isix times repeateih his viiit and iX" chap-

ters is perhaps only once met with besides in his Gospéf. in

his xxi® chapter?48 The* style’ of the 17th verse of hiSichapter

may be thought unlike anything else in S. Matthew. S. Luke's
five opening verses are unique, both in respect of manner and of
matter. S. John also in his five opening verses seems to me to
have adopted a method which is not recognisable anywhere else
in his writings; “rising strangely by degreés(as Bp. Pearson
expresses /%% “making the last word of the former sentence
the first of that which followetli—" He knoweth that he saith
true; is the language of the same Evangelist concerning himself
in chap. xix. 35. But,'we know that his testimony is truejs

his phrase in chap. xxi. 24. Twice, and twice only throughout
his Gospel, (viz. in chap. xix. 35: xx. 31), is he observed to
address his readers, and on both occasions in the same words:
(“thatyemay believé.) But what of all this? Is it to be supposed
that S. Matthew, S. Luke, S. John are not the authors of those
several places? From facts like these no inference whatever is to
be drawn as to the genuineness or the spuriousness of a writing.
It is quite to mistake the Critic's vocation to imagine that he is
gualified, or called upon, to pass any judgment of the sort.

5. I have not said all this, of course, as declining the proposed
investigation. | approach it on the contrary right willingly, being
confident that it can be attended by only one result. With what is
true, endless are the harmonies which evolve themselves: from
what is false, the true is equally certain to stand out divergent.
And we all desire nothing but the Truth. [142]

2483 Matth. viii. 1 katapdvrt adt@):—5 (eloeA@évTt tw '1.):—23 @updvtt
a0T®):—28 EAOSVTL a0T®):—iX. 27 (mapdyovtt T 1.):—28 EAOSVTL):—XXi.
23 EABOVTL avTD).

24 On the CreedArt. ii. (vol. i. p. 155.)

B0rp ugv yap GAnel mivra cuvdder ta Omdpyovta, TG 8¢ Pevdel Tayd
Sapwvel TaAnBég. Aristot. Eth. Nic.I. c. vi.
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I. To begin then with thé SryLe AND MANNER” Of S. Mark in
this place.

1. We are assured théinstead of thegraphic, detailedde-
scription by which this Evangelist is distinguished, we meet with
an abrupt, sententious manner, resembling that of brief notices
extracted from larger accounts and loosely linked togetfrdr.
Surely if this be so, the only lawful inference would be that
S. Mark, in this placehas“extracted brief notices from larger
accounts, and loosely linked them togethemd unless such a
proceeding on the part of the Evangelist be judged incredible, itis
hard to see what is the force of the adverse criticism, as directed
against thegenuinenesef the passage now under consideration.

2. But in truth, (when divested of what is merely a gratuitous
assumption,) the preceding account of the matter is probably
not far from the correct one. Of S. Mark's practice of making
“extracts’ | know nothing: nor Dr. Davidson either. That there
existedany “larger accountswhich would have been available
for such a purpose, (except the Gospel according to S. Matthew,)
there is neither a particle of evidence, nor a shadow of prob-
ability. On the other hand, that, notwithstanding the abundant
oral information to which confessedly he had access, S. Mark
has been divinely guided in this place to handle, in the briefest
manner, some of the chiefest things which took place after our
LorD's Resurrectiors—is simply undeniable. And without at all
admitting that the style of the Evangelist is in consequence either
“abrupt or “sententiou$?®? | yet recognise the inevitable con-

21 pavidson'dntroduction &c. i. 170.

32 And yet, if it were ever sd'sententious, ever so“abrupt’ and if his
“brief notice$ were over sd'loosely linked togethes—these,according to

Dr. Davidson would only be indications that S. Mark actuallyas their
Author. Hear him discussing S. MarK'sharacteristics,at p. 151+—"In the
consecution of his narrations, Mapkits them together very loosély Mark is

also characterised bycancisenesand apparent incompleteness of delineation
which are allied to the obscufe’ The abrupt introductiori of many of his
details is again and again appealed to by Dr. Davidson, and illustrated by
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sequence of relating many dissimilar things within very narrow
limits; namely, that the transition from one to the other forces
itself on the attention. What wonder that the same phenomenon
shouldnotbe discoverable in other parts of the Gospel where the
Evangelist imot observed to be doing the same thing?

3. But wherever in his Gospel S. Maik doing the same
thing, he is observed to adopt the style and manner which Dr.
Davidson is pleased to cdlkententious and “abrupt’ Take
twelve verses in his first chapter, as an example. Between S.
Mark xvi. 9-20 and S. Mark i. 9-20, | profess myself unable
to discern any real difference of style. | proceed to transcribe
the passage which | deliberately propose for comparisoe;
twelve corresponding versasamely, in S. Mark'sirst chapter,
which are to be compared with the twelve verses already under
discussion, from hi¢ast, and they may be just as conveniently
exhibited in English as in Greek:

(S. Marki. 9-20.)

(ver. 9.)“And it came to pass in those days, thedukcame
from Nazareth of Galilee, and was baptized of John in Jordan.
(10.) And straightway coming up out of the water, He saw the
heavens opened, and their8r like a dove descending upon
Him: (11.) and there came a voice from heaven saying, Thou
art My beloved $n, in whom | am well pleased. (12.) And
immediately the SRriT driveth Him into the wilderness. (13.)
And He was there in the wilderness forty days, tempted of Satan;
and was with the wild beasts; and the Angels ministered unto
Him. (14.) Now after that John was put in prisomsJs came
into Galilee, preaching the gospel of the kingdom afi(3(15.)
and saying, The time is fulfilled, and the Kingdom obgis

references to the Gospel. What, in the name of common sense, is the value of
such criticism as this? What is to be thought of a gentleman who blows hot and
cold in the same breath: denying at p. 170 the genuineness of a certain portion
of Scripturebecausét exhibits the very peculiarities which at p. 151 he had
volunteered the information aoharacteristicof its reputed Author?
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at hand: repent ye, and believe the Gospel. (16.) Now, as He
walked by the sea of Galilee, He saw Simon and Andrew his
brother casting a net into the sea: for they were fishers. (17.) And
Jesus said unto them, Come ye after Me, and | will make you to
become fishers of men. (18.) And straightway they forsook their
net's, and followed Him. (19.) And when He had gone a little
farther thence, He saw James the son of Zebedee, and John his
brother, who also were in the ship mending their nets. (20.) And
straightway He called them; and they left their father Zebedee in
the ship with the hired servants, and went after Mim.

4. The candid reader must needs admit that precisely the
self-same manner is recognisable in this first chapter of S. Mark's
Gospel which is asserted to be peculiar to the last. Note, that from
our Saviour's Baptism (which occupies the first three verses)
the Evangelist passes to His Temptation, which is dismissed in
two. Six months elapse. The commencement of the Ministry
is dismissed in the next two verses. The last five describe the
call of four of the Apostles—without any distinct allusion to the
miracle which was the occasion of it.... How wagdssiblethat
when incidents considerable as these had to be condensed within
the narrow compass of twelve verses, the ségnaphic, detailed
descriptiori could reappear which renders S. Mark's description
of the miracle performed in the country of the Gadarenes (for
example) so very interesting; where a single incident is spread
over twenty verses, although the action did not perhaps occupy
an hour? | rejoice to observe thHdhe abrupt transitionsof this
sectioi (ver. 1-13) have also been noticed by Dean Alford:
who very justly accounts for the phenomenon by pointing out
that here' Mark appears aan abridger of previously well-known
facts”?°3 But then, | want to know what there is in this to induce
us to suspedhe genuinenessf either the beginning or the end
of S. Mark's Gospel?

Z3N.T. vol. i. Prolegg.p. 38.
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5. For it is a mistake to speak as‘iffraphic, detailed de-
scriptiori’ invariably characterise the second Gospel. S. Mark is
quite as remarkable for his practice of occasionally exhibiting a
considerable transaction in a highly abridged form. The opening
of his Gospel is singularly concise, and altogetsedden His
account of John's preaching (i. 1-8) is the shortest of all. Verys)
concise is his account of ourn@our's Baptism (ver. 9-11). The
brevity of his description of our rD's Temptation is even ex-
traordinary (ver. 12, 1331 pass on; premising that | shall have
occasion to remind the reader by-and-by of certain peculiarities
in these same Twelve Verses, which seem to have been hitherto
generally overlooked.

II. Nothing more true, therefore, than Dr. Tregelles' admission
“that arguments ostyle are often very fallacious, and thhay
themselvethey prove very little. But(he proceeds)when there
does exist external evidence; and when internal proofs as to style,
manner, verbal expression, and connection, are in accordance
with such independent grounds of forming a judgment; then,
these internal considerations possess very great weight.

| have already shewn that there exiatssuch external evi-
dence as Dr. Tregelles supposes. And in the absence of it, | am
bold to assert that since nothing in tHgtyl€’ or the*Phraseolo-
gy’ of these verses ever aroused suspicion in times past, we have
rather to beon our guardagainst suffering our judgment to be
warped by arguments drawn from such precarious considerations
now. As for determining from such data the authorship of an
isolated passage; asserting or denying its genuineness for no oth-
er reason but because it contains certain words and expressions
which do or do not occur elsewhere in the Gospel of which it
forms part—let me again declare plainly that the proceeding is
in the highest degree uncritical. We are not competent judges of
what words an Evangelist was likely on any given occasion to
employ. We have no positive knowledge of the circumstances
under which any part of any one of the four Gospels was written;
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nor the influences which determined an Evangelist's choice of
certain expressions in preference to others. We are learhens,
canbe only learners here. But having said all this, | proceed (as
already declared) without reluctance or misgiving to investigate
the several charges which have been brought against this section
of the Gospel; charges derived from itsfRseoLocy, and which

will be found to be nothing else but repeated assertions that
a certain Word or Phrase;(there are about twenty-four such
words and phrases in &f%)—"occurs nowhere in the Gospel
of Mark;” with probably the alarming asseveration that it is
“abhorrent to Mark's mannér... The result of the inquiry which
follows will perhaps be not exactly what is commonly imagined.

The first difficulty of this class is very fairly stated by one
whose name | cannot write without a parghe late Dean
Alford:—

(1) The expressiompatn capPdrov, for the“first day of the

2541t may be convenient, in this place, to enumerate the several words and

expressions about to be considered:

(i.) TtpddTn cafPdrov (ver.9.—See above.

(ii.) &g’ g éxPePAriker éntd Soudvla (ver.9.)—See p. 152.

(iii.) éxPaAAerv and (ver.9.)—See p. 153.

(iv.) mopevesbar (vers.10, 12, 153Ibid.

(v.) ol yet’ avtob yevouevor (ver.10.—See p. 155.

(vi.) Odobar (ver.11 and 143-See p. 156.

(vii.) Beabfjvan (ver.11.)—See p. 158.

(viii.) &moteiv (ver.11 and 16-Ibid.

(ix.) peta tadta (ver.12.—See p. 159.

(x.) €tepog (ver.12.}—See p. 160.

(xi) 8otepov (ver.14.)—lbid.

(xii.) PAdmterv (ver. 18.—Ibid.

(xiii.) mavtayod (ver.20.—See p. 161.

(xiv. and xv.)ovvepyeiv—PeParodv (ver. 20.}—Ilbid.

(xvi.) maoa 1 ktiowg (ver. 15.}—lbid.

(xvii.) év t@ ovépati pov (ver.17.)—See p. 162.

(xviii. and xix.) napakoAovBeiv—enakolovbeiv (ver.17 and 19)-See p.
163.

(xx.) xeipag émbeivan épi tiva (ver. 18.)—See p. 164.
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weekK (in ver. 9)"is remarkablé (he says)as occurring so soon
after’ uia cafPdarwv (a precisely equivalent expression) in ver.
2—Yes, itis remarkable.

Scarcely more remarkable, perhaps, than that S. liukiee
course of one and the same chapstrould four times desig-
nate the Sabbathd cafPatov, and twiceta caffata: again,
twice, 16 odpPatov,—twice, 1| Muépa tod cafPdtov,—and [147]
once,td odPPata.?>® Or again, that S. Matthew shouid one
and the same chaptdive times call the Sabbathx oafppra,
and three timesté odpPatov.?>® Attentive readers will have
observed that the Evangelists seem to have been fond in this way
of varying their phrase; suddenly introducing a new expression
for something which they had designated differently just before.
Often, | doubt not, this is done with the profoundest purpose,
and sometimes even with manifest design; but the phenomenon,
however we may explain it, still remains. Thus, S. Matthew,
(in his account of our bro's Temptation—chap. iv.,) has
diaPoAog in ver. 1, ando mepalwv in ver. 3, for him whom
our Saviour calls Zatavdg in ver. 10—S. Mark, in chap. v.

2, hasta yvnueia,—but in ver. 5,ta puvipata.—S. Luke, in
xxiv. 1, hasto pvijua; but in the next verseo uvnueiov.—Enf
with an accusative twice in S. Matth. xxv. 21, 23, is twice
exchanged foéni with a genitive in the same two verses: and
€pupod (in ver. 32) is exchanged f@pigia in ver. 33—Instead

of dpxwv t¢ suvaywyfg (in S. Luke viii. 41) we read, in ver.

(xxi. and xxii.) pugv oOv—06 Kipiog (ver. 19 and 203-lbid.

(xxiii.) &vaAnedfvar (ver.19.—See p. 166.

(xxiv.) ékeivog used in a peculiar wayérseslO, 11 [and 13?]3-Ibid.

(xxv.) “Verses without a copulative(verseslO and 143-lbid.

(xxvi. and xxvii.) Absence of00éw¢ andndAiv.—See p. 168.
253, Luke vi. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 9: xiii. 10, 14, 15, 16. S. Luke has, in fact, all the
four different designations for the Sabbath which are found in the Septuagint
version of the O. T. Scriptures: for, in the Acts (xiii. 14: xvi. 13), he twice calls
it 1 fuépa TV cafPatwv.
26 s, Matth. xii. 1, 2, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12.
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49, apyxrovvaywyog: and forot andotodor (in ix. 10) we findot
Swdexa in ver. 12—00¢ in S. Luke xxii. 50 is exchanged for
wtiov in the next verse—In like manner, those whom S. Luke
callsoi vewrtepot in Acts v. 6, he callseaviokot in ver. 10....

All such matters strike me as highly interesting, but not in the
least as suspicious. It surprises me a little, of course, that S. Mark
should present me withpctn cafPdartov (in ver. 9) instead of

the phraseiia cappdatwv, which he had employed just above (in
ver. 2.) But it does not surprise me muehyhen | observe that

uia saPPdtwv occurs only once in each of the Four Gosp&ls
Whether surprised much or little, howeverAm | constrained

in consequence, (with Tischendorf and the rest,) to regard this
expressionifpwtn capPdrov) as a note ofpuriousnesd That is

the only thing | have to consider. Am |, with Dr. Davidson, to
reason as follows="npwtn, Mark would scarcely have used. It
should have beepia, &c. as is proved by Mark xvi. 2, &c. The
expression could scarcely have proceeded from a Jew. It betrays
a Gentile authot2°8 Am | to reason thus?... | propose to answer
this question somewhat in detalil.

(1.) That among the Greek-speaking Jews of Palestine, in
the days of the Gospefy pia tdv cafPfdatwv was the estab-
lished method of indicatinjthe first day of the week,is plain,
not only from the fact that the day of the Resurrection is so
designated by each of the Four Evangelists in &3(S. John
has the expression twice;) but also from S. Paul's use of the
phrase in 1 Cor. xvi. 2. It proves, indeed, to have been the
ordinary Hellenistic way of exhibiting the vernacular idiom of
Palestine®® The cardinal yi{a) for the ordinal fpwtn) in this
phrase was a known Talmudic expression, which obtained also

257 It oceurs in S. Matth. xxviii. 1. S. Mark xvi. 2. S. Luke xxiv. 1. S. John xx.

i. 19. Besides, only in Acts xx. 7.

258 Introduction &c. i. 169.

29 gee the foregoing note.

260 ee Buxtorf'd exicon Talmudicunp. 2323.
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in Syriac?%! z4BBatov andodPPata,—designations in strictness

of the Sabbath-day—had come to balsoused as designations
of the week A reference to S. Mark xvi. 9 and S. Luke xviii.
12 establishes this concerningPpatov: a reference to the six
places cited just now in earlier note establishes it concerning
cafPata. To see how indifferently the two formsd¢ppatov and
cafpdara) were employed, one has but to notice that S. Matthew,
in the course of one and the same chaptise times designates
the Sabbath asx capfdra, and three times a® cdpparov.?6?

The origin and history of both words will be found explained in
a note at the foot of the pagé? [149]

(2.) Confessedly, then, a double Hebraism is before us, which
must have been simply unintelligible to Gentile readeksio
oV caffdtwv sounded as enigmatical to an ordinary Greek
ear, as‘una sabbatorurhto a Roman. A convincing proof, (if
proof were needed,) how abhorrent to a Latin reader was the

26: xxxi. 14. Levit. xxiii. 3.) And in the Gospel, what took place one
definite Sabbath-dayis said to have occurretl toig cafPaot (S. Luke xiii.
10. S. Mark xii. 1.)

It will, I believe, be invariably found that the forrav toig cdppact is
strictly equivalent toév t® capfdrw; and was adopted for convenience in
contradistinction t@v toig caffdroig (1 Chron. xxiii. 31 and 2 Chron. ii. 4)
where SabbatHaysare spoken of.

It is not correct to say that in Levit. xxiii. 1 I < put for
“weeks] though the Septuagint translators have (reasonably enough) there
rendered the woréBdouddag. In Levit. xxv. 8, (where the same word occurs
twice,) it is once renderedvanavoeic; once, £pdouddeg. Quite distinct is
I <havo0iie. ¢Bdoudg; nor is there any substitution of the one word
for the other. But inasmuch as the recurrence of3$abbath-dayas what
constituteda week in other words, since the essential feature of a week, as
a Jewish division of time, was the recurrence of the Jewish day of-rest;
oGpPatov or ta odfPata, the Hebrew name fahe day of restbecame trans-
ferred tothe week The former designation, (as explained in the text,) is used
once by S. Mark, once by S. Luke; while the phraget®v cappdtwv occurs
in the N.T., in all, six times.

21| jghtfoot (on 1 Cor. xvi. Zi remarks concerning S. Paul's phnesek
piav cappdrwv,—" [b'had b'shabbatf ‘In the first[lit. ong
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last-named expression, is afforded by the old Latin versions of S.
Matthew xxviii. 1; wheredye caPPatwv, tf] émeuwokolon eig

ulav capPdtwv is invariably rendered;Vesperesabbatj quee
lucescit inprima sabbat?’

(8.) The reader will now be prepared for the suggestion,
that when S. Mark, (who is traditionally related to have written
his Gospelat Rome?®?) varies, in ver. 9, the phrase he had
employed in ver. 2, he does so for an excellent and indeed
for an obvious reason. In ver. 2, he had conformed to the
prevailing usage of Palestine, and followed the example set him
by S. Matthew (xxviii. 1) in adopting the enigmatical expression,
N pia caPPdtwv. That this would be idiomatically represented
in Latin by the phrasé prima sabbatl, we have already seen.

In ver. 9, therefore, he is solicitous to record the fact of the
Resurrection afresh; arttlis time, his phrase is observed to be
the Greek equivalent for the Latfrprima sabbati} viz. mpwtn

14—The colophon in the Syriac Version shews that the same traditional belief
prevailed in the Eastern Church. It also finds record inSkropsis Scripturae
(wrongly) ascribed to Athanasius.

of the Sabbath would the Talmudists say—Professor Gandell writes;“in
Syriac, the days of the week are similarly named. See Bernsteiarjttin the
Sabbathtwo in the Sabbatithree in the Sabbat}i.

%23, Mark xii. 1, 2, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12.

263 The Sabbath-day, in the Old Testament, is invariJl(shabbati:

a word which the Greeks could not exhibit more nearly than by the word
oépBatov. The Chaldee form of this word Il shabbatha) the final

.(a) being added for emphasis, as in AbtAceldanma, Bethesd, Cepla,
Pasch, &c.: and this form—(I owe the information to my friend Professor
Gandell,)-because it was so familiar to the people of Palestine, (who spoke
Aramaic,)gave rise to another form of the Greek name for the Sabbattz.
odPPata: which, naturally enough, attracted the articté)(into agreement
with its own (apparently) plural form. By the Greek-speaking population of
Judaea, the Sabbath day was therefore indifferently cadledffoatov andta
cafPata: sometimes agaim nuepa tov caPPatov, and sometimes nuepa
Twv caPPatwv.

Tappata, although plural in sound, was strictly singular in sense. (Accord-
ingly, it is invariably rendered' Sabbaturh in the Vulgate.) Thus, in Exod.
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cafPdarov. How strictly equivalent the two modes of expression
were felt to be by those who were best qualified to judge, is
singularly illustrated by the fact that tf8yriacrendering of both
places isdentical

(4.) But | take leave to point out that this substituted phrase,
instead of being a suspicious circumstance, is on the contrary a
striking note of genuineness. For do we not recognise here, in
the last chapter of the Gospel, the very same hand which, in the
first chapter of it, was careful to inform us, just for once, that
“Judaed, is “a country” (1 Tovdaia xwpa,)—and“Jordan’, “ a
river,” (6 lopddavng motaudg)?—Is not this the very man who
explained to his readers (in chap. xv. 42) that the familiar
Jewish designation fdFriday;’ n tapackevr], denotesthe day
before the Sabba®?%>—and who was so minute in informing
us (in chap. vii. 3, 4) about certain ceremonial practice&iod
Pharisees and all the Jews?et more—Is not the self-same
writer clearly recognisable in this %Uichapter, who in chap.
vi. 37 presented us withmekovAdtwp (the Latin spiculato)
for “an executioner?and who, in chap. xv. 39, fota cen-
turion,” wrote—not ékatévtapyog, but—kevtupiwv?—and, in
chap. xii. 42, explained that the twkentd which the poor [151]
widow cast into the Treasury were equivalenkt®pdvtng, the
Latin quadran®—and in chap. vii. 4, 8, introduced the Roman
measuresextarius (Eéotng)?—and who volunteered the infor-
mation (in chap. xv. 16) thatOAn is only another designation
of mpattwplov (Praetorium?—Yes. S. Mark—who, alone of
the four Evangelists, (in chap. xv. 21,) records the fact that
Simon the Cyrenian wa&he father of Alexander and Ruflus

Xvi. 23—ocdPPata dvdnavoig ayia t@ Kupiw: and 25—&ott yap odppata
dvdmnavolg ¢ Kupiw. Again—rtij 8¢ fuépa tij €pdSun odfPfata. (Exod. xvi.

264 50 EusebiusHccl. Hist.ii. 15), and Jeromele Viris lllust. ii. 827), on
the authority of Clemens Alex. and of Papias. See also Eudish. Eccl.vi.

25 napackevt], § éott mpoodPPatov.—Our E. V.“preparatioh is from Augus-
tine—"Parasceue Latine preeparatio 'estSee Pearson's interesting note on
the word.
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evidently for the sake of hikatin readers®®® S. Mark—who
alone ventures to write in Greek letteksh§g,—chap. xv. 29,)
the Latin interjectiorf Vah"—obviously because he was writing
where that exclamation was most familiar, and the force of it best
understood®’ S. Mark—who attends to the Roman division
of the day, in relating our &ro's prophecy to S. Petéf®—S.
Mark, | say, no doubt it was wheshaving conformed himself

to the precedent set him by S. Matthew and the familiar usage
of Palestine; and having writterfi¢ uadg caffdtwv, (which he
knew would sound likeé'una sabbatoruni?®) in ver. 2:—in-
troduced, also for the benefit of his L