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PREFACE.

The present volume is a further instalment of a number

of Essays which have accumulated in a rather leisurely

way since the publication of the first series of Studia

Bihlica in 1885. It is hoped that a third volume may
follow shortly. It will be seen that, as in the first series,

the Essays are not aU of the same character. Some are a

survey of work already done ; others break more or less

new ground. If some of the points discussed appear

minute and technical, this will not, we think, need any

justification to those who are accustomed to historical

inquiry. It is just these minuter points which often

furnish the clue for wider investigations, and so either

change the face of familiar history or enable us to pene-

trate into regions hitherto unexplored. Neither do we
feel much called upon to justify the attaching to some of

the Essays both in this and the coming volume of a

perhaps unusual number of Ap'pendices and notes not

always by the same hand as the Essay to which they

belong. We hope that they will be taken as evidence

(1) of a desire to keep pace with the ever-growing body

of knowledge, and (2) of the spirit of co-operation in which

the work has been done. In view of this spirit and of the

increasing number of students who are turning their at-

tention seriously to Theology, it is not likely that there

would be any dearth of materials for future volumes if the

t
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reception given to those wliich arc now appearing should

be such as to encourage the continuance of the scries. Our

hearty thanks are due to the Delegates of the Clarendon

Press for their willingness to undertake a publication

which has but little prospect of being remunerative, how-

ever much it may serve to stimulate and promote the

studies with which it is connected.

A slight addition has been made to the title of the

scries, so as to cover more accurately a rather miscella-

neous collection of subjects. The fifth of these is part

of a prize essay, read according to custom in the Divinity

School ; the last essay was read to a diocesan society at

Salisbury, and the appendix to it before the Oxford Philo-

logical Society ; the remainder were read in the manner

described in the preface to the preceding volume. Many

other papers have been read which have been either

published in periodicals or incorporated in larger works.

Our thanks are due to Mr. C. H. Turner for help in the

final correction of the proofs.

S. E. DRIVER.

T. K. CHEYNE.
W. SANDAY.
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I.

THE AUTHOESHIP AND THE TITLES OF

THE PSALMS ACCOEDING TO EAKLY
JEWISH AUTHOKITIES.

[Ad. Neubauer.]

Whatever dates may be assigned to the various books of

the Old Testament, there can be no doubt that the narrative

parts of it contain many old reminiscences, and if so, we may

take it for granted that the Hebrews from the earliest time

of their settlement in the promised land made use of musical

instruments, and consequently of some kind of singing. "We

do not intend to lay great stress upon the passage ^ in which

a writer seeks to trace the invention of musical instruments

to Tubal-Cain. But music was generally used in cases of

rejoicing, private as well as public. Isaiah exclaimed^ : 'And

the harp and the lute, the tabret and the pipe, and wine are

in their feasts ;
' and in another passage we read ^

:
' The

mirth of tabrets ceaseth, the noise of them that rejoice endeth,

the joy of the harp ceaseth.' An earlier prophet says^ : 'that

sing idle songs to the sound of the viol ; that devise for

themselves instruments of music, like David.' Here we see

that the early prophet of the kingdom of the Ten Tribes

ascribes to David ^ the highest perfection in using musical

instruments ; this statement probably gave rise to the idea

that the great king was the unlimited author of the Psalms.

One of the great losses with the destruction of the first

Temple is said to be, that ' the elders have ceased from the

^ Gen. iv. 21. ^ Is. v. 12. ^ Is. xxiv. 8. • Amos vi. 5.

^ Unless the name has here some mythological reference, e . g. Dod.

VOL. IT. B



2 The Authorship and the Titles of the Psalms

gate. The young" men from their music \' On the other

hand, one of the delig-hts of the author of Eeclesiastes (a work

without doubt written after the return from the captivity) was,

as he says^: ' I gat me men singers and women singers.' Of

course the use of musical instruments was not confined to the

Hebrews only. It is mentioned by a prophet, writing during

the exile, in connection with the Babylonians, when he says of

their proud king^ :
* Thy pomp is brouglit down to hell, and

the noise of thy viols.' In the book of Daniel' also musical

instruments are mentioned on the occasion of public per-

formances in Babylon :
' To you it is commanded, O peoples,

nations, and languages, that at Avhat time ye hear the sound

of the cornet, flute, harp, sackbut, psaltery, dulcimer, and all

kinds of music, ye will fall down and worship the golden

image.' For public occasions with the Hebrews, we may

refer to the consecration of Solomon as the successor of David,

where it is said^ : 'And all the people came up after him, and

the people piped with pipes, and rejoiced with great joy.'

And when Jehoshaphat returned from a successful war against

the INIoabites and the Ammonites, we find, at least in the

Chronicles, the following statement ^
:

' And they came to

Jerusalem with psalteries and harps and trumpets unto the

house of the Lord.' The prophets recited their visions under

the influence of music '^, and this art was also employed to

cure depression of sjiirit^. It would seem that in the earliest

period the performances of music, together with dances, were

given mostly by women, such as was the case with Miryam^,

the daughter of Jephthah^^, and the women who came to

greet David^^ The same was the case in Phoenicia^-, as well

as in Greece and Italy ^^. Perhaps the earliest jjrophecies were

spoken by women, as might be concluded from the names of

* Lam. V. 14. - Eccl. ii. 8. ^ Isaiah xiv. 11.

* Dan. iii. 5, 15.
'•'

i Kings i. 40. ^ 2 Chron. xx. 28.

' 1 Sam. X. 5; 2 Kings iii. 15. * 1 Sam. xvi. j6.

* Exod. XV. 20. *" Judg. xi. 34. " i Sam. xviii. 6.

'* Isaiah xxiii. 16.

•' Winer, i?/i/. Sealworteiluch, art. ' Musik.'
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Miryam, of Deborah, and in later times of Huldah, whose

influence must have been great, even at the time when the

new book of the Law was found ^.

Whether musical instruments were employed in the service

of the first Temple, we have no authentic evidence. The

chronicler ^ informs us that David introduced a regular service

in the Temple, in which the various classes of the Levites

took part with difl^erent instruments at the occasion of the

various sacrifices^. But the statements of the author of Chro-

nicles, writing about 300 b. c, are scarcely an authority for

the period earlier than that of the Temple built by Zerubbabel.

However, with the spirit of conseiwatism amongst the Jews,

it would not be too hazardous to suj^pose that the service

of the Temple of Zerubbabel was in a certain respect modelled

on that used in the Temple of Solomon. If it were certain

that the word 'song' (y^), in the words of the 137th Psalm,

' Sing us one of the songs of Zion,' means a Psalm, which is

possible and even probable, since many of the Psalms are

headed by the word ' song,' one might conclude that the

captives were required to sing, accompanied with the harp,

one of the Psalms used in the Temple of Zion. To speak

with certainty concerning the liturgies in the Temple, it can

only be said that Talmudic traditions mention a number of

Psalms which were recited during the service of the Herodian

Temple. It is true that these traditions were collected after

the destruction of this Temple, nevertheless a great part of

them were preserved orally from doctors who witnessed the

service of the Temple ; moreover, these traditions contain also

information concerning other parts of the Temple service

besides the use of the Psalms, information which agrees

with the data of Josephus, who wrote as an eye-witness, and

therefore the Talmudic traditions may be taken as authentic.

Adding to these arguments the conservatism proper to the

^ 2 Kings sxii. 14 ; Cheyne, Jeremiah, his Life and Times, p. 52.

^ I Chron. xvi. 4 ; xxv. i

.

^ 2 Chron. v. 12; vii. 6; xxix. 25 ; xxx. 21 ; xxxv. 15.

B 2



4 The A uthorship and the Titles of the Psalms

Jewish nation, one may conclude that in the prc-IIerodian

Temple Psalms were already sung* with an accompaniment of

music ^. Josephus indeed speaks^ of the Levite vixvioboi,

and according- to the Talmud the sing-iug of the Levites

formed a vital part of the v^arious services. Thus it is said

in the Mishnah^ : 'The moment they gave to the priest the

wine of outpouring, the Segan'^ stood in the corner (near the

priest) with two flags in his hands ; two priests, standing near

the tahle where the fat was lying, with two silver trumpets

in their hands, were blowing a loud alarm with the trum-

pets^. They then drew near to Ben Arza^ one on each side.

When the priest bowed down to pour out the wine, the Segan

gave a sign with the flags, Ben Arza beat with the cymbal,

and the Levites recited the song. When they came to the

end of the song (Psalm) the priests blew the trumpet, and

the peoj)le fell iipon their faces. This was done for each

pause during" the service of the daily sacrifice.' The next

Mishnah enumerates the Psalms used during- the week in

the Temple, viz. Sundays, Ps. xxiv ; Mondaj^s, xlviii ; Tues-

days, Ixxxii ; Wednesdays, xciv ; Thursdays, Ixxxi ; Fridays,

xciii ; and on the Sabbath, xcii. Indeed the Greek trans-

lation of the Psalms has in the superscriptions most of these

indications of the days"^; the Hebrew text has only the one

for the Sabbath, viz. Ps. xcii. Whether the other superscriptions

were omitted purposely, as Dr. Graetz thinks^, or whether the

omissions are the work of a careless copyist, must be left an

open question. We believe the last to be the case, for no

reason whatever can be given for an intentional omission,

unless we accept an hypothesis which will be found later on^.

In another Mishnah ^^ it is said on the occasion of the feast of

' Graetz, Kritischer Commentar zn den PMilmni (18S2), p. 53.

* Aiit. XX. ix. 6. ' Thamicl vii. 3.

* The locum teuens.

" I. e. various tunes of the trumpets.

•^ One of the most skilful musicians.

^ Viz. 48 (47) ; 94 (93) ; 93 (92) ; 91 (90). » Loc. cit. (note 1), p. 89.

" See p. 5.
'» Sukkah v. 4.
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Waterpoimng"^ : 'The pious and men of good deeds ^ were

dancing" before the sj^ectators, holding torches in their

hands and reciting songs and praises. The Levites, with

harps, nabia, cymbals, trumpets, and other instruments, were

without number on the fifteen steps which lead from the hall

of Israel to the hall of the women, reciting songs,' Again, for

the service of the Paschal lamb, it is said in the Mishnah^

that ' batches of men one after another followed with their

sacrifice, and before going out they recited the Hallel Psalms

(cxiii to cxvii).' In another Mishnah* the minimum and

maximum of the sounds of trumpets and of instruments

used for the service of the sacrifices are given. Similar

instructions are given in other Mishnahs^. Single Psalms

were used on new-moon days^, on the feast of Dedication'^,

and even for the occasion when Jerusalem was enlarged^.

One might have expected to find superscriptions mentioning

these various occasions, but they were probably omitted be-

cause all the Levites knew the Psalms which were used
;

however, in some copies they may have stood for teaching

purposes, and such a copy the Greek translators may have

had before them in a foreign country, where the service was

not so well known as in Palestine, and more especially in

Jerusalem. Unfortunately our Massoretic text is made from

copies which had not all superscriptions, as far as I can judge

from the earliest Jewish translators and commentators.

Other headings have reference undoubtedly to instruments

used for accompanying the singers, many of which are difficult

to explain. A certain number of headings give a kind of

historical introduction to show on what occasion the Psalms

in question were composed. Such are Psalms iii, vii (?), xviii,

' John vii. 37.
'^ The meaning of the words n-ayD 'te:n is not certain.

^ Pesahim v. 7. * Erakhin ii. 3.

^ Rosh hash-Shanah iv. i
, 9.

* B. T. Sukkah, fol. 54 b. Pss. civ and cv according to Masekheth Sopherim

xvii. II (Dr. J. Miiller's note, 40, p. 247).

' Ps. x.xxi according to Mas. Sopherim xviii. 2, which is most likely meant

by the heading of this Psalm.

* Graetz, Psalmtn etc., p. 60.
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xli, lii, Ivi, Ivii, lix, Ix, Ixiii, and cxlii. IIow far back the

heading's date it is not our object to investig-ate here. They

are certainly added by the compiler, and before the Greek

translation, which is much later than that of the Pentateuch.

These translators, however, were not then acquainted with the

exact meaning of them.

But before proceeding to the exposition of the titles, as

given by Rabbinical and Karaitical authors, it will perhaps be

worth while to state their opinion concerning the authorship

of the Psalms.

We ])Ossess no early Midrash on the Psalms ; the IMidrash

Tilim is the earliest, of the end of the tenth century^, and

even there we find nothing concerning the authorship of the

book of the Psalms. The earliest passage concerning it is the

famous one in the Babylonian Talmud^, relating to the order

of the Old Testament and to the authors of the various books.

Here it is said that David wrote Tilim with the help^ of ten

elders, viz. Adam, Melchizedck, Abraham, Moses, Heman,

Jeduthun, Asaph, and the three sons of Korah. On the

question made why Ethan is not mentioned, Rab (who lived

in the third century) replied that Ethan was identical with

Abraham ; this is explained by Agadical analogy. Another

question was asked to the effect that Moses and Heman are

identical according to the Agadah ; Rab, however, stated the

contrary.

In the Midrash on the Canticles* we find the following

statement :
' Ten men said the Psalms, viz. Adam, Abraham,

Moses, David, Solomo, to these five all agree. For the other

five, Rab says, Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun, the three sons

of Korah (who make one author), and Ezra. R. Johanan

said, Asaph, Heman, and Jeduthun (who make one), the

' Zunz, Die <iott>>iiUeii!'tUchen Vortriige, p. 266 sqij. A new critical edition

is expected from the skilful hand of Herr S. Buber.

* Baba J'athra, fol. 14 b.

^ The exact meaning of 'T by is not certain here. See below, p. 28.

* iv. 4. Belongs probably to the end of the ninth century. Zunz, G. V.

(note 1), p. 64.
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three sons of Korah, and Ezra. Elsewhere we find the opinion

of Rab attributed to Johanan and vice versa'^, which is of no

importance for our purpose. R. Hoona, in the name of R.

Aha, speaks as follows :
' Although ten men said Tilim, they

were not reported in their names, but only in David's name.

This resembles the case of a band of singers who intended to

address hymns to a king, and to whom the king answered,

" You are all sweet, all pious men, all worthy to sing hymns

before me, but this man will sing them for you, because his

voice is so sweet." Thus, when these ten pious men sought

to recite Tilim, God said, " You are sweet, pious, and worthy

to say hymns before me, but David will recite them for you

all, for his voice is sweeter, as it is said, And the sweet

psalmist of Israel^."

'

Concerning the postscript of Psalm Ixxii, ' The prayers of

David the son of Jesse are ended,' R. Meir (who lived in the

second century) says^: 'AH songs and praises found in the

book of Tilim were said by David, as it is written, " Then

ended the prayers of David." Do not read v3 " ended," but

^?N~^2 4 "all these" are the prayers of David.'

That David said some Psalms, or all of them, by the Holy

Spirit, is not distinctly stated in the Talmudic literature, so

far as we know, but it may be taken as implied in the con-

tinuation of the passage just mentioned, which is as follows^ :

' R. Eliezer (who lived at the end of the first century) said,

David said all the Psalms on his own account ; R. Joshuah

said, on the account of the congregation ; the wise men, i.e.

the majority of the school, made a compromise, saying, some of

them are said on account of himself, and others on account of

the congregation, viz. those Psalms in which the singular

form is employed David said on account of himself, and

where the plural form is to be found he said on account of

* See the Commentary with the title of Mathnofh KtJiunah.

2 2 Sam. xxiii. i. ^ B. T. Pesahim, fol. 117 a.

* Perhaps iVt?, the « disappearing in the pronunciation.

5 B. T. Pesahim, fol. 117 a.



8 The Authorship afid the Titles of the Psalms

the congregation ; when the words nVJ and pjj occur, the

Psalm refers to the future ; P''3B'0 means recited by an inter-

preter ; "("lOTD in? means that the Holy Spirit was resting

upon him when he said the song ; in? "ICTO means that

David first said the Psalm and then the Holy Spirit rested

upon him^.' The Holy Spirit is explained by the word nrac'.

The gospels also imply the belief that the iioth Psalm was

said by David in the Holy Spirit -. We shall find that

media?val Jewish commentators in agreement with the rabbis

attribute the Psalms to David speaking under the influence

of the Holy Spirit.

For com])leteness sake we shall just state that in the

same Talmudic passage ten classes of Psalms are spoken

of. They are introduced, it is there said, with ten ex-

pressions, nivj, |ir3, b''3K^'o, 11DTD, i^c nt^N, n^sn, n^nn, .iNiin,

and rfP/H. This last is the most important, because these

Psalms contain both song and prose. Let us state at once

that no real help is to be derived in the interpretations

of the titles of the Psalms from Talmudic and Midrashic

sources ; these contain nothing but Agadic or legendary

explanations, which are quite arbitrary, and we shall see the

same method followed in the Syriae translation ^ of the

Psalms. The Talmudic doctors were not exegetes in a strict

sense. They torture a scripture text for casuistical deduc-

tions, but they are much more reckless and imphilological

in their Agadic expositions, which may be compared to a

kind of sermon. One of the completest collections of their

interpretation of the Psalms in general is the Yalqoot of

!Makhir bon Abba Mari, probably of the fourteenth century,

which embodies all the sa3angs of the two Talmuds and

the Midrashim concerning the Psalms. It exists in a

' With later commentators the order of these two words makes no difference.

See, for instance, Yephet to Ps. Ixxxviii and Ibn Ezra to Ps. xlviii.

' Matt. xxii. 43, where the words rS> 'Ayio) are omitted but found in

Mark xii. 36. In Luke xx. 42, as well as in Acts ii. 34, the Holy Spirit does

not occur at all. Was it because it was a pure Judaic belief?

^ See p. 9.
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unique MS. in the Bodleian Library ^, and deserves to be

published.

The earliest sources for our object are the Greek trans-

lations of the LXX, of Aquila, Theodotion, and Symmachus,

which we include for completeness sake, and because they

must be counted as Jewish documents ^. The Syriac version,

called Peshitto, made probably as early as the end of the

second century (in the fourth century it is already con-

sidered as canonical), althoug-h made with the help of a

Jew from the Hebrew text, and therefore for critical pur-

poses important, has no value for the superscriptions, which

are arbitrary. These are twofold, partly historical, partly

exegetical, and are most likely, as Professors Nestle^

and Baethgen * have shown convincing'ly, by Theodore of

Mopsuestia, who, accepting some from Eusebius and Orig-en,

made many additions of his own. In fact, Dr. Isaac Prager ^,

who aimed to show, by the analogy of Agadic passages with

the contents of the Syriac, that they are of Jewish origin, is

evidently wi'ong. For, as Professor Nestle rightly says, the

Agadic passages have no kind of superscription ; to which

it may be added that the Pirqe de R. Eliezer, the Midrash

Tilim, the Talqoot, and even the Thanhuma, on which Dr.

Prager bases his arguments, are of a later date than Theodore

of Mopsuestia, and if there has been borrowing on either side,

it will be the Midrash that has borrowed and not Theodore.

The Itala and the Vulgate, although made by Christians,

may be considered, by the help derived from Jews, as be-

longing to Jewish interpretation, and are therefore given

here. The Aramaic Targum is paraphrastic like Jonathan,

and made probably by a Jew who had some knowledge of

^ No. 167 of the catalogue of 1886. On Makhir's Yalqoot on other Biblical

books, see Revue des Etudes Juives, t. xiv, p. 95 sqq.

^ These are given according to Field's excellent edition of the Hexapla.
^ Theologische Litteraturzeitmiff, 1876, col. 283.

* Zeifschriftfilr alftestamentlicke Wissenschaft (Stade), 1885, p. 66 sqq.

' De reteris Ti^sfamenfi versione syriaca qnam Peschittho vocant, part I,

Goettingae, 1875, pp. 52-56.
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Greek ^ in tlie fourth century. It is certainly not based upon

a Syriac translation as the Targum of Proverbs is. Samuel

ben Meir (twelfth centur}')^ erroneously attributes the

Targ-ums on the Ilag-iographa to R. Joseph (died 325 A. D.).

Anyhow the Targ-um on the Psalms represents Jewish in-

terpretation, and we give it with an English translation,

Between this Targum and the commentary of R. Saad3'ah ^

Gaon (died 940) there is a blank. That there were earlier

commentaries than Saadyah's may be seen from his con-

temporary Karaitic author, Salmon son of Yeroham, who

gives interpretations of predecessors besides Saadyah, but

without mentioning their names *. So does Yepheth ^. No
doubt many quotations in these authors may be taken from

lexicons ^. But Abraham ibn Ezra quotes opinions of

Jeshuah '^, who is earlier, if not much earlier, than Saadyah ^.

Indeed with the Karaites exegesis in its strict sense begins,

and we know that Benjamin of Nehawend (beginning of

the ninth century) wrote commentaries on Biblical books ^,

but they are all lost at present. Thus we must take as

the earliest commentary we possess that of Saadyah, of

which we give the translation of the titles according to

the MS. in the Bodleian Library ^^. It seems that there

were two editions of this commentary, a shorter and a longer,

or a first and a second ^\ of which the Bodleian MS. con-

tains the shorter, to judge from the Munich MS., which

comprises two prefaces, a longer and a shorter, as well as

a longer commentary on the first three Psalms ^". The shorter

has nothing on the titles or authorship of the Psalms

;

this is to be found in the longer preface, of which we give

* He has cnp for God, Ku'pioj, Ps. Hii. ^ Zunz, G. V., p. 65.

^ Strictly S'adyah. See Cafal. 0.rj'., No. 1438. * See p. 39.

' See p. 40. • See p. 34. ' Ps. Ixxxviii. See p. 54.

* See Aus. der Pet. Bihl., p. 7. " Ihidem, p. 6.

»» Catal. Ox/., No. 104.

" See Catalogue of Hebrew MSS. in the Bodleian Library, No. 28.

" See Dr. J. Cohn's essay with the title of Saa<Uu8 Einleilung zu seinem

PKalmencommentar in the Magazin fUr die Wissenschn/t des Judenthums,

viii. pp. 1-19 .and 61-91.
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1

a translation according* to the Munich MS.^ That this

preface is indeed by Saadyah has not only been proved

from the agreement with his philosophic-theological book ^,

but his Karaitic contemporary Salmon actually quotes a

passage agreeing with it, and refutes Saadyah's opinion con-

tained in it ^.

After having remarked that God leads man to perfection

by five forms of speech, viz. by similitude, question, nar-

ration, commandment and prohibition, humble request and

prayer, and that all these forms are contained in the Psalms,

Saadyah says that David prepared the building of the Temple

by his son, and began by entrusting the Levites with a per-

manent charge for the speedy continuation of the building.

This is what is meant by the word nXJO? (i Chron. xxiii.

4), and also by DniK'Dn (i Chron. ix. '^'^. At that time

God revealed to him this book, which we call the book of

praise, because it contains special songs, to be executed by

special men, in a fixed place, accompanied by special in-

struments and with fixed melodies, as I shall explain with

the aid of God. This revelation was made to David, the

father of the kings and a prophet, in consequence of his

great merit, as it is said *, ' I have found David my servant

;

with my holy oil have I anointed him,' to the end of the

chapter. The divine inspiration of David began thus at

the time of his anointing, as it is said ^, * And the Spirit

of the Lord came upon David from that day forward.' This

explains why so many of the titles of the Psalms refer to

the period of his election as king, partly before he began

to reign, and partly after that event. Thus as the wanderings

of the Israelites are fully described ^ with all their vicissitudes,

in order to show how the Almighty bestows help on the

^ A copy of this preface was put at our disposal by Dr. J. Cohn, for which

we express to him our best thanks. For the collation of the text with the

MS. we are indebted to Dr. J. Perles.

^ See Dr. S. H. Margulies' essay, Saadia Al-FajUmis Arabigche Psahnen-

ilbersefzung (Breslau, 1884), p. i.

3 See p. 18. * Ps. Ixxxix. 21 (20). ' i Sam. xvi. 13.

^ Num. xxxiii to end.
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one side, and punishes on the other, so in the Psalms all

this is written down to he read always and everywhere for

the benefit of mankind.

' As to the use of the Psalms in the service of the Temple,

we can put these in five classes, which may refer to the

whole book as well as to parts of it. But at all events

a divine voice revealed the whole book to David, and in

accordance with that they are called by every one " the songs

of David." So it is said \ " to praise and to give thanks,

according to the commandment of David the man of God,

ward over against ward," and in another passage ^ it is said,

" to thank the Lord, because his mercy endureth for ever,

with the Psalms of David in the hand." And it is moreover

expressly said ^, " for so had David the man of God com-

manded." Some are of opinion that others besides David,

for instance, Asaph, Heman, Jeduthun, and Ethan, also re-

ceived revelations of the contents of Psalms, or wrote Psalms

themselves. But this can scarcely be the case, for many

of the titles of the Psalms have two names, for instance,

xxxix, Ixxvii, Ixxxviii, but God does not usually charge two

prophets with one and the same message, except in the case

of Moses and Aaron, for the Lord spake with Moses face

to face ^, and Moses is in the position of an angel who heai*s

the words of God and communicates them to the prophet.

Thus the connection of the name of Jeduthun with that

of David in some of the titles implies that David com-

municated the revelation to him, and he had the supervision

of the singing. The same is the case with other names

in the titles. "To Moses ^" means that the singing was

entrusted to the children of Moses, who were at the king's

court, and " to Solomon ^ " means that events which happened

under Solomon were revealed to David.'

'According to the above-given exposition of the book, it is

called " Book of Praise-songs," because the Levites made use

' Neh. xii. 24. ^ 2 C'hron. vii. 6. '2 Chron. viii. 14.

* Exod. xxxiii. 11. ' Ps. xc. * Ps. Ixxii.



according to early yewish Attthorities. 1

3

of them for the Temple service, with the following* five

arrangements :

—

' 1st. Each Psalm was sung" in the Temple by a certain ward

of the Levites exclusively, but others could simply read it^.

Such are Asaph and his companions, Heman, Jeduthun, the

sons of Korah and Moses, Ben^, and the descendants of Obed

Edom, who are meant by the word nTiJn ^.

' 2nd. Certain Psalms had to be recited with a particular

melody, which is mentioned in the superscriptions. Thus the

word nJ''JJ * means one melody, and nirjJ ^ for Psalms which

were recited in various melodies. n"i?y»n "i''Ei' ^ means with a

loud voice (comp. i Chron. xv. 32, and the word npy in i Sam.

V. 12 and Jerem. xiv. 2). Others which have in the super-

scription the word niDPy "^ are sung- with a deep and sweet

melody (comp. 2 Kings iii. 15), reqviiring" a skilful singer.

The Psalms headed "to Asaph, Ethan, and Heman" were

accompanied by a cymbal (comp. i Chron. xvi. 5 and xv. 19).

Those Psalms headed n^no ^y^ are accompanied by a drum

(comp. ^ino), whilst those with pS and nio^y'' are accompanied

by a lyre (comp. i Chron. xv. 20). An elegiacal style of

recitation is intended by the heading- of n''J''Dt:'n 7j? ^'^^ and

those which were recited by the family of Obed Edom. And

in this case they were accompanied by a harp (comp. i Chron.

XV. 21). Possibly other melodies and instruments were used

for the recitation of Psalms, which are not distinctly men-

tioned. Anyhow, when a musical instrument is mentioned

for a Psalm no other could be substituted for it. At all events,

music and song' were employed only in the service in the

Temple, not in the case of Psalm-reading at home or in the

synagogues.

' 4th ^^. Certain Psalms or verses were reserved for particular

^ We do not translate literally. ^ Ps. ix. i. ^ Ps. viii. i.

' Ps. Ixi. I. ^ Ps. iv. I. * Pss. cxx-cxxxiv. ^ Ps. ix. i.

« Ps. liii. 1. 9 Ps. ix. I. 1° Ps. vi. i.

^^ No. 3, which should contain the manner of reciting the Psalms, is

not in the MS. Possibly No. 2 implies a third class. See Dr. Cohn's article

(above, p. 10, note 12), p. 66.
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occasions. Some were recited at the morning* sacrifice, others

at that of the evening (comp. i Chron. xvi. 37). Psalm xcii is

fixed for the sabbath and Ps. c for festival days ^. From the

contexts of some Psalms it would ])e possible to discover

the occasions of theii" recitation^ but they are not distinctly

stated.

' 5th. Certain Psalms were sung only at fixed places, viz.

at the four cardinal points, the Levites being divided into

twenty-four sections, six of which were for each cardinal point

(comp. 1 Chron. xxvi. 14-17). The regular use of the Psalms

was confined to the Temple of Jerusalem, and accompanied by

melodies (comp. Isaiah xxxviii. 20). The exiles therefore,

when asked to sing some of the praise-songs, saying, " Sing

us one of the songs of Zion," refused by saying, " How shall we

sing the Lord's song in a strange land?" As to the reading

of the book of the Psalms, it may be done entirely with the

firm conviction and the certain belief that they were designed

to advance the salvation and the welfare of men. For if the

book be in the first instance a book of praise-songs, its final

aim will be to promote the commandments, as I have already

said -.
. . . Whoever reads this book may firmly believe

that its whole contents, in whatever way expressed, consist

of an announcement of God, by whom the book was re-

vealed ....

' I have to speak here about the sequence of the Psalms,

which are not strictly in historical order. "We find Psalm iii

headed, " when he fled from Absalom his son ;
" li, " when

Nathan the prophet came unto him, after he had gone in to

Bath-sheba ; " Iii, " when Doeg the Edomite came and told

Saul, and said unto him, David is come to the house of

Ahimclcch ; " liv, " when the Ziphim came and said to Saul,

Doth not David hide himself with us ? " From the book of

Samuel it is, however, evident that the incident of Doeg

comes first, then follows that of the Zii)him, then that of the

desert of Judah and the Philistines in Gath, whilst that of

' See above, p. 5. * The text is interrupted at this point.



according to early Jewish Attthorities. 15

Nathan and Absalom happened last. Consequently the

Psalms are not arranged according to historical tradition.

I have said that certain Psalms were sung in certain places,

east, west, south, and north, in the Temj^le ; itf is therefore

possible that the Psalms as we have them are arranged

according to this local service. Another solution may be that,

as I have said, certain Psalms were fixed for the sabbath,

others for the feast days and new-moon days, j)erhaps also

varying for each month itself, they may then be arranged

according to the order of these days. Perhaps they are

arranged according to the six sections of the Levites, each of

which had other Psalms to sing, or to the classes of singers,

the sons of Korah, Asaph, etc. Thus the Psalms which are

not provided with a superscription may refer likewise to a

section of the Levites. The definite solution of the order of

the Psalms remains therefore an open question.'

The following is the full text of the substance given above,

pp. 13 to 14 ^ (MS. Munich, Hebr. 122 ff. "] I to 9 a)

:

—

^^.^.^.Jl i_jL::5 l_jL:;5J1 Vsjt, ^jX-^ c:*Jl.o. L* Lc -o"^1 ^jl5 LJii

D^I^Jl ^^ ^jJLI ^^l^ niDTD Ji^^l L^- Jjl"^li .U/j o^l3
J;^\

^jL'TLcj .^xniy jl inan ^ nnp ^n ^ (jjJl Vi.ls^^j ^n^dk' p
n^sn ijj-^jdlj .A-^U mp •'jn ^^ *.*. ^^jUI nnp p nnp 'JjJ Ij^^jlju.

.j»^.Ls.-^^j nt^'o p niy^^N p n^nm ^J3 Jy j^^j qm^nh k^^n* ne'n^

^^ li^D p nap [p ^c'^p] p jn^NJ JjJb jn^NJ iwl^ (^JJl ni?2r?:)Jlj

J-J i^jJl ioU'-'^j pniT' JjJij pniT' J\ sjj-.-dlj .sjU-^^j mn '•ja

Jjjb p!? nio isy nvio!? ^y p Jl t^j-s^dlj .in^ijnj pnn^ '•jn «^
inn^T D^JK'OT nn^nx dnoyi JjiS" n^^D^^ nm j> ^jjt^\ ')b ':2

^ We give the Arabic in the form which Saadyah most likely used in his

writing.

2 MS. follows DH. 3 ]y[g_ pnv«i.
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L^ ^v^ J^ .dlJ^iNU'D ^Ni imny ^y ::'^s* :;'\s* n-iinJl ^ L.

\hhrh Dmc'j'D ^y D'^i^ni Dnr:yo by fiDs* "-ja Dni::'Dni

^a n'l3''JJ jJjii niJ^JJ jAi: i::jl*i-JKJI ^^^ sil^jJu: ijS> U. »-4. .%?<

n'IJ''JJj s.jLo L> ^j u_iJL::i^ 'S/^^i^ U^^- J^ ^ U-L-« Aj>.1. ^^

L^j .nnby D^b•k^•1>^ nmvi .no^n-L^'n n^yn nyvc byni Jyb il Jyi

^_jLi. « ^LJl 8^ i.t^nJ 8^^^ Js. ^ys^ ^ ''\S r\\rh'i

—^ L»J CjJL^l ijJ- ^]l£ i_^ PJDNJ jilaJ-C Lo^^^ljll ^^ ^jlS L»J

}n"'NJ jjl^ Lo Lu.l dJji"^ .ynx'n D^nbvon pidni D"'DNt nm ^
Ui .yct'nb n::'n3 D^nb^;^ jd-ni pidn |?^\n cinni::'Dni Jj^ pMJj

jjlS L*. ,b"ino liaA) .^.^.-i^ jlii J-Jaj j-ui jibriD by i.x^ ^ ijlS

nn^n d''0\i '•nm ^ ^Jli. US^:.^! ^JJ_^ y^ nii^by jl pJ 5il^j:£

sil^jl n"'r»::'n by s^j^ ^9 ^\ i-M^n oJli^Lj .ri''»n"'cti'i b^nyi

inTinm D'»»\n '•im ^^^s ^^ \Sjy^ J^ j-^ ^n:n nns' naiyb

> MS. 'v"!-
' MS. NTPD. » MS. niby. MS. n'D3.

= MS. N03. « MS. nScbN. ' MS. ni-nJN. " MS. j'N'in.

* See p. 13, note ii.
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J^a. loij ^^ "in J ^j L* j^j (c-ijJb TiDrin nbiy ^Jlc JUj jj^ L^

flDN T'3 'n^ nnin^ ty^5ln nn jr.j rx t<inn dv3 J^jiS pns'Jl !i^.U

b 'n^ iT:i> ^^j .jixiJl ijb^ J^iJ JUj. ijjnn W \s^3jiji Jl votri

.lorn DV nm^ i^on jnsn ^jd^ mtj*^ vnsh ^t^^ 'n nnn p-is ^jab

.-nini mn hpn sJji^ i^U ^ j^ min^ iiotd xj)^ Jl£ xjl>

U-^ ^j\^ ujr^ ^^^ ^^^ J-'-^f (^ .na^K^ "lyt^ oy myo^ nonh

n"iJ''J3.!l dJj5^ /n jT-a nax^o ^y r\^h is-!y5^,^AiJb ^^-^ s-^ l?jJ1

jTn^c'Jl dJji^ /n n^n ^y i:^^n ^d^ b pjJ ^m:^jJl JjJi^^jJiJb ii.;U^

^y 'n n^Ji' i^k'J T^ V^ T^ "^^^^ ""^^ '•"'^^ '^'^^^ iJ^phni n^t^ nm
LjLiJ xJl wXJLLjtJj A-oli isLS Us-As 'i\yS\

J.^r->-*> ,c^ b«lj ."13J nOIN

: ii^Jl Ijui ^^ u^*^^'^' u^^l ^ u^j^'

We see that Saadyah believes all the Psalms to be by

David, who handed them over to Asaph and other Levites

;

1 MS. n:«d. 2 MS. y-^i. ^ MS. m';-ip\ * Illegible in the MS.

VOL. II. C
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and the titles, when not stating some historical fact or the

time for singing the Psalm, refer to instruments. Next

comes his Karaitic contcmi)orary, Salmon hen Yeroham \

whose Arabic commentary on the Psalms is to be found in

the Imperial Librar}' of St. Petersburg^. We shall find the

Karaites referring the contents of the Psalms mostly to the

present exile ; in general they are much less clear in their

style and meaning than the Rabbanites. Salmon believes

that David is not the only author of the Psalms, but that there

were prophecies communicated to others named in the super-

scriptions. The following extract in English will be sufficient

for our purpose :

—

Salmon ben Yeroham explains the title Dvn from the root

^n and Dvn?n, which means 'height,' because the book of

the Psalms contains all superior matter contained in the Law.

.... Salmon contradicts Saadyah's saying that the Psalms

were not used as prayers outside Jerusalem and the Temple,

showing that David himself recited Psalms outside Jerusalem,

and before the town was built, as for instance Ixiii, lix, and

cxlii, and even outside the Holy Land. The argument which

Saadyah advances from Ps. cxxxvii, says Salmon, is not con-

clusive, because the exiles only objected to sing the Psalms

accompanied with their harps, as was the custom in the

Temple. Salmon also objects to Saadj^ah's opinion that nc^'D?,

Ps. xc, means 'to the children of Moses,' and ntD7C?, Ixxii,

means ' concerning Salomon.' Salmon takes these headings

in the literal sense.

^>-6 S--J Lo ^,.^^-^1 ^^\ Xxsb ^ (^^^iJlj Dvri7n_5 ^n ^ ^ •• :. >

^. . . niinJl J jc* ^-•-^ &-i>^ T'j^ SsS^ r'^ ii->j-iJl iLaJjjJl ^LxAl

O

' See Au» der Pefenhurffer BilUotliil-, p. lo.

^ First Pirkowitscli collection, No. 555.
' Fol. 27 a. MS. i^-irv "TJi.

s MS. nhsv.
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jj sil *^-x-rr-'^ (J-* ^j^
\J^ U^ c^-^ U^ "'"'^ v33_5 ^_;JJJiJl ^^^ "^1 M

xJjj l^JJi ^^i sLiJ J-f-sj (_^jAiJl j^ (J Jj-xa^l sJ^J. (J^-^ ^5^

ei>y.^l M^. Jl^ nn ^Jl ^j^i -^i jjii. . . nnnj din nx inivnn

^JlJ .^Nlli''' px _^ ^^ ^NID"' pN* ^^gs "ISDJI Xxa ^ a^j^l

JLc xi'hiry\ ni~iiJ32 i'-k'JI yjij ^jl ^b'il l_jJL. Uil i?3a J.4I ^1

^_;^i ni^:JI ^i iddJI U.^. sXJl ^\ ^\ xis ^ . .
^''"'

n''n ^ ^\

Ij^Si Iji^ .x-Ju: n^sD nncy r\y(y^ ^j-^-* ^^Ij 4—>^-^ a^-^>~^

(c9 Dvn (^ U-'^-^ !^^ ^J-',;^.
1^"'' /*-* U-''-^ ^^ ^<-? 't^T-*-^^ ^Lailj

^\ sJjl ^^-o !iJo W sJu^l ^j^ Jo "^ "IIS^J ilJ l^lj -V^-Cj c:A-^-«Jl

^UaJ> '^^ nn
^_59

"iil w Juo "i jy ^^ Jy ^^1 ^^b_5 Jl\ Sl3 y>l

cyl^ ^ U-il Dvn "*DD ^J Icj z*^*^ U^ (_5*>'ft-^^^ r»^J
.lalcj

nn x^-o^. l^jlS^ c5JJl HD'o ''JnJ ^:.--^--J j^ rw^f'ob n^an Ulj JLs

vns* jiy»cr ns* min^ i^^i . . . •-i'Tm ^ns nbv vns py»i:^^ min'-

j.j^. U-ilj c^nin n!? jihiT J^iuj pyotj' ''ijni min'' '•jn m jo^i UjIj

rial pni<i in Aj\ ^9 Jy D''»\n nm ^^ i^^*^! 'iillj '•n »_>

pns ^jn!? jo^ pnsV n^n yi^n^i JUj pns p j_^.o Uilj on^^p^

1 MS. Nina. i* Fol. 9.
=> MS. n-jobxi.

c a
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p^\ni ciDS'^ Jij U ^. :w nc>o ""ja^ jo^ nL"o^ n^sn \^^ dJJi^

'"II 'ir:) JU : nr^^-c' JU i^ in J\ ^^\ ^^ UjJ 5.3I9 j-'Da^'o

,c-«-HJ _^-^' J -oj.^1 Jjj ij.^
Ijui 1^^ o^i^l U Dni"^^ p p?37D

v_*JLu. sJuA v-j'j-o n y nt^'D (_Jl-j jj 'iidJ c>jK ls^"^
^-^

J^^-*-^ u^

1^1 L^_^--Jj ^^y^ ^.a-Jl IXA |J ^^^jJ.1 D''S^33J1 /«-^«-^ ^-i^

UL—u^l ^Jl dJij CXs-i-^' J^JLC dJuJLa. LJ KJ-^ L^lsl &-r-^. fr^r^ •

&-JLc apy *-v-^j^ l-« (j'^^j -'NIC'J d-JlLo A-o^l ^Jl Uj "^Ji'^blj ^j^^JtX^

JL^, ^J\
e)li ^ *--j;li min''i . . . pix-i . . . m^ apy s'lp-'i ^1^1

L5"

We must next mention the lexicographer David ben Abra-

ham^, a Karaite contemporary of Sahnon, He is also the

author of a commcntar}- on the Psalms, but at present lost.

We give among the expositions some extracts from his

dictioBary written in Arabic, taken from the MS. in the

Bodleian Library"*.

Ye])heth bon Eli (Ali) follows next ; he is also a Karaite,

who lived towards the end of the tenth century, and wrote a

commentary on the Psalms in Arabic, of which MSS. exist in

the Paris '' and St. Petersburg Libraries ; our extracts are made

from the Paris MS. The preface, with the commentary on the

first two Psalms, and the translation of the rest; were pub-

lished with a Latin translation by the Abbe Barges ^. We
shall here give a free translation of his introductions.

Yepheth also does not attribute all the Psalms to David.

He says at the beginning of ch. i :

—

' It is necessary to state how many authors there are in

the Psalms. We have found three : ist, those attri])uted to

one person, whose name is given at the beginning of the

' MS. noVn. » MS. nnjuy.
' See Jovin. Addfique, i86i, ii. p. 465, and 1862, i. p. 47 sqq.

* Catul.y No. 1451. ' CataJ., Nos. 2S6-291.

• Lihri rscihnonim David, etc., Paris, 1861, and Sjjccimeii, etc., Rabb.

Yapbeth . . ., Paris, 1846.
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Psalm ; they are the following : David, Solomon, Asaph,

Jeduthun, who is identical no doubt with Ethan, and Moses.

2nd, those attributed to a family, of which the names are not

given, such as the sons of Korah. They are, according- to

some, Assir, Elkanah, and Eliasaph, who lived in the time of

Moses ; according to others, they signify Heman alone, as in

the passage, the children of Dan, Hushim^ ; we believe,

however, that the sons of Korah signify many persons who

lived at various periods, as we shall explain on the 43nd

Psalm. 3rd, Psalms without names of authors at all, forty-

six in number, viz. i, ii, x, xxxiii, xliii, Ixxi, xci-c, cii, civ,

cvi, cvii, the Hallel Psalms cxi-cxviii, ten of the gradual

Psalms, cxxxiv^, cxxxvi, cxxxvii, cxlvi to the end. These

do not include the 119th Psalm, which makes one, and two

headed by nVJ»7, but without a name, viz. Ixvi and Ixvii,

which latter is a part of the former. Out of the forty-six

Psalms, we consider five as completing the preceding ones

;

Ps. X, namely, completes ix (which, as we shall show, follows

the order of the alphabet) ; Ps. xxxiii belongs to xxxii

;

Ps. xliii to xlii, Ps. Ixxi and civ belong to the preceding

Psalms. The collector has disconnected them, for reasons

which we shall explain in their proper place. Amongst

these forty-six Psalms ten may be ascribed to the author

mentioned in the preceding Psalms, viz. xci-c, to Moses.

The last Hallelujah Psalms are connected with David, being

associated with cxlv. Those headed by nVJD? there is no

reason for not ascribing to David. The rest of the anony-

mous forty-six Psalms need not be ascribed to one author or

to one epoch ; it is more probable that they were composed

at various times and by members of a family, and hence they

are not ascribed to one author. The singers said the Psalms

standing, whilst the Holy Spirit rested upon them, with the

same number, the same order, and the same melody. Now
those Psalms which are not provided with a name, and have

no connection with the preceding one, are attributed by some

^ Gen. xlvi. 23. ' Evidently an error for cxxxv.
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to Adam, by others to Moses, and by the best commentators

to David, except the ten which belong to Moses. But as

none of these can produce decisive arg-uments for their

opinion, we do not think it is worth while to discuss them

and to refute them.'

Yepheth then divides the Psalms into the following

classes :

—

1st. Psalms relating to the creation and things created,

such as civ, cvi, and verses of others.

2nd. Psalms of God's benefits towards Israel and other

nations, such as in Psalms civ. 27, 30, cxlv. 9, 15 ? towards

Israel especially, xliv, Ixxviii, Ixxx. i,

3rd. Psalms describing the signs and miracles in Egypt, in

the desert, and in the Holy Land, such as xliv. 3, xlv, xlix,

Ixvi, Ixviii, Ixxii, Ixxvi, Ixxx. 8, 9, xcv, ci, cv, cviii, and all the

Hallelujah Psalms, and those of degree, as well as Psalm cxliv.

4th. Psalms referring to the rebellion against God by the

early Israelites. Such are Psalms xxxi. 11, xxxii. 5, xl. 13, 19,

Ixxviii, cviii.

5th. Psalms relating to punishment and calamities, xliii,

xliv, Ixxviii, Ixxix.

6th. The return of the exiles, xxxii, cxix.

7th. Asking for the right direction concerning the law, cxix.

8th. Prayer for deliverance from the enemy, iii.

9th. Prayer for the fulfilment of God's promises, xiii. 4.

loth. Prayer that all the inhabitants of the earth may be

converted to the true religion, xlv, xlvii.

iith. Prayer for general i)eace, xlvi. 10, Ixvii. 5.

12th. The faith of the nations in Israel and the Messiah,

Ixxii. 8.

These twelve parts should be used as daily prayers morning

and evening.

Yepheth gives then an explanation of various expressions

in the Psalms referring to the meaning of prayers, such as

niDl, n^nin, |i:i, and so on, a subject which lies out of the sphere

of our essay.
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At the beginning of the third Psalm, Yepheth, like David

Qamhi two centuries afterwards, gives a general introduction on

the exj)ressions used in the suj^erscriptions of the Psalms. 'The

following seven words,' he says, ' occur in the book, viz. -noTD,

jVJtJ', Dnso, y^, ^"'JK'O, n^an, and n^rin ; sometimes w^e find two

or more of them together in one heading, viz. morn and "»''{?>

twelve times ; ^''J^J'D with "iiorn "T'tJ' and n^sn once ; the three

other expressions, viz. pijB>, DriDKJ, and n^nn, we find only singly.

We shall state now how often each of these occurs. The most

frequent term is "\1DTD, which occm-s forty-seven times ; next

comes "CK*, which we find twenty-nine times, of which twelve

with moto ; Dn^D occurs seven times ; n^DD five times ; n^iiD and

iVJ^J'each once. J^JB^ means a release from Cush the Benjamite
;

Dn30 means a stain, caused by a child, a king, or a fact ; 7"'aK'D

means either direction or leading; n^sn means prayer in all

respects; npnn is praise to God for all His bounties ; as to "^^"^

the opinions differ. Some say that each Psalm is a song of

salvation, which is really applicable to all Psalms headed by

this word except Ixxxviii. 2, which they apply to prayers in

exile ; others say that these Psalms were used for the daily

and additional sacrifices. It seems to me that "!"•::' refers to

some wonderful event ; in general it bears the meaning of

"ilt^TJO, which is difficult to explain, and which I believe to have

been accompanied with singing and mvisical instruments,

although this can scarcely be the case with the 63rd Psalm.

But if it was originally recited only, it is not at all impossible

that later on it was accompanied with song and music.

As to the Psalms which have no headings and those

which are introduced by nVJJD^, •T'lbi'n, and "ilin, we shall

give our opinion in its proper place.' This we shall omit,

not belonging to the headings strictly, but being deductions

from the contexts of the Psalms which are excluded in this

essay.

cy^i (^1 \}\jS%\ ^ syi ^-r^- ^ 'Sy^ ^^-^-^ J^sJ ^\ ^»-*-iJ

LtJl Jyi-i-i .U-1-0 dJo-flJ J-J (^-:..«-o ^J^J j-^^r^ cuUlyLff ^
x.^\ IIaj ,rh7\T\ .n^sn .^'•at^'o .n'*-^ .DnD» .-iionD ^Jt^ i-».--.
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J^lj >L-i^ ^ n-'-J'j 11CTD >t-«. ^j/^ ^^3L"D ikiJj -A-^ a""" j_5i

^,^. dJi JL^ u\ (_5i--^_5 •s.i^ Uljj^j rhnn .Dnso .)nii' ^yxl

rt •• ... Hj nti'N ^ Jjl dj:-^ nn^Oj .mycn invnn .p\i^ .cm ^j

Ju^pi (^jijf-*
l5^^/-^IA^ ly l-LLlst' UIjljij. ?''3C'Dj .Jjii _jl dJu jl

j^JJ ^;^—-»j !s-:'^-''-;4^ (__^ &-^l i^X« ^i ^^ nbilD (c^-«-*) J^_jJl

94 d.«-;>ii£ iJ^la. i-iL—^ "l^tJ'Jl dJi »Jl^ L:l^
*-rV-°^ (JJ^S .5)D1DJ1

jjji^j ."TiistdJI iJl«_is-5 Lft k_-^-«^. /'^-^^ Jj (^ j-*_) (*-*-^ i:^ ^

Ixft Jia_J L^l L^ ^]l> x^\j^ ^ LilJAj».j ^[3 LJlSLu j^. ill

U J_)^ u^u^j u^ c"^' u^ L5'^-^^^
•^'^i'"'' "^^i^^ inrna JJU J.^V1

j51a J-^\ Ll^ »;5i U-ejJ ^Jl-^ll IJ^
'cr'i ^j-° lJ^^ C'T'VJ'dJI

L^ j^ij J^y^ o^-'j .nx:o^ »jy^ ^ L^JJij nin Jjl ^^ ^jJlj

Abu-' 1 -"Will id R. Jonah ibn Jannah ^ docs not afford much

* See The Book 0/ Hebrew Roots, Oxford, 1S75.
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material for our subject, and he will rarely be quoted here.

Three important commentaries are at present lost, (i) that of

Joseph ibn Stanas, Santas, or Satanas (who lived in the tenth

century), quoted in another commentary ^
; (3) that of Judah

ben Bala'm ^
; (3) that of Moses ibn Jiqatilia (Moses Kohen),

frequently mentioned by Abraham ibn Ezra^. Solomon of

TroyeSj known as Rashi (who died 1105), relies much on the

Agadah ; sometimes we shall find him agree with those who

suppose the titles to refer to instruments.

We now come to the most acute commentator, the well-

known Abraham ibn Ezra, who paid a visit to London in

1 157. "Whilst he seeks to show by enigmatical hints that

Moses cannot be the author of the whole Pentateuch, we

shall find him most conservative in the Psalms, unless the

anonymous view mentioned in the following preface is his

own *. He says :

—

' This book of TeJdIotk contains songs, with the name of

either the singer or the author prefixed ; many, however, are

anonymous, such as i, ii, xci and the following Psalms. The

commentators are divided as to the authorship of the Psalms.

Some say that the entire book is by David, who was a

prophet, as it is said, " According to the commandment of

David, the man of God^^' an expression which is used in

Scripture of a prophet. David also says, " The S^jirit of the

Lord spake by me ® (whch means, who speaks with me),

and His word was on my tongue." When we find the name

of Jeduthun together with t- at of David in the title to a

Psalm, the meaning is that David is the author and that he

gave it to Jeduthun for performance, for he was one of the

chief singers. Psalm Ixxii is a prophecy of David concerning

Solomon, his son. Psalm xc is also by David, which he gave

to the sons of Moses for performance. The same is the case

^ See Dr. Harkavy's article with the title D"'jTB'CJD'Ti3"inin the Quarterly

rTD:?o, fasc. i, St. Petersburg, 1885.

^ Oxford University Gazette, 1876, p. 100. ^ Ps. ex.

* Printed in the so-called ' Rabbinical Bibles.' ' Neh. sii. 24.

* 2 Sam. xxiii. 2.
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with the names of the sons of Korah and Ilenian. P.salms

Ixxix and exxxvii are prophecies of David, similar to that of

the birth of Josiah ^. Others say that there is no prophecy in

the Pyalms, and therefore it is put tog-ether with Job and the

" Megilloth," as is shown by the expressions song 2iX\^^ prayer.

According- to their opinion Psalm exxxvii was composed in

Babj^lonia. The same is the case with the Psalms which are

headed " of the sons of Korah," which were composed by the

sons of Iloman in the Babylonian captivity, as is clear from

the fact that these Psalms contain matter concerning this

captivity, which is not the case in those of David. Asaph,

the author of the Psalms, was also one of the Babylonian

captives, and not identical with tl\e contemporary of David.

Ethan the Ezrahite composed his Psalms on the destruction

of the empire of the family of David under Zedekiah. As to

the anonymous Psalms, the compilers did not know the names

of their authors ; the same is the case with the " sons of

Korah," when they did not know the name of the individual

authors. Psalm cxix, they say, was composed by a young

captive in Babylonia, who was greatly honoured ^ there, as

aj)pears from the following verses :
" Wherewithal shall a

young man cleanse his way ? " (ver. 9) ; "I am small and

despised" (ver. 141) ; "Princes also did sit and speak against

me " (ver. 23).

* My opinion, however, inclines towards the words of our

wise men who say that the whole book was written by the

Holy Spirit. As to the word " song " ("i''C'), we find it also

applied to the prophecy in Deuteronomy xxxii ; the expression

" i)raycr " (npsn) we find applied to the prophecy of Ilabakkuk

iii. I, and Isaiah Ixiii. 17. AVhenever we find in the super-

scriptions nn? " to David," it means that the Psalm is either

by David or a prophecy concerning him, similar to Psalm

Ixxii, which was written with reference to Solomon. Psalm

xci is by Moses, and the Psalms marked " to Asaph " are by

Asaph, the contemporary of David, " who prophesied according

• 1 Kings xiii. 2. * So MSS. and editions in spite of what follows.
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to the king-^." The sons of Korah, the sons of Heman,

lived also in the days of David (comp. i Chron. xxv. 5). As

to the word no^B'i', Psalm Ixxii, " to Solomon," it means a

prophecy concerning" him or concerning his son, the Messiah,

as it is said, " And David my servant shall be king over

them ^." Servant here is used as in the passage, " Fear not,

O Jacob, my servant^." The Psalms which have no author's

name may still be by David ; as Psalm cv, where no name is

mentioned, is, according to i Chron. xvi. 7, by David, who

handed over the Psalm to Asaph. As to the objection against

the authorship of David, on the ground that the book is not

introduced with the name of David, is it not the same with

Genesis, of which no one * denies that it was written by

Moses, for such is the tradition, although the book does not

begin with the words, " And God spake to Moses ?
"

' The Gaon (Saadyah) ^ says that this Psalm was composed

by David, who gave it to one of the singers to sing it con-

stantly, according to the use of the word nVJ?''. Others think

that this word means " the chief over the singers," like DTIVJDI

DIT'PV '^. And this is right ; the 7 has a patah (denoting the

article), because he was perfectly known. niJ"'J3 means two

melodies. Others take it as an instrument. I believe that

there were in Israel songs and praises in different melodies

;

niJ''3J means the beginning of the song, thus the melody is

written with it ; the same is the case with nvJJD, niJDPy, etc'

In general Ibn Ezra takes the enigmatical superscription as

the opening words of a song, to the melody of which the Psalm

was sung.

Contemporary with Ibn Ezra is the Karaite Jacob ben

Keuben, author of the Book of Richness, of which a MS. exists

in Paris. There is not much that is new in it. The same is

the case with the lexicon of Solomon Pirhon, or Parhon^ (who

flourished 1169), and the Karaitic lexicographer, Ali ben

^ I Chron. xxv. 2. ^ Ezek. xxxiv. 23. ^ Isaiah xliv. 2.

* See, however, his commentary on Gen. xii. 7.
^ See p. 11.

* I Chron. xxiii. 4.
"^2 Chron. ii. 2.

^ Edited by G. S. Stern, Pressburg, 1 844.
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Soleinian, who compiled his work from predecessors^. Shortly

after Ibn Ezra follows the famous David Qimhi^, who in his

short introduction, after having- quoted the passages of the

Talmud given above'*, concludes that 'David composed the

Psalm with the help of the Holy Spirit, to be distinguished

from prophecy. And although David, Jeduthun, Heman, and

Asaph are called prophets, they are so only in a certain degree,

for prophecy is classified in various degrees, the one higher than

the other*. Daniel, for instance, w'ho had visions in dream and

when awake, did not reach the level of Isaiah, Ezekiel, and the

other prophets ; therefore his book is included amongst the

Hagiographa, w^hich means books written with the aid of the

Holy Spirit. The Psalms composed by David he gave to the

singers to recite, viz. to Asaph and his brethren (comp. i Chron.

x^^[. 8, Ps. cv), to Jeduthun (Ps. Ixii. i). There are Psalms

which refer to events which happened to him or to Israel when

fighting with their enemies ; others contain prayers and thanks-

givings, without allusion to any special occasion. The Psalms

w^hich are headed 111? and those without headings are by David.

ynh, however, sometimes signifies " concerning David ^."

David incorporated in his book a prayer which he found and

which was refen-ed by tradition to Moses *^
; he also spoke of

events after his time, e.g. the Babylonian and other capti^'ities,

and pronounced consolation in view of the restoration of the

house of David to its former position. The Psalms of all

kinds were recited, some with, some without, an accompani-

ment of music. We do not know now the meaning of the

various words found in the superscriptions.' Here David

Qamhi quotes the Talmudic passage on niVJ, etc.'^

At the beginning of the third chajiter he writes as follows :

' nV3D is the chief musician, who distributed their parts to the

singers and players. Accordingly we find always nVJ07 and

' MS. St. Petersburg, first Firkowitsch collection, No. 75.

^ Rather Qamhi, flourished from 1160 to 1230. ' Page 7.

* According to Maimonides. See The Ouide of the PerplcxciJ, transl. of

Dr. Friedlauder, vols, ii and iii.

' Pss. XX. I, 2 ; ex. 1. ' Ps. xc. i.
'' See p. 8.
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never "rmrh or p3»!'. Corap. Habakkuk iii. 19; i Chron.

xxiii. 4, XV. 21. There were chiefs for the instruments called

mJ'';j and n''J''tttJ> ; and with the accompaniment of these in-

struments the various Psalms were recited, each to some well-

known melody ; for music is a great science, which attracts

the intelligent soul, and it is included amongst the external

sciences. The instruments used in the Temple for accompany-

ing Psalms were the nabla, harp, cymbal, trumpet, and horn,

of which each was distinguished by its special style of music.

One of the tunes is called T\\rhv ^ others are called ni3'':J, ^''^tJ'D,

Dnao, p''3C', n'i^"'nJ, niiVJi^', riTil There are instruments called

"lIB^y, 23iy, and U'yQ, each of which is recognised by its notes,

as those acquainted with this science are aware. We find

(i Chron. xxiii. 5), "And four thousand praised the Lord with

the instruments which I made to praise therewith," but it is

not known whether those who used the instruments also sang

the praises, or whether the singers were facing the players.

Comp. also 1 Chron. vii. 7 and xxix. 28. The trumpets

were blown by the priests (Num. x. 8) ; the other instru-

ments were played by the Levites (2 Chron. xxix. 26) ^.'

Before returning to another Arabic commentator, we may

briefly notice a commentary on the Psalms by Isaiah of Trani,

the elder (who lived about 1230), which is chiefly based on

Abraham ibn Ezra. MSS. are to be found in Paris (No.

217, 3) and Parma (No. 308). Some glosses are to be found

in the Bodleian Library which seem to belong to the same

school ^.

The dictionary (MS. in the Bodleian Library, No. 1484 of

the New Catalogue) of Moses of England (who lived early in

the thirteenth century) will be rarely quoted here.

* I Chron. xv. 20 ; Ps. xlvi. i.

^ Qamhi's commentary to the Psalms has been printed many times, and

there exist Latin translations of it. The last edition of the first book only,

by Dr. Schiller-Szinessy (1883), claims to be based upon twenty MSS. and

three early editions, yet it does not offer a single variation, and is therefore

uncritical.

^ MS. No. 221. See Mr. H. J. Mathews' Holes . . . on Pmlnis, etc., in

the Isr. Letterhode, iv. p. i sqq.
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Thanhum ben Joseph of Jerusalem (who lived about 1 240),

althoiig'h somewhat of a collector, is of importance on account

of his quotations from other authors. He was a good gram-

marian, and holds himself free from the Agadah. Unfor-

tunately only fragments of his commentary on the Psalms are

preserved in the St. Petersburg Library ^. From the extracts

which will be quoted later on, it may be concluded that he

does not believe David to be the only author of the Psalms.

We have seen represented the East and Spain ; there

remain still to be added Abraham Remokh of Barcelona and

Menahem ben Solomon Meiri of Perpignan, both Catalans.

We append the text and translation of the hitter's preface to

the third Psalm, from which his opinion may be learnt ^.

' After having taken note of this preface you will remember

what we said in the name of our rabbis, viz. that David

wrote this book at the direction of ten elders ^. That means

to say that each of them composed some of the Psalms, which

David incorporated in this book, together with those which he

had composed himself. These ten elders are Adam, Melchi-

zedek, Abraham, Asaph, Heman, Jeduthun, Moses, and three

sons of Korah ; but this is only an Agadic saying. Literally

said, it may possibly be the case with some Psalms, e. g. with

the one headed " Prayer of Moses*," which David may have

found and inserted in his book ; but for the other Psalms,

David is the author, and gave them out to the Levites, who

are called in general the "sons" of Korah, to sing them in

the service before the ark. Some of the more important

Levites, such as Asaph, Heman, Jeduthun and his brethren,

he mentions by name. Comp. i Chron. xvi. 6 ; Ps. Ixii. i.

Even " Moses" (Ps. xc) may be the name of some w^ell-known

Levite. Thus David is the author of all the Psalms pro-

vided with names, as well as the anonymous ones. The rabbis

* Codil. Ill and 183. I am indebted for the extracts to Magister J.

Israclsohn.

* MS. Bodl. Libr., No. 325. See Bui. lilt, xxvii. p. 52S sqq.

* See p. 6. * Ps. xc.
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have, moreover, enumerated ten terms expressive of praise,

with the meaning" of which the Psalms were composed ^ ; in

our opinion, however, these are merely synonyms with one

meaning-. Some of the Psalms are provided with super-

scriptions respecting the musical instruments used when

they were sung, hut we do not know whether the Psalms

without such title were simply recited or were also sung-

with musical accompaniment,' Meiri enumerates the various

headings which mention instruments, although he thinks

that some of them might bear another meaning, which he

promises to explain when the time comes. He gives then

the names of instruments used in the Temple service, but

not mentioned in the titles to the Psalms. The general

expression nVJJoi' he explains as denoting the chief of the

singers and the musicians, for we nowhere find the expression

' to the musician ' or ' to the singer ^,' but only to the chief

of them, who distributed the Psalms to the performers on

different instruments, such as niJ"":: and n''J''nK' and others, of

the true meaning of which he says that he is not sure, but he

will attempt to explain it in its proper place.

'•'nni nyiro ijmp nasti' n?3 n13rnt^' ^n^* if nDTpn yinti' nnNi

nijt'yn 'h^xo 'n hyi! nn^'iiDi .nr nao nn r\iv\ D''3pr rr^m """w n"y

i»vyo t«in nnn^j' 'niroTon ny nrn -iqd3 nn onnni 'niorD nvp nan

'"'ax Dn-inx pnx ''3^?o X\^^'\r\ ms en i^x ci'^jpr r\'\m^ ijin''3 -i331

Dti'sn '•2^ N^x {^'n ^n inn mp ^11 r\tih^\ nt^o jinn'' }n\T pjdk

inson nanai nNi'ot:^ nu^s'-Nij' iwrh n^sn i»3 onvpa p n^T'K' ntra'-N

^b T^n DNiip Nine' a^^i^^ Djnu n\ni nn mnnty nNT iNe-n bi^

irh Dian DM^n jd n^arni |i-iNn ^js^ pnn |nn -yah mp '•n

c^Nin nn jnj rx 'inati' Nini '•nirxn |n\xi pniT'i ^a^rw eios .Dni3''trn

pnn^ i?y nv3Di5 nox n^sn pi .vns'i pnn^i f^Dx nn '^h T\r\\rh

0^131 nna nnro ••i^ T\^rw ne's\s n"''^xn k^^x r\'^rh pjxi nn!5 -iidtd

nn!? Qn3 nannc ix onx di^^ onn lann xba' Dnix oy nn Q-inn

^1^»'^n nnc* ^t:^ niJit^'i? nnti'yn 'ox: nr isdk' ^r'n i::*"!! niyi .nn^

,n''i!?^nn ntj>x3 nxmnn nanan n^nnn bt^nn y^^i ninron prj2

1 See p. 8. 2 ggg p_ jj_
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i^nyi' pr:i m^;^: itm ^r'-iw' n^n* t\^v\^ ni^?^3 'n* p:y ob i3^nyn!?i

pi mpn nn v^y nm::' a'n'si ht'C' 'cn^' nn^ -ncrD ni^"j> '?:x

N^::' nnis* ds i^yn"- n^ "idt "b^ cnT'rDr nonTir^ 'niDTnn in i:'^

'h'2 on Ds SIX IN* nai? nan ni^:;^ Dncw vn nor ''^3 nn2 ana:

UNVO n:ni i:^ ynij n^ pr: "hi nice pi^n sin pi anaj n^c' prj

p^JB* .n''J''Da-'n ijy ni^-^Ja nvjro!? ni^''njn ^y n^ych pi niJ"'3J2 n^fjqi?

^*3::*n ^rh ."in:;'n n^\s' ^y nvi^D^ -vrh Dnso ,n^n:n ^y nvjo^ .nni?

n:»*jD^ niD^y ^y mp •'jn^ n:;3D^ d^jcvc ^y hvjd!? .T'irn^ nn^ iidto

Dn3» .nny p'l::^ ^y nvin^ .avinn q^n nar ^y nvj»^ ni'no fjy

'c's^x DDiy^Di i^:;> ^b ddii on i^n bi ni^ynn -i^c> .nn^^ nn^

*iy p3'':n '^jd niD:i'oi vdim 'n !?3 inijt'c^ i?03 \s pjyn D:^1-l''2^'

D"'3"'n 3jiy nn:;ivn dtiWdi nm^Di D'-^aa omioirDn ••c'N-in nnsj n^c'

Dnivj'cn !?3 ^y njiD?^!? ninsj N\-n n^^b s^nc' nsn^ nvjn^ n^Di "ii::'y

'lb nvjD^ nIjk iiib'K)^ n^ pj»^ DipD Di::a xv?^n xh cji^r^m

"•Qij "ii'''N niNM \\:>^':ir\ '•^dd nr wn noin^ n^ ^y mt^ron irr-j xn-^'c^

nyDi nbn pi .n-'j-'DC^n ^y oya nirj: ^5np:^ "-bn ^y oys i3"iy

:nnvpn oyu nvp iwsan^ D^Dnsn::' nI^s* i[:]^ ynij s^ nioen

Remokh inclines more to philosophical interpretation, hut

he is interesting- on account of his quotations, unfortunately

all anonymoiis.

The last author to be noticed is Immanuel ben Solomon of

Rome (IVIanuelo, the friend of Dante), who has still a certain

originality. Finally we have to mention an anonymous com-

mentary by a Spanish author, MS. of the Bodleian Library,

No. 332, and the Arabic Dictionary of Saadyah ibn Danan

(composed i486), MS. of the same Library, No. 1492. Here we

stop with the Jewish interpretation. INIendelssohn and his

followers are too modern, and belong- more to the beginning-

of the critical school.

It remains to give the interpretations of the titles accord-

ing to the translators and commentators who have been

enumerated. One commentator often follows another ; but we

shall avoid repetition as much as possible, though sometimes

it will occur inevitably when full texts have to be quoted.
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Psalm III.—niDTD.

O'. ^'aX/nof. 2. wS//.

I. V. psalmus.

Targum everywhere translates "ilDTO by Nnn^K^in, praise. The

rabbis observe that this Psalm ought rather to be headed T\':i^\>,

lamentation. This remark would be satisfactorily met by Dr.

Graetz's hypothesis \ that "lIDTO is a general expression, indicating

that a new Psalm begins, when this is not done by a special

heading. That is the reason why Psalms i and ii are reckoned as

one, since there is no separation between them.

An utterance of David's, in praise of God, when he fled before

Absalom his son.

D. A. and A. W. j,.^;^^'. ^.^^:x\ praising.

Psalm IV.

—

^rh "iiDro mran r\^vth.

o'. ets TO TeXoi iv y^aXfj.o'is codr], taking nV3?0? from nV3, eternal,

end. 'A. Tw viKOTToio) (V \|/aX/xoTs ^fXa^rjua, no doubt from nV3, to be vic-

torious. 2. eniviKios tia \^aXT7;ptaij/. 0. els to vIkos (v vfivois '^aXfios.

I. In finem, Psalmus Cantici ipsi David. V. In finem, in car-

minibus, psalmus David.

Tg. in^ Nnnn^i'in sn''J3"'n bv i^n^^b, to celel^rate upon an instru-

ment (for dance 1) the praise of David.

S. ^jU»b ^j..^\j\,\ sj ^-^..-^^. .ijUJ JjJ. A composition of David's,

with which the constant (Levites; n^'JoV derived from nV3? i Chron.

xxiii. 4) praise in (various) tunes.—Sy., Y. A. to the chief of the

Levites to be sung with an instrument of moi'e than one tune (comp.

nrji Ps. li. i).

D. A. HiN^DH (so) ''"k^^y bv n^'3^ .'•'' nu n^xbo bv nvj^ J.*jJJ oLis^^

omitJ'DJJ e*^^^-^^ pi *in
^J:^.

Dib Jjij hvjd j^^_ ^^^^-^^^

Ijc. miK^DJl e_aJj lil ^^1 ^^-^j u^^u^ J^^"^
A-^-Jl ^ ^Ldl

vSi^^-^^j nn ninrnJl jJ l?jJ1 vS-s-^^-^^ ^n!? iinro pnn^!? n:>*3Q^

c^l^j jjUJ nii''j33 nvjJD^ J5^ (pj) .d-tiv^d s^^l^ pniT'j^ JyiJi Jlc.

n^3 means to instigate to work (i Chron. xxiii. 4; Ezra iii. 9),

the instigator is called nVJO. The word TH? means that David

instigated the singers, by teaching them the method of recitation.

^ Kr. Comm. Ps., p. 78. - MS. 'OCls'.
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It is possible that wlicn the singer stood before the altar he pre-

sented to him a song of his own or something which he had learned

from others. Therefore the teacher is called nVJD, as in the words

* the teacher with scholar ' (i Chron. xxv. 8); and so it is said in the

title of Ps. xxxix, * to the instigated, to Jeduthun, Psalm of David,'

i.e. the instigator who was the author of the Psalm was David, and

the instigated for reciting it was Jeduthun. The plural fonn is

D^nVJD. nWJJ means tunes.

A.W. to the chief.—P. to king David.—M.N. J3:cn ''l^n Xin n'iyth

nnyo 'n ''•d p n^^r ^"2 ^y poan 'h'2 nvj.—For Tm. see VI.—Imm.

the chief of the singers on a certain instrument.

Psalm V.—nn^ niDTD ni^^ran ^x m^fh.

o'. vnip Tr]% KXrjpovofxovarjs
; ni/TIJ read as ribni, pai'ticiple from

7n3, to inherit. So the Agadah and Rashi, the nations taking

away the inheritance. (Sy. mentions also this explanation, saying

that it is against the grammar (it ought to be nvriJ), and against

the contents of the Psalm, where there is no reference to any

inheritance.) 'A. dno K\r]po8ocno>v. 2. mSi) tov Aavi8 fniviKios vntp

KKl]pOV)(lS>V,

I. pro his qui haereditabunt.—V. pro ea, quae hacreditatem con-

sequitur.

Tg. pjjn 7]} NnXv, to praise upon (dancing?) instruments.

S. nvTijn bx cj^i^ j^l : ^jjLi^zA,\ ^jj-.l?ip.l 8_> ^-r—j .jjIjJ Jyj

iSLi-ijl jJ^^. nc'tt /rr*! ^^. An utterance of David's with which

the indcfatigably praying Levites i^raise, deriving rilPTli from 7n^1

(Exod. xxxii. ii).

D. A. Jl£ vl^" •" * ^
' nib'^mn bs* nv3D^ Jy (nbnt:) JJi ^j^^

j-ft. nbnj 1^ p^ s.^,Jli jJ. .JJj s-v^l. nns Vl*'"! I'sn sb ^3 iJjsS

^^ ^jV *--i^^>^ jdJ^i ^nib^mn b^ nxibx p ->n by nbm pii'b

ny"»1 oX^ L»5 v^ >...n.:..H J "l! jjAz-jAI ^J nJliJ liUJl l-^J i^lil

nib"'m : n-r-yn ixa^i «-« nv^pni ni^yn LljIj nxr nb nyii >c« '" ryn

means the instigator upon the woes and the sickness, i.e. the blows of

misfortune, as is said in the Psalm itself, vv. 4, 5, and other passages.

Some explain it from nbnj, inheritance -, relying upon the Massorah,

' See the Massorali, where there is the following reading, ?« 'j jo Ta.

' So also Jerome.
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which includes JlvTlJ under the I'ubric n?ni But that is a weak

argument, since it is the habit of the Massorah to put together

words according to the sounds, and not according to the meanings,

e. g. nyi"! (Mic. V. 3 ; 2 Sam. xix. 8); H'T'yn (Ps. xxxv. 23 ; i Chron.

xix. 15).

Sy., Haya (in Qamhi), Imm., Meiri, R., S, D. explain it as an insti'U-

ment, to which three of them give the derivation of the Talmudic

Cmim h^ ^"TIJ {Mishnah, Baba Qama x. 2), ' a multitude of bees,'

i. e. an instrument sounding like the noise of bees. Sy., Y. and A.

derive it from n?nJ, sickness (Ezek. xxxiv. 4), ' those who are sad in

heart,' i. e. Israel in exile.'—Rashi and Imm. refer it to the mul-

titude of the nations coming upon David, deriving it from 7">nJ as

above.

J. R. f'sitj'^ nnNt^'b Nipi nunj ^petm ^n^tt n^nj '^n 'J"'»i2.^5

^b Nin n"^i ni^^nj |s*V3 on ^3 fv^ ^^^3n hv n"^i D^i:n inp^ ^3 ps
"i"'K'n ""ijaD. xaXfTTovixevr] 1 Comp. ni?m (Jer. xxx. 12); ni!'''m is

analogous in form to nUHJ. The remnant of Israel is spoken

of in the feminine form because they are the sickly flock (comp.

Ezek. xxxiv. 4). There are other opinions : i. rivTlJ refers to the

inheritance taken away by the heathen ; 2. to the mourners of

Zion (the Karaites), who are the sickly flock
; 3. ni^TlJ means a

musical instrument.

A. S. Aa^ wlj ni^^mn ba r\)i:Db &jl«
^J\ ^^ ^J^\ ^^ bn:

m^mn n^N Ja^ JU^^ i^-o ^\ J-^j .onprn i6 niijmn nx. Some

take niPTIi as in Ezek. xxxiv. 4, sickness ; others take it in the

sense of inheritance, comp. Josh. xix. 51.

Psalm VI.—n'-J^OK'n bv ni^jn nvJD^.

O . ev vnvois, vnep ti]s oySojjf. A. iv yjraXfjLois im ttjs 6yb6r]s, 2. 8ia

^oKTrjpicov Tvepi tjJs 6y86r]s.

I. pro carminibus, pro die octava psalmus ipsi David. V. in

carminibus, psalmus David, pro octava.

Tg. N^D"'J N''J»m NIJ^J bv Nnyjjn 5<nni:'^, to praise with song

on a harp of eight cords.

L^jL^ Jua^lj. To praise in the eighth tune. This proves that the

Levites had in Jerusalem eight different tunes, of which separate

groups made use.

D 2
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D, A. and Sy. an instrument witli eight cords, .li.! 'nJl ^Xs.—
Y, on the eighth liorn, which is the Ishniaelitic dominion.

J. 11. says the same : nni:33 'in3D n'-cn ''^3 DB' bv Dnis iina

c'M .nvj'y "-^y '::r 'n n\n^ iTiy^i ^nn"' 'n in c^ nv3^ n^rcj-n ijy

Nnynn Nnvn hni f'S'-JT •';: iniN^ni rr'^Dji' niD^o ^y iniN iinQ'tr

nonn .Dm nivis '"-n nii'njD '^ cnsi? b*'- ••3 yn .nc'y pp n-"^

nayi nNmjDDsai pis's"! piji pm nxnj^ni nK''jjiQ3i njn>t:Dip3i

nrh iNL":: nxmj3DXi n^yi n^31DJn '3 !?Ny?:c"' '•n onn inp!? .N^3n:Ni

rr-iv^tr Nipj \so ^^'^J1 'j np^ it:'NDi N*:ipn rr-in ^^nca 'insD 'r.

Some exjih^in ni3"'J3 by a musical instrument with eight cords

(conip. I Chron. xv. 21), later with ten (Ps. xlii. 4). Others refer it

to the eighth kingdom, which is represented with ten horns (Dan.

vii, 7). Know that the Christians possess ten fortresses (capitals)

in ten countries, viz. at Rome, Constantinople, in France, Bulgaria,

Darghan, Jorjan, Armenia (1. plN31 ?), at Alexandria, Acco, and

Antiochia ; the last three having been taken from them by the Arabs,

there remained seven, and the three taken by tlie Arabs, taken as

one, make eiglit, and to this event the word n''3''CC*n refers.

A. S. \3J\ a-oUjlj J-^j jLl^oIj 15Jl»_«, the eighth kingdom, or an

instrument with eight cords.

Tm. ^\X-^\ ^\ji, chief of the tunes. Ajo ^^U ^i- J-J nTOB>

.Ij.l i^-»J eulj i-ll !ui l-io"^i. .Jl^ a-oJJLlo (jlil ix-:^, the eighth

tune after the preceding seventh ; the true sense, however, is that

it is an instrument with eight cords.

Imra., after having the usual opinion, adds the following : Since

this Psalm refers to an illness, it is possible that n''3''Dti' means the

double of a quartan fever.

Psalm VII.—"•j'-o'' p CD nan bv niiT-^ nt^' nti's mi? )vjb>.

O'. ov j;o-e TW Kvpia vntp ('A. 2. 0. Trepi) tS)v \6ya>v \ov(t\ viov 'Itixevfi.

I. V. psalmus David, qucm cantavit Domino pro verbis Chusi

filii Eniini (V. Jemini).

Tg. bv iir\-\''U ir:s" n hoo '" Dip nyc '•n Dib Nnnisn xcmn
(»"'33 03^ im C"'p ~\2 SnC'T N"l''3n. An expression of thanksgiving

by David with Avhlch he jDraised God by composing a song

concerning the destruction of Saul, son of Kish, of the tribe of

Benjamin.

S. : 'yK>'' p t'lD ,_^.-:-- ^ jLiJLil ..
i

... > sJJl «j -^ .JjIjJ JU-.

J-<xaJ1 11a ^y L. ^jS. ^^ sUa-^^js^' lj"l! \j\ ^ ;
••

..,1 p-iJir U^ CjI

U-^U-il. ^Jp^vn. ''jy^^'in sJjJJ. ]ViU is rendered ' asking assistance
'
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in the matter of Cush, without any ground except the contents of

the Psalm.

Sy. renders j.ljJ ^_J, dedication to David, without reason;

he gives another explanation from T\W to err, with allusion to

David's repentance after cutting off the sleeve of Saul's cloak

(1 Sam. xxiv. 6).—Y. also derives it from ili^, meaning Saul's

injuring David.

D. A. jLJlJo.—A. W. love and jaleasure (so I.E.), or occupation

with music. So Tm.

B. B. says (Habakkuk iii. i) : L> ^J y^j nnb \n^ J-i-<. (JSj^c- jjk

J\JS ^^ ^j.L ^LiiJl^.^. A song. So M. N. HD'-yjl n»T.

A. S. i-^y Jj 13 nrc' 731 iJcLo ^jl jj^5 [j^.^^ i^ A-j-i^-'^ (•^'^-^

^J^ JiOl ^Jl J^j nunB* b]3 J-J sli-oj ysr' ]Vi^ ^ J^j s^

y^.—Jl (_5^;-x-o. The wish for instruction in religion ; HJtJ' (Pi'ov. xx. i)

may perhaps be taken in the same sense. Others translate iVJtt'

here and Habakkuk iii. i by ' affliction,' and others by ' humility.'

S. D. ,_^_J1 ^J^p^jl Jwvjj JJL* s^-i', sweet music, giving pleasure

to the soul.

Most explain it as the name of a musical instrument, to which

Meiri adds that Cush liked it for its sweetness of tune.

Cush is taken by David Qamhi to mean Saul ; so also Imm. and

Tm., who say that he was called Cush, ' a negro,' in jest, because

he was a most handsome man. He adds : Perhaps David called him

Cush on account of the cruelty which he had shown to him and

the priests of Nob.

Psalm VTII.—nTijn hv nv^oi?.

O'. 2. vnep rcov ^rjvav (i. e. riinsn), 'a. 0. vnep Trjs yerdiTiSos,

I. V. pro [I. lacis] torcularibus.

Tg. Nnnntt'in nJD TINI N1133 bv NH^K^^, on the harp which

came from Gath.

S.
^J L->Pa^j Ss :^\^\ DIIX TliyJl

^J^
^j^.i=.l^U w ^:-^-*j .>j1jJ J^

o^T-ii L«JS !i-<J ^"id. n''n3n^>.....gj'. To pi-aise by the constant

(Levites) of the house of Obed Edom the Levite. Opinions differ

as to the word riTUn, but the right one is that which I have

propounded.

D. A. J-^j J-s^-^ ^-^. l/"^/^ J^j jIjj")!! jLajt^ jJlc \JU
^" •"»*-'

JJi j5U, Uj n''J''D5yn bv .nj^JJ. To the instigator upon the instru-
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ment for pressing wine with cords. Others say for dances (see

Y.),—an opinion withont proof. Others say concerning the feast (?)

of pressing out the juice. I agree with the first opinion, that it is

a terra analogous to n3"'33, JT'^OB', etc.

Y. says it means reciting tunes (short tunes) in dancing at the

time of the vintage, being derived from nJ, a loinepress. He
mentions another explanation of nTlJ, referring it to .the nations

trampling on Israel as on the wine. Most explain it as an instru-

ment, either of the shape of a winepress, or one which came from

the town of Gath, or belonged to Obed Edom,

J. R. '•n-iwS cc'^ x''^ .n33 inT'ij' t'^s3 'n "jd^ pn^'M npi^ in n"-

mti iniN ~i»N -iioTDH nr a"') .njD Dsm^i on^bn msa nnn ^Nity^

inn mi ^riN^D'' p::niN loy' "h^ Dc xin n''"'1 ."run dhn nniy "J2o

nTlJ men Dins n^O ncy ininD n^njn im iniN*. There are various

opinions concerning the word riTlJ : i. David danced and rejoiced

before God like a man who treads the winepress; 2. David will

place the enemies of Israel under their feet, and tread upon them
;

3. This Psalm was composed by one of the children of Obed Edom
of Gath

; 4. An instrument like an ^organon,' which is filled with air,

and let out as is the case with a riTlJ, a winepress. Such an in-

strument a king of Edom made, and its name was Gittith.

Tra. ^ ^^ ^\ lijl J-Jij .v_^^l cy^"^! ^j^ iS\ ^\ jul J-^

D^I^Jl ^ Tljn Dns 12)V ^J\ ^j-^ " j-f^ ^^^-^jJI'Jlcj ^JLl'^^

dJJJ i-ftiL-o ill. An instrument (so also S. D.) or a tune ; in both

cases it must be referred to Obed Edom of the Levites, who had

the speciality of them for the Temple service.

Imm. says on the melody sung at the winepress or made con-

cerning a woman of Gath.

Psalm IX.—pi? n)D b]} n)i:^b.

O'. etj TO TfXos VTTfp Toiv Kpv(pi(t)v Tov vlov yj/oknoi (moby from

Oby, to hide). 'A. vfaviorrjTos tov vlov /ifXuS?;^a (youth, from 0.?^).

2. Titpl TOV dauuTov TOV vlov. aarpa (niO ?y two words, on the death).

0. E . VTTfp aKfx^i; tov vlov. yf/oKfiOS. S'. VfaviKOTrjs TOV vlov,

I. propter occulta filii (like o'). V. pro occultis filii.

Tg. NnnL"D "j^^D p"S3 n Nian Nnin>n ^y unych. To praise,

on the occasion of the death of the man who came out from the

camp (Goliath).
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p innjT D"'Jti'cn on'^nx Dnnyi »JyLl p J JUj ^Iju. To praise,

by the constant (Levites) of Ben the Levite, Avith a hidden tune.

That is, one of the eight tunes, which is called ni7:9V, derived

from DPyj, which becomes niDPy in the construct form. There was

a chief Levite with the name of p (i Chron. xv. 2o)\

D. A. says^ : p means a combat. Some commentators think that

this title refers to the death of Absalom, but that is contrary to the

behaviour of David, as described in 2 Sam. xix. i. Others refer it

to the death of the child of Bathsheba, an 02:)inion which has

no value. Others take p? for 73J, which I shall not even take

the trouble of refuting. Others take niO ?y as one word, 'youth,'

and p? as ' white,' translating ' the youth which became white
;

'

this is against all grammar. I take it as follows : ' To the

instigatoi*, on the occasion of the death of the chamjDion Goliath

(i Sara. xvii. 14), the 7 is euphemistic, as in Arabic sometimes.

[I have exjilained this more explicitly in my commentary on

the Psalms, where I have shown that p is connected with B'"'K

D"'J3n, and that this last has notliing to do with the word p3.

niD?y consists of two words, viz. 7y and niJO, 'upon the death.'

The Massorah has made it one word here and Ps. xlviii. 15, as

in p"7y (Ps. Ixxx. 16), DN~?y (Jer. xv. 18), and elsewhere.]

Sy. -ft:' nin^y ^y JyiS^Te* •'b jo,j niD i^y^^^^ij ^y l^JU

^j^ ^j^j jjij p -i-i"it:'?oJl ^\ p^ j-^<-*^ .nio^y i^y hi'n l-^l Jy-^j

:
'j") ^xniyi p innar D^JS'on DiT-nx nnoyi Jj-sS^ Dnnit^oJl 'L-J^

^^ U.^)j U-JLi ^s\ ^>UJ jo,j pi? Jjjj .V»1^y Ixl'D JJLo T-JQ

iij5>>3 "'JB'3 D3''Nt2n VH" DN JUj pni^N J^'B'OI '•JD33n JyiT lj^jJI

D^y ^^ J-::-^-) LT^'j ^-''"^^
r^^' "Hr^

^"''^''^ Eu^J ^.b>^J *
^^"^''^

Jy Ji^yil (Jj -v-^jy j-»j Jy lP er* -b^' c^J-^ JjiJl iJ-Aj

^ Dunash attributes another explanation to Saadyah, viz. npon the death of

Ben, one of the Levites, and that the "j in p"? is prosthetic. See also I. E.

This opinion Dunash may have found in the larger commentary of Saadyah.

Further on Dunash gives Saadyah's explanation as in the text. Dunash himself

takes p"? as a proper name of a warrior, who fought with his tribe against David,

and who perished. See Dr. Margulies' essay (see p. 11, note 2), pp. 22, 24.

^ For the text, see Journal Asiatique, 1862, i. p. 383.



40 The Authorship and the Titles of the Psalms

jj^jlj j^ LT--?-^ •^^ is"^*^^ '"^^
Li^ u"^' •

Some take niD ?y as an

instrument, and p as a chief of musicians (i Chron. xv. i8).

Others explain nioi'y 'the hidden sin ' (conip. Ps. xl. 8 ; Job xx. i r),

and p? ' whiten,' i. e. purify us (make us white) from sin (comp. Ps.

li. 9; Is. i. 18). Possibly moijy is derived from D^y 'youth'

(comp. Ps. xlviii. 15), i.e. make white from all which passed in

the days of youth, forgive and do not remember it (comp. xxv. 7).

I agree best with the last opinion.

Y. also reports several opinions: i. On the death of the son,

either the one born to Bathsheba, or Amnon, or Absalom. 2. Upon
the death of Goliath, called D''32n ^^^ (i Sam. xvii. 4). 3. On the

death of Nabal (p^=^n3; so S. D.). 4. Instrument of Ben the

Levite. 5. The white youth (see Sy.). 6. (Which he prefers himself),

' O Lord, make the ignorance (sin) of Israel white,' taking niD^y

as one word derived from IDvy u7'^T[ (Lev. xx. 4) and p!? an

imperative form from p? ' white.' I. E. and Q. also mention

several explanations which agree with those already enumerated.

In one of them the following explanation is given : On the death

of a prince of the name of Labben. Rashi—after refuting some of

the explanations mentioned above— saj-s, that the Pesiqtha refers

this to Amalek. Eashi himself applies the Psalm to the Messi-

anic time when Israel will be regenerated (young) and white

(without sin). He adds that Menahem ben Saruq explains, to

learn to sing wdth the instrument of Almuth (p? as p3n^). Then

follows the explanation of Dunasb.

J.R. b: niDi?y n"^i .mh nirob 'inaa n^'j^n ''^30 h-:^ Kin n''^

n^D ^y \iiPi pi? n-'H-'i n^b D"'j''3n c'\s ^y n"m ,p^ ^nj isino Nin

.yac nn p mn ^y n"''1 .p Nin il^n tih^y^ niD hv n""'1 .D^nn

n^Dn p^ nM'' nio^y Nin nniyjn "'O"' ics oniyj ni:iy ^y n"''1

p Nine* ^Nic'"' niD ^y \<">\ .h^":^ CJiio D3''XDn vn> dn 'in33

'n nivc'D nn-D ^y p inn^r 'n^ n^: n"''1 /n^. The opinions given

by Jacob here and elsewhere are already mentioned by older

commentators. It will be therefore superfluous to quote him any

more. The same is the case with Ali. The Karaitic commentators

and lexicographers, as already stated ', are less original than the

llabbanitical ones.

Psalm XVI.

—

irh Dnao.

O'. e. aTr}\f)ypa(f)ia tw Anvi'S (? 2030, See Ali). 'A. rov raiTdvS-

(f)i)opos Ka\ unXov tov Aavid. 2. (to{5) Tanfivofppovos Kui rov dpafxav Aaut'S

' See p. 27.
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(both Dn, 10 ; see Tg. to Ps. Ivi). E'. S'. fiaxdafi tov Aavid (trans-

literation of Dn3?3).

I. V. tituli inscriptio ipsi David.

Tg. 1Mb N^in NS''!'J. Straight (elegant) writing of David.

S. ^^-11 j«l-fl-« *~r>r^^ *-*-' (cS (Jj-^Jl U^ • *-^ J?-^. ^jl'^ (J/^

JyiJl 1^ L_>.-<iJlj , Peculiar expression. No derivation is given

by Saadyah.—Lacuna in Sy.

D.A. "jiDN i?! ijy jjt^ y\ X^;J:^\ dJi
(_j9 J (jl {J^^. nnJ^U

D^?0 DiT'DDJ. 'Stain of David,' showing that there is a spot in

this Psalm, as it is said, ver. 4, ' Their drink offerings of blood will

I not offer.'

A. "W. it is possible that DDao is derived from both, precious

gold and stain.

Anon. 2nrn Ninti^ dd^d iitj'ni "ip-- nr niDTDtJ> ''•s .nxD''7a Ar:h'^

nrn ])^b2 pi nnn onp-'i o'-niK^ni cjidji n^jo'-yj nnn i2t:> i^a

Dnan^ p-npa^ -j-n^i .onp^i D^iit^n ontr d^k^^I'K'I Dn^:33 n^iwm

Nin mem ixd ''s::> pjdn^ nny pt:6 pi nr^no n''Ji33ni D'-nicnn

t:''K^3n py Nintj' '•ny nnyi ja mom ins nm one' ix pids^.

Salmo jpreciado, i. e. this Psalm contains precious words like DOD,

which means gold, as it is said (Prov. viii. 6), ' Hear, for I will

speak of excellent things,' and (Prov. xxii. 20), 'Have I not

written to thee excellent things?' i.e. things excellent like princes

and chiefs. In the same way precious words ai"e called * pearls.'

And this is meant by the title nny (Ps. Ixxx. i), an ornament to

Asaph, or words of ornament and delight, dei'ived from nnyi

^IV (Ezek. xxiii. 40), which has the meaning of ornament.

Y. refers this Psalm to David's dynasty, and to the child who

would usurp his kingdom for a certain time, like a stain which

remains in a cloth, DD^D is therefore derived from 0033 (Jer.

ii. 22). jjjij jsjjjj S^ i^ ^\ J^l ^^.o "IIOTdJI I'xjb [j\j^.c- J-K-»-

^ j-^Jo-J iJaiiJl uA-iJj ^y^^ , c* i^W y"^^ J-^ uW"'^ "^^ L^
"•jsb 13iy Dnaj N-ipcJl

Rashi gives for this word ' crown,' or Dni "JO
' oppressed and

blameless,' which Meiri refers to the tune.—I. E., besides his

general opinion on the subject, mentions the explanation ' lovely

Psalm,' derived from TS 003. So also Immanuel.

It is remarkable that Ali gives in his dictionary an opinion that

Dn3?3 is to be taken as 3030, which explains the LXX (Graetz,
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Psalmm, etc., p. 83), Dn3D ^ s^^l ^^1 J^j ^\ nn^ Dn3D
nnao.—S. D. an^D ,^^ij«-<. ^_^ ^^^i^.

Psalm XXII.—nnB'n rh'H b]! nvjoi?.

O'. v'TTfp TTJs dirriXfjyj/euis rrji iwQivrfi (probably from ?''X, strength,

1. e. of the morn). 'A. vntp rrjs fXacfiov Trji opdpivTJs. 2. iintpTTJs^orjdfias

TTis 6p$pivTjs (from yn, strength, help, see S.).

I. V. pro susceptione matiitina.

Tg. im\) Nnna-j'in Nnvnpn wsnnn pip ^)pr\ bv Nnntri). To praise,

upon the strength of the daily morning sacrifice, praise of David.

S. nP^N U^j 'j^ /d-k* ^ ^jj_Jjl^l 5J —^..>.-> .S^ljJ A^
ijlJJJl m^^Nj b^N ^^ U::-;^ J^");! oJb^ ^^y"^ ^^' «JLlL inK'n

iiLU J_5iJ ^^1 ^^;--.s^^" "^ L^l ^^' iidJl oJl^ U^ iiU, Ua
^;^' >tlW^ oJls^,^'. Praise of David, with which the constant

Levites praise God at the ri?e of the dawn. n^''K is derived from

ya and r\)yii ' majesty,' ' strength,' but this term not being

applicable to the dawn, we have put ' rise.'

D. A. iUU-o («)) _j^j nn-ii'n n^^N b ?j-Jl J^ nb'n ^ Jlx^j

Jl jjiLJ (^jJl JJbl5" ^^^*UJ.\ iijLjJJ ^Ls-'ilb ^^;-^liJl nn^cJl

v.ii*^LJl ^i ia^ilj ijL^tJz^ i^j «m. nP''N refers to the species,

as is the case in this superscription. It represents the remnant

(of Isi-ael), who rise with the dawn to worship, as the hind rises in

the morning to go to the water and quench its thirst. The point

of this explanation lies in the feminine form of n/''N.

Sy. and Y. translate, ' hind of the dawn,'—as a hind which looks

for the hour at the dawn, so Israel at the end of the cajitivity will

look for God their Lord.—Y. adds that this Psalm was said by the

aid of the Holy Spirit.—So also Eashi, who mentions other opinions :

amongst them is one which refers the Psalm to Esther.—I.E.

quotes also some opinions: i. 'Psalm on the dawn' literally;

2. The name of an instrument or beginning of a liturgy.

Meiri, of an instrument which begins with a weak tune like

the dawn.—R. at the strength of the light.

Anon, u 1^:3:01^ "110TD 'n-D nc'in ^niry^ "niij^w* |o ni^y na '^s

cans rh'ti n\'ic' ^n^c''' hdjd bv bi:'^2 cnnn Tn b]3) .nn-j'n ni^yn

bn'^'C" nojD bv "nDTr:n pjy b-^:' Nin Nin ji3:i nn-j' ids n^pmn
nvJ3. ' Strength of rising,' derived from "Tlv^^S (Ps. xxii. 20), i. e.

a Psalm to be said at the dawn. The Midrash refers it to the

synagogue, which is likened to ' a loving hind that looketh forth

as the dawn.' It is intended to apply the whole Psalm to the

synagogue in exile.— S. D. the morning star.
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Psalm XXXII.—^'•atJ^KJ 111^.

O . (Tvveaecos tw A. A. tov A. (TriarTjfiovos.

I. intellectus ipsi D. V. ipsi D. intellectus.

Tg. x!?3tJ' ini', intelligence.

JijJl ^_^IjJ1 *^fiJ 5.-^^ »-^ u^ li'''35^N ,^''3K^D ^;----aj. To make

a man intelligent. The words in verse 8, ' I will instruct thee and

teach thee,' explain the heading.

Meiri says it is an instrument which stirs up the heart. Sy.

translates ' prophecy.' Y. ' the right direction.'

A. W. translates ' hope and instruction ; ' P. ' hope.'

Tm. to Ps. Ixxiv says as follows : J-eljj Ji-j J^-^-sj J-aj^j J-^j

Jjjtlb ^jjSii l.«jl U~i-6 I s^yJ. Understanding or reflecting.

Both meanings are near one to the other. Reflecting on and

seeing into a matter, for discovering the reasons of its causes or

changes, are operations of the intellect.

Anon. '^)ib 1D3 i'''3e'n^ b:iV -iiDTD '"-Q iDj''''nn''LirN' n ^r^b^

pnni b':i^D nr niDr?2c> 'i^j^ i^'-yso ])\yb iyD:i'03 in d^jidj D'-rjy udd

Dyi? "ij^jy na^Dt^ n»^^ Dib Dn3» pi nyi? nMrni. Salmo de Ente-

dimiento, i. e. Psalm of understanding to make others to under-

stand, as "l''3Tn? (Ps. xxxviii. i), which are both of the Mpliil form.

It means either that people will learn from it right things, or

in the usual sense, viz. this Psalm will make the nation to

understand and be warned, as in 1?D7? (Ix. i), which means to

teach the nation the matter of the Psalm.

Psalm XXXIII.—No title in the Hebrew text ; most likely

there was none in the LXX.

O'. ^, TOV A. Origen says, dvfniypacfios irap 'E^paiois Koi napa rois

rpioriv ^. E'. S . tw A.

I. in finem, psalmus ipsi D. V. psalmus D.

Saadyah writes as follows : J J-«^ J u^ u'j
"^^'^^'^-'^ 'J^ u'

ji (so) j^u.^ i,rh b^2^t2 sL:^.. ijj5C. j\ ^j>'i\j. lil^j^ff ^"at^'o jy
i'^atJ'rD Ji"j > > .» Juc JJ^ ^UjIj Wt^'^ ^--J^^' ^^\ u^ Although

this Psalm has not the heading ?''3K*0, yet the contents of it would

' See Graetz, I. c, p. 267.
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require it, for it is mostly an exhortation for improvement of

conduct and development of the intellect.

Psalm XXXVIII.—n"'3rn^ 'rrh mora.

O . yfraXfios rw A. tis dvdfivrjaiv nep) aa^^uTov. A. /xeXcoBrj/ia tov A.

I. ps. D., in coramemoratione eabbati. V. ps. D., in rememora-

iionem de sabbato.

Tg. ksi:;'^ b\} N3D N313T ^H^ NnniBTI. Praise of David for

the good rememl)rance of Iprael.

S. liL) i^ Sxi .jjljJ J^. Praise of David to be remembered

continually.

A. W. translates ' praising.'—Eashi and an anonymous author

explain, To remember the calamities of Israel.—Imra. says, That

they may remember it, and pray in the time of misfortune.—Meiri

explains it like ?''3ti'tD, to wake up the heart.

Psalm XXXIX.—in^ niOlO |inn^^ n)i:JDh.

O'. Tu> 'iSi^ouj' wSij. 'a. 2. 9. vnep 'ididovv ixeT^coSrjfia (0. (o5t)).

I. Edithun. V. ipsi Idithun.

Tg. Nnnac'in pnnn n''r:D bv i<\:np^ n'l n"iDD b]} snnc^. To

praise, for the watch of the Temple by the mouth of Jeduthun.

S. ^j\j-^\ pniT'Jl ^ ^JJJii\J^^ !0 ^-i--o ojljJ Ajs^. Praise of

David for the Levites of Jeduthun to recite.

Sy. Some say that the prophecy is by Jeduthun and David

;

others say the prophecy was written by David and recited by

Jeduthun, who is Ethan. All agree that the Psalm was composed

by David, except I. E., who mentions an anonymous opinion to

the effect that Jeduthun was the author of this Psalm.

Psalm XLII.—mp "'Jn^ ^-ac'O n^':^^

O'. tls (Tvvfaiv Tols viols Kope. 'A. 2. (ni(TrT]povos twv vIcop Kope.

I. A^. intellectus filiis Corae.

Tg. nnp '•jm ]'\n''T bv N*3n aby^'Z xnn::'^. To praise, with good

intelligence by the sons of Korah.

S. ^I^^l mp '':2
^JJ> ^j^^\j\\ sj> ^r-^.^. [»^A*jj (*^^i^'

^)-^'

A word signifying understanding and learning with which the

Levites of tlie sons of Korah praised.

Y. says, Know that the first book is by David, except the first

two Psalms; the next book is by the sons of Korah, seven by

David and one by Asaph. The collector has separated them from

the other, because they are connected together. J^"^! yM ^jl jLcl

'inJj nnp ^:2J ^ ^ sj^j .vj'n ntD^ .L*"xn ni'-s^ nnJ JlT
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l^^-oLjE-o J jLLaJLo mp ""Ji Jj-^ ciajIS l»A.9 e|Dxj j^^L .a^:^.

Psalm xlv.—mn"- T^ ^"•^ij'o mp ''jn^ cj^t^^ hv nvjD^.

O'. ii7r«p TO)!/ aXkoicodqaofievcov ro'is viols Kope ets avveaiv, cp8t) vnep tov

dyanrjTov (D''Jt^'"lti^ as CJIt^ 1). 'A. eVt to'ls Kplvois rav vlcjv Kope eTTia-Trj-

povos, aapa 7rpoa(piKiai. 2. vnep raiv av6u)v twv vlohv Kope, crvpicrfcos

acrpa fls tov dyanrjTov. G. vnep rav Kpivcov .... to'is rjyaTrrjpevois.

I. pro his quae (V. iis qui) commutabuntur, filiis Corae (V. ad),

intellectum, canticum pro dilecto.

Tg. pnn^ bv m)2n -lONnxn hk^dt pi^njo ^nn"* i?y xnnB'^

NnsniNI N'nnn^i'ini xnu S'^atr mp •'jm. To praise the Sanhedrin

of the time of Moses, which was spoken by prophecy through the

sons of Korah, good intelligence, praise, and thanksgivings.

^^gl^s* ^\-^ I—c-^j niT'T' "!''£:• ly,.^i : ^^^^b v_^ii-> ^^s:^. Hip

5j:^Li> JJ (so) ^j^r^^^ Jjli Ulj-s:^ dUji'nnn"'j in'' iJiJj (j^ JJl

i»im ^ ^' nnn'' ,— I
(_59

"^jl ^.^ot^j>.j ^_^cLj'1 a s_iJi_::.i>.l (jjjl

n^O^ ''tJ'yO ""JS "1D1N JU (jb. An utterance of understanding, to

describe the lovers of God, with which the Levites of the sons

of Korah praise with a tune called Shushan. I have explained

niT'T' 'T'Ei' as a description of the advantages of those who love

God ; for the meaning of T'*!"' and niT'T' is as follows : the first of

those who love God is his successor ; then his followers (1. ju^Lo'l),

both of which the Psalmist unites in niT'T' ; then the king is spoken

of subsequently in the following words : 'I speak of the things which

I have made touchino- the kincr.'

Y. LiDb^/Jl wV^^-ii sJ^j nip (c^ ^^y^yJi\ ^jL«^ Lc ^2^,_s^^-"*-U

Tn ^o^t:n dJji^ *-a-^j. u^>^' '-M 1^1 a^^I u^} (^ yt^'
."iny inon r^':!^ ^i sJjiS^ ^-::.Jb iLi^ll nibJl ^=>T ^ u^t^^.

^ ^ ^j^ 11^ '^''^n ^^'lt^'> nnNC* diJJxiJ kJL9 ^^^^=.^^ L^

L^*;! Dm pK'b ninn^ Jbj nnn^ i^tj> s-l^ _jji oJLi.!lj :j.o
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:nnn^ Tt' JU dJjJii u:JS^ »^ J^ aJ ....U. Three things

are coutaiued iu tills heading: i. The lily represents Israel

amongst thorns, which at the ciid of the captivity will make its

appearance like the lily in spring; or as the lily has no beauty,

so are Israel in cajitivity, deprived of their king and robbed

of happiness. 2. The word 7''3B'» refers to the direction given to

the Messiah, what he is to do in order to be worthy of the great

and promised time. 3. ' Song of loves' in the plural, for there

are several loves, viz. the love of God to Israel and to his Messiah,

and the love of the Messiah towards God and his nation.

Rashi refers the lilies to the wise men, like the Targum.

Tra. ^ ^\ »il J^j .-^^t-'Jl l^ JUj ^1 ^% ^ -^ ^\

siJl ij.l-:^j l^.:^ :*. jjwJiJ (c^^ LtXLo ^jJl illl ^. &^ ^J^ j-ftj

e)^_5 J^LJlj ^,-ajJb J ^Lcj dJj -«_« fjZ'Tt'^m j-Ul a:c i_j4_^'

lUJj ^ j,^\^\^ &^^L-j ^-^^Ij iolxcl. The name of an instru-

ment or of a tune. nilH^ is a description of Ttl', i. e. a beautiful

and beloved song, which is agreeable to hear. The commentator

(Saadyah) applies it to lovers, i. e. to describe the lovers of God.

The most j^robable opinion is that this Psalm is said concerning

David or Solomon, to praise one of them together with the nation

which made him their king. He is a king who has no equal in

his qualities, and is beloved above others with God. The author

of the Psalm combines with this praise a prayer to God that he

may assist the king to subdue his enemies.

Meiri says it is an instrument to waken great love.—E. says

it is a lyre.—Imm. It means a song of love and friendship, com-

posed in honour of Solomon after his coronation and marriage,

written with great skill, for it has also a mystical meaning, which

is as sweet as a lily. He, however, says that possibly this Psalm is

based on a song beginning with D'^JCIC'.—Anon, says that it is

a song lovely as lilies, or it refers to an instrument or a tune.

Psalm XLVL—"iv nioiju bv nip "22^ nv3D^.

O'. vjTfp Ton/ vlu)v Kopf iiTiep rmv Kpvcpcoyv \l/iiXp6i. 'A. tCov vlcov Kopt

(n) pfavioTijTUP ptXudrjpa. 2. tcop viiov Kopi vnfp to)p uloiploiP <uSij.

I. V. [I. pro] filiis Corac pro arcanis.
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NriTB* nONI nrncrs pjni pnJO. To praise, by the sons of Korah,

by the spirit of prophecy, at the time when their father was

hidden from them, and they were saved and uttered the Psalm.

Uttering with which the sons of Korah said praise in a low and

subdued melody.

D.A. j.-*^jJl eiJ^l, an instrument.—A.W. a kind of pleasant

song.—Tm. says, ajJI As- ^j^JcS^ d,^-* jiU>.
(J-*^. ^^J^ ^^, a low

and subdued melody, sharp, and moving the soul by its tenderness.

Anon, prj "hn T'CJ' i;'1t:y''DN^^D H ip:p IN "IpJNp n C'1DrnN!?"'D

1^5?' n"i j^ euj-^ '"lym \>Tr\rh ynti'j irxti' d^'ji ;i»ji my i^ipB'

n^NJii pr pjy ^y nmD nrn -n?DrDn p:y "i^ Dnnoji D'^o^yj vi'^jyti'

D?yJ1 "inDJ njDTt^. An instrument which produces sweet and low

[literally hidden] tones, which are not heard far off. Another

opinion is, a song, the meaning being hidden, for this Psalm refers

to the time of the redemption, which is unknown and hidden.

Psalm LIIL—mi' i'''3e'a D^nD ^y mirh.

O'. virlp MaeXe^ avvkdiats tw A. 'A. fVt •)^op(ia (ma-Trjfiovos A. S. 8ia

)(opov TTfpi (Tvveaecos tov A. 0, vwep rrjs ;^op6iaf avvecreas tov A. E .

VTrep TTJi ;^opeiay.

I. pro Abimelech intellectus David. V. pro Maeleth intelligentiae

David.

Tg. Nat3 abi^ onpi xnt^ pDSD n x'-ytj'-n NDjynia bv ani^b

^^ T* 7y. To praise concerning the punishment of the wicked, who

blaspheme the name of Kvpioi, good intelligence by David.

Spoken by David. An instruction of wisdom with which the

Levites praise in Jerusalem with drums.

D.A. J-Jj, drum.—Sy. n?n?0 is an instrument, called also ?ino

and P""?!!, although it is rather different from those. Some say

n?nO refers to the dominion of the Christians (DIIN) and the Arabs

(PSyDl^''), since Esau (DHX) married the daughter of Ishmael n?nD

(Gen. xxviii. 9).—Y. mentions the latter opinion.—Anon. D''3n3 p
fl^nn ny i^Dn n^n Nin p ^yi Fin pna Nini jy^ 'lyni nil'nnm.

A kind of drum as P[T\, the two instruments are therefore mentioned

together.
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Psalm LVI.—iniN* TnN2 nnao 'rrh D^inn d^n n^r by nv^r^f?

O . vTTfp ToO \aQ\) Tov UTTO To;!/ uytuiv jjLefxaKpvfi^tvov, Tw Auv'iS etf

OTTJXoypcKplav, onure eKparrjaav avTuv 01 aXXo0uXoi iv T(6 (see Sy.).

A. vTTip Trfpiarepas (i\d\ov paKpviTp.u)v tov AavlS ramivov reXdov, eV roi

Kparrjaai aiiruv (pvXiaTiaiovs (v Ted. 2. vntp Tijt nepiaTtpiii, inro tov (pvXov

avTov aTTUXTfjitvov TOV A. tov Tanfiv6(1ipovos Kai apwpov, ore KUTea^ov avTov

ol (])v\i(TTiaioi iv Ted. 0. vnep Trjs TrepicTTtpas .... E . virep Tijs irepi-

CTTtpas Tqs poyyiXdXov KeKpvppivwv Toi A. els (TTrfKoypa^iav, OTTore eKpuTijaav

avTov ot aXXd0uXoi ev Ted.

I. V. i)ro populo, qui a Sanctis loiige factus est, David in tituli

iuscriptioiie, cum teiuierunt eum Allophyli in Geth.

Tg. ppnnno n pyn xpiriB' njvb N^^nrDi bs-icn N'n'L:'33 by annub

nns nn cbc'i t^d in int Noby nob p^3t^'D1 pirni pnTp jo

nJ3 "•Nnti'vD n'Tl''. To praise concerning the congregation of

Israel, which is likened to a silent dove at the time when they are

removed from their cities and return and praise the Lord of the

world, like David, humble and perfect, when the Philistines took

him at Gath.

DJ (j ^JJ.^_
:^k^M-liJ\ sX....^ r^^?^ 1^.^^"^^ ^^-^ jLJh^\. A kind

of song with which the constant Levites praise. He uttered it

concerning the submission of the distant congregation when the

Philistines seized him in Gath.

D. A. sJjiJ LmjH ^\ ^^^..lil Is. xJc (5^-s-Vl Ijui JjL* L5^3
L^-o JLs u'si\ i^'i] !o ^,.^^-io niv Jjjii n^im obx n^v by nv:rDb

sJy j^ jil Jy ^ *^-::--^ obs ^Ul-._3 ybon •unn Tur

i^^iwo ^^ ^ ^^y:^•^ t_i^j t^ji^ >d nnsx'xb ^n?obsJ .n^nn 'n^ba:

J^j . . . bav nnob nca vd nns'' sbi njyj Nini l"JJ nnsL-Jl

cm D-npnnn "-a Jy _^,Jaj ,j..jjl!1 ^^ *jfcj^ onim. Thus the

exiles are called ' dumb ' in Ivi. The dove is the nation, as in

Cant. ii. 14, which is obliged to be dumb ; comp. Ps, xxxix. 3, 10
;

Is. liii. 7. They are called 'far' because they are distant from

Jerusalem, as it is said, ' Although I have cast them far oft' amongst

the heathen' (Ezek. xi. 16).

Sy. JJ>1 xi£. [\]^\ OjljJ j^x-jo ^j (J|^/^'
iLoU-3. ^^ o

mvj ^^.ly.U bx-ic'^ sjjj obiS* njv j^j*^ l_jJl^ :r\: j> J wn'cbsi

^j^x^Ki *A ^^.jJI D^pim obs Jy^ 'Ji nn^D njra onsx ^T1 J^ii
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Ij^jjj sJJl l^jijj (-H;^- b/'^'^- (i"!^ '-r'"-?^ (^^^^"''^ ^'^ ^y
^j ^^* D^s' l^Uj : 'v\

'^^ ns' pimrD 113: Jyif 1^ : \ ^^ s^jl\

irnna "-ixi ^jJiTna pnns J ,_^j Jjiil ^^. L^il c^jLoUJJ sJ*

/ji va nna"- s'h myj Nini ui: in rr^a (^ Lij.l JUj 'ji yo:;'x n^

riiV^^XU t^jL:^li nj ^^ Dn''K'?2Jl sJs^ L J^JL^ iy^-JJ xIa 11*7 JLsj

j^ o^ ^^"^ ^N"it^'' Jlc gj-^l sIa ^^b ^jl L_jjj£^ cpinn D^N

?n2"l ''jy ^''DN JjJLS *-/y-^ oflj-^a-6 *4ji>Xc^- Israel are likened to

doves (Hosea vii. ii), who are far from the Temple (D?X, D?1N).

Others say that D?N means ' dumb,' for Israel is tortured and

cannot open the mouth (Isaiah liii). This Psalm David composed

when seized by the Philistines, but he began it with the dove

in order that the title ' concerning Israel ' should be understood.

Y. translates asSy., and says, in ^\ »-> ^^-^y^. D^N n^V b]J J^
Jl su^^^-i-?. cpini D^N Jjij .njV3 "13N '<b ]n'< •'n JUj ^JUj ls'^\

^^ IIaj hsC'
ij-6

(_,Jls:^ DTlti'/a Jl '^JV-H
'^-^^ '^'''^

c>^ ^-^^

1^1 _jji D'-pim D^N* n^v ^y
^^^ ty-'^^j

J^.'^ ^-^y*
C-*

"^-^^ »~^

. . . A-eU_s^. iu«-aj jXo . He refers it to David, who said of himself,

' Oh that I had wings like a dove ' (Ps. Iv. 7 [6]). D''pim D^N refers

to a place at Gath, where the Philistines kept him bound. The

redactor of the book thought that this Psalm referred to David,

who was kept prisoner by the Philistines, who were far off (D?X

from D^oijXJD ?).

A. W. renders 'dove of distant castles.'—Q. says David called

himself a dumb dove.—Meiri supposes it to denote an instrument

which sounds like the cooing of doves.—R. the treacliery (njl'' from

nj'') of Elam, which promised help.

Anon, urns mni |o Wz'yo D''pin-i mnn '•'s ij^iprjij n N^JsJip

(sic) mnnm p dj hv^^'\r\t^ itD3 m^:s pjy nihk^ D''ni!?N D'-d^nd

nn "inrna iiJDTcn nr nn CwS'i nns* miJN^ \T'i .mijx pD'/» pnpm

npn-iDH njv!? inyoi icvy nmi .innsE^-oh i^-ixi? iptJ'ni inixn b>v

VHB' tDii^j .niij p'^niN r\:^n .n:"i''3 nax ""^
in'' ''d rbiNt:^ iod nnj

VHK' 6l^D .D^X Die*^ •'D pjyO D^N rUV N''T 3N"lt^''' )'"1N0 D\i:)in-)

pha"' rn k^c^ D-'obxa n^ pntrvi in: npnion njva nvnxrs cmij

J"i33n nn inso 1217. ' A society of far distant men,' derived from

CDPXD (Gen. xxxvii. 7), i. e. David compares himself and his com-
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panions, when in Gatli, as a dove which is flying far off, being

far away from the land of Israel. The right explanation is ' like a

dove far away and dumb, being afraid to speak.'

Psalm LVIT.—^jdd in-i33 Dn3D nn^ nn-^-n W mixh

O', \ir] hia^Qilpus, T(S Aaui8 eis <TTr]\oypa(piau, iv rm alrov dno8i8pdaK(iv

dno Trpocrwnov 2aov\ fii to o-iTTjXaiov. 2. irtpl rov, fifj 8ia(fi6fipT]s, tov

AaviS Tov Tanftvocppovos Kai dpaipov (*A. Tanfivov reXfiov).

I. V. ne disperdas, David in tituli inscriptionem, cum fugerunt

(V. fugeret) a facie Saul in speluncam.

Tg. n> bv "losTiN bnn i6 nn icn* n pn Nnpy bv Nnnc^

NT-^EiDSn hN'JT mp |D H^piyDn n'bin I-DD nm. To praise con-

cerning the calamity when David said, 'Do not destroy;' said by

David, humble and perfect, when he fled before Saul to the cave.

tslL^ 'i (1 &-^) , c9 J\--^j^l i_59
iJ-^. i^. A kind of song by David,

with which the Levites praise, and which David composed when

flying from Saul to the cave, asking in it not to destroy.

Sy. does not explain nntrn bn.—Y. takes it as an exclamation

like Deut. ix. 26.—Anon, is nearly of the same opinion, saying,

ba 'lb nn::'n ba 'cni nio!? nnp n^nu hs:r nns ^jdo nbn pt^'^

^nrr'ntrn ^jn '•::'"'aN!? nn 'n:^ ima •'Jn"'^:^•n.—Qamhi and I. E. take

it as the beginning of a song.—Meiri and E. say, David prays tliat

he should not die.

Psalm lx\—10^^ nn^ Dnao nny py^ bv rtfjo^.

O'. Tois uWoi(ii6i](rofifvois ert ets (TTTj\oypa(f)iav tm AavlS fif 8«Sa;^iji'.

'a. <7ri Kpivaiv paprvptai raTTfivov t(\(iov tov AaviB, 2. VTrep rStv avButv

fjiapTvpin TOV Tairtivi'xppovos Koi dpapov tov AailS tls 8i8axT]P.

I. (V. pro) his qui immutabuntur, in tituli inscriptionem (V. ipsi)

David, in doctrinam.

Tg. in T" bv pens jnh apy "n "n Nnnno pTiy bv Nn3"c6

NQ^N^. To praise concerning the old witness of the sons of Jacob

and Laban, a copy by David for teaching.

will , -^^ » - , 11 Jls-J <u ;- ,-.2 - This is a kind of song of David

with which the Levites praise with a tune called Susan, and its

object is to make generally known the help of God.

* See Ps. xvi.
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1

nny JjiS^nninJl ^jt nnj? ^ niivoJi i^U-*^ ju^ nny int:^ ^y

vU:5C)l J.a1 s^JLj sjufc ^^1 j_5;lx.j iclJJl Jjs,i n''Jt:^itri ic'iK^j .njDXj '"-r

ni^jJl ^j L^. I^JtA^ ^j-^ ^J^ hvr\^'' C-i»-J *in L^-Jl i^JJl. To

the instigator upon Susan, the testimony, a blot to David for teach-

ing, nny yt^'W refers to the people who oLserve the commandments

;

this prayer is taught by David for the people in misfortune.

Y. translates as Sy. The following is his commentary : »-)^5

US^ Itj'iK'j jJlL. dJjJi *-^c ^.otj' Ui nn:; 5-Jlc ^r^'j *-^UUi5

(sUij ^--y>-Al sJl jJlc Jjj i^'Usi ^_^ nny Jjjj .cje^'ic'j (%-^-^

ns* v^y ijn'"i JyiS^min'' ^^D t^w ^y aaUI sjji Jju Ijx».j lol

ij^DnT Jl "J/a-lj • • • ;^ > ... : ib \^x^ ^\ J.A o^-iJ'; nnyn nsi -inn

rr^y in jJl.. Citi'ltJ' means the Messiah and the pious men, who

are likened to lilies ; nny is a proof that the passage refers to the

Messiah; comp. 2 Kings xi. 12. The Messiah is either Zerubbabel

or David himself.

A. W. nny like Dnao, golden, so nny JJ^ie'.—Rashi applies it to

the Sanhedrin. See the anonymous author.—Meiri and Remokh

take nny IK'Iti' as a choice instrument (from ny).—M. takes

1D77= "l''3Tn?, i.e. to stir up the heart. Thus a noble instrument

chosen for teaching and to stir up the heart.—R. to teach Israel

to pray.

Anon. m?:m "iND ]'':y '•'2 KT.E'in-i;3 n nny .p)\^2 nrom "!••{:>

pi .D^{:^Dn3 DnN2Ji nncm vimc^ '62 ny nnysi p ^avi D^t^am

ns'i '\]:n nx r^y jnM p"i inroNt:^ id3 ann Dnp-" v-imE> onao

an^nb n'^yn^' n'':^)^b "h^i^:^ p-nn:D ^k' jnny ^y x''n .nnyn

pnnh nn^!? '^a td^^ : mi? 'B'isn''5J' i?03 nnxni pny '•jnni d-in3

nc^y n» nno^-'K' nn TiDVii^a N"n .n'a'pn^ ^^n^ na vj''jy

yaB'jB' inND on Dnbn^ inio dn pinnjD^ bi<^ mx ny on^JK^a

nyn^ ^jn nx v^n niay x^tr p^^ npy^ (see Targum). A song

pleasant like a lily, nny means beauty and ornament, like Dn3?3,

meaning that his words are beautiful like a jewel. Others say

that nny means the witness (decision) of the Sanhedrin, who are

likened to lilies ; the Sanhedrin advised David to make war upon

Aram, Ammon, and Edom. ID?? means to teach and to under-

stand how to praise God. Others say, to learn from the Sanhedrin

whether it was allowable for him to wage war upon Aram, after

the agreement made between Laban and Jacob (Gen. xxxi. 52).

E 2
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Psalm LXIX.—nn^ D''2t:'ic' ^y rmrh.

O . xmlp Toiv dWoiu)6ricrofi(V0Liv tco Aavt'S'. 'A. tw vikottoio) eWi KpiVwc

Toil AavtS. 2. vTrep rwi* dv6(oi>.

I. V. pro his (V. jjro iis), qui commutabuiitur,

Tg. nn T" i)V pinnjD m^J ^y S'na:>'^. To praise concerning the

exile of the Sanhedrin by David.— S. as above ^—Y. CJC'ICJ', the

remnant of Israel, who are in exile and suffering.

Psalm lxx.—i-'arni? m!? nvjoi?.

O . rw AaviS us a.vd[ivr](riv,—-fis ro o'Sxrai fie Kvpiov (j-ovto fV (viois fifv

avTiypdcf>ois (vpov^ (u eviois Se ov' ttXtjv ovre napa tw 'Efipaico, ovre napa

TOis aXKois evpi(TK€Tai). 'a. rov A. tov dvapipvrjarKfiv.

I. V. psalmus D. In romemorationeni, quod salrum fecerit eum

Deus.

Tg. Nn:n^ ^nv bv laiD^? nn T- bv NnnC'^. To praise by David

to remember the use of incense.

S. sJLlI j^si, ^jj-JiLil &j .^,.j jjUJ Jjj. A composition of

David's with which the Levites praise in remembrance of God.

Other commentaries as above, Ps. xxxviii.

Psalm LXXV.—-i'»ty cjdn^ niDTO nn^n ba nvJD^.

O . pr] 8ia(f)d(ipr]s, \j/a\pus co^rjs rw ^Aan(f). 2. nepl d(f)6ap(Tias yj/akp6s

TOV Aadcj).

I. ne corrumpas, psalmus Asaph Canticum (V. cantici Asaj^h).

Tg. F|DNn '•nv ^y ^'n^3t^'1n iny ^nnn ab nn lox n pn snat:'^

NT'd. To praise at the time when David said, ' Do not destroy thy

people.'

Praise by David with which the Asaphite Levites praise, interceding

and saying, ' Do not destroy.'

All commentators agree that David prays to God not to destroy

Israel.

Psalm LXXVII.—niDTn '^oab pniT' bv nvjro^.

O . vnep 'iSidoiiv xj/akpos tw A(rd(f). 'A. fnl ^ibtdovp pfXcoSrjpa rat

Acracf), 2. Bia iSiOoiip coSfj tov 'Acrdcf).

I. pro Idithum, huic Asaph Psalmus. Y. pro Idithun, psalmus

Asaph.

Tg. Nnnnti'in JIDN^ pnn* n^ ^y ann'cb. To praise, by Jeduthun,

to Asaph a Psalm.

> See Ps. xlv. » See Ps. xlv.
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S. pnn^j pjDnJI ^ ^y^\yi\ M -=->--j ^-^ Ij^j- This is a Psalm

with which the constant (Levites) descendants of Asaph and

Jeduthun praise.

Y. The prophecy came to Jeduthun and rested upon Asaph by

the Holy Spirit.—Meiri takes pnn'' ^y as '^TW^h, to Jeduthun.

Psalm lxxx.—"nora ^^inh nnj? U'lm'if ^y nvj»^.

O . VTrep Tav aKKoi(i>Qr\<jo\iiv(i>v fxapTvpiop tm 'Actck^, \|/'aXju6y [vnep tov

Aaavpiov^. 'A. 2. vnep tSuv Kpivav p-aprvpias (^dvdcov paprvpiaj tov

'Aaacp fieXa)8r}pa.

I. V. pro his (V. iis) qui immutabuntur (I. in) testimonium Asaph

pro Assyrio (V. psalmus).

Tg. ^n^^ bv NnniN nnnoi ppDyn?3 ^i p-nnjo ^nrr- bv an^^b

NnnatJ^in fjOXn. To praise, respecting the Sanhedrin, who are

busy with the testimony of the law, by Asaph praise.

S. u-^-o ^j-^- ^Oi^^\ fj^ fjyJo\jX\ s_) ^-^—J ioL-i. Xs* Ijufcj

^j^j^[j^. Praise of testimony with which the Asaphite Levites

praise with a tune called Susan.

Eashi refers the Psalm to Israel, who witnessed the three

captivities.—I. E. ""IJ?, according to A. W. a beautiful thing.—Q.

does not accept this explanation, but says that the meaning is

unknown.—Meiri, who refers it to an instrument, quotes the

opinion that nny=pn, a fixed rule for this instrument.—Anon,

quotes the opinions already given.

Psalm LXXXI.—Compare above, Ps. vii.

S. tiDNJlj "TijJl DHN nniyJl ^^-o ^j^\j\\ ju ^-j--.j Jy. An

utterance with which the constant Levites of the families of Obed

Edom of Gath and of Asaph praise (in Ps. Ixxxiv, and of Korah).

Psalm LXXXVII.—i""^ nitDTD nnp "^nb.

The Greek and Latin translators treat the words ' His foun-

dation' etc. as a separate verse (comp. A. V.).

Tg. Nnnns' dis ^y idtidt Nnn^t:^ ncsriK mp '•jm p.T'T' bv

pDIp? JDl. By the sons of Korah this Psalm is uttered, being

based upon the mouth of the fathers of old.

S. {Jj^\ (j-JJLll v:>jtj jjkj nip ''J3 jj-o ^JJ^\J\\ s-> ^-j—J J^
^_^JJJ1 J..^ i lu-L-l. Praise with which the Levites, the sons

of Korah, praise ; a description of the Temple, the foundations

of wliich are on the Temple mount.
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Y. The basis of this Psalm is the (lei^crii)tion of the excellence

of the holy niouutaius; coiiip. Ps. Ixxxvii. 3. Others say the

Psalm desci'ibes the foundation of the glory of God.

I. E. says that the Psalm was composed by one of the grand-

children of Samuel ; the Psalm refers to the foundation of the holy

mountains. So also Q.

PsALM LXXXVIII.—nijyij n^no ^y n^irh nip ^:n!j iiDtD 'S'V

O'. <i>hr\ <^aK\xov T019 vJoif Kope, tXs to rfKos vnep MaeXe^ tov dnoKpidjjvai,

avvfcr((os Alfxaf tco 'laparfKiTrj. *A. 2. acrna jj.e'KtadijfiaTos twv viatv Kope, tw

viKonoia Tta cm X^P*'? {^- ^'^ X^P'^^) ''"^ ^^^PX^^"} ('"'i-a-Trjpuaiivijs tw Alpav

Tc5 'lapaTjKiTj].

I. V. psalmus cantici filiis Corae (V. canticum psalmi), in finem,

pro Maleleth ad respondendum, intellectus Aemat (V. Eman) Is-

trahelitae.

Tg. ab::^ Nnn:;^!? Nni^v bv nip ''jm pnn"' bv Nnnnnni Nniy;

WX'' IO"'m '•n"' bv NQD. Song and praise by the sons of Korah, con-

cerning a prayer to })raise good intelligence by Heman the native.

S. i->.la-U J.^.W :
) nip ^22 ^ ^jj^io\j\,\ &j ^-}-—i J^ ^Xfej

»jiij "IIDTCJI Iajj, Uj1_} :>j1jJ yuJl iL,^
^J\

Ll«jJ iS^'i)^ jj«-iil

jjJiJb ^^^„ ^;jl nip "-jn ^li 5-> ,jjj=^-*^ P'n 'J^i mp ^J3 Jl

iJ^^j^ UjI (_c^) iJa^-^Jl sJ^j ri)2])? iJjJo ^-^jjjLs^ JD\T i^j
i:y ion Dia Ninn dv3 Jy J-ix i_jl^il ^Jl >-j, .0 : v ^jl _Lxj ^
T\b. Praise, with which the Korahite Levites praise with drums,

and the Hemanites give the intelligent responses. The meaning of

this Psalm is that there are three composers, but it is as we said,

that the whole book is by David, but this Psalm he handed over

to the sons of Korah for the music, and the Hemanites for re-

sponses, which is the meaning of nuy? ; hence the dagesh as in uy

(Isaiah xxvii. 2).

Rashi explains niJy? npno Israel being sick and oppressed.

Heman, one of the sons of Zerah, who are called sons of PiriD

because they have composed Psalms.—Q. says the same.—Meiri

takes niriD as an instrument.—Anon., a well-known Psalmist.

I. E., although, as usual, explaining npno as the beginning of a

liturgy, refers it to the sickness of the Psalmist, and explains niJy?

as meaning to answer; comp. nijy ?1p (Exod. xxxii. 18). He

quotes the Karaite Joshua, who says that Heman was a grandson
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of Samuel, who is called niTN because he was familial" with the

singers, most of whom spring from his family. Others say the

rriTN is the same as HIT, i.e. son of Zerah, his brother being

Ethan. Others say that Heman and Ethan are brothers, sons

of Ezra.—Tm. is of the same opinion.—A. D. renders niJyP by

'LlxJI, to sing ; so also Anon, por cantar.

Psalm LXXXIX.—•'nntsn \r\''i6 i'^^K't:.

O'. Aldan Tc5 'lapaTjXiTTj. "AXXos" Aldafi T« ZapaiTrj. "AXXos' Aldav ru

'ECpaiTTj.

I. Intellectus Heman Istrahelitae. V. Intellectus Ethan Ezrahitae.

Tg. •'NmnD |D NriNT on-inNn nt* ^y noNnsn Naa ab^^^y. Good

intelligence uttered by Abraham, who came from the east.

Other commentators agree that Ethan was one of the singers,

except Eemokh, who says that he was one of the ten elders.

Psalm XC—n^y^b rhzn.

o'. Upoa-evxT] .... I. V. Oratio ....

Tg. ximm bir\^^ n^n Ncy nn 12 '^n x^a3 nt^'o 'b'ii Nni^v.

Prayer which Moses, the prophet of God, prayed when the people

of Israel sinned in the desert.

S. sJJl J^— . L^J^ J-^-*. W^. *r-^-~^- ^^^- Prayer with which the

[Levites of the] sons of Moses prayed.

The opinions on this Psalm are summed up in the following

lines of the anonymous commentator: 13031 llttN riK'D NOE^ 1"iDS

1133 13 p:b D-'i^n r\^D >:2b inc^y n^n ••3 'di^ \y'"i .viioro bb^i in

iyi )N3rD K''' iiTDTn n''"" it^nn '1311 .pnn''^ mp "•33^ ^oab \n:^

n-iL33C' it'y mab ni3i3 n"'' ti"'3 nj33i hk'o p?on j^3i iidto i^^b

n3n3n nXTI "1103. Some say that Moses composed this Psalm, and

David incorporated it in his collection ; others think that David is

the author who gave it to the sons of Moses, the Levites, for recita-

tion, just as he did with Asaph, the sons of Korah, and Jeduthun.

The rabbis say that Moses is the author of this Psalm and of the

following ten; and so Moses blessed eleven tribes with eleven

blessings (Deut. xxxiii).

Psalm XCIL—n3B>n nvi? T'tJ' 110T».

O . yf/akfios oJS^y (2. acrpa v//'aX^o{)) els t^v rjp.epav tov aa^^drov.

I, V. psalmus cantici, in die sabbati.

Tg. annm xor bv nt<i2i\) din -idn n nt'B'i ara'^. Praise and

song which Adam, the first man, said upon the sabbath day.
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Psalm CIII.—nn^.

o'. TO) Aaui'8. I. V. ipsi David.

Tg. HNUn lONns nn n'' i'y. Spoken by David in a prophecy.

The Greek and Latin translations, as well as the Targum, kept the

word n^v7n. LXX in some M8S. r^? intarpocfirjs 'Ayyaiov Kal Zaxapiov.

S. UJjJj ^Jji^ \ys^^, praise the eternal and say.

Tm. has already forestalled the modern critics. He says : (J-x-*

s iJj-fij *.A^X^;--. j^JJl myJL D^'^tj'^Jl ^. iL»_». lijt^ Lj»Xj.

iljjt-o . The meaning of iTvPn at the beginning is to call on the

congregation to join him in the praise of God. Compare Ps. xcv

(see Graetz, Fsalmen, etc., p. 9).

Psalm CXX.—ni^yon n-K'.

O'. 0. cott] (Q, acrixaj Ta>v ava^a6fj.u>v. 'A. 2. ety tus ava^i'icreis,

I. canticum ascensum. V. canticum graduum.

Tg. NOinm ]^p)DJ2 bv iDN'nNT tr\'<\y. Praise uttered concerning

the rising of the deep ^

S. eyj-a AJH »JJ ^t ;.>« J. Praise with a loud voice.

D. A. f.:-;jJ^ degree. All commentaries agree that these fifteen

Psalms were recited by the Levites on the fifteen steps leading

from the Court of the men to that of the women in the Temple.

—

Q. quotes an opinion that it refers to the ascent (comp. iVVK)i^,

Ezra vii. 9) from exile, by which Israel will be restored to its own

God.—Eemokh makes the fifteen agree with the numerical value

of ^^ Yah.

Psalm CXXVII.—nD^t:^^.

O'. wSJ) Tav ava^adficiiv (alia exeuipl. add. tov SoXo/ioii/). 'a. 2.

acr/xa TWf liva^da-fav Salomonis.

I. V. canticum graduum Salomonis (I. Solomonis).

Tg. n^biy n^ bv, ^y Solomon.

S. ,j\.».>L>i jj-« ^j*-Xj L» J c:jj--> xi,j» ^^^^..^t. Praise with a

loud voice in matters concerning Solomon
;

j)rol)ably, as I. E. says,

for Solomon, who wished to build the Temple.

' Tlie legend in the Babylonian Talmud (Sukkah, fol. 53 a"* says that when

David was digging to find the deep, it rose treuicmlously and threatened to

Hood the svurld ; then David said these fifteen I'salnis and the deep retired.
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From all these different expositions of the titles of the

Psalms it is evident that the meaning- of them was early lost

;

in fact the LXX and the other early Greek and Latin trans-

lators offer no satisfactory explanation of most of them. Of the

best Jewish commentators like Ibn Ezra and David Qamhi,

the former treats them as the opening words of popular

melodies, the other as names of instruments, both confessing

that the real meanings are unknown. Saadyah is no more

successful ; the Karaitic authors refer them mostly to the

present exile, which is more Midrashic than the Midrash upon

which the Targum is based. Immanuel and Remokh put

Averroism in them and in the Psalms. The Syriae headings

are a comparatively late production and arbitrary. That titles

are omitted in the Hebrew text can be seen from the LXX :

23(24); 24 (25}; 36(27); 28(29); 30 (31); 32 {'>,^)\ ^'J

(38); 42 (43) ; 47 (48) ; 6s (66) ; 69 (70) ; 70 (71) ; ^s (7^)

;

79(80); 90 (91); 92 (93); 93 (94); 94 (95); 96 (97); 97

(98); 98(99); 99(100); 103(104); 104(105); 106 (107);

113 (ii4)-ii8 (119); 135 (136); 136 (137); 137 (138);

143 (143); 143 (144); 145 (146); 146 (147); 148 (149)-

Thus when all traditional matter is exhausted, the only re-

maining resource is the critical method, which, however, on

the present subject has as yet made no considerable progress.
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AUTHORS AND WORKS QUOTED IN AX

ABRIDGED FORM.

'a. = Aquila

'E. = Quiiita

O'. = LXX ^-
(p. 9).

2. = Symmachus

e. = Theodotion^ )

Anon. = Anonymous Commentator (p. 32).

A. S. = Ali ben Soleiraan (p. 27).

A. W. = Abu-'l-Walid (p. 24).

B, B. = (Jeliudah) Ben Bal'am (p. 25).

D. A. = David ben Abraham (p. 20).

I. = Itala (p. 9).

I. E. = Abraham ibn Ezra (p. 25).

Imm. = Immanuel ben Solomon (p. 32).

J, R. = Jacob ben Reuben (p. 27).

Men. = Menahem Meiri (p. 30).

M. N. = Moses ben han-Nesiah of England (p. 29).

P. = Solomon Pirhon (p. 27).

Q. = David Qamhi (p. 28).

R. = Abraham Remokli (p. 30),

Rashi = Solomon of Troyes (p. 25).

S. = Saadyah Gaon (p. 10).

S. D. = Saadyah ibn Danan (p. 32).

Sy. = Salmon ben Yerohara (p. 18).

Tg. = Targum (p. 10).

Tm. = Thanhum of Jerusalem (p. 30).

V. = Vulgate (p. 9).

Y. = Yepheth ben Eli (p. 20).

' These five according to Field's He^apla.
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II.

THE OKIGIN AND MUTUAL RELATION OF

THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS.

[F. H. "Woods.]

The subject of this paper is one upon which so much has

been already written, that it may seem to some to have been

fairly threshed out. That this however is not altogether the

case is clear from the variety of conclusions arrived at by

those who have made the work their special study. This

very fact both justifies and necessitates a certain indepen-

dence of judgment and treatment in any one who would

solve for himself as much of these problems as seems possible.

Where we have so many masters, none can claim absolute

authority. This was the reason why, some years ago, I

began, for my own sake and that of my pupils, to attack

this subject as freely and independently as possible ; and the

reason why I venture now to publish the results of my work

is that I found that, while they contained little that is abso-

lutely new, they did not, as far as I could tell, exactly agree

with those arrived at by others. At any rate there is, I

believe, a considerable difference in some of the arguments

adduced, and in the manner of treating them. It will be

seen that the essential feature in the line of argument

adopted is the importance attached to parallelism of sequence

between the three Synoptics, as distinguished from mere re-

semblance in subject-matter and even language.

Though the general line of argument, and the rough

draft of the Table, were in the first instance worked out in-

dependently, I afterwards obtained some valuable hints from

Dr. Holfczmann's earlier work^, and found Mr. Eushbrooke's

* Die Sytwpdschen Ecungelien, 1863. But see p. 94.
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Sj'noptieon an invaluable help in revision. The publication of

that book has rendered a service to the study of the Synoptic

Gospels, which can never be too gratefully acknowledged'.

I should be glad to take this opportunity of expressing

my indebtedness to my pupils, Mr. Green and Mr. Peake,

and to Professor Sanday and the Rev. R. Shann, who, partly

by actual co-operation and partly by their kind sympathy and

encouragement, have lightened what seemed at times an

almost hopeless task.

The first three Gospels in many parts resemble each other

very closely, not merely in the subjects selected, but also in

the order in which these subjects are given, the way in which

they are treated, and frequently also in the actual language

employed. In all these respects they present an obvious

contrast to the evidently independent narrative of the fourth

Gospel.

The first question we naturally ask is whether any one of

these three Gospels was the source of the other two ? Now if

St. Matthew - or St. Luke were the original Gospel, we cannot

at all satisfactorily explain the omission of so much important

matter in St. Mark ; and on the view that any one of the

three is the original source, it is difficult to account in many

cases for the alterations of language found in the other two.

These objections taken together seem fatal to the originality

of either St. Matthew or St. Luke, and the second raises at

first sight a presumption against that of St. Mark.

Assuming then for the present that no one of these Gospels

is the original, the next question which arises is whether

we can trace in them any single common source which forms

the basis or groundwork of all three ; or w hether the parallel

passages are merely different forms of a number of scattered

' For some differences in arrangement of parallelism see p. 97.

' The names St. Matthew, St. Mark, and St. Luke are used throughout of

the three first Gospels, or of the authors of these Gospels, witliout any intention

of prejudging the question of actual authorship, with which this paper does not

deal.
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fragments of written or oral tradition, which have been

pieced together by the several evangelists each in his own

way. The latter alternative is rendered more than im-

probable from the fact that in many parts of the Gospels

two of the Synoptists, and sometimes all three, follow for

several chapters consecutively nearly the same order of

events^. This agreement in order is one of the most

striking features in the first three Gospels ; and the more

closely we examine them, the greater it will be found to

be. We are therefore bound to decide in favour of the

first alternative. We then have to ask a further question.

How far and by what methods can we trace this common

basis? It is obvious, I think, that we are not justified at

the outset in necessarily limiting it to what is actually

common to all three Synoptists ^. This would be to assume

that all three evangelists made a j)oint of omitting nothing

which they found in this original source. On the other

hand it can, I think, be satisfactorily proved that in many

cases the original element is only to be found in two of

them, and in some few cases probably only in one.

I will now give the reasons which seem to me to prove

conclusively that the original basis of the Synoptical Gospels

coincided in its range and order with our St. Mark^. (i) The

earliest and the latest parallels in all three Gospels coincide

with the beginning and end of St. Mark. The first is the

ministry of St. John the Baptist, the last the visit of the

women to our Saviour's tomb. (2) With but few exceptions

* It is not argued that some Sammlung hypothesis may not conceivably be

the true explanation of the first origin of the common source, but that it does

not account directly for the composition of our Synoptical Gospels throughout.

^ This is done by Dr. Abbott (in his article in the ninth edition of the

EncyclopcBdia Britannica, in which he carries out his view to all its logical

absurdity).

'' By our St. Mark here and throughout is meant our present Gospel accord-

ing to the best critical texts, and excluding therefore xvi. 9-20, against the

genuineness of which this inquiry alone will be found to add strong evidence.

No Marcan section of anything like the same importance is absent from

St. Matthew and St. Luke.
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we find parallels to the whole of St. Mark in either St.

^latthew or St. Luke, and to by far the larger part in both.

(3) The order of the whole of St. Mark, excepting" of course

what is peculiar to that Gospel, is confirmed either by St.

Matthew or St. Luke, and the greater part of it by both.

(4) A passage parallel in all three Synoptists is never im-

mediafcli/ followed in both St. INfatthew and St. Luke by a

separate hicident or (Viscourse common to these two evangelists

alone. (5) Similarly in the parts common to St. Matthew

and St. Luke alone, no considerable fragments, with some

doubtful exceptions \ occur in the same relative order, so that

it is unlikely that they formed part of the original source.

(6) To this we may add the fact that in the same parts the

differences between St. Matthew and St. Luke are generally

greater than in those which are common to all three.

Not one of these arguments is of itself necessary to prove

our point. That the Synoptists should have preserved so much

of the original source and of its order, is for the Gospel student

a happy accident which enables him to determine its limits

with a certain degree of exactness. It may be added that

arguments of a like kind could not be adduced to prove the

priority of a Gospel resembling St. INfatthew or St. Luke.

The first argument will hardly be disputed, but its real

force is only fully felt when we bear in mind that the simi-

larity of the first three Gospels consists in the phraseology,

and even the sequence of phrases, as well as in the subject-

matter. The second is based, not on the number of words

and phrases which St. Mark has in common with St. Matthew

or St. Luke, or with both, but on the amount of parallel

matter taken in block, those parts being considered parallel

which contain the same subject or subjects with a marked

resemblance of treatment and language. The exceptions

spoken of become quite insignificant if we regard the parable

* Cf. Matt. xii. 22-30 with Luke xi. 14-23 ; xii. 38-42 with xi. 29-32 ; sii.

4.^-4.'5 with xi. 24-26. See pp. 77, 78. Perhaps we should aid Matt. xii.

33-35 compared with Luke vi. 43-45.
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of the tares (Matt. xiii. 24-30) as parallel to that of the seed

growing secretly (Mark iv. 26-29), ^^^^ ^^ general statement of

healings (Matt. xv. 30, 31) as parallel to the miracle of the deaf

man of Decapolis (Mark vii. 32-37), and covering to a certain

extent that of the blind man of Bethsaida (Mark viii. 22-26)

\

The value of the fourth and fifth arguments may seem to

depend on a too arbitrary distinction between what can or

cannot be regarded as distinct incidents or fragments of

history ; but in no case does the parallelism of St. Matthew

and St. Luke beyond their co-parallelism with St. Mark extend

further than a few verses ^. It is also noticeable that in the

portions contained in St. Matthew and St. Luke alone there are,

even within what are certainly separate incidents (such as the

Temptation), greater variations of order than are usually found

in the parts common to all three. But the full strength of

these arguments, and also the sixth, can only be seen after

a detailed comparison, the results of w^hich it is difficult to

tabulate.

The third argument is by far the most important, and

requires some fuller explanation. When we say that the order

of St. Mark is maintained either by St. Matthew or St. Luke,

we mean the relative order, without taking into account the

insertions by either of what is not in St. Mark at all, or the

omissions from St. Mark by both. It is clear that this is all

that is needed for our present argument, and adds greater

weight to it than if the order had been exact. In a word, we

find so general a tendency to state the facts of St. Mark in the

order of St. Mark, that this order is very frequently preserved,

even though the introduction of new matter or the omission

of Marcan matter entirely changes the context. That there

should happen to be no portion of St. Mark of which the

order cannot be traced either in St. Matthew or St. Luke

shows how far-reaching this tendency was. It may be added

* The ground for assuming such a parallelism is the order in which these

passages occur (see Table). All that is intended here is that they suggest that

the alternative in either case was known to St. Matthew.
^ The longest is Matt. iii. 7-10 l| Luke iii. 7-9.
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that we do not at present think it necessary to take into

account the transposition of sin^^le sentences (never exceeding-

a vei*se), such as the quotation Mark i. 3, as belonging- rather

to a later stage of the inquiry.

"We will now test this third argument by an examination of

the Table at the end of this essay. In the first place we find

a long passage {a) INIark i. 2-iii. 6, generally parallel with

Luke iii. 2 b-vi. 10. The only passage where this parallelism

fails is i. i4b-20, which St. Luke omits; but this is parallel

to Matt. iv. 17—22, the position of which agrees relatively with

St. Mark, Matt. iv. 13 b-i6 being peculiar to St. ]\ratthew, and

Matt. iv. 12 being parallel to Mark i. 14 a. The parts of

St. Matthew corresponding to a are contained in Matt. iii. i -

xii. 14, and occur in nearly the same order as in St. Mark.

Thus, ISIatt. iii. i-iv. 22 is parallel to Mark i. 2-20, i\Iatt. vii.

28 b, 29 with Mark i. 22, Matt. viii. 14-16 with Mark i. 29-34,

Matt, ix, I b-i 7 with Mark ii. 1-22. There are onlv three omis-

sions from St. Mark, two transpositions, and several insertions,

the lai'gest being the episode of the Sermon on the ]\rount

(iv. 23c-vii. 27). The parallelism of a with St. Luke over-

laps a new parallelism of St. Mark with St. Matthew, which

begins with Matt. xii. i || Mark ii. 23 and continues to

xiii. 34 II
Mark iv. 34 a, only two passages of any importance

being omitted by St. IMatthew, viz. Mark iii. 14-19 a, which he

had anticipated in x. 2-4, and Mark iv. 21-24, but the Marcan

position of both of these omitted passages is supported by the

order of St. Luke, the first corresponding to Luke vi. 13 b-i6,

which follows vi. 12, 13 a || Mark iii. 13 ; the second to Luke

viii. 16-18 a, which follows 4-15 || Mark iv. i b-20. In con-

nexion with the first parallel it should be noticed that the

correctness of the Marcan order of iii. 7-10 immediately after

ii. 23-iii. 6, is supported by Matt. xii. 15 following after xii.

1-14. This shows, what would be in itself probable from

many similar transpositions in that Gospel, that St. Luke

has transposed vi. 12-16 and I7b-I9. At Mark iv. 35 it is

diflScult at first to trace the parallelism of order ; but it be-
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comes evident on careful examination. It is clear enoug-h

that there is a general parallelism between Mark iii. 31 -v. 43
and Luke viii. 4-56. In the last part of this, Mark iv.

'>,^-\. 43 II
Luke viii. 22-56, the parallelism is exact, and is

supported moreover by Matt. viii. i8-ix, 25. But in the

first part the parallel to Mark iii. 31-35 occurs in St. Luke

after, instead of before, viii. 4-1 8 b. That here ag-ain St. Luke,

and not St. INIark, has made the transposition is proved by

the position in St. Matthew of xii. 46-50, which, but for in-

sertions not contained in St. Mark, viz. xii. 33-45, follows

upon xii. 31, 32 II
Mark iii. 28, 29. The parallelism with St.

Luke which began in Mark iii. 31-35 is continued down to

Mark vi. 35-44 II Luke ix. 12-17. The only difficulty lies in

Mark vi. 1—6, which is omitted by St. Luke, and its position

n6t very clearly supported by St. Matthew. But the order of

6 b before 7-11 is confirmed by Matt. ix. 35 a before x. i (after

the insertion of ix, '>)S^~'^^)i ^^^ ^^^^ ^^ ^^- i-^^ indi-

rectly both by Matt. xiii. 34 || Mark iv. 0^% 34 a and Matt. xiv.

I, 2 II Mark vi. 14, because all the intermediate portions, both

before and after Mark vi. 1-6 a, excepting a few verses omit-

ted altogether by St. Matthew, had already been anticipated ^.

The parallelism with St. Mark continues from Matt. xiv. to

xxviii. 8 a II Mark vi. 14 to the end. The only breaks of order

lie in the omission ofMark ix. 38-40, xii. 41-44 (both of which

are confirmed by St. Luke), of Mark vii. 32-37 and Mark viii.

22-26 (which are quasi-parallel to Matt. xv. 30, 31), of Mark

ix. 50 and xi. 25 (to which quasi-parallels had occurred in Matt.

V. 13 a and vi. 14, 15), and also of a few passages not occurring

at all in St. Matthew, and in the insertion of several passages

which are, with very few exceptions ^, peculiar to St. Matthew.

The slight variation in Mark xvi. 8 b must be reserved for future

discussion. By far the greater part of this long parallel is sup-

ported also by St. Luke, the chief variations being the entire

^ The double parallelism of sequence with St. Mark, which is a peculiar

feature of St. Matthew, is more fully discussed on p. 71-

^ Such as Matt, xviii. 7 and xxi, 44, if this last is genuine.

VOL. II. F



fi6 The Orio;in and MiUual Relation
*i)

omission of Mark ix. 41-x. 1 2 (excepting jierhaps ix. 42), and

of a few other passages, the insertion practically of Luke ix. 51-

xviii. 14, and several transpositions, especially in chaps, xxii.

and xxiii, and the more important displacement apparently of

Mark x. 42-45.

We may sum up the chief results of the previous examina-

tion thus. If we divide St. Mark into three parts, (a) i-iii.

6, {b) iii. 7-vi. 13, (c) vi. 14-xvi. 8, the relative order of a

agrees exactly with St. Luke, and for the most part with

St. Matthew ; that of b with either St. Matthew or St. Luke,

and in parts with botli ; that of c agrees exactly with St.

Matthew, and'f6r the most part with St. Luke. This divi-

sion is merely convenient for purposes of comparison, and

does not in anv way point to different component i)arts of

St. Mark's Gos^ 3I. Indeed, the way in which the parallels

continually overlap and even intersect one another, shows

clearly enough that St. Matthew and St. Luke depended on

a whole Gospel in the Marcan order, and not on two or three

evangelical records afterwards pieced together by St. !Mark.

The only point in this examination to which we think any

exception can possibly be taken is the argument employed to

prove that the position of Mark vi. 1-6 a is confirmed by

St. Matthew. The parallelism of order has been made out

by excluding from consideration Marcan passages to which

the parallels have already occurred in St. Matthew's Gospel.

But we are certainly justified in doing so, because the evan-

gelist would naturally avoid repeating what he had already

related, and the position of all the omitted passages is

confirmed by St. Luke, Mark iv. '^['y-x. 43 being parallel to

Luke viii. 22-56, and Mark vi. 7-13 to Luke ix. 1-6.

It might be argued that the results arrived at by our ex-

amination would be equally accounted for on the hypothesis

that the whole of St. Matthew and St. Luke existed previously

to St. Mark, and that he compiled his Gospel from them ^,

' Such wa.1 GritHliacli's view, and he has been followed by many others. The

chief argument foi- tliis view depends npon S(.me peculiar features of St. Mark's

language, and lies tlierefore beyond the limits of our present imjuiry.
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adopting" now the order of one, now the order of the

other. But the following* objections seem fatal to such a

view, (i) We cannot reasonably account for the remarkable

omissions which St. Mark must continually have made, such

as of the Birth and Childhood of our Lord, the details of the

Temptation, the Sermon on the Mount, the full ministerial

directions to the Apostles or the Seventy, and above all the

accounts of our Lord's appearances after His E-esurrection.

All these are topics which would have become of increasing

interest and importance as the Church grew ; and it is ex-

tremely unlikely that we should find them in the earlier

Gospels, and not in the later. (2) It is almost impossible

to suggest any method by which St. Mark could have made

his selections. (3) This view would not account for the

order of St. Mark in several j)assages, especially in section h,

and would certainly not explain how it is that the

parallels with St. Matthew and St. Luke so frequently over-

lap. (4) Lastly, this view leads us into greater difficulties

than those which it proposes to solve. The relations between

St. Matthew and St. Luke, which the views argued out in

this paper at least partially explain, become an almost

hopeless enigma, at which we can only guess. We seem

therefore forced to adopt the opposite alternative, viz. that

St. Matthew and St. Luke both made use of a Gospel very

nearly agreeing with our present St. Mark in its subject-

matter and the order of its contents. That agreement of order,

let it be carefully noticed, is not limited to the larger episodes

of our Lord's life, but generally extends to single incidents,

and frequently even to more minute details. Our argu-

ments have not proved either that this primary Gospel w^as

verbally identical with our St. Mark, or that it was neces-

sarily even written. But they certainly prove that it was

a definite whole, as distinct from merely a collection of in-

cidents in a recognized order, and give very good ground for

supposing that it was regarded as an authorized account, so

to speak, of our Lord's ministry. We will in future call this

s 3
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primary Gospel the INfarcan tradition \ for want of a better

phrase, which will not prejudge questions which have not yet

been discussed.

It will now be our object to consider the relation which

each of our three Synoptical Gospels bears to this ori<^inal

Gospel, confining- our attention as before to portions of

evangelical matter (not necessarily separate incidents) and

their order, and not considering the minuter details or phra-

seology.

It is obvious at a glance that St. Matthew and St. Luke

must have comj tiled their Gospels from other sources in addi-

tion to the Marcan tradition. Some of the passages so de-

rived are peculiar to each Gospel, others are more or less

parallel ; but we find no positive proof of the existence of

any one single body of narrative at all comparable with the

Marcan tradition in jwint of size and completeness. The

difference of order, and in many cases the striking dissim-

ilarities even in matters of fact, would seem rather to point to

several distinct sources, and often to only an indirect connexion

with them. Now it is obvious that the incorporation of fresh

matter would be likely to modify in some degree the form and

language of the new Gospel. And this is w^hat we actually

find. The marvel is indeed that these evangelists should have

left so much of tlie earlier Gospel which they incorpomted,

in its original form and order.

We may at this stage take St. Mark's Gospel provisionally

as representing very nearly the Marcan tradition, and com-

jiare it severally with the two other Synoi)tics. If we can

thus cxi)lain their method of composition, it will add very

strong additional proof of the close similarity between St.

Mark and this primitive Gospel, and go some way even to-

wards jiroving their identity.

To begin with St. Matthew. If we divide the jiart of the

* The phrase ' trij)le tr.-ulltion' is an un^atisfactoi-}' title for wliut in several

places has been preserved by onl}' two evangelists, and sometimes perhaps by

only one.
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Gospel with which we are concerned into three sections^ {a)

chaps, iii-vii, {Ji) chaps, viii-xiii, and (e) chaps, xiv-xxviii. 8, we

shall find that there is hardly a single break in the relative order

as compared with St. Mark in a and c. The slight breaks in

c arise merely, as we have seen, from the omission of two

verses, Mark ix. 50, xi. 1^, to which parallels or quasi-parallels

had already occurred in the Sermon on the Mount. These

are both striking* sayings of our Lord, which would have been

frequently repeated, and the language in St. Matthew and

St. Mark differs very considerably. We may therefore safely

conclude that they were not derived from the Marcan tradi-

tion. The only break in a arises from the displacement of

Mark i. 31 a (as ]\Iatt, iv. 13 a) to before, instead of after, the

call of the four Apostles. The chief cause of this transposition

is clearly the insertion of the quotation from Isaiah in iv.

14-16. The prophecy is naturally quoted at the first mention

of our Lord's ministry in Galilee in Matt. iv. iz || Mark i. 14,

but St. Matthew wishes to connect it also with the residence

at Capernav^m, seeing a special fulfilment of the words bhov

OaXdacrris in this sea-side village (hence the addition of the

explanatory epithet napaOakaaaiav). He therefore combines

Mark i. 14 a and 21 a, but leaves 21 b in its original j)lace,

prefacing it by a repetition of the mention of Galilee, and

inserting Kr}pvcr(roiv to evayyeXiov rrj^ jSacnketas, slightly

altered from Mark i, 14 b. By a further modification of the

language, bibda-KMv kv rats avvayu>yai'S avratv for elaeXdaov ds

TTjv crvvay(oyi]v ihibacTKe, he makes it part of the introduction

to the Sermon on the Mount. The general character thus

given to this verse, and the introduction of the Sermon on

the Mount, which gave a different reference to Matt. vii. 28 b,

29 II
Mark i. 22, involved the omission of the special incident

of the healing of the demoniac, Mark i. 23-28.

Our inquiry is now limited to chaps, viii-xiii. of St. Matthew.

These chapters form the crucial difficulty in the composition

of this Gospel. It is very important that we should clearly

distinguish between the actual treatment of this part of the
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Marcan tradition by St. INIatthew and tlie principles or

reasons which g-overacd that treatment. The firet is that

with which we are now directly concerned, and is capable, as

I hope to show, of definite demonstration : the latter belon<^s

more to the special history of St. Matthew's Gospel. Our

object is to prove that St. INIatthew shows acquaintance with

the corresponding- portion of the Marcan Gospel in the Marcan

order, and we can hardly more satisfactorily prove this than

by showing that (supposing the Marcan tradition to have

existed, for believing which we have already given good

grounds) he has actually treated this in a certain way. Kow
if we omit from our consideration x. 15-xi, to which there

is no parallel in St. Mark, we shall find that the portions

l)efore and after this, (a) viii-x. 14 and (/3) xii. and xiii,

form, in t'eir relation to St. Mark, distinctly characterised

sections. The second agrees relatively with St. Mark through-

out, except that it omits the portions which have already

occurred in a, whereas a itself differs considerably from the

relative Marcan order. And yet even in this section the

variations are only three in number ^. In the first place St.

Matthew displaced the list of the Twelve (Mark iii. 14-193)

from just before the Sermon on the ]\Iount to x. 2-4, inserting

it just before the special address to the Twelve. This change

of arrangement is easily explained. The new position is

extremely suitable, whereas the list would have come in

awkwardly after the description of the g-atheiing together of

the multitude (Matt. iv. 24, 25), intended evidently as an intro-

duction to the Sermon which, according to St. Matthew,

was mainly addressed to the collected crowds (see vii. 28, 29).

The difference of the jjlirase with which the list is introduced

in X. 2, 'now the names of the twelve apostles are these,' as

compared with Mark iii. 14, 'and he ordained twelve,' shows

that St. Matthew did not intend his readers to suppose that

* Matt. ix. 32-34 is not tlie real parallel to Mark iii. 22, and Matt. ix.

27-30 is not parallel to Mark viii. 22-26, but the true parallels to these art-

Matt, xii. 24, and in a certain sense Matt. xv. 30, 31 (see above, p. 63^
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the Apostles were then first appointed. The second and third

deviations from the Marcan order were made by taking out

Mark i. 40-ii. 22, and placing the first part of it, the account

of the leper, Mark i. 40-44, immediately after the Sermon on

the Mount, as Matt. viii. 1-4, and the last part of it, Mark ii.

1-22, beginning with the account of the paralytic, immediately

after the incident of the Gadarene demoniac, as ix. i b-17.

Even here the order of the three incidents comprising Mark

ii. 1-22 is preserved, and throughout a there is far more

agreement than disagreement with the Marcan order. Whether

these three displacements are due to the influence of some

other evangelical fragment or tradition, or in some way to

this double revision, if we may call it so, of Mark i. 29-vi. 11,

must be more or less a matter of conjecture ^. But we have

still to consider the general principle according to which this

double revision was made. We cannot, as is often done, regard

Matt, viii-xiii as simply a collection of miracles followed by a

collection of our Lord's teachings, because a contains in ix.

9-17 two separate teachings, and another in ix. "^f^-^. 14, the

Mission of the Twelve (which comparison with the Marcan

order, Mark vi. 6 b-i i, compels us to place in a), and /3 contains

one miracle. Matt. xii. 9-14 || Mark iii. 1-6. The true explana-

tion seems to be that St. Matthew in writing viii-x. 14 was

influenced partly indeed by the desire to group the miracles

together, but partly also by the order and contents of the

Marcan tradition upon which his Gospel was based. Having

on this principle made selections from the Marcan tradition

up to and including the Mission of the Twelve, and added a

new portion, x. 15-xi. 30, from other sources, he again revised

this portion of St. Mark, introducing in its proper order almost

everything which he had previously omitted^. The import-

' The presence of the doublets, Matt. ix. 32-34 (cf. Matt. xii. 22-24), ^°*1

35 (cf. Matt. iv. 23), give some ground to the first of these possibilities.

^ The final omissions are : Mark i. 35-39 and 45, which of necessity dropped

out through the rearrangement; Mark iv. 21-25, comprising short sayings

which have their parallels in other parts of St. Matthew (viz. v. 14-16, x. 26,

xi. 15, vii. 2, and xiii. 12) ; and Mark iv. 26-29 (the parable of the seed
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ance of this modification of the theory of a collection of

miracles followed by a colleclion of teachings, is the strong

evidence it furnishes for the pre-existence of the IMarcan order

throughout. If the other view were absolutely correct, St.

Matthew and St. Mark might have independently bon-owed

from two pre\aous collections of miracles and teachings. It

will have been seen that the argument hinges upon the

position of the Mission to the Twelve, which is in its Marcan

order if placed, as we have placed it, at the end of a, but out

of its INIarcan order if placed at the beginning of /3, as the

other view requires.

If we now apply the same test to St. Luke, we shall get

results of a similar kind. We shall again find it convenient

to divide the parts of the Gospel with which we are concerned

into three sections, (a) iii. 2 b-ix. 50; {h) ix. 51-xviii. 14;

(c) xviii. 15-xxiv. 9 a. \\s. a St. Luke has, with one or two

trifling exceptions, followed the relative order of the corres-

ponding section of St. Mark. The exceptions are Luke vi.

17 b-19, which should, according to the position of the parallel

Mark iii. 7-10, have followed the healing of the man with

the withered hand, vi. 6-1 1, and viii. 19-31, which according

to Mark iii. 31-35 should have come before viii. 4-18. The

omissions from St. Mark in this section of St. Luke are very

considerable. Besides three, to which parallels occur in the

second section, and which may on that account have been

omitted in this (viz. Mark iii. 22-27 || Luke xi. 15-22, Mark

iii. 28-30 II Luke xii. 10, Mark iv. 30-32 || Luke xiii. 18, 19),

we find the following omissions: (i) Mark i. i4b-20; (2) iii.

9-12
; (3) iii. 19 b-2i ; (4) iv. i a

; (5) iv. 26-29
; (6) iv. 33-

34; (7) vi. 1-6
; (8) vi. 17-29 ; (9) vi. 45-viii. 26

; (10) viii.

32, '>,'>,•, (11) ix. 11-13; (12) ix. 15, 16, 21-24, 26-29;

(13) ix. 33 a. Of these, 3, 4, 6 and 13 are notes or notices

which would all, except the last, naturally fall out by the re-

arrangement which occurs just in these places. This may also

growing secretly), for which is suhstituteJ the more striking parable of the

taiCB in Matt. xiii. 24-30.
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be tlie cause of the omission of 2 and 5 (the parable of the

seed g-roA^ang" secretly). The omissions in 12 are, with the

exception of ix. 3H, minute descrij)tions of a kind specially cha-

racteristic of St. Mark's Gospel, i (the appointment of the first

four Apostles) and 7 were probably considered too much like

other incidents recorded in St. Luke (see v. i-i i, iv, 16-30) ^ to

admit of repetition. The same prineij)le may ultimately ac-

count for the great omission of 9. The omission of the feeding

of the 4000, as being too much like that of the 5000, made it

convenient (in a Gospel which was probably a selection from a

large mass of material) to leave out what came between the

two similar miracles, and necessitated the omission of Mark

viii. 13-21, the point of which incident is the reference to

the two miracles in vv. 19 and 20. The eleventh and twelfth

verses were naturally omitted, as parallels occiu'red in section

h (Luke xi. 16, 29). The stern rebuke of a great apostle in

10 was very possibly thought likely to give offence. Probably

a similar cause contributed, in addition to that suggested

above, to the omission of 3. The intention of seizing our

Lord under the impression that he was suffering from religious

mania, and that too by those who afterwards held, some of

them, distinguished positions in the Church, was a subject

which would have been obviously distasteful to the early

Christian teachers. The two remaining omissions in this

section of St. Luke, 8 and 1 1, are accounted for by Dr. Abbott ^,

as originating from a desire to subordinate St. John the

Baptist to our Lord ; but part of the first had already been

anticipated in iii. 19, 20, and the latter may probably have

been omitted, as being of little importance to St. Luke's

Gentile readers.

Between the first and second sections there are three

omissions of what does not occur elsewhere in St. Luke^

viz. of Mark ix. 41, 43-49, and x. i-ii. Of these the first

^ Cp. especially iv. 22-24 ^ith Mark vi. 3, 4. There are several omissions

from apparently the same cause in section c, and they are much too frequent

to be accounted for by coincidence.

* Article ' Gospels ' in Encyclopaedia Britannica, 9th edition.
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two are probably due to the rearrangement of this part of the

Gospel, the third was probably made because the saying- in

X. 12, which forms the pith of that discourse, occurs among

a collection of savings in Luke xvi. i8.

In c the relative order of St. jMark is again practically

preserved. The rather frequent, but for our present inquiry

unimportant, transpositions which occur, especially in chap-

ters xxii. and xxiii, have already been noticed. Several

Marcan passages appear to have been omitted, because in-

cidents like them are related elsew^here. This seems to be

the principle of almost all the omissions in this section.

Thus we find omitted the cursing of the fig-tree (Mark xi.

12-14, 19-21), presumably because of the parable of the

fig-tree (Luke xiii. 6-9) ^ ; the anointing of our Lord in the

house of Simon the Leper (Mark xiv. 3-9), because of the

anointing in the house of Simon the Pharisee (Luke vii. 36-

50) ; and the mocking of our Lord before Pilate (Mark xv.

1 6-20 a), because of the mocking before Herod (Luke xxiii.

11). In Mark x. 41-45, xi. 22-24, xii. 281^-34 a, xiii.

21-23, the parallelism with Luke xxii. 24-27, xvii. 6, x.

25-28, xvii. 21-23, is closer, and would obviously account

for the omission of these passages in their Marcan context,

but not close enough to warrant us in supposing that St.

Luke obtained his parallels directly from the ]\Iarcan tra-

dition. The omission of Mark x. 41-45 involved the omis-

sion of vv. 35-40, which supplied the motive of the discourse.

Excepting Mark xiv. 5i> 53 (for which see below, p. 91),

the only other omissions from St. Mark in section c, longer

than a single verse, are xii. 32-34 a, xiv. '^'^, 34, 38 b-42,

56-61 a, XV. 4-5, 34-36, which are probably due to the re-

arrangement of details (not of separate events), and the in-

troduction of fresh matter w^hich characterizes chapters xxii.

and xxiii. of St. Luke.

We have now to deal with the middle section h of St,

' There is a curious but indirect trace of tlie former in Luke xvii. 6 ; tf.

Mark xi. 23, Matt. xxi. 21.
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Luke. Now it is at once clear that this section cuts into

the order of St. Mark, whereas the sections before and after

are in their regular Marcan order. The whole section occu-

pies the place of Mark ix. 41-x. 12, which is practically

omitted by St. Luke, the only possible parallels being* Mark

ix. 42, cf. Luke xvii. 2, and Mark x, 11, 12, cf. Luke xvi. 18.

When we consider how St. Luke in the other sections usually

follows the Marcan order, this remarkable deviation creates

an a j)riori probability that he derived this section from

some other source or sources than the Marcan tradition. This

probability is confirmed by two features which are very cha-

racteristic of this section of St. Luke, and absent or much less

marked in the rest of that Gospel, (i) The frequency of

doublets, i.e. of passag-es to which we find parallels in other

parts of St. Luke, e.g". xii. 2, cf. viii. 17 ; xii. 9, cf. ix. 26 ; xii.

II, 12, cf. xxi. 12-15 ; xii. 40, cf. xxi. 34-36 ; xiv. 27, cf. ix.

23. There are also at least two cases of doublets which have

their parallels within this section itself, viz. xiii. 15, cf. xiv.

5, and xiv. 11, cf. xviii. 14 b. (2) The frequent occurrence of

short passag-es, often single verses or less, and generally say-

ings of our Lord, in a totally different connexion from that in

which they occur in the other Gospels. These are found

especially in chapters xi. and xii.

This section of St. Luke does certainly contain several

seeming parallels to St. Mark, but a closer examination makes

it probable that they were not directly taken from the Marcan

tradition. (1) This is cleai'ly the case with those quasi-

parallels, such as the parable of the fig-tree, the anointing

in the house of Simon the Pharisee ^, which are sufficiently

like the similar incidents recorded in St. Mark, to cause the

omission of the latter in their original sequence by St. Luke,

but not like enough to have been derived from them. (2) Most

of the seeming parallels are doublets in St. Luke, and the cor-

responding passages in that Gospel are evidently, from their

position, the true parallels to St. Mark. Thus Luke xi. ^^ is

^ A complete list has been already given on p. 74.
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a doublet of viii. 16 |1 Mark iv. 21, Lukexii. 2 of viii. 17 || Mark

iv. 22, Luke xii. 9 of ix. 26 || Mark viii. 38, Luke xii. 1 1, 12 of

xxi. 12-15 II Mark xiii. 9-1 1, Luke xii. 40 of xxi. 34-36 || Mark

xiii. '^^, Luke xiv. 27 of ix. 23 || ISTark viii. 34. Less obvious

doublets are Luke x. 1-17. cf. ix. 1-6 |1 INIark vi. 7-13 ^ ; Luke

xi. ^'^, 54, cf. XX. 20 II Mark xii. 13; Luke xvii. 20-37, cf.

xxi. 5-36 II Mark xiii-. (3) In other cases the parallelism with

St. INIark is not close enough to waiTant us in supposinjs;- that

the passages were dii'cctly derived from the INIarcan tradition,

e.g. cf. Luke ix. 51 with Mark x. 32, Luke xi. 38-44 with

Mark vii. 2-9, Luke xii. i with ]Mark viii. 15, Luke xii. 50

with Mark x. 38, Luke xiii. 22 a Avith ISIark vi. 6 b.

(4) Several passages, most of them short sayings of our Lord,

though in language sometimes closer to St. j\Tark than io

St. MattheAV, yet agree with the latter and not St. !Mark in

context, and should be referred for their origin not to the

Marcan tradition, but either to St. jNfatthew or the sources

of St. Matthew. These are Luke xiii. 18, 19, cf. Mark iv.

30-32 and Matt. xiii. 31, 32 ; Luke xiv. 34, cf. Mark ix. 50 a

and Matt. v. 13 a; Luke xvi. 18 a, cf. !Mark x. 1 1 and Matt. v.

32 a 2
; Luke xvii. 2, cf. Mark ix. 42 and Matt, xviii. 6. Thus

the verses following the firs;t three and preceding the last

of these Lucan passages — Luke xiii. 20, xiv. 0^^, xvi.

1 8 b, xvii. i^—are parallel to Matt. xiii. 33, v. 13 b, v.

32 b, xviii. 7, but have no parallels in St. Mark. (5) Two

other sayings of our Lord, Luke xii. 10 (cf. INIark iii. 28, 29

and Matt. xii. 31, 32) and Luke xiii. 30 (cf. Mark x. 31 and

Matt. xix. 30), have no contextual parallelism in either St.

Matthew or St. ]\Tark. But the first agrees much more

closely in language with St. Matthew than St. ]Mark ; and

the second, though differing very much from both, agrees with

' See below, pp. 86, 87. - See below, pp. S8-91.

' It is a significant fact that Matt. xix. 9, which is the true contextual parallel

to Mark x. 1 1, ia, but for the qualifying adilition ei fi^ iitX -nopviiq, in almo^^t

verbal agreement with it, whereas Matt. v. 32 a dillers considerably.

* In Luke xvii. i, 2 tliere is a characteristic transposition of verses, but

these .are so common in this Gosjicl that it does not seriously affect the

argument.
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St. Matthew in the only point in which the latter differs from

St. Mark, viz. the omission of o\ before the second eVxaroi.

We have still to consider two important passages in section

h, where the parallelism with St. Mark extends for several

consecutiv'e verses, St. Luke x. 25-27 and xi. 14-23. The

first is the ejMsode of the lawyer, and is to some extent

parallel to Mark xii. 28-31 and Matt. xxii. 35-39. Here we

may notice, (i) that the incident in St. Luke differs in almost

every detail ^ from St. Mark, and was derived almost certainly

from a different form of narrative
; (2) that in all three Gospels

we have two similar incidents recorded, or possibly two

accounts of one incident. The first is contained in Matt. xix.

16-22, Mark x. 17-22, Luke xviii. 18-23. And here the

three Gospels ag-ree in context, and pretty closely in lan-

guage and details. The other is Matt. xxii. 34—40, Mark

xii. 28-34, cf. Luke x. 25-28. In this case St. Matthew and

St. Mark agree in context, though with a serious difference

of motive ; St. Luke has no narrative of the kind in its

Marcan order, and that under consideration has all the appear-

ance of a combination of the two incidents ^, and in the parts

parallel to Matt. xxii. and Mark xii, resembles St. Matthew

much more closely than St. Mark. It is not, therefore,

at all probable that St. Luke obtained it from the Marcan

tradition. The discourse about Beelzebub, Luke xi. 14-23,

which is parallel to Matt. xii. 22-32, Mark iii. 20 b-30, pre-

sents at first sight a serious difficulty; but even here there

are good grounds for thinking that it was not directly derived

from the Marcan tradition, (i) It has a certain contextual

parallelism with St. Matthew, Matt. xii. 38-42 being parallel

to Luke xi. 29-32, and Matt. xii. 43-45 to Luke xi. 24-26 ^.

^ Except the words 'tliou shalt love,' etc., quoted from Dent. vi. 5, and even

these are by St. Luke ascribed to the lawyer instead of our Lord, and the

quotation resembles St. Matthew much more closely than St. Mark.
^ The question of the lawyer in Luke x. 25 is word for word the same as

that of the ruler in Luke xviii. iSb, and our Lord's answer has the same
general bearing. Such a combination is most naturally explained by the influ-

ence of oral tradition.

' According to St. Matthew this should have followed xi. 29-32, lut sucli
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{z) Contrary to what we usually find, the language of St. Luke

Ihrouglioiit this incident is rernarka])ly similar to that of St.

^latthcw S and difl'ers very considerably from that of St. IMark.

(3) ^6 fi^^ traces in this chapter of St. Luke, and partially

also in St. Matthew, of a portion of evangelical history differ-

ing very widely in detsiil, but having a geneml parallelism

witli the Marean tradition, appearing therefore to be related

to it, so to speak, but not derived from it. At any rate the

reference to the Virgin Mother, and the lesson drawn from it

in Luke xi. 27-28, bear some resemblance to the interruption

of our Lord by His Mother and brethren, and a similar lesson

di-awn from that in Mark iii. 31-35. It is to be noticed that

these quasi-parallels agree in position. Here St. Matthew

agrees with St. Mark, the true parallel in St. Luke having

been anticipated in viii. 19-21. It seems therefore probable

that St. Luke derived his account of the Beelzebub discourse

from a non-Marcan source, which partly influenced St.

Matthew. The motive with which the discourse is intro-

duced by St. Matthew (xii. 22) and St. Luke (xi. 14) was in

all probability derived from the same source. The existence

of other forms so beginning is confirmed by the abridged

doublet in Matt. ix. 32-34.

Our investigations have now included all the passages in

the middle section of St. Luke which have any parallel to St.

INIark. It will have been seen that every one of them has

also a parallel in St. INfatthew, and that a closer one, especially

in the matter of setting or context. We do not argue there-

fore that they were taken from St. Matthew, at least du-ectly

;

but only that they were not taken from the Marcan tradition.

The results of our inquiry then into the relation between St.

Luke's Gospel and the Marcan tradition are briefly these :

that sections a and c were evidently derived from that

source, and that b almost certainly was not.

transpositions are so common in St. Luke thut it cannot be considered a

serious objection.

' Except in vv. 21, 22, where it is singularly unlilie both St. Matthew and

St. Mark, which are in this passage nearly agreed.
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We now come to a far more difficult subject, the relation of

St. Mark's Gospel itself, as we now have it, to the Marcan

tradition. The difficulty of the problem is seen from the

fact that those critics who agree in connecting* the orig"inal

Gospel with St. Mark, differ very widely in their view of the

character and rang-e of this original Gospel, or Ur-Marcus as it

is frequently called. Some, as Dr. Abbott, would admit only

a very small fraction of St. Mark as the orig-inal nucleus.

Others, as Dr. Holtzmann, consider that the orig-inal Gospel

was considerably larger than our present St. Mark ^. He

would include in it the shorter form of the Sermon on the

Mount, nearly as in St. Luke vi. 20-49, the healing" of the

centurion's servant, two of our Lord's appearances after the

Kesurrection, as in St. Matthew, and even the pericope

adulterae. But our inquiry has already very much reduced

these limits. Our principle has been to seek for the original

source not merely in passages where the three agree, nor

necessarily where two of them agree, but where there is also

an agreement of order or context. This rests on the presump-

tion, reasonable in itself, that the evangelists would probably

keep to the order of what they were copying, unless for a

purpose, and our examination has shown that they certainly

generally did so. Dr. Abbott's view, which accepts as the

original tradition only what is verbally common to all three, /

assumes, on the other hand, that each of the three would

necessarily have incorporated the whole of the original tradi-

tion. We shall see that views like Dr. Holtzmann's are

equally at variance with our principle in the opposite direc-

tion. We have already proved that the Marcan tradition,

as far as matter and order are concerned, is very nearly

identical with our St. Mark. We will now see whether,

judging by comparative order, we find any evidence that St.

Mark altered the form of the original tradition, whether by

(1) transpositions, (2) omissions, or (3) additions, remembering

that at present we are not concerned with the more minute de-

tails and phraseology, which are beyond the limits of this essay.

' Such are the views expressed in his earlier work. See, however, p. 94.
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(i) That St. iSfark did not make any serious transpositions

has been indirect!}^ shown at almost every sta^e of the pre-

vious inquiry. (2) We have next to ask whether he omitted

anything from the Marcan tradition, {a) We cannot possibly

prove that he omitted passag-es which are not contained in

St. Matthew or St. Luke, such as the pcricope adnlferae.

Indeed, the fact that this was probably found in the Gospel

of the Hebrews, though perhaps in another form ^, seems to

raise a positive presumption against it. [h) Nor can we

prove that St. Mark omitted passages which are only sup-

ported by one of the other evangelists, such as the incident

of the tribute money (Matt. xvii. 24b-27), or that of Zac-

chaeus (Luke xix. j-io). Our principle raises a positive

argument against the originality of any such passage, where

the Gospel which agrees with St. INIark in omitting it, agrees

also in a parallel continuity of context ; or where the Gospel

which presumably inserts it agrees otherwise in context with

St. Mark. Thus the parable of the two sons, INfatt. xxi. 28-

32, is on both these grounds proved to be an insertion. It

breaks the continuity of the IMarcan tradition, 23-27 being

parallel to !Mark xi. 27-33, ^^^ 33~42 being parallel to Mark

xii. i-ii ; while on the other hand Mark xi. 27-xii. 11 is

continuously parallel to Luke xx. 1-17. On the same prin-

ciple a passage is proved to be an insertion, if it occurs in

a context which has no agreement with the INIarcan order.

We must thus exclude from the Marcan tradition the parables

of the prodigal son, &c., in Luke xv. ii-xvi, the context

before and after having no parallel in St. Mark. This prin-

ciple thus applied will be found on examination to exclude all

the peculiar passages of St. Luke, and by far the most of St.

^Matthew. On the same grounds we must admit that Dr.

Holtzmann's hypothesis ^ that the Ur-Marc/ts originally ended

like St. ^Tatthew, is at least not proven. But this case is

quite exceptional. We cannot compare the end of St. Mark

with St. Matthew, because it is almost certain that we have

not got the end of St. Mark. In the first place, it is ex-

' See Euseb. Eccl. Hint. iii. 39. ^ See p. 94.
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tremely unlikely that the Gospel should have ended so

abruptly with the words ' for they were afraid ' [kcpoliovvTo

yap) ; in the second, it may be almost proved not to have so

ended on our principle, for both St. Matthew and St. Luke

continue the episode of the visit of the women to the tomb

with their announcement of our Lord's Resurrection ; or, to

be perfectly accurate, it is implied in St. Matthew (xxviii.

8 b), definitely stated in St. Luke (xxiv. 9-1 1). And if so,

how did the Marcan tradition end ? In favour of Dr. Holtz-

mann's view, we have the fact that the language in the last

episode of St. Mark (xvi. 1-8) agrees much more closely with

St. Matthew than with St. Luke. On the other hand, it is

remarkable that St. Luke should have omitted so much in a

part of his Gospel which generally agrees with the Marcan

tradition. It may be owing to that principle of selection,

which clearly influenced his Gospel throughout, that he

wished to give a few very remarkable appearances of our

Lord, and preferred those which he actually gives. In want

of further evidence we must leave the question undecided.

(c) Even where a passage not contained in St. Mark is found

in both St. Matthew and St. Luke, this will not of itself

prove that it occurred in the Marcan tradition, unless it can

be further shown that it stands in the two Gospels in a

parallel sequence of narrative ; but this parallel sequence

must go backwards or forwards to a point where they both

agreed with St. Mark. For example, it is argued by Dr.

Holtzmann^ that the miracle of the centurion's servant was

part of the Ur-Marais, on the ground that both St. Matthew

and St. Luke agree in placing it shortly after the Sermon on

the Mount. This agreement, though by no means exact,

would go some way to proving his point, if it could be

proved that the Sermon itself was part of the Marcan tra-

dition. Dr. Holtzmann argues that it was so in its shorter

Lucan form^, (a) from the great similarity of arrangement

* See p. 94.

* Excepting Luke vi. 38 a, 39, 40, 45, which do not occur in St. Matthew,

at least in this connexion, but including 24-26. But see p. 94.
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and languag-e in the parts common to St. Matthew and St.

Luke
; (/3) from the similarity of its setting in the two

Gospels. They both relate the ascent to a mountain and

the choosing of certain Apostles before the Sermon, and

add soon after it the miracle of the centurion's servant.

But on the first head we may observe, that we still have to

explain the very remarkable discrepancy between the two

accounts in the first section of the discourse, and on the

second that there are serious disagreements on each of the

three points raised by Dr. Holtzmann. In St. Luke the

Sermon is most explicitly separated from the ascent to

the mountain in vi. 12; in St. Matthew the names of the

twelve Apostles are omitted, and the appointment of the four

Apostles is not directly connected with the Sermon, and the

miracle of the centurion's servant is separated from the Ser-

mon both by vii. 28 b, 29, and by the healing of the leper,

viii. 1-4. These, taken together, are certainly greater dis-

crepancies that we usually find between St. ^Nfatthew and

St. Luke, where both correspond with St. Mark. But a

careful examination of the contexts as compared with St.

Mark, shows Dr. Holtzmann's view to be still more im-

probable, if not wholly untenable. In both St. jMatthew and

St. Luke the Sermon is prefaced by a description of the

assembling of the multitude from different regions, Judaea,

Jerusalem, &c., Matt. iv. 25 || Luke vi. 17 b. This occurs in

St. Mark neither after i. 21, which would have agreed with

its position in St. Matthew, nor after iii. 19 a, which would

have agreed with that in St. Luke, but in iii. 8. In St.

IVIark the object of the gathering is the healing, which is

described in vv. 10-12, just before the ascent to the moun-

tain. St. Matthew mentions the healing, but jjlaces it just

before the gathering of the multitudes, and so connects the

latter directly with the Sermon. St. Luke puts the healing

after the gathering, as in St. Mark, but has, instead of the

words ' when they heard what great things He did' {o.KovovTf.<5

6aa tTTotet), 'to hear Ilim' (aKovaai avTov). Neither mention
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the actual or contemplated withdrawal from the crowd into a

ship in Mark iii. 9. The most simple explanation of all this

is that both St. Matthew and St. Luke, each in his own way,

modified the account of St. Mark, in order to introduce the

Sermon on the Mount. That St. Luke altered the original

position of the gathering is placed almost beyond a doubt by

the fact that its position in St. Mark is confirmed by the

doublet Matt. xii. 1 5, which occurs in the consecutive parallel

to this part of St. Mark. What Dr. Holtzmann's argu-

ments do really go to prove is that the Sermon in St.

Matthew and St. Luke does come from some common source,

and that covering more ground than the Sermon itself; but

that alone is no ground for assuming that it was taken from

the Ur-Marciis'^.

We have now to consider a number of passages in which

we do find a continuance of parallelism between St. Matthew

and St. Luke beyond St. Mark, and which at first sight

would seem therefore to be original elements of the Marcan

tradition, omitted by that evangelist. Deferring for the pre-

sent the consideration of those which occur in the missionary

and eschatological discourses in Matt, x., xxiv. and xxv., the

only remaining instances of an}^ importance are (i) Matt. iii.

7-10, 13 II Luke iii. 7-9, 17 ; (2) Matt. iv. 3-10 || Luke iv.

3-12
; (3) Matt. v. 13 b II

Luke xiv. '^^ ; (4) Matt. xii. 27, 28,

30, 38-42, 43-45 11 Luke xi. 19, 20, 23, 29-32 2, 24-362
; (5)

Matt. xiii. '^'^ \\ Luke xiii. 30, 21, and perhaps we should add

(6) Matt, xviii. 7 jj Luke xvii. 1 ^.

Now it will be observed that in all except the first two of

these passages, the Lucan parallel occurs in the middle

section of that Gospel. That fact alone, if our former reason-

ing about that section is correct, makes it almost certain that

* The argument of Ewald, which Dr. Holtzmann repeats, that there appears

to be a break in Mark iii. 19, proves nothing. There are many apparent

breaks in St. Mark, as e. g. after ver. 1 2 of this very chapter, and they belong to

an earlier question, the origin of the Marcan tradition itself.

* The characteristic transpositions in these passages have already been

noticed. Thus Matt, xviii. 6, not 8, is parallel to Luke xvii. 2.

G 2
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St, Luke did not derive tliem from the Marean tradition, hut

from some other forms of the same incidents or discoiu'ses.

It seems also likely that St. ^latthew either derived or

adapted them from the same source, while he continued to

place them in the orig-inal position of similar passages in the

^Marean tradition. We have already shown ^ that this is

probably the true account of the variations in 4, the Beelzebub

discourse. It is obvious that he would have preferred a form

of the discourse which contained a reference to the Jewish

exorcists (xii. 27). St. Luke would, for the opposite reason,

have preferred St. Mark's account. That he did not adopt it

was probably because he found it in the other form in the

sources from which he derived this section of the Gospel. In

the case of 5 it is quite possible that St. j\Iark may have

contented himself with the general statement in iv. 'i,'^^, that

our Lord ' spake with many such parables,' and omitted this

particular parable. On the other hand, it is at least as likely

that St. Matthew and St. Luke took it from some list of

parables, in which the parable of the leaven, from the simi-

larity of its teaching, naturally followed that of the mustard

seed ; or, for the same reason, the two parables may have been

frequently associated in the oral teaching of the Church.

In 3 and 6 the differences between St. Matthew and St.

Luke are greater than they usually are in passages where both

have parallels in St. Mark. The resemblances are just

enough to show that they have a common origin and no more.

Besides, that the first occurs in St. ISratthew in the inserted

Sermon on the Mount is in itself all but a proof that it was

not derived from the Marean tradition. In the account of 2,

the Temptation, the difficulties are so great that it seems

almost impossible to offer anything but a conjectural solution

of the problem. It is important to notice at the outset that

the account in St. Mark has distinct features of its own, which

mark it as an independent, and not an abridged version of

the narrative. The mention of the wild animals and the

' Pp. 77, 78.
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continued TemiDtation (mentioned but not emphasized by St.

Luke, and omitted altogether by St. Matthew), in contrast

to what appears to be the continued ministry ^ of ang-els, forms

a graphic and striking picture, all the more vivid from its

brevity. On the other hand, the three specific temptations,

corresponding to the three-fold temptation of Eve (Gen.

iii. 6 ; cf. I John ii. 16), the forty days' fast, like those of

Moses and Elijah, the angelic ministry at the close of the

final triumph over the Tempter, all of which we find in St.

Matthew and the first two in St. Luke, are just the sort of

features which would have been insisted upon when our Lord's

Temptation became the ground of homiletie discourse. Tlie

mention of the wild animals might easily have fallen out, as

the preachers preferred to dwell on the spiritual rather than

the natural horrors of the scene. On the other hand, it is

very difficult to account for the omission by St. Mark of the

details supplied by the other Synoptists, esjDecially the fasting,

if he had found them in the original source. The retention

of the imperfect hir]K6vovv by St. Matthew with a slightly

different force, and perhaps a different meaning ^, is certainly

very remarkable, and is a good illustration of the conservative

spirit with which he usually treated the INlarcan tradition.

In I, the account of St. John the Baptist, the continual

parallelisms in St. Matthew and St. Luke are certainly very

remarkable ; and it is difficult to see any other solution, ex-

cept that St. INlark has omitted these verses from the Marcan

tradition. The case is unlike all the others in these respects :

(a) The language of St. Matthew and St. Luke in these

verses is remarkably close, and the few differences look like

characteristic alterations of St. Luke, (b) The context of all

the evangelists, both before and after, agrees, except for the

peculiar passages introduced by St. Luke, iii. 10-14, and 18-

* Dr. Westcott {Study of the Gospeh, ch. vi. § iii) notices the force of tlie

imperfect Sit]k6vovv in Mark i. 13.

2 In St. Mattliew the word seems to refer, as generally in the New Testa-

ment, to ministering to our Lord's bodily wants. In St. Mark, where there is

no mention of the fast, it seems to have a more spiritual meaning.
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20. (c) Except for the passages which are under discussion,

and the words koi -nvpC, just before Matt. iii. 12, and evidently

connected with it, there are in the whole account of the

]}aptist very few expressions ^ common to St. ^Matthew and

St. Luke ag-ainst St. Mark. It is not likely therefore that

the agreement of St. Matthew and St. Luke in the verses

omitted by St. Mark is to be explained by the influence of

an independent source. There seems then a strong proba-

bility that here at least our St. Mark has omitted some verses

from the original source, possibly as being not suited to his

Gentile readers.

AYe have still to consider two examples of continued paral-

lelism in St. Matthew and St. Luke against St. Mark of a

somewhat different kind, viz. those in the missionary and

eschatological discourses, such as Matt. x. 12, 13 || Luke x.

5, 6, and Matt. xxiv. 27 || Luke xvii. 24. These two dis-

courses, or pairs of discourses, present remarkably similar

features, and the explanation in one case is pretty likely to

be in principle the explanation of the other, (i) We have at

least two of each of these discourses in St. Luke, only one of

each in both St. Matthew and St. Mark. (2) In both cases

St. Matthew, in his form of the discourse, includes a con-

siderable quantity of matter which is not in St. INIark, but

is found in those forms in St. Luke's Gospel which do not in

point of order and general contents form the true parallels to

St. Matthew and St. INIark.

The missionary discourses are in IMatt. x., Mark vi. 7-1 1,

Luke (a) ix. 1-5, (/3) x. 1-16. Here we find that St.

Matthew's account, as far as ver. 16 inclusive, differs from

St. !Mark by the insertion of 2-4, 5 b-6, 7-8, 10 b, 12-13, 15*^-

1 6. Of these passages the first (the list of the Twelve) has been

already discussed ^, the second (the direction to go to Jews

only) is obviously an insertion, exactly suited to the character

' Tlie only one of tlie slightest importance is iiv((^\6i]aav (Matt.), avtwx^rjvai

(Lake), for the very singular expression ax^ionivovi in Mark i. lo.

^ The corresponding Mark xi. b is omitted by tlio best authorities.

' Page 70.



of the Synoptic Gospels. 87

of St. Matthew's Gospel ; the third has concise parallels in

St. Luke a and /3 (cf. Luke ix. 2, x. 9), and to a certain

extent also in Mark vi. 12, 13. The three last ag-ain have

parallels in Luke^ (cf. Luke x. 7 b, ^-^^ 12-13). After ver. i5

St. INIatthew has a number of sayings of our Lord, nearly all

of which occur elsewhere, and by far the majority of them in

the middle section of St. Luke's Gospel. The last verse but

two (40) corresponds ag-ain to the last verse of St. Luke ^ (x.

i^'). St. Luke a agrees very nearly with St. Mark, but omits

the injunctions to go two and two and to be shod with sandals

in Mark vi. 7-9. In St. Luke ^ we find, besides most of

what is parallel to St. Mark, and still more closely to Luke a

(though carefully expanded and somewhat rearranged), the

introduction of considerable additional matter, which, taken by

itself, forms a sufficiently clear and connected account, bearing

a general similarity to the other. We find the parallel to

St. Mark mostly in vv. 4, 5 a, 7-1 1, the supplementary account

mostly in vv. 1-3, 5 b, 6, 12, and 16^. In the first, /bc-S

may fairly be regarded as a substitute for //Tjre aprov omitted

in 4, as also by St. Matthew (see below). Again, Luke x. 9

may be simply a paraphrase of Luke ix. i, 2, which is found

in Matt, x, 7, 8, and in Mark vi. I2, 13 is given not as a

charge, but as a statement of fact.

The following appears to be the most probable explanation

of this complicated problem. There seem to have been

originally two independent short accounts, the one describing

the Mission of the Twelve, the other the Mission of the

Seventy. The first of these is preserved, in its original form

in St. Mark and St. Luke a, and underlies St. Luke /3. The

first and second are found combined in St. Luke /3, whereas St.

Matthew appears to be a combination of St. Mark || St. Luke a,

with the already composite account of St. Luke /3. Other-

wise it is difficult to account for the insertions in Matt, x., to

which we find parallels only in St. Luke ^ ; whereas their

' 13-15 (if not 12-15) either belongs to this supplementary account or is a

further insertion. Cf. Matt. xi. 21-23 (or 21-24).
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appearance in St. Luke ^ is quite intelligible, on the supposi-

tion that that is a combined account, of which one element no

longer exists separately. Of course it does not follow that

St. ^Matthew borrowed directly from St. Luke /3 in the form

which we now find it in that Gospel, but more probably it was

from an earlier combined account, from which St. Luke himself

took it^. The discourses are just such as would have been

constantly repeated, and their close resemblance would have

made them specially liable to mixture.

That St. Matthew's account and St. Luke ^ are partially

derived from the same source is further confirmed by the fact

that immediately before the discourse St. jNIatthew inserted

ix. 0^']^ 38, parallel to Luke x. 2 ; and in the chapter fol-

lowing this discourse has inserted a long parallel to what

in St. Luke immediately follows it, INIatt. xi. 20-27 || Luke x.

13-15, 21, 22. Probabl}^ in the original source of Luke /3

this discourse, or rather collection of sayings, followed directly,

as in St. Luke. Curiously enough, while St. Luke has retained

what is presumably the original order, he has made the last

part of these sayings refer to a diflPerent occasion by intro-

ducing the return of the Seventy, &c., in vv. 1 7-20.

The explanation just given of the history and mutual rela-

tion of the missionary discourses may not be correct in all its

details ; but enough has been shown to establish, I think,

beyond reasonable doubt at least this, that we have in St.

!Mark the original account of the INIission of the Twelve as

contained in the Marcan tradition, and that what is common to

St. INIatthew and St. Luke beyond that, comes from some other

independent source.

The sections contiiining the chief csehatological discourse

are, !Matt. xxiv., xxv. || Mark xiii. 1| Luke (a) xxi, 5-36 ; and

there are two others apparently in Luke (/3) xvii. 20-37,

(y) xii. 35-48. AVe will first examine the earlier jiart of

' St. Luke /3 lias quite the characteristic grace and flow of St. Luke's style.

And the omissinn of the directions (alluded to above) in ftLirk vi. 7,9 a, in

St. Luke a, prol)nlily because they occurred in &, seems to show that the com-

bination itself in the latter was not originally St. Luke's work.



of tJie Synoptic Gospels. 89

this discourse contained in Matt, xxiv. 1-36 [37-41] || Mark

xiii. 1-32 II Luke xxi. ^-'^^S- What strikes us most in this

part of St. Luke a, is the way in which the language of

St. Mark is modified or explained so as to refer more explicitly

to the taking of Jerusalem. Compare especially Mark xiii. 14

with Luke xxi. 20, Mark xiii. 19, 20 with Luke xxi. 23 b, 24.

Such modifications probably arose from the natural but un-

conscious tendency to substitute the current exjjlanation for

the obscure words of Christ. The same cause probably

accounts both for the alteration of Mark xiii. 15 (cf. Luke

xxi. 21 b), and the omission of Mark xiii. 21-22. But the

fact that a parallel to the first, and part of the second, of these

passages occurred in St. Luke ^ (xvii. 31 and 23) made this

treatment of them in St. Luke a more natural.

In the corresj)onding part of St. Matthew's discourse we

have to notice, in the first place, three insertions of matter

peculiar in a certain sense to St. Matthew^, viz. xxiv. 11-12,

30 a, b, and ix^to. crakTnyyos (puivrjs /xeyoAT/s in ver. 31. The

first of these occurs in a passage (9-14) which is a free para-

phrase of Mark xiii. 9-13, all the more remarkable because

the language of St. Matthew in the early part of the dis-

course usually follows St. Mark very closely. But a much

closer parallel to this Marcan passage had already been inserted

by St. Matthew in the missionary discourse (x. 17-22). St.

Matthew has besides two insertions, vv. 27 and 28, which

correspond more or less closely with St. Luke xvii. 24

and 37. After 36 he makes a still more important insertion,

vv. 37-41, agreeing with Luke xvii. 26-30, 34, 35. It is clear,

therefore, that St. Luke /3 will account both for the more im-

portant insertions of St. Matthew, and, to a certain extent, for

the omissions of St. Luke. St. Matthew has incorporated

into his narrative matter derived from an eschatological dis-

* xxiv. II is a doublet of ver. 24, and 30 a, b of 30 c, influenced by 3 b. The

relation of the first and last of these insertions to 2 Thess. ii. 3-12 |i i Thess.

iv. 16, I Cor. XV. 52, is too large a question to be discussed here. All that

need be said is that the resemblance of language is not close enough to prove

the prior existence of St. Matthew's discourse.
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course, of wliicli we find part at least in St. Luke /3; and St.

Luke did not wish in a to repeat passages, or forms of passages,

less suited to this than to /3.

St. Luke /3 has, besides these paraHels with St. INTatthew

and a few peculiar expressions, two verses, xvii. 25, '>,'>,, which

have doublets occurring together in Luke ix. 22, 24, where in

language and context they are closely parallel to INfatt. xvi.

21, 25 and Mark viii. 31, 0^^. But St. Luke's language in

xvii. 25, '3^'>> tliffers considerably, and is clearly not derived

from the same source. It is thus evident that St. Luke /3 has a

composite character, and is quite independent of the Marcan

tradition. We have every reason, therefore, for thinking

that so far the Marcan tradition has been preserved by St.

Mark. After Mark xiii. 32 the parallelism becomes very

curious and instructive. St. ]\Iark has in xiii. "^y-^il a triple

injunction to watchfulness, aypvnvdT^ (ver. 33), ypr^yope'LTc

(ver. ;^5), and ypi^yopeire (ver. ^y), in connexion with a single

short parable or trope illustrating the duty. St. ]\Iatthew has

in the place of this three parables, the faithful servant, the

ten virgins, and the talents (xxiv. 42-xxv. 30), which, taken

together, bear out every phrase of St. Mark. The first two de-

finitely teach the necessity of watchfulness, the injunctions to

this duty being repeated almost in St. Mark's language (Matt,

xxiv, 42, 43, XXV. 13); the third, after beginning very much
in the language of St. Mark's parable, goes on to introduce

a distinctly different lesson, l)ut yet one suggested by the

Marcan phrase, eKdoro) to epyov avrov (Mark xiii. 34). In

St. Mark that phrase seems to refer to the division of the

household duties among the servants, which they were ex-

pected to be found faithfully carrying out when their lord

returned ; whereas the main thought of the parable of the

talents is the duty of making the best use of God's gifts.

Now all these three parables of St. Matthew have parallels in

St. Luke in quite other connexions, and differing considerably

in form, cf. Matt. xxiv. 42-51 with Luke xii. 38-46, Matt. xxv.

1-3 with Luke xii. 35-$?, Matt. xxv. 14-30 with Luke
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xix. 12-37. ^^* Luke ends the eschatological discourse a in

xxi. 36 with a parallel to Mark xiii. 33 ^. But Luke y not

only, as we have seen, contains parallels to the two first

parables of St. Matthew, but has in some points a striking-

resemblance to Mark xiii. 0^^ (of. especially Luke xii. 38), yet

not more than might reasonably be expected in two forms of

an original discourse preserved orally. The most probable

explanation of all this again seems to be, that St. Matthew

has incorporated into his discourse elements derived from

other sources preserved independently of the Marcan tradition.

St. Luke, on the other hand, seems in a to have omitted

parts of the Marcan tradition, from an unwillingness to

repeat what he had already said in other forms elsewhere.

It may here again be observed that the great difference

between the forms of the extra-Marcan parallels in St. Matthew

and St. Luke is a strong proof in itself that they did not

derive them from the Marcan tradition.

We have already given reasons for thinking that St. Mark

did not transpose the original order of the Marcan tradition,

and also that he did not make any serious omissions, except

probably in the account of St. John the Baptist. It now

remains, lastly, to consider whether he added anything to this

original source. Now the portions of St. Mark's Gospel

without parallels in either St. Matthew or St. Luke are

singularly few, and most of them no larger than a single

verse, and frequently much less. They belong generally to

what may be called characteristic details, and are therefore

beyond the limits of our present inquiry. The most im-

portant of them is the incident of the man with the linen

cloth in Mark xiv. 51, ^'i.

Pvitting such passages on one side, we will examine all

others that are peculiar to St. Mark in their order. Mark

i. I proves nothing. If the original Gospel did not begin

here, some sort of heading must have been added ; if it did,

* Or it would perhaps be more correct to regard Luke xxi. 34-36 as a very

free and concise paraphrase of Mark xiii. 32-37.
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St. Matthew and St. Luke must equally have omitted it. It

seems hardly possible to explain the prophecy in Mark i. 2 b

as an insertion into the I\Tarcan tradition, unless it be a very

early niavj^-inal gloss whieh has crept into the text of St.

!Mark, but such conjectures arc extremely hazardous. On the

other hand, if it existed in the Marcan tradition, the neces-

sary reai-rang-ement of the openino- verses, and the fact that

the prophecy is not from Isaiah but IMalachi, would quite

account for its omission by St. Matthew and St. Luke. If

what was said above ^ about the Sermon on the Mount is

correct, the omission of INIark iii. 9 by St. Matthew and St.

Luke was almost necessitated by the rearrangement of the

context. Again, they very naturally omitted iii. 20, 21

when they suj^jjlied the motive of the discourse about Be-

elzebub from another source 2. And besides, the passage

might, as already suggested ^^ have been the cause of offence
;

or, at any rate, it might seem awkwardly divided by the

discourse from Mark iii. 31. The omission of iv. 26-29

(the parable of the seed growing secretly) by St. Matthew is

probably to be explained, as already suggested, by the sub-

stitution of the somewhat similar, but more striking parable of

the tares, for which an opportunity was given by Mark iv. '>,'7^.

INfark vii. 2-4 is partly a motive for the following discourse,

I'artly an explanation of the Jewish custom of ceremonial

washings before eating. The latter might ^vith equal prob-

al)i]ity have been added for Gentile readers, or omitted as

unnecessary for Jewish readers. But the further omission by

St. IVIatthew of the motive, seems to show that he made the

whole omission to connect the hostile attack of the Scribes

and Pharisees more closely with their mission from head-

(juarters. iMark vii. 32-37 (the deaf and dumb man of

Decapolis) is, as the context before and after shows, really

parallel to Matt. xv. 30, 31, and this general statement of St.

Matthew may very ])robably be an abridgement of this miracle

and that of the blind man of Bcthsaida in Mark viii. 22-26,

* See p. 82. ' See above, ]'p. 77, 78. ' See p. 73.
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which is also omitted by St. Matthew. This last omission

may be partly also accounted for by the fact that he had

already related a somewhat similar miracle in ix, 27-31.

The orig-inality of Mark ix. 48, 49, 50 b and xi. 25 (26 is

.certainly spmious) may be open to question. These verses have

the appearance of being- detached saying's of our Lord pieced

tog-ether from a general resemblance of subject, rather than

parts of a connected discussion. For example, xi. 25 gives

us another duty connected with prayer which has no direct

connexion with the incident of the fig-tree. But this very

fact may be the cause of its omission by St. Matthew,

especially as in vi. 14, 15 he had already taken a very similar

saying from an independent source. Mark xii. 32-34 a

may have been omitted by St. Matthew, because the words of

the lawyer, and what immediately followed, were partly in a

certain sense a repetition of our Lord's own language, and

therefore thought unnecessary, and partly a merely personal

incident. Neither had any direct bearing on the theological

force of our Lord's teaching, which seemed designed to show

the fulfilment of the law in Christianity. The difference of

the motive of the lawyer's question in St. Matthew (xxii. 0^^

and of our Lord's relation to the lawyer, are explicable enough

if we regard Luke x. 25-28 as a modification of an indepen-

dent account of this, or of a similar incident ^. St. IMatthew

may, while he retained the Marean order, have modified his

account in the direction of this other, with the view of making

it harmonise better with the context, which describes certain

attacks made by different parties against our Lord. Indeed,

Mark xii. 13 || jNIatt. xxii. 15 seemed to require that a special

attack by the Pharisaic party should be narrated ^. It has

already been observed that there are singular points of verbal

coincidence between St. IMatthew and St. Luke. The diffi-

culties in supposing that St. Mark modified his account from

• See above, p. 77.

* It is worth noticing that St. Matthew in vv. 34, 35 specially n-.entions the

fact, not stated by St. Luke, that the lawyer was a Pharisee.
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St. Matthew's are far more serious. It should be noticed that

three of the passaf^es which we have been discussing occur in

the larfT-e section of the Marcan tradition, IMark vi. 45-viii. 26

omitted consecutively by St. Luke, and where we have con-

sequently only the evidence of St. Matthew to go upon. Had

St. Luke contained this section at all, we have no necessary

grounds for supposing that he would have omitted them.

We may sum up the results of our examination of St.

Mark's Gospel thus. There are a few unimportant passages

where it is not unlikely, and yet by no means certain, that

St. Mark modified the earlier tradition ; one only where it is

almost certain that he did so, viz, in the omission of Matt. iii.

7-10, 12 ; and there are some grounds for thinking that the

Marcan tradition (or perhaps we should say St. Mark)

originally contained what corresponded to Matt, xxviii. 9, 10,

16-20. We conclude, therefore, that the common tradition

upon which all the three Synoptics were based is substantially

our St. INIark as far as matter, general forw, and order are con-

cerned. Whether we can go further, and say that in point

of language and the more minute details it is generally

identical, is a further question which we have not attempted to

settle. This may seem to carry us a very small way ; but if

critics could come to an agreement even upon this one point,

it would at least be a definite step towards the solution of

what is, from any point of view, one of the most intricate and

interesting of literary problems.

Unfortunately it was not till after this essay was in the

press that I had an opportunity of seeing Dr. Holtzmann's

new work Die Sj/noptiker, Freiburg, 1889. It is gratifying

to find that he has given up I believe all the opinions which

I have ventured to criticise, especially that fundamental

theory of an Ur-Marcus larger than our Synoptical Gospel,

lie now holds that St. Mark itself was the main source of

both St. Matthew and St. Luke. In fact the argument on

which he lays the greatest stress is just what it has been my
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chief object to point out, the continuity of the Marcan order

traceable in these two Gospels.

Although this work thus gives important additional sup-

port to my arguments, it would have required too much

shifting of type to have made the necessary corrections ; and I

have felt obliged to leave the references to his earlier work

as they stand.

Although I have not attempted to discuss the originality

of St. Mark's Gospel as far as language is concerned, I may be

permitted, perhaps, to add the following remarks, (i) It is

certainly a priori probable, though not a necessary conse-

quence, that if the common basis of the Synoptics can be

found to have coincided in range and order almost exactly

with our St. Mark, it did so also in language. (2) It is in

itself far more probable that the graphic details of St. Mark,

many of them of no importance from a religious or doctrinal

point of view, should have fallen out in the more elaborate

works of later evangelistic compilers, than that they should

have been added by a later writer by way of embellishment,

specially by one like St. Mark, who gives us little or no

evidence of literary skill. (3) The differences of language

between St. ISIatthew and St. Mark can to a very large ex-

tent be explained either by the rearrangement made in cer-

tain parts by St. Matthew, or by his desire to correct the

crudities of his original. Yet we find in these respects a

distinct conservative tendency. (4) In St. Luke, so remarkable

for his literary skill, we naturally find alterations from both

these causes more frequent: but still there is abundant evidence

of the direct influence of St. Mark's language. Except in

certain pretty definitely marked passages, such as the dis-

course about Beelzebub (see p. 78), his language resembles

St. Mark more closely than St. Matthew, and but few re-

markable expressions agree with St. Matthew against St.

Mark.
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EXPLANATION OF SYNOPTIC TABLE.

The object of this Tabic is to show at a g-lance the relation

in which St. Mark stands to the two other synoptical Gospels,

and they to each other. The divisions of St. ^Mark are not

made as a rule with any reg-ard for the natural divisions of

subject-matter ; but simply so as to indicate how much of the

Marean tradition was continuously made use of by either St.

Matthew or St. Luke, or by both, or by neither. Hence it has

frequently been necessary to break into a paragra2)h or even a

verse. For example, Mark ix. ;^^ a is separated from ^^ b,

because the first part of the verse, 'And he came to Capernaum,'

has no parallel in St. Luke, and in St. Matthew it is separated

from the second by the inserted episode of the didrachma.

The relations between St. INIatthew and St. Luke are less

obviously shown ; but that is mainly because there are so

few traces of connexion except throug-h St, Mark.

Close dotted lines mean that a Gospel con-

tains no certain parallel to a given passage. Square brackets

[. . .] show that the passage included in them is peculiar to

a particular Gospel. In order to avoid the unnecessary and

confusing multiplication of lines, it has often been found

convenient to use these brackets in the middle of parallel

sections, to show that though such sections are clearly parallel

as a whole, yet one or more evangelists have smaller peculiar

passages within them. In such cases all but the verses actually

bracketed off must be considered as parallel. Thus in putting

Mark iii. 7-[9]-i i a[ii b] as parallel to Luke vi. [17 a] 17b-

19 it is meant that Mark iii. 7, 8, 10, 11 a is parallel to Luke

vi. I7b-i9, and that Mark iii. 9, iib, Luke vi. 17 a have

nothing to corres]iond to them in the other Gospels. Occa-

sionally I have included in square brackets passages which

are parallel or quasi-parallel in two Gospels, as Matt, iii, 7-10,

12 II
Luke iii. 7-9, 17 ; Matt, xv, 30, 31 || Mark vii. 32-37 :

but the reasons are generally pretty ob\-ious. Round brackets
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(. . .) are used where verses or small passages occur very

nearly, but not exactly, in their Marcan order, and have the

appearance of having been intentionally transposed. These

are almost confined to St. Luke.

The passages placed in the right-hand column for com-

parison with sections in the Gospel columns are very variously

characterised. Some are mere independent treatments of the

same or similar subjects, as the genealogy in Matt. i. 1-16

compared with that in Luke iii. 33-38, and the call (ap-

parently) of St. Peter in Luke v. i-ii compared with the

call of the four " in Mark i. 1 6-20. Others are partial

parallels with considerable diSerence of treatment, as Luke iv.

22, 24 compared with Mark vi. 1-6 a. Many are doublets of

passages, which from their agreement with the Marcan order

are placed in the Gospel columns. Thus Matt. xii. 24-26 is

placed as parallel to Mark iii. 22-26, and the doublet Matt.

ix. 32-34 is placed in the right-hand column. In dealing

with Luke ix. 51-xviii. 14, I have admitted into the Lucan

column only such passages as show traces of a continuous

parallelism with St. Matthew, viz. Luke xi. 14-23 || Matt.

xii. 22-30, xi. 24-32 II
Matt. xii. 38-45, xiii. 18-21 || Matt,

xiii. 31-33, xvii. i, 2 || Matt, xviii. 6, 7 (see pp. 77, 78, 83, 84).

Some attempt has been made to make clearer the double

revision, as I have ventured to call it, of St. Mark in

Matt, viii.-xiii., by placing the chapter-figm'es of passages

belonging to the second selection a little to the left and

leaving the rest in their natural position.

The chief differences between this Table and Mr. Bush-

brooke's Synopticon are that I have added Matt. iv. 13 a

as II Mark i. 21 a, and Matt. iv. 23 b as |1 Mark i. 2i b (thus

showing that Matt. iv. 28 b-29 is a true contextual parallel

to Mark i. 22), Matt. ix. i a as indubitably || Mark v.

18 a-2i, and Luke xii. 11-12, as an additional parallel to

Mark xiii. 11, 12 ; Luke xxiii. 3, 2 (not 4, 10) as || Mark xv.

2, 3. It will be seen that they arise mainly out of the stress

laid on parallelism of context as distinct from mere resemblance.

VOL. II. H
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THE DAY AND YEAE OF St. POLYCAEP'S
MAETYEDOMi.

[C. H. Turner.]

MApTYpeT ^e 6 makapioc noAyKApnoc mhnoc IanBikoy AeyrepA ictamenoy, npo

enjA kaAanAoon maptiodn, caBBatco MepAAco, tupA opAoH" CYNeAH<t)6H

yno HpcoAOY eni Apxiepecoc ())iAiTTnOY xpAAAiANOY, ANGYnAxeYONTOC

ctatIoy KOApATOY, BACiAeYONTOc he eic TOyc aioonac i'hcoy xP'Ctoy"

& H A62a, TIMH, MerAAwCYNH, epONOC AfcONIOC ATTO fENeAC €10 feNeAN.

AMHN.

The readers of this volume of Stuclia Bihlica will not un-

naturally ask why, in presence of the very numerous questions

which might reasonably demand notice in our sphere of work,

one so apparently trivial as the exact date of a martyrdom

should require to be re-opened for a fresh discussion after the

learned and exhaustive paper read before the Society by Mr.

Randell, of St. John's, in February, 1884, and printed in the

earlier number of the series of which the present publication

is the second.

To this question two answers may be offered.

In the first place, on the general ground it may be asserted

that, minute as the enquiry doubtless is, there are few pro-

blems in the Christian history of the second century of equal

interest and of equal importance with the precise dating of

St. Polycarp's death. It is not only that it is a pivot of

ecclesiastical chronology, but that on it depends largely the

value we can place on the succession St. John, Polycarp,

Irenaeus. Irenaeus was born not later, probably earlier, than

^ An abstract of this paper has already appeared in print in the Guardian
for April 18, 1888; and the writer takes this opportunity of thanking the

Editor for his courtesy in consenting to what is more or less a republication

of it.
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A.D. J 30. St. John lived on in Asia Minor down to the close

of the first century. Between them stands Polycarp, and it

is on the ehronolog-ical proof of his intercourse with each of

them that the issue turns. For Polycarp was eighty-six

years old at the time of his martyrdom [Mart. Pol. § ix),

and thus, after covering the at most thirty years' interval

between the death of St, John and the birth of Irenaeus, more

than half a century of his life remains which, if anything

like equally divided between the life-time of his teacher and

the life-time of his pupil, is amply sufficient to warrant him

a trustworthy link between the one and the other. But

when we fix the martyrdom of St. Polycarp, we fix also his

birth, and therewith the length of his possible connection

alike with his successor and with his predecessor.

It needs no more to show the intrinsic importance of the

enquiry. But even so the re-opening of it here would be

scarcely in place, were it not that the present w^riter—and

this must be his main defence—is in a position of great ad-

vantage as compared with Mr. Randell, both because the

latter's paper is ready to his hand, and even more by the in-

termediate appearance of the Bishop of Durham's volumes on

St. Ignatius and St. Polycarp ; not the least exhaustive or

least conclusive portion of that memorable work being the

discussion (vol. i. pp. 610-702) of the date of the martj'rdom

in question ^.

When Mr. Randell wrote there was, it is true, already a

general tendency among English scholars as well as on the

Continent to admit the soundness of the arguments with

which M. Waddington had sought, by the aid of a reconsi-

deration of the chronological notices given in the rhetorician

Aelius Ai-istides, to fix the date of the Asiatic proconsulship

of T. Statins Quadratus—under whom, according to the

^ AH references in these pages are to the first edition of Bishop Lightfoot's

work unless otherwise stated: the new edition ^1889) came to hand too late

to be employed in the text, and 1 have therefore added to my appendices a

note on the new matter introduced, and especially on the criticism he has

done me the honour to devote to my own view.
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notices of the Letter of the Church of Smyrna (known as the

Martyrmm Folycarpi) the saint undoubtedly suffered—not, as

had hitherto been the case, to the reign of Marcus Aurelius

(a.d. 1 61-180), but to that of his predecessor Antoninus Pius

(a.d. 138-161). Aristides dates events both by proconsuls

and by the years of a certain malady to which he was long-

subject, and so, if we can find external evidence for the date

of any one proconsul who is mentioned in this connection, we

could then argue by the years of the malady to other pro-

consuls similarly introduced. Now Julianus was, says Ari-

stides, proconsul a year and some months after the malady

commenced, and an inscription fixes this proconsulship to

A.D. 145. From Julianus we get to Severus, from Severus

to Quadratus, who is in consequence usually placed in a.d.

154-155 '.

But there were then still those who held to the traditional

view. Among ourselves, Bishop Chr. Wordsworth, in his

latest work (cf. A Church History to the Council of Nicaea,

1881, p. 161, note-), held it, though hesitatingly; and in Ger-

many, Keim, a writer of by no means conservative tendencies,

was equally unconvinced. Now, however, by the labours of

Bishop Lightfoot, the question may almost be said, at least

in England, to have been set at rest. Whatever doubt may

have hung over the reconstructed Aristidean chronology,

when that reconstruction stood alone, has surely been dis-

^ However, since the proconsuls held office, not from January to January,

but from May to May, and because of the impossibility of arguing from one

date to another without leaving a certain margin, more cannot be claimed

with certainty for the ultimate result (as Dr. Lightfoot admits, p. 650), than

that Quadratus came into office not earlier than a.d. 153, and not later than

A.D. 155, so that the martyrdom can so far fall anywhere between May
A.D. 153 and May a.d. 156; and though both the writers whose investi-

gation into the details of this subject gives them the best claim to be heard,

Waddington and Lightfoot, place the martyrdom early in a.d, 155, there are

not wanting critics of the first rank, such as Hilgenfeld and Lipsius (see

below), who on one ground or another prefer to place it early in a.d. 156.

^ But in the latest edition (1889) the note in question has been re-written,

• in accordance with a request made by' the late Bishop before his death to

the present Bishop of Salisbury. See below, note, p. 152.
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sipated by the striking coincidence with it of the epigraphical

evidence relative to the date of another official mentioned in

the account of the martyrdom. As the first discussion started

from the name of the Proconsul, Quadratus, so the later dis-

coveries centre round the name of the Asiarch, Philip of

Tralles [Mart. Pol. §§ 12, 21). From one Trallian inscrip-

tion we learn that the Trallian games of the ' eighth Olympiad

after the Restoration ' took place shortly before the death of

Antoninus, probably late in a.d. 160 or early in a.d. 161. The

'Restoration' must therefore have happened about thirty years

beforehand, and was doubtless reckoned from Hadrian's visit

to Asia Minor in a.d. 129, so that the first Olympiad would

probably begin in a.d. 129, and the eighth in A.d. 157. Hence

we can also fix the fifty-sixth Olympiad, if, as seems the case,

that is only a magniloquent paraphrase for the sixth, to a.d.

149-153 ; and the fifty-sixth is mentioned in two inscriptions

in connection with the Trallian games held under G. Julius

Philippus, who was simultaneously ' High-Priest of Asia.'

This interpretation is confirmed by a further inscription fi'om

Olj'mpia, which speaks of Philip of Tralles as Asiarch in the

232nd Olympiad, that is, some time in a.d. 149-152. These

two results so entirely coincide that no hesitation need be felt

in concluding that Philip of Tralles was Asiarch somewhere

in the years a.d. 150-152. Then since the Asiarchate, like

the periodical games, was ' pentaeteric,' that is renewed every

four years, it may either be supposed that Philip was re-elected

for a second tenure of office, or more simply that he was ori-

ginally elected in a.d. 151 or 152, and so did not vacate till

A.D. 155 or 156. These conclusions are worked out by the

Bishop of Durham (pp. 61 2-61 8, cf. ii. 98 7-998), and this close

agreement of two independent lines of evidence to the central

years of the decade, a.d. 150-160, seemed to remove any possi-

bility of scepticism ^.

• One or two suggestions may be added in completion of the Bishop's argu-

ment. Since the Asiatic year began in September (see inf. p. 113) it may be

presumed that the ' Hestoration ' Olympiads date from September A.D. 129, and
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Before, however, dismissing for good the older view, which

connected the martyrdom with the reign of Marcus, it will be

worth while to examine for one moment the grounds on

which it was based. In this, as in so many other chrono-

logical matters, it is pretty clear that later writers ^ have

the sixth or fifty-sixth would not end till September a.d. 153, nor the eighth

till September a.d. 161. Again, if Trallian games occurred shortly before An-

toninus' death in March 161 a.d., then since they were no doubt pentaeteric,

the other inscriptions relating to victories in the Trallian games two Olympiads

earlier, may be fixed with great probability near the early months of a,d. 153.

Future epigraphic discoveries may, one cannot help surmising, give us sub-

stantial help in this sort of way towards the Polycarpian question.

^ Thus Jerome {Be Vir. Illustr. 17) mentions Polycarp's visit to Anicetus

as under Antoninus Pius, his martyrdom as under ' M. Antoninus ' and L.

Aurelius Commodus ; apparently following Eusebius, S.E. iv. 14, 15, where

the visit is mentioned before, the martyrdom after, the accession of ' Marcus

Aurelius Verus, who is also Antoninus.'

The Church historian Socrates is, however, a strange exception, for in his

well-known chapter on diversities of usage in different Churches {H. E. v. 22,

p. 238, Bright), he instances the Quartodeciman dispute, and in connection with

it the visit to Anicetus of Polycarp, 6 koX vffrepov enl TopSiavov fMapTvpr](ras,

that is between a.d. 238 and a.d. 244 ! The only point of interest in so extra-

ordinary a blunder is the question how can it have arisen, especially as Socrates

is a more than usually careful writer, and ordinarily follows Eusebius closely
;

indeed, the visit to Anicetus, which is the only motive for the introduction of

Polycarp's name here at all, is taken from the earlier historian (though from M.
E. V. 24, not iv. 14). It would be natural to suppose that he would have turned

to Eusebius for the date of the martyrdom as well, if he had not believed him-

self to have other quite trustworthy authority for his statement. Either then

he confused the great Polycarp with one of the other martyrs of the same name,

to whose existence the oldest Kalendars witness (cf. Lightfoot, i. p. 689, Syriac

K. under Jan. 27, Latin K. under Feb. 23) ; or, if he had, as is not unlikely,

the martyrium at his command (§21 /xapTvpuSi 6 jxaKapios noXv/capnos . . . Itti

apxKpkws ^iXitnrov TpaWtavov dvdvnaTevovroi 'Srariov KoSparov), the conjecture

may be oflered that the phrase ' in the highpriesthood of Philip the Trallian,'

occurring before the Proconsul, in the place where the mention of the Emperor
might be anticipated, may have originated the error. 'Apxiepfo^s would be read

avTOKparopos, or interpreted of the Emperor as Pontifex Maximus ; and TPAA-
AIANOT appears in some MSS. as TPAIANOT, the ductus litterarum of which

is sufficiently near to ToPAIANOT. Philip and Gordian were apparently for a

time colleagues in the empire ; but as Philip was believed to have been a

Christian, Socrates would repeat only Gordian's name as the persecutor. Or,

an alternative explanation might be, that since a Philip is commemorated on

coins as Eecorder of Tralles in the age of the Gordians (Liglitfoot, p. 960)

the Asiarch Philip had in some way got confused with his later homonym,
and been assigned his date.
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only followed the fashion set by Eusebius, who in his llntory

(iv. 15) inserts the Martyrium, or the greater part of it, im-

mediately after the notice of Antoninus' death, and in his

Chronicle was believed to have found a more precise date in

A.D. 166 or 167. But in the latter passage, as Dr. Lightfoot,

never more felicitous than when dealing with Eusebius, has

conclusively shown, the historian is merely grouping together

at some convenient point in this reign, as he has done in

other reigns, all notices of persecutions belonging to it, but

not otherwise dated. There is nothing really to suggest that

for his Chronicle he possessed more detailed knowledge than

is given in the Histoiy, where he even includes in the com-

paratively small omissions from the Martyrium the concluding

section, teeming though it does with notices of time, each of

which has contributed something to the modern enquiry,

while none of them could have enlightened a writer destitute

of our modern collections of proWncial Fasti, lists of local

Kalendars, and Corpora of inscriptions. Eusebius can in fact

only be quoted as a witness to the reign, not to the year, of

the martyrdom ; and if we ask whj^ he selected the reign of

Pius rather than that of Marcus, it is plain that where the

Martyrium itself failed to help him, he must have been

thrown back on other and more general indications.

Such would be, primarily, the visit of Polycarp to Anicetus

of Rome, our only piece of independent external evidence,

twice quoted by Eusebius from Irenaeus (J7. E. iv. 14, v. 24).

Since the Episcopate of Anicetus is reckoned in the History

as lasting from a.d. 157 to 168 \ and since Marcus succeeded

to the throne early in a.d. 161, it was clear that there were

more chances than not that, if not the visit, at any rate the

martyrdom would fall under him. This conclusion would be

' SiiDilarly Jerome's version of the Chronicle. The Armenian version does

not essentially differ at this point; in any case see Lightfoot, ii. pp. 461-465,

where Dr. Hort supplies good reasons for rejecting the common view that the

Armenian correctly represents the original Chronicle—a view which neces-

sitates the improbable hypothesis that Eusebius in his two works had two

different chronologies of the lloman Bishops.
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in accord with Eusebius' parti pris concerning the relation of

the two Emperors to Christianity. According- to him Pius

was no persecutor, while Marcus confessedly was. On the

one hand, the (spurious) toleration edict of H. E. iv. 13 is

beyond question understood by Eusebius (whether rig-htly or

wrongly) as belonging to Antoninus : and Melito's Apology,

quoted in iv. 26, distinctly speaks of letters of the same Em-

peror to different cities in the Christian interest. On the

other, he saw that the context in Melito postulates an existing

persecution under Marcus, and the story of the Martyrs of

Lyons [H. E. v. i) belongs to the same reign ^.

Beyond doubt, then, Eusebius, if he had no other means of

distinguishing, would have selected the reign of Marcus for

the martyrdom of Polycarp on these a priori grounds, and the

value of his evidence is neither more nor less than the pro-

babilities of their correctness. But the presumptions on which,

in the absence of other data, it was necessary for him to argue

are nothing in face of the more definite evidence obtained

from Aristides and the inscriptions ; and the soundness of

the conclusion of Waddington and Lightfoot is therefore

established negatively as well as positively.

But if it is thus certain that the true date falls in or near

A.D. i55j it is natural to ask further whether there is no

means which will enable us to fix more exactly the year and

even the day of the martyrdom ; and the answer to the ques-

tion lies in the Chronological Postscript to the Martyrium

which is printed at the head of this paper. ' The Blessed

* One indeed of Eusebius' authorities, the Apologetieus of TertuUian, which

he knew in a Greek translation (if. E. ii. 3, iii. 3.^), claimed all the good Em-
perors, and among them of course both Antoninus and Aurelius—but the latter,

on the strength of the story of the Thundering Legion, with special emphasis

—

as protectors of the Christians. But Eusebius (erroneously) referred the Legion

legend, and the consequent epistle of ' Marcus, the understanding Emperor,'

to Aurelius' brother L. Verus, quoting TertuUian as an authority {H. E. v. 5) ;

and either Tertullian's Greek translator (who certainly took the liberty

to re-arrange Tertullian's haphazard mention of Emperors into chronological

order : cf. Apol. 5 with H. E. v. 5), or more probably Eusebius himself sig-

nificantly omitted the mention of ' Verus ' (i. e. M. Aurelius) in the catalogue

of non-persecuting Emperors.
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Polycarp is martyred on the second of the month Xanthicus,

the seventh before the Kalends of March, on a hig-h Sabbath,

at the eig'hth hour ; lie was arrested by Herod, Philip of

Tralles being- high priest, and Statins Quadratus proconsul.'

Of these indications the last two, the Proconsulship and the

Asiarchate have been already spoken of. There remain four,

the day and month in the Asiatic reckoning ; the same in the

Roman reckoning" ; the day of the week ; and the ' hig-h

'

or festal character of the day. It is in this second part of the

discussion that the treatment by Bishop Lightfoot is so unique

in its thoroughness as necessarily to supply the material and

the model for every subsequent writer. Only those who

should compare the rest of this paper, paragraph by jiaragraph,

and line by line, with the coiTesponding sections of the great

work on which nt is built, w^ould understand how extensive

and far-reaching the obligation is ; and one is almost ashamed

to feel that one has employed the matter so copiously sup-

plied only in the construction of an alternative hypothesis.

(i) The Roman day and month : Ttpo Itttu. Kakavhdiv MapvLcav,

i.e. a. d. vii Kal. Mart., or February 23rd.

(2) The Asiatic day and month : /^itjzo? "EavQiKov bevripq

laraixivov, the 2nd of Xanthicus. To help us in an enquiry

into the Asiatic Kalendar of Imperial times we have (a) a

' Hemerologium of the months of different cities,' arranged to

show the relation of each to the official Julian Kalendar of

Rome, and preserved in two MSS., respectively at Florence

and at Leyden ; among the kalendars given being more than

one of the Asiatic group ^
: (tj) three inscriptions of Proconsular

Asia, which give side by side the Roman and the native

dating, one of them as early as B.C. i, the second of a.u. 104,

and the third as late as * the age of the Antonines
'

; this last

from Smyrna itself^. The evidence of these two sources, MS.

• See Uistoire de I'Acaclemie Roijule des I)iscri2)lions et Belles-Lettres,

torn. 47, pp. 66-84 (1809).

' But see also the appendices to this paper, where important additional

niiiterial is adduced.
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and inscriptions, is completely harmonious ; and its g'eneral

results may be summed up as follows.

The object of the introduction of such a kalendar—it dates

from very shortly before the Christian era—would be, with as

little change as possible in familiar names, such as those of

the months, to arrive at some intellig-ible fixed relation with

the universal and official kalendar of Rome. It must therefore

of course be solar, while the older kalendar had been lunar
;

and further, thoug-h no change was introduced into the names

of the months, which still differ in different cities, their rela-

tion to the Roman (that is practically to our own) Kalendar

was the same throughout Proconsular Asia. Everywhere the

year begins, not in midwinter, but at the autumnal equinox
;

everywhere the months begin eight days before the cor-

responding Roman months^ and each has thus as many days

as the Roman month with which it for the most part coin-

cides. These peculiarities of the Kalendar are a sign and an

outcome of the extraordinary j)itch to which Caesar-worship

was carried from the very first in Asia. September 23rd (a. d.

ix Kal. Oct.) was the birthday of Augustus ; not only was the

year made to begin on this day, but every month began like-

wise on the ninth before the Kalends, so as to give, besides

the yearly, a monthly commemoration of the birthday on the

first of every month. A further point to be remembered in

this Asian Kalendar is, that the 31st was never used ; in months

of thirty-one days the ist was repeated, so that the really

second day was also called the ist, the real third the 2nd,

and so on till the month ended with a real thirty-first called

the 30th : or to put it otherwise, a day was intercalated at

the commencement of every such month.

Xanthicus was one of the Macedonian names for the

months ; but these were at this time used by two kalendars,

and in the Syro-Macedonian Kalendar of Josephus, Eusebius,

and the Apostolic Constitutions the months are one ahead of

the Asio-Macedonian. So in Syria Xanthicus is the seventh

month or April, in Asia the sixth, and roughly equivalent to

VOL. II. I
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March ^ Commencing then with a. d. ix Kal. Mart. (Feb. 21),

and since March is a month of thirty-one days repeating its

first, the second Xanthicus is Feb. 23, or a. d. vii Kal. Mart.,

as given in the !Martyrium.

(3) The (lay of the week : (Ta^^arta, Sabbath or Saturday.

The two results first obtained, though confirming one

another and independently witnessing to Feb. 23 as the day

and month of the martyrdom, fail to help us to the year.

But when we add to these a third in the day of the week, we

can proceed to ask in which of the possible years 154 > '^55^

156 A.D. did Feb. 23 fall on a Saturday, and it is found by

calculation that it was in a.d. 155. Feb. 23, 155 a.d., is

therefore the year and day for which Dr. Lightfoot concludes.

(4) The feast : a-a^^SiTia ixeydXc^, ' a high sabbath.'

Bevond doubt this feast was a Jewish one : the only possible

Christian high sabbath would be the Saturday before the

Pascha, which, at least among Quartodecimans, would itself

coincide with the great Jewish feast. But about the time

we require, the end of February, there is one and only one

important feast, the Jewish Purim, exactly the occasion, with

its memories of Esther and Mordecai, to rouse Jewish popular

excitement as we hear it was roused against Polycarp. Now
Purim was held at the full moon of Adar (the month before

Nisan), that is, since the Jewish months began with the new

moon, on Adar 14, 15 ; and according to Jewish use a 'high

sabbath ' connected with it will be the sabbath previous to the

14th ^. T/ie ' high sabbath ' of the modern Jews is the sabbath

* The origin of this curious variation lay, it is natural to suppose, in tlie

difficulty of the transformation of lunar into solar months. To take a familiar

instance, the Jewish month Nisan (for which Josephus uses Xanthicus as the

secular equivalent) being that whose full moon fell first after the spring

equinox, might in some years be nearly equivalent to the Roman solar month

March, in others to April, and thus if Kisan had to be Romanized, it might

have been turned into cither of the two.

' This sort of use, the reverse of our own system of keeping an Octave on

the Sunday after a great festival, has its survival or counterpart in the

Kalendar of the Eastern Church, where Quinquagesima week, for instance, is

the week before, not the week after Quinquagesima ; see Burgon, Last

Twelve Verses of St. Mark, p. 194.
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before the Passover, and the Roman Jews of the present day

keep the sabbath before Pentecost as a ' high sabbath.' On
the high authority of Dr. Neubauer it may be added that

the Jews of the second century may not improbably have

similarly kept the sabbath before Purim.

But what relation did the Jewish feast of Purim bear in

A.D. 155 to Feb. 23 ?

In that year the first full moon after Feb. 23 fell about

March 7, so that even if that were (as no doubt it was) the

full moon of Adar, yet since Pmim would be about March 6

and 7) the 'high sabbath' before it must have been not Satur-

day, Feb. 23, but Saturday, March 2 ^. What is to be said

to this?

Dr. Lightfoot's answer would simply be, that the Jewish

Kalendar of the second century was in a state of such con-

fusion, that it would be hopeless to fix Purim, or the ' high

sabbath ' before the feast, by its means. Any feast might fall

anywhere at all near its true time ; and as the rest of the

evidence seemed to point conclusively to Feb. 23, 155 a.d.,

he assumes that Purim must have occurred simultaneously,

and has not investigated this branch of the question. But has

not the Bishop exaggerated the extent to which confusion

was possible in a lunar kalendar like the Jewish ?

There are two natural divisions of time, the lunar month or

the time from new to new moon, averaging 29J days, and the

solar year, or succession of the seasons regulated by the sun,

nearly equal to ofi^ days ; and these two are the base respec-

tively of the genuine lunar and solar kalendars. Both the

month and year, however, are convenient divisions of time,

^ If the discrepancy had been only one of a day or two, it might have been

feasible to conceive hypotheses in explanation of it. But the one main qualifi-

cation possible for the statement in the text tells the other way, for so far

as the Jewish Kalendar was still based on observation, the first of the month

must fall a day or so after the astronomical new moon, and the fifteenth

similarly later than the true full moon. That is to say, in a.d. 155, Purim

may have been still later than March 6 and 7, and February 23 falls still

more decisively out of the question.

I 2
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and therefore each of the two kalendars borrowed the dis-

tinctive time-division of its rival. In particular the Jewish

Kalendar was from the first that we know of it in the Pen-

tateuch a combination of this sort. Lunar, because its months

were lunar, each beginning* with the new moon, it was yet in

practice solar as well, for the feasts of unleavened bread, of

harvest, and of ingathering' (Exod. xxiii. 15, 16) are connected

"with the cycle of the seasons. Obviously the attempt would

soon be made to reduce the year and the months to a common

denomination ; in other "words, from the moment that these

solar feasts were fixed to definite months (Exod. xii. 2, 6, xiii. 4,

Deut. xvi. I, 9, etc.) it followed that the months themselves,

which were lunar,-must be broug-ht into some relation with

the solar year. Now it is easy enough for ourselves to cor-

relate our montbs and j^ear, because our months are only

artificial divisions of the solar year, approximating* to, but not

identical with, the true month. The difterence indeed between

the lunar month and the twelfth of the solar year is com-

paratively minute (about a day), but twelve lunar months,

instead of making "^fi^^
make only 354 days ; and this diver-

gence would of course very soon increase so far as to destroy

all relation with the solar year, and therewith all connection

of definite months with the feasts of definite seasons of the

year. The device which the Jews employed, no doubt at an

early time, as we know they did later, was simply the inter-

calation of a thirteenth month whenever the twelfth ended

too soon for the offerings of the firstfruits of the barley harvest,

which marked the feast of unleavened bread (Deut. xvi. 9,

Lev. xxiii. 10), to be made in the middle of the next month

at the full moon of Nisan '. As the twelve lunar months fall

short of the solar year by eleven days, this would happen on

an average rather oftener than once in three years.

It is, however, to be remembered that in both directions the

original Jewish Kalendar was formed on the principles, not of

* Cf. Dictionary of the Bihlc, iii. p. 1S04, article 'Year,' by Mr. K. S.

Poole.
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calculation, but of obsei'vation ; the month began when the

moon was seen to be new, the year when the barley harvest

was approaching- ripeness, and no serious mistakes were pos-

sible. The S3^stem was free from complexity, but suitable

only to a people living- in an area so small (the Holy Land is

not more than about the size of Wales) that the beg-inning of

the coming month could be fixed at Jerusalem for all Palestine

the day before. The difficulty indeed in the case of the

months cannot have been great, even after the Dispersion, for

the new moon would be usually visible on the same evening

throughout the eastern shores of the Mediterranean, and any-

one could perform the operation of observing it for himself.

But the commencement of the year, involving the question of

the intercalation of a thirteenth month, stood on different

ground. It was impossible for a Jew of Mesopotamia or of

Egypt to tell by observation when the barley harvest would

be ripe in Palestine, and therefore in what month he was

wanted at Jerusalem for the Passover. That could be fixed

only on the spot, and the knowledge would have to be com-

municated to foreign Jews in time to allow of their arrival

before the middle of the first month Nisan—an obviously

impracticable feat. Therefore as soon as (if not before) the

Jews of the Dispersion had to be taken into account as well as

those of Palestine, the old empiric methods must have given

place to some system of universal application. Instead then

of the first ripe ears of barley harvest, the spring equinox seems

to have become at some unknown period the terminus a quo

of the Paschal full moon—the limit before which the middle

of the first month Nisan might not fall—and in this way the

ultimate starting-point of the Jewish Kalendar. Some such

reform, even if never made before, would have become a

literal necessity when the destruction of the Temple put an

end to the central worship, and each community had to keep

the Passover for itself. With the disappearance of the single

celebration, and of the authority which regulated it, unity

had for the future to be sought in the adoption of a single
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self-peri"»etnating' kalendar. But the commencement of the

new }'ear according to the eciuinox was not a simple matter

of astronomical observation like the new moon of the month
;

for (not to speak of the didcrcnt dates assigned to the equinox)

it was not the new moon but the full moon only of Nisan

which had to fall after it, while the intercalation of a month,

when necessary, would have to be determined upon some weeks

earlier still. Therefore, just as the Christians found with

their Easter, so the Jews with their Passover doubtless felt

that the only means to secure uniformity was the universal

adoption of some cycle based on astronomical calculations for

a long sequence of years which should show the day of the

Passover for each year, and, like a recurring scries of decimals,

should begin again as soon as it was finished, with the same

dates. Ultimately the Jews resorted unanimously to the nine-

teen years' cycle. But that was long after the era of St.

Polycarp. In the second century, what with the various

equinoxes and rival cycles and independent observations, the

Jewish Kalendar was apparently in a state of hopeless con-

fusion.

Only, while all this is perfectly true, it will be noticed at

once that the whole perplexity was concerned with the year,

and with the months only in their relation to the year, not

in themselves. Least of all does it cover Dr. Lightfoot's

hypothesis that the Jews ever celebrated a full moon feast

such as that of Purim in Adar—and if Purim in Adar, why

not Passover in Nisan ?—at any other time than that of full

moon when the veriest tyro's observation of the heavens

would prove them in the wrong ^. And there is the further

presumption against it, that had so gross a mistake in the

' If anything could make disagreement with Dr. Lightfoot on such a point

less burdensome, it would be agreement with Dr. ISalmon, and it is therefore

encouraging to find that the latter writer, in the article Polycarp in the last

volume of the Dictionary of Christian Biography (vol. iv. p. 430, cols, i, 2,

note), while admitting that his own hypothesis had been disproved by the

Bishop, makes the same criticism on the Bishop's theory as has been made

here.
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Paschal calculations ever occurred, we should surely have

heard of it, if not from Jewish, at any rate from Christian

sources. The Asiatic Church of St. Polycarp's day kept its

Pascha with the Jews and hotly contested the view that the

Christian celebration was to be connected with the day of the

week rather than with the day of the month
;
yet they were

never accused of mistaking* the true fourteenth, and indeed

even their adversaries started from the same fourteenth and

reckoned tbe Sunday after it as their festival. Again, when

at the beginning" of the third century the Christians found

out with their greater astronomical knowledge that the Jewish

methods were deficient (so that their superior science com-

bined with their growing hatred of Judaism in inducing them

to strike out a new line for themselves) they have their definite

gravamen against the Jews, but it is connected with the cal-

culation, not of the month, but of the year. ' They often cele-

brate the Passover,' it was said ^, ' twice in the same year,'

counting, that is, from equinox to equinox. In other words,

the Jewish 15th Nisan did not always fall, as it should

have done, after the equinox, and when it wrongly fell before,

it was the second Passover held since the March equinox of

the preceding year. There was no question either then or

earlier of a mistake of anything less than a month. The

Passover and similarly Purim (as another full moon feast)

might be a month wrong, as being held at the wrong full

moon ; but they could only be a month wrong. An error of a

fortnight, the celebration of the full moon at the new moon, is

^ Cf. the Letter of Constantine to the Churches from the Council of Nicaea (iu

Socrates, H. E. i. 9, p. 24, Bright) : fx-qSkv to'lvw iaroj v/jlTv koivov (utol tov Ix^tV-

Tou T(t)v ^lovSaioov ox^ov . . . xav tovtqj rlf jxtpet t^i' dKr]0ei.av ovx opwOLV, ciy ail

KOToL TO ir\ficrTov avroiis vXavwixivovs, clvtI t^s npoffTjfcovarjs kTtavopOwatws, iv r^

avTw iTii dfVTfpov TO Ilaffx" emreXeiv. So again the Apostolic Constitutions

(v. 17, p. 149 Lagarde) Sef oZv i/^ay, dStXcpoi . . . rds ^/xtpas tov Tldtrxo. aKpifim

•noitladai jjktcL iraa-qs itnfxfXfias i^frd rpo-nfiv iarjfifpivrjv, onoas fir) Sty toC (viavTOV

evos iraO-qfiaTos fivelav noi^aOf . . . iJurjKtri. TTapaTripov/xevoi ixerci 'lovSaicov eoprd-

^(iv . . , TtivXdvqvrai yap Kal avTfjv Tfjv iprjcpov, k.t.\. The same seems to be the

drift of an earlier writer, Anatolius of Laodicea, a passage of whose Kavoves

itfpl TOV ndcrxa is preserved in Eusebius, H. E. vii. 32.
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inconceivable ; an error of a week little less so. Dr. Lig-htfoot's

hypothesis requires an error of at least four or five days ^,

It seems therefore to have been proved satisfactorily that

Saturday, Feb. 23, a. d. 155, is the only possible day, and yet

that it fails to satisfy an important condition. Is there no

way out of the difficulty?

The thought sugg-ested itself that in the next year, a.d. 156,

Kisan 15 would fall about March 24, and Adar 15 or Purim

about February 24 ^, as the year was leap-year. But then of

course as Feb. 23 was Saturday in a.d. 155, not Feb. 23 but •

Feb. 22 should be Saturday in a.d. 156, and the ' high sab-

bath' before Purim. We seem therefore equally at fault here,

for the condition ' the seventh before the Kalends of March

'

is not satisfied.

But it is not inopportune to draw attention now to the fact

that the jnimary datum is the 2nd Xanthicus, which is only

explained as being the seventh before the Kalends, or Feb. 23.

"Was there then no possible means by which at least in a.d.

156, Xanthicus 2 might really fall on the eighth before the

Kalends, Saturday, February 22?

It is here that the most curious phenomenon of the inves-

tigation meets us. Lightfoot gives four inscriptions as the

only instances with double Asiatic and Roman dating ; one

of these, an Ephesian inscription of a.d. 104, is dated on the

' 2nd of Anthesterion,' the very same day as that of Polycarp's

martyrdom (for Anthesterion is the Athenian and Ephesian

name for Xanthicus) and the equivalent given is, not the

seventh, hut the eighth before the March Kalends, Feb. 22 : 77po

' Dr. Neubauer, whose kindness I gratefully acknowledge, answers me that

a day's error is as much as need be taken into account.

^ In years where a month is intercalated, Adar is of course not the month

next before, but next but one before Nisan. Happily this special source of

confusion may be left out of account, as in neither of the years A.D. 155 or 156

was an intercalation necessary.

The astronomical dates are given in the text ; it has been already men-

tioned that, if the new moon was fixed by observation, dates at least a day

later must be given for the full moon feasts : but the arirument is not affected.
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1) KaXavbcav MapTicov . . . ^Avdea-Trjpioivos (T€^aa-rfj ^. The coin-

cidence is singularly striking ; and if we may provisionally

assume Feb. 22 for St. Polycarp's day, the two support one

another, though the anomaly, even if a double one, still re-

quires explanation, for certainly the Asiatic Kalendar was

older than a.d, 104, and lived on as late as a.d. 156, and in the

Asiatic*Kalendar Xanthicus 3 was Feb. 23. In the case of

the inscription Dr. Lightfoot supposes that the Asiatic ' double

I st ' was not employed ; but if not necessaiy at Ephesus in

A.D. 104, why should it be necessary at Smyrna in a.d. 156?

Here would be one defence of the date now offered, Feb. 23,

A.D. 156 2.

But a hint worth working out is supplied by Dr. Light-

foot in calling attention to the use, in the inscription men-

tioned, of the word aelSaaTfi, which is used of a day of the

month only in three inscriptions from Egypt—two of them

simply ScavO a€[3aaTii and 'i>apiJiov6 ae^aarf], but the third

4>aco(/)i a 'lovXiq aefiaaTfi—and in the Leyden MS. of the

Hemerology already referred to, where it stands opposite the

first day of several months in the Lycian Kalendar. Clearly

there is some connection between aefiacrri], Augustus' day,

and the first of the month. May it not be then a sort of

monthly commemoration of the Emperor on the prerogative

day of each month, so that the Asiatics will have outdone

their neighbours, not by a monthly commemoration of

Augustus on the first, which was more widely observed, but by

the unique comjjliment of making this commemoration coin-

cide with his actual birthday, the ninth before the Kalends ?

But then the a-e^aa-Trj is added only to some of the Lycian

months. True ; to those only of thirty-one days. As Usener

says—the point of whose reasoning on this subsidiary question

Dr. Lightfoot seems not to have quite reproduced—there is

no ground why these particular firsts should be distinguished

^ Tliis will be made clearer, inf. p. 123.

'^ See further on this point Dr. Lightfoot's new edition, and the note at the

end of this paper.
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from others in the Lycian Kalendar, an ordinary one much

on the Roman model ; but the distinction is full of meaning

if conjectured to have been borrowed or transposed from the

Asian Kalendar where it is just in these months of thirty-one

days, with their double firsts, that a distinctive mark for the

true first is of use. Se^acrr?;, it may thus be supposed, was

in Asia a title of the first or Emperor's birthday ^, specially

employed in those months where his birthday needed to be

distinguished from its successor, another nominal first.

Still, although February 21st, the former of the two firsts

of Xanthicus, might in this way be correctly denominated

a (T(l3a(TTi], this does not prove that February 22nd can be

j3' (TeiSanr?/ as required. Can a clue to this further perplexity

reside in the coincidence that both a. d. 104 of the Ephesian

inscription and a. d. 156, the hypothetical martyrdom, were

leap-years ?

The leap-year system is of course the characteristic of the

Julian Kalendar, which like our own intercalated a day to

every fourth February, not however by adding one after the

28th, but by repeating the 24th or 6th before the Kalends,

whence the name bissextile. As the Asiatic Kalendar bore a

fixed relation to the Julian, it too must have incorporated the

intercalated day. But how ?

{a) Not in the Asiatic February or Dystrus at all. For

that ended with its 28th on Feb. 20, and an intercalated or

additional day would prevent Xanthicus from beginning on

the ninth before the Kalends (Feb. 2J) and destroy the whole

schematism.

Therefore in Xanthicus ^, which is ali-eady of thirty-one days,

and must be produced to thirty-two ; but

(/y) Not at the end of Xanthicus, for to end with the

' Dr. Lightfoot now accepts this view of Usener's, which is supported by a

new Pergamene inscription. See inf. p. 152.

' For the discussion of a contrary theory of Archbishop Ussher that the

leap-year day was intercalated in September, which has only come under my
notice since the body of this paper was in type, see the Appendix, pp. 131 sqq.
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30th is a principle of the kalendar. Therefore just as the 31st

day was incorporated at the beginning* of the month, so on

some similar method must the 33nd have been. Would not

the rei)etition of the 2nd be the natural method?

For there are two conditions which the intercalation of the

extra day must satisfy.

(i) It must be done on the existing principles of the

Kalendar; and these clearly suggest the double

and.

(2) It must interfere as little as possible with the normal

relation of the Asiatic to the Roman Kalendar.

But the Julian extra day comes in on the 24th,

our hypothetical Asiatic day on the 22nd. Only

then on three days of leap-year, Feb. 22, 23, 24,

if we are right, will the Julian equivalent of the

Asiatic day differ from that of an ordinary year.

These results will be made clearer by a table.

Normal Asiatic Kalendar. Conjectural Kalendarfor Leap Year.

Feb. 20
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therefore with the worship of the Emperors. But the koivov

'Aaias was arranged on a pcntaeteric principle^, that is, in

periods of four years, and it becomes not impossible that one

of its celebrations recurred at each leap-year.

The proposed day, Saturday, Feb. 22, the ' high sabbath ' of

Purim of the year a. d. 156, satisfies thus :-—(i) the Proconsul,

(ii) the Asiarch, (iii) the Asiatic day and month, (iv) the day

of the week, (v) the festival.

It remains only to consider certain subsidiary points on

which evidence might be produced in objection to, or in con-

firmation of, the result attained.

I. The first objection which suggests itself is the equation

of the Asiatic date in the Martyrium by the Roman irpo k-nra

KakavhSiv MapTicov, the 23rd, not the 22nd February. But

three alternatives are possible in answer, each of which will

rob it of its force. If this equation is due to the original

writers, we shall find, if we put ourselves in their position,

that some Christian probably possessed a table which equated

Asiatic and Julian days like the Hemerology of the MSS., but

which, like that, omitted to treat separately of leap-years, and

consequently gave the ' seventh before the Kalends of March

'

as the only equivalent of the 2nd Xanthicus. Or again the

original writers may not have written eiTTa at all, but oktco,

which some copyist, who found that in his Hemerology the

seventh and not the eighth before the Kalends was the true

equivalent, altered into k-nTa, under the idea that he was

benefiting historical accuracy. Or yet, thirdly, the Roman

equiv^alent may not have been given in the original at all,

but have been added when the document was being circu-

lated outside Asia, in countries where the Asiatic Kalendar

would be unfamiliar and a Roman date would be requisite
;

the leap-year would of course under these circumstances be

forgotten, and the equivalent of the Hemerologies inserted.

II. But in the Acts of Pionius, belonging to a.d. 250 in

' Cf. on points connected with the Asiarchate the appendix iu Li^htfoot, ii.

pp. 987-998.



of St, Polycarps Martyrdom. 125

the Decian persecution, we are told that the martyr was ap-

prehended ' on the birthday of the blessed martyr Polyearp

'

on the second day of the sixth month, for which ag-ain the

Latin gives February 23. Since, however, in Smyrna, reckon-

ing would primarily be kept by the Asiatic Kalendar rather

than by the Roman, St. Polycarp's festival wovild be observed

on the 2nd Xanthicus, on whatever Roman day that fell. And

as in every year, except leap-year, Xanthicus 2 is really Feb. 23,

and A.D. 250 was not leaj)-year, Feb. 23 was the correct date

for the festival in that year.

III. The same explanation is valid if in the old martyrolo-

gies, especially in that of the g-reat Syriac MS. of the British

Museum (written a.d. 411), Shebat 23—i. e. February 23

—

is given as St. Polycarp's day ; for the ordinary equivalent,

and as soon as it was forgotten that the saint suffered

in leap-year, the certain equivalent, of Xanthicus 2 was

February 23.

IV. More serious is the next, and last, objection which

occm's to the writer. In the already mentioned Acts of

Pionius the day of that martyr's apprehension is not only the

2nd of Xanthicus, and birthday of St. Polyearp, but also a

'high sabbath.' Now, if this is to have the same meaning

for Pionius as for Polyearp, it ought similarly to be tested in

relation to Purim and the month of Adar. But in a.d. 250,

which is all but certainly the year of those Acts, Nisan 15

fell somewhere about April 4, and Adar 15 consequently about

March 6. Here again, just as in the case of Dr. Lightfoot's

view in a.d. 155, it would seem that Saturday, Feb. 23,

cannot be the preceding or ' high sabbath.'

But is it really probable that in the middle of the third

century any Christian wiiter would intentionally calculate

his dates by a Jewish feast? What was natural enough a

century earlier, when the Church kept perhaps only two

great festivals, and these at least in Asia Minor exactly

synchronous with the Passover and Pentecost of the Jews

—

so that when the Jews calculated their Pascha wrongly, the
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Christians did the same—was at tliis date no longer likely.

The Jewish Kalendar would cease to be familiar after the

second phase of the great Easter question had begun to agi-

tate the Church, and it was realized that the Jews could not

be trusted to fix the true astronomical date for the full moon

of Nisan. This conviction was the ra'ison (Vetre of the

attempts of Christian scientists to calculate Easter cycles for

themselves ; and it seems to have been universally acted on

by A. D. 250. The ' Paschal Chronicle ' of Hippolytus was

drawn up as early as a.d. 222, and for half a century this

computation or modifications of it apparently held the field,

and very probably extended to Asia ^. But whether this one

or another, some Christian system, and no longer the Jewish,

must surely by this time have prevailed in Smyrna.

If then it is thus improbable that the Pionian Acts should

have reckoned time by the Jevrish Kalendar, what explana-

tion is to be given of the ' high sabbath ' ? Can it have been

a Christian festival ? Certainly the Eastern Churches kept

the Sabbath as a feast, and possibly a sabbath coinciding

with the ' birthday ' of Polycarp, the patron saint so to speak

of the Chm-ch of Smyrna, might be treated as a ' high

' It is true that the Asiatics were originally Quartodecimans, though they

were so no longer at the time of the Council of Nicaea, and perhaps consider-

abl}' earlier. But in any case they were not Ebionite or Judaizingly inclined

Quartodecimans, and there was no reason why they should be less averse to

abandoning Jewish errors than other people. Any non-Quartodeciman cycle

is serviceable even to Quartodecimans ; for as the day of the month (the full

moon) had to be fixed before the day of the week (the Sunday after the full

moon), all that a Quartodeciman had to do was to utilize the first and neglect

the second part of the calculation. Thus Hippolytus formed a 1 1 2-years' cycle,

after which Easter was to begin to fall again on the same series of days ; but

astronomically this was only a sixteen years' cycle, after which the full moon

was to fall again on the same series of days of the (solar) month, and it was

only because the same day of the month would, after an interval of sixteen

years, fall on a diflferent day of the week—and so on through the seven days of

the week—that the sixteen-years' cycle refpiired to be multiplied b}' seven

before a cycle was attained in which not only the full moon but tlie Sunday

after it fell recurringly on the same series of days of the month.

The wide circulation and adoption in the East of the cycle of Hippolytus

(who wrote in Greek) would partly explain the extraordinary vitality of his

fame there as compared with tlie West.
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sabbath,' like a red letter Saint's Day coinciding with a

Sunday. But a much simpler explanation is permissible.

It has apparently escaped even Dr. Lightfoot's notice (at

least he lays no stress on it) that the chronological data of

the beginning and end of the Pionian Acts, the apprehension

and the martyrdom of Pionius, are both modelled on the

notice in our Martyrium, as is on comparison abundantly

clear ^

Acta Pionii, § 2. Martyrium Polycarpi,

§ 21.

fxrjvbs (KTOv SevTepq Iffra- firjvbs aavOiKov Sevrepq.

Iiivov [vel kvLarap-i- laTafievov -wpb [kwra']

rof] Ka\avdu)v Mapriajv

Acta Fionii, § 23.

Trpb naaapuv iSSiv Map-

Tiojv Karb. 'Pwfiaiovs,

Kara Se 'Aaiavovs firj-

vbs iKTOv kvveaicaiSe-

Karri

(raPPdrq) fieyaXqj [MS. aafi^arq) fifydXa upq V^fpa (TaPParw wpq Se-

(jappdrov fj.ejdkov]'^ oySorj' aweXrjfpOT] . . . ndry

. . . crvvekrj(pOrjaav . . .

PacTtXevovTos 5^ els tovs Karci Se ^p.ds PaaiKev-

> alajvas 'Irjaov Xpiarov, ovtos tov Kvpiov ^p.uv

w fj do^a 'Irjffov Xpiarov, w 17

.... 5(5£a eh roiis aiiuvas

Twv alwvwv.

apifjv. a[iiiv.

Martyrium Polycarpi,

§ 18.

tv TTj yeveOXiqj rjiiepq ttjv tov /xaprvpiov avrov

TOV /xaKapiov fidprv- fjjxepav yeveOKiov.

pos TloXvicdpirov.

Now it becomes explicable that in all the recensions of the

Pionian Acts, the final date, that of St. Pionius' martyrdom, is

1 It may be mentioned in confirmation of this view that the Acts of Pionius

are the only instance among some twenty parallels in the Acta Martyrum
referred to by Dr. Lightfoot for the 'regnante Jesu Christo,' in which the

hour of martyrdom is given.

^ Either the original writer or a later scribe was ignorant of the meaning of

ioTapievov in connection with the day of the month, and therefore altered the

text so as to construct it with aappdrov.
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said to be a sabbath, whereas in fact it was obviously a Tues-

day. But if the 'sabbath ' at the end of the Acts was thus

an erroneous and parrot-like rei)etition from the INIartyrium of

Polycar]), it is not difficult to believe that the ' high sabbath

'

of the beginning- of the Acts may have had the same origin,

and the same absence of justification. The apprehension of

Pionius coincided alike in the day of the week and of the

month with the martyrdom of Polycarp, and if the writers

were ignorant, as it is natural to suspect, what the 'high

sabbath ' really meant in Polycarp's case, they might thought-

lessly assume it to be equally valid with the rest of the data

for their own purpose.

Finally there are two arguments to be stated in confirma-

tion of the date proposed in this paper, which seem to

make a.d. 156 more probable for the martyrdom than

A.D. 155.

I. L. Statius Quadratus was Consul Ordinarius in a.d. 142,

and proconsul, on Dr. Lightfoot's view, from a.d. i54 to '^S%

on that here put forward from a.d. 155 to 156. But (though

the data are too few to generalize from with confidence)

there is no other instance quoted in the second century where

it can be said with certainty that a less interval than thirteen

years intervened between consulship and proconsulship ^
;

and the extra year allowed here in Quadratus' case is so far a

gain.

II. Of more importance is Irenaeus' express statement,

made more than once, that Polycarp visited Bishop Anicetus

at Rome. But Eusebius, as has been seen, places the acces-

sion of Anicetus as late as a.d. 157, and this has to be thrust

back two years to allow of a visit from Polycarp in a.d. 155

(probably in summer), even if the martyrdom is placed in

A.D. 156 ; while if the martyrdom is put a year earlier, a

three yeai's' transposition of Eusebius' date becomes necessary.

It is the serious matter of this extra year which has induced

the author of the ' Chronology of the Roman Bishops,' Prof.

' See the list in Lightfoot, i. 640 ; I am assuming that it is exhaustive.
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Lipsius, to adopt a.d. 156 in preference to a.d. 155^- But

then, in order to do so, since Feb. 23 was no sabbath in

A. D. 156, he has arbitrarily condemned as spurious the

mention of the 'hig-h sabbath,' both in the chronological

postscript and in the body of the Martyrium. If the present

enquiry has achieved nothing- else (and it does not pretend

to have done more than to have broug-ht forward another

claimant for the true date of the martyrdom), it can at least

claim to have based Lipsius' conclusion on intellig-ible and

consistent premisses. Should any other explanation of the

' hig-h sabbath ' be put forward, the main objection to a.d. 155

will of covirse disappear. But so long- as the identification

with Purim is maintained, so long will it seem that a. d. i ^6

is a more probable date, and that a hypothesis which makes

it a possible year from the point of view of the rest of the

evidence is not destitute of support. Such as it is, it is left

to the consideration and criticism of students of ecclesiastical

history.

^ But see inf. p. 154.

VOL. II.
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ArrENDix I.

ON A PASCHAL HOMILY PRINTED IN ST. CHRY-
SOSTOM'S AVORKS ASCRIBED BY USSHER
TO A.D. 672. BUT REALLY BELONGING TO
A.D. 387.

[C. H. T.]

It was an integral feature of the tlieory put forward above that

the intercalation of the additional day in leap-year took place in

Asia almost, though not quite, at the same date as in Rome. But

since the preceding Essay was in tyjie the writer has come across

an alternative view of the Asiatic intercalation, to which it would

he only fair in any case that he should direct attention ; but he

hopes to be able to show that the fresh evidence thus adduced

is really in complete harmony with what was said on pp. 122 sqq.

To Archbishop Ussher, the critic whose sagacity foretold the

recovery of the genuine Ignatius, we owe also the first attempt

to treat systematically of the Asiatic chronological system, and in

particular to take into consideration the leap-year variations'.

It was indeed a task which without the aid of the Hemerology

(and the Hemerology was not known before A.D. 17 15) would

probably have never met with complete success, for the intei'calation

of the repeated first was an expedient not likely to have suggested

itself even to the acutest scholar. But unfortunately Ussher had

also not perceived that the INlacedonian kalendars of Syria and of

Asia, though they used the same twelve names for the months, did

not use them of the same months, each month in Syria having the

niimeofthe month next preceding in Asia. Thus while in Asia

Xanthicus (as the Hemerology tells us) was equivalent to late

February and March, in Syria it was practically equivalent to

April. Of these two reckonings the Syrian was by far the

commoner, and Ussher assumed it to be the only one ; so that

when St. Polycarp suffered on the 2nd Xanthicus, this ought to

fall (not in February but) at the end of i\Iarch or beginning of

April. Now the Paschal Chronicle actually does jilace the mar-

tyrdom, not with the text of tlic ]\Iaityriuni on a. d. vii Kal. Mart.,

^ T)e Mnccdontnn et Aisiauonnn Anno Solari, reprinted in vol. ix. of Gro-

novius, Thexaurus Graecarum Autiquilatum, pp. 1205-1268.
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but a month later, on a. d. vii Kal. Apr. (March 26)^ ; and Ussher

following its authority, concluded that Xanthicus, the seventh

month of the kalendar, commenced on March 25.

Now in a Paschal Homily attributed by Balsamon to St. Chry-

sostom, and printed in Savile's edition of that father (vol. v. pp. 940-

949) from a MS. belonging to Gabriel,. Archbishop of Philadelphia,

the author is apparently addressing his congregation just before Lent

began, on the subject of the date of Easter, which was falling that

year later (so it w^as said) than had ever been known before

—

later certainly than the heretics or the Jews were keeping it on

that occasion ^—
' on the second day of the eighth month.' April 25

is the latest day on which Easter according to any reckoning was

ever made to fall ; hence the eighth month cannot begin later

than April 24. But the Homilist also speaks of the ' 26th day

of the seventh month ' as falling exactly a week earlier (than the

2nd of the eighth month), that is, not later than April 18; from

which Ussher saw that it followed that the seventh month itself

cannot begin, as from the day of St. Polycarp he had deduced

that it ought to begin, on March 25, but at latest March 24.

Consequently he supposed that this difference of a day must be

due to leap-year, the intercalation being made at Rome in

February, in Asia as he conjectured at the end of the Asiatic

year in September, so that all Asiatic dates between February and

September will, if transposed into Roman reckoning, appear a day

earlier than usual. If the Paschal Homily falls in leap-year, its

seventh month would then begin correctly on March 24, and not,

as in other years, on March 25. Since then in only one instance

between A. D. 140 and a.d. 919—in a.d. 672—did Easter fall

simultaneously on April 25 and in leap-year, Ussher concludes

that this is the only admissible date for the Homily in question.

That Ussher was building on a radically unsound foundation when

he supposed that St. Polycarp's death and the 2nd of Xanthicus

had anything to do with March 26 we now know; and we also

know from the Hemerology that in fact the seventh Asiatic month

* No doubt because like Ussher the chronicler writing after 600 A.D., was

ignorant of any but the Syrian nomenclature for the months. In Asia the

names had dropped out, and liad been succeeded by numbers (' first month,'

etc.), comparatively early ; cf. Lightfoot, i. 677, 678. Numbers are used in the

Acts of Pionius and by the Paschal Homily discussed below; but the (Asiatic)

month Apellaeus occurs in Epiphanius, JIaer. 51. § 24; see inf., p. 149.

* P. 940. 1 8 : alpeTiKoi dirotJKipTrjcravTes (paivovrai ical 'lovSojot (TrayyiWourai

iracxa TfKeiv.
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(Arternisius) began on Marcli 24, exactly in accordance with the

Paschal Homily, Cardinal Noris, writing on the same subject as

Ussher, but like him before the publication of the Henierology,

was unable to make the latter correction, but (following Valesius)

he rightly pointed out the distinction between the Syriac and the

Asiatic Xanthicus, and restored St. Polycai'p to February. At

the same time, curiously enough, he accepts unreservedly Ussher's

conclusions on the Paschal Homily, apparently oblivious that they

too rested in the end entirely on the false Polycarpian basis.

The Paschal Homily ceases therefore to bear witness against us.

But why may not it be put into the box in our own favour ? It

is so interesting in itself, and because its date can be fixed with

such precision, that we projjose to enter at some length into

this byway of history, and to preface the enquiry by summarizing

the contents of the Homily, which aims at supporting the scientific

accuracy of the late Easter by a thoroughgoing exposition of the

])ri]icii)les on which the Church calculations were based.

In the first place some were accustomed to ask why when

Christmas and Epiphany^ as well as the commemorations of the

martyrs were fixed feasts, Easter alone should be moveable ?

The answer is, that in the case of Easter three conditions have to

be combined ; the month must be the first month—that is, the first

after the spring equinox ; the moon must be not less than at the

full—that is the fourteenth ; and three days of the week, Friday,

Saturday, Sunday, have to be taken into account. Even the Jews

combined what they believed to be the first month with the

fourteenth day of the moon for their Passover ; and they are

followed by the Quartodeciman "^ heresy and—so far—by the

' Christmas on the 8th before the Kalends of January according to the

Romans, i.e. Dec. 25; Epiph.any on the 13th of the fourth month according

to the Asians, i. e. according to the Asiatic Kaleiidar, as explained above,

Jan. 6. See further below.
'' For the Qutirtodeciiiians and Novatians of Sozomen, vli. 18 ,p. 739, Hussey)

:

ttX^i' tuvtcdv [certain Novatians] «ai tSjv ivX t^s 'Aaias KaKovfxivwv rtaaapfa-

KatbdcariTwi' ifxoiws'Pojfiaiots Kal Aiyvnrlois ical ol uiru tSjv aWcuv aipiatwv TavTTju

TTjv topri-jv dyovaiv dW' ol fikv tv aiiTTJ rrj TtaaapfafcaiStKaTaia avv Tois 'lov-

Scuoti iopra^iwcFiv, u9ty iSf vvo/xd^ovTM' oi 5( Jiavariavot rfjv dvartTdaifJiOV

f/fifpav imrfKovaiv 'lovSaioii Si Kal aiiTol (irovrat Kal (h raurd Tofy TfaaapfCTKai-

dtuaTtTaii KaTaaTpi<pov<n' Tr\f)v (I fifi Tv\oi rrj i5' ttjs fftATji'jys j) irpu/Tij rov aap-

Bdrov rj/xfpa avfiirfaovaa, KaTotnv fivovrai tcuc 'lovhaiwv oaais &v ^f/fifpais

avu^aiTj T-fjv ipxofiivrjv KvpiaK^v vcTtpi^fiv ttjs TtcraapfCKaiStKaTaiai rrjs a(-

Ajj^T/y.
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Novatians. The Montanists indeed reckon the fourteenth not by

the lunar but by the solar month, and always take the fourteenth

of the seventh (solar) Asiatic month ^; but this obviously contra-

That is, Quartodecimans kept exactly to the Jewish fourteenth, on whatever

day of the weeli it fell. The Novatians in question, on the other hand, always

observed Friday and Sunday—as the Paschal Homilist puts it, km r^v

TpiTjfifpov ipxovrai—but (i) accepted the Jewish reckoning for the «5'; (2) even

assuming that to be correct, they made another fault, for if it fell on Sunday,

they kept that as Easter Day. This does not apply to all Novatians, but to

those of Galatia and Phrygia, who decided to ' Judaize ' with regard to Easter

at the Council of Pazus (Jla^ovKw^rj in Phrygia) under Valens, i. e. circa

370 A. D. Those of Rome celebrated with the Catholic Church ; and Socrates

says the same of those of Constantinople and Nicomedia ; cf. his parallel

account, U. E. iv. 28, v. 21. A Bithynian synod of Novatians allowed either

method (Soc. v. 21 ; Soz. vii. 18).

' That is, according to the Kalendar (p. 113, sup.), April 6.

Sozomen (vii. 18, quoted by Ussher) gives us similar but fuller information

about the Montanist Easter. According to him, they commenced their year with

the spring equinox, the beginning of creation, because the two lights, sun and

moon, by which times and years are regulated, came then into being. At the

end of every eight years the cycles of sun and moon will fall together at this

time, eight years of the sun being equivalent to 99 lunations. Their first date

they fixed on March 24, and interpreting the scriptural fourteenth of the month

then begun, it would fall on a. d. viii. Id. Apr. i. e. April 6, Easter being kept

on the Sunday after this day, i.e. from the 7th to the 13th of April: for

Scripture says ' from the 14th to the 21st.'

(i) Ussher, by interpolating conjecturally the words d 5€ /xtJ, interprets the

last words to mean that if the 14th (April 6) coincided with the Sunday, that

and not the next Sunday was the Montanist Easter.

(2) Ussher also asserts Sozomen to he in error in fixing the 'fourteenth of

the first month' on April 6 instead of April 7. It was part of his whole

tlieory that March 25 was the first of the month, and he supposes the mention

of March 24 in this passage to be a copyist's alteration, to suit the (erroneous)

April 6 as the 14th ; especially as the Latin Tripartite History reads a. d. viii,

not a. d. ix, Kal. Apr. But we know now from the Hemerology (which was

unknown to Ussher) that the Asiatic, Ephesian, and Bithynian month did

begin on March 24, and that in consequence Sozomen's April 6 and the

Homilist's 14th of the Asiatic seventh month are in perfect harmony. It is

not the Greek of Sozomen, but the Latin of the Tripartite History which has

suffered corruption, doubtless owing to the importance of the date March 25

in the West.

It would be unprofitable to attempt to explain the origin of the error of the

Montanist computation. The sect was not a cultured one, and in despair it

cut, instead of attempting to untie, the Gordian knot. One thing however is

tolerably clear, that March 24 was taken as the starting-point of their first

month because it began a month in the ' Asiatic ' Kalendar.

It has been pointed out to me that Duchesne {Origines du CtiUe Chretien,

p. 251) comparing Hippolytus' date for the Passion, March 25, with tlie

Western Christmas, Dec. 25, and this Montanist date for the Passion, April 6,
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diets the record of the PasHiou of Clirist on the fourteenth of the

moon at the Jewish Passover. However, they too observed the

Tpij;;zfpor, the Friday, Saturday, and Sundaj".

Tlie error of the Jews was tluit they were not really careful to

fix their first month by the equinox. The wise men of the Jews

—

Philo, Josephus, and others'—had stated the true method, and some

of them lived even after the time of Christ, so that doubtless Christ

suffered at a Passover correctly reckoned ; and, as a matter of fact,

the Acts of Pilate relate that the crucifixion took place on the

eighth before the Kalends of April (March 25)^. But after the

Jews had rejected Christ, they took to rejecting also all their own
ancient guides. The two and seventy^ approved translators of

the Scriptures were thrown over in favour of a single proselyte *.

with the Eastern Christmas, Jan. 6, supposes that the two dates for the

Passion suggested the two dates for Christmas. I shoukl have thought the

converse more likely in the Eastern case.

' On this anti-Jewish equinoctial controversy see Anatolius, Socrates, and

the Apostolic Constitutions quoted above, p. 119. Anatolius (ap. Eus. H. E.

vii. 32) names Philo, Josephus, Musaeus, and those ' even more ancient,' the

two Agatliobuli and Aristobulus. Sozomen (vii. r8), referring to Anatolius as

' Eusebius,' names Philo, Josephus, and Aiistobulus.
^ Similarly Epiphanius {Haer. 50. i), who tells us that certain Quartodeci-

mans did always observe March 25, tjJ vpo oktui KakavSwv 'AirptWlajv, as the

day of Ciirist's death, on the strength of the same Acfa I'ilaii. He adds that

lie had himself found copies of the Acta which contained the iSth of March,
TTpo SfKawevTf KaXavSwi' 'A-npiWiojv. The year of the Passion was originally

given in the Acta as the 15th of Tiberius (a.d. 28-29) ^^ accordance with the

earliest Christian tradition (for I feel no doubt, in spite of the arguments of

Lipsius' Pilatus-Acten, that the alternative dates, iSth or 19th Tiberius, are

alterations due to the influence of the Chronicle of Eusebius, who set the

fasliion for subsoquent writers), and it is an extraordinarily striking coincidence

that if the Crucifixion did take place in the year A. D. 29, the day must beyond

question have been March 18, as pointed out in Browne's Ordo Saeclorum.

Meanwhile the i8th of March was altered to that day week, March 25, pro-

bably under the influence of the Cliroiiicle of Hippolytus, in which this was
the day given for the Passion, and also because March 18 would soon be looked

on as an inadmissible day, through its falling before the equinox.

' 72 is given by the Letter of Aristeas, by Tertullian {Apol. 18), and by
Epiphanius {de Pond. et. Mens, iii-vi)

; 70 by Trenaeus (iii. 21), by Anatolius

(Eus. H. E. vii. 32), by Jerome, and by Augustine.

* That is, Aquila. Irenaeus indeed (iii. 21) calls both Theodotion and

Aquila proselytes, but there can be no doubt which is meant here, for it was
A<juila's translation which because of its superior literaliiess came into favour

with the Jews, while Christian writers believed that Aquila and the Jews
who followed him were animated by anti-Cliristian bias in their attempt to

supersede a translation which favoured, and was favoured by, the Christian

Church.
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The equinoctial rule, though a tradition of Moses himself, was

neglected, and now the Jewish Passover fell indifferently before

or after, but on the present occasion (ets ro eVeorws) before, the

equinox.

Now what was the mystical fitness of the date at which Christ

suffered %

That the equinox should mark the commencement of the first

month is clear, if we think of the original creation of the world,

for the first day and night would naturally have been equal : and

it must have been the spring equinox, for the creation of flowers and

trees and plants, symbols of spring, immediately followed. And so

Scripture says that God divided equally the light and the darkness
;

ava fieaov tov cpooros koI dva ^icrov roii aKorovs. Then after the equinox

on the fourth day, God created the sun and the moon—at the full;

on the sixth day, man; on the seventh He rested; and on the eighth,

which is the first again, He suffered the now perfect universe to

start on its course. So when man, created though he was in the

image of God, had fallen from his high estate, and the Only-begotten

Son had come to earth to restore him. He employs for redemption

the same portion and period of time He had before chosen and used

for creation, that the end might be harmonious with the beginning.

Consequently the week of the Passion—the fulness of the times, the

recapitulation of all things—must combine, just as the week of

creation had done, the equinox, the full moon, and the sixth day

or Friday specially devoted to man. But a week whose commence-

ment on Sunday coincides with the equinox and contains the full

moon, is an infrequent occurrence ; we read therefore in the

Gospels that though the Jews had long souglit Him, He had

evaded them, until ' His hour was come,' and then He willingly

suffered. After the equinox, when the light began to gain

ground on and to master the darkness, but not later than the

first Friday after, on which too He had created man, He suffered

;

and on the Sabbath again, after the completion of His work, He
rested.

But all these different data obviously cannot converge every

year. They were necessarily observed in the one great Pascha, but

just as that one sacrifice needs no repetition but only an imitation

(^nifirjfxa) in the Eucharist, so in our Pascha we need only imitate

the season as far as lies in our power, combining the equinox, the

fourteenth of the moon, and the three days' celebration. Avoiding

the ignorance of Jews and heretics, we find the equinox, we look
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for the next full moon, and so for the Preparation, Sabbath and

Loid's Day

^

Further, the Lord fulfilled exactly the law of Moses, that on

the fourteenth day between the evenings the lamb should be

slaughtered : for ' between the evenings' will be at the ninth hour,

as learned Jews fix it, and at the ninth hour Jesus, the Lamb of

God, gave up the ghost '^. Again, the darkness at the crucifixion

was not without its special meaning. To the Jews it recalled the

prophecies of Zechariah and Amos, that it should be neither day

nor night, and at eventide it should be light ; that the sun should

go down at midday ; if the prophet added that their feasts should

be turned to grief, this was actually the case, we learn from history,

at the siege of Jerusalem ^ By the Gentiles, the miracle of the

darkness could not be explained away with Greek artifice as an

eclipse, for the moon at the Passover is at the full : and by cele-

brating the Pascha yearly at full moon, we have a yearly reminder

of the miracle for all ages and all men *.

* Cf. Ei)ipl)anius, Jlitcr. 50. 3 : 5to irapaTTjpov/xtOa (jL^y tt)v TeaaapfffKaiSfKarrji',

vvip^cuvo^fv h\ t))v larjfiepiav, (pfpofxff St km ttju ayiav KvpiaK-qv rd reXoi T^y

avfiirXrjpuiafcui.

* Therefore the Homilist follows the ' Johannine ' view that our Lord ate only

an antici|iatory Passover and suffered on the 14th Nisan. Tliis is in accord-

ance with the almost unanimous view of early writers (ApoUinaris, Clement

of Alexandria, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Hippolytus ; see Wcstcott, Introduction

to Gospels, p. 347), but in disagreement with an equally strong consensus later

the other way. Even at the earliest passible date for our Homil)% St.

Chr^'sostom (a fact quite suflBcient to disprove his authorship) and St.

Ambrose (see his epistle, inf. p. 147), hold to the fifteenth ; similarly

Proterius of Alexandria, in his letter to Leo of Rome about the Easter of

A. D. 455 ; and though the Paschal Chronicle, built up seemingly out of earlier

materials, witnesses to a survival of the older opinion, yet in the ninth century

Phutius, impressed as he is with the evidence of two early writers, still speaks

of them as varying from ' the Church' (Cod. 115, 116, fin., Kal (TKOTTttu XPI- ^

•yap XpvcruaTopios Kal t) (KKXrjaia ruTf (Itijalv avrov iniTtXiaai to vofiiKov wpd rov

fxvariKov Sfinvov).

^ The Homilist adds, SifTtj xpuvov 6 iroXf/xa Kara rovi 'lovSaiovs iirl wtvOr)

a.va\oj(7(, p. 947. 24.

* This was the argument of Julius African us, early in the 3rd century,

(Chroiiicon fragm. ap. Routh, R. S. ii. 297), tovto to okutos iK\(t.\piv tov fjXlov

©(iXXor aTTOKaXti iv rpiro) rwv laropiwv, wy ipLoi hoKu aKo-ywi (lie explains about

the full moon) . . . ^i- okotos Oeono'tTjTov Stori rbv Kvpiov avvi^r) rtaQtiv. Origen,

who had himstlf exidained the darkness as an eclijise (c. Cehum, ii. 33), in his

Commentary on St. Matthew, adopted Africanus' view ; cf. Routh, 1. c. p. 479,

'iva yap /i?) fiTToiaty (xXftxptv t'vat to yfytwrjixivov, 5id tovto t^ «5' yivtTat, ot(

(K\n\piv avu^Tjvai apr^x^^^'ov. But Eusebius (followed by Jerome, and as

usual l)y the later chrwnologers) still called the darkness an eclipse, identifying
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Now to apply these investigations to the fixing of the current

feast. Twelve full moons after the last Easter we naturally expect

the next to fall. But if the twelfth falls before the equinox, we

must intercalate a thirteenth lunar month in order to get to a full

moon after the equinox '. Thus, in the present year, the twelfth

full moon or fourteenth of the twelfth month falls two days before

the equinox, and we must look for the next full moon for our Pascha.

"We have thus settled two of the conditions, the equinox and the

full moon; we have still to find the Sunday. Now the postponed

fourteenth will itself fall on a Sunday, and therefore to get our

three days, Friday, Satuixlay, Sunday, we must again defer Easter

for a week, or the festival of the resurrection would fall on the

14th, which is the date of the Passion.

Of the two full moons under discussion, the first falls, as we

said, two days before the equinox^ ; the second on the 26th day of

the seventh month, and Easter exactly a week later on the second

day of the eighth month ^.

it with one mentioned by the historian Phlegon under A. D. 32, which thence-

forward became the usual year to which the crucifixion was assigned (see

Lipsius, Pilatus-Acten, p. 23 ff.).

^ Since twelve lunations (at 29^ days each) amount to only about 354 days,

there is a defect of rather more than 11 days on the total as compared with

the solar year. This defect goes on increasing, and when it would bring a

thirteenth full moon before the spring equinox, a thirteenth or intercalary

month is added to the old year.

" TTpo Svo ^fj.epwv TTJs icrT]fj.fpiai
—

' the day before,' I suppose ; on the analogy

of phrases like Ty rpirr) for ' the day before yesterday ' (Field on Matt. xvi.

12 Otium Norricense, Pars Tertia, p. 7) and Latin 'ante diem tertium.'

The cycle of Hippolytus (A. D. 222) had placed the equinox on March 18,

and this reckoning prevailed in Rome till the fifth century ; but the cycle of

Anatolius (a. D. 277) advanced it to March 19, and the Alexandrian modification

of the latter cycle, prevalent in the fourth century throughout the East, placed

it later still, on March 21 (Hefele, Councih, E. T. i. p. 320). Our Homilist

argued above that the crucifixion on March 25 corresponded to the Friday or

sixth day of Creation week ; the division of light and darkness, that is the

equinox, would then have taken place on the first day of the same week, March

20. But I doubt whether he really intended to differ from the Alexandrine

computation in practice : he would, I believe, have agreed that the 21st March

was the first legal day for the i5', and the 22nd for Easter Day. In any case

the full moon meant must have fallen on March 19 or 20, for the next fell on

the 26th day of the seventh month, which on the principles of the Asiatic

Kalendar (the month beginning a. d. ix Kal. Apr., i. e. March 24, and being

like April a month of 30 days not repeating its first.) would be the i8lh of April.

^ Tiie eighth Asiatic month begins a. d. ix Kal. Mai., April 23, and being,

like May, of 31 days, it repeats its first; the second vtrill therefore fall on

April 25.
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If it was argued that Easter never had fallen so late as it was

now proposed to hold it, proof against this statement could be

brought by witnesses of good memory (^fivrj^ioves fjuiprvpfs). How
often in the past do you sujjpose it has been said, ' It has never

been the case ' (ovdfirore yeyoi'e) and yet science prevails 1 More-

over the objectors admit that Easter has often fallen as late as the

29th day of the seventh month \ and the difference between us is

therefore narrowed down to three or four clays, which they shrink

from yielding to the claims of science. And if it was simply a

matter of prejudice against variations in the date of Easter, why
there was variation between every two successive celebrations. In

the current and three following years Easter would fall (i) on the

2nd of the eighth month, (ii) then on the 17th of the seventh

month, (iii) then on the 9th of the seventh month, (iv) lastly on

the 29th of the seventh mouth ^.

And such variations are all direct consequences of the two rules

of the full moon after the equinox and the Sunday after the full

moon. As to the latter point, if the full moon or 14th falls in the

middle {TrXdros) of the week, the matter is simple, the next Sunday

is Easter ; but if it falls about the Sunday, then great caution is

necessary. For instance, in the present case, careless calculators

tried to make out that the fourteenth of the moon fell on the

Saturday [i.e. April 17 J and that therefore the next day was Easter

Sunday ^. But they were quite mistaken ; even impartial and in-

* That is, April 21. Cp. the preface to the Festal Letters of St. Athanasiua

(quoted in Hefele, ii. 159', ' the Komans stated that they possessed a tradition,

as ancient as the time of St. Peter, that they were not to go beyond the 21st

of April :' and cf. the Epistle of St. Ambrose, inf. p. 148. Our Homilist can-

not mean that any living witnesses could testify to an Easter on April 25 :

for according to Ussher (1. c. p. 1228) between a. d. 140 and 919, Easter fell

on that day only four times, a. I). 387, 482, 577, 672 ; and a period of 95
years is more than any memory could embrace. What he undoubtedly does

mean is that while the objectors opposed April 25 on the ground that April 21

was the last possible day for Easter, fairly modern instances could be quoted
where this limit had been overpassed, i. e. where Easter had been held on
April 22, 23, or 24.

^ That is, l)y the Asiatic Kalendar, April 25, April 9, April i, April 21.

' Consecjuently, if the 14th had fallen on Saturday, the next day would
have been admitted to be Easter Sunday, even though this made the com-
memoration of the Passion fall on the 13th. All that was contended for was
that the feast of the Sunday should fall clear of the fast of the 14th. This

was the principle of tiie Alexandrine cycle ; but Hippolytus and Anatolius

(and the lloman Church still in the fourth century) would have put ofiF Easter

for a week, even if the Saturday had fallen on the iS".
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telligent pagans {<jo<^o\ twi/ 'YXKi]v<i)v) could tell them that as a

matter of fact the fourteenth coincided with the Sunday and the

night after it, almost into the following Monday, and not near the

Saturday at all ; so that quite obviously Easter must be postponed

for another week.

Facts must be faced ; disputes must be put aside ; the mind

must be clear for the right observation of the seven weeks of Lent,

the first of which, according to the true calculation of Easter, was

now just about to begin'.

Such is a tolerably ample analysis of the Homily on which

Archbishop TJssher's leap-year theory rests, and it is obvious at

once that it contains sufficient marks of time—in particular the

dates of four successive Easters— to aid us in a secure reconsti-uction

of its kalendar even for leap-year. It is now proposed to treat in

order (i) of the locality of the Homily, (2) of the rough date of the

Homily, (3) of the kalendar employed and the year which it

suggests, (4) of other special evidence pointing to the same

date.

(i) The presumption raised by two mentions of Asiatic months

only comes in to reinforce a conclusion which could be safely

drawn even without it. The seven weeks' Lenten fast excludes

—

at least on the fifth-century evidence of the historians Socrates

and Sozomen— Illyria, Greece, Egypt and Palestine; while it

would fall in with any part of the country from Constantinople

round to Phoenicia. The mention of certain heretics in connection

with erroneous Paschal observances (notes on pp. 132, 133) narrows

the field still further. The Quartodecimans are called by Socrates

' No doubt the Paschal quarrel with which our Homilist is concerned was

excited in his Church by a dispute whether Lent should not have begun

before.

For these seven weeks of Lent cf. Sozomen, vii. 19 (p. 743, Hussey), 01 \).\v

6(s «f I^So/idSas fjixipuiv Xoyi^ovrai, wy 'IWvpioi ical 01 npus Svatv, \i^vr] re -rrdcra

Kal AiyvwTOS avv rofs TlaXaiarivois' 01 5e tiTTa tus €v KajvaravTivovTroKfi icai tois

TTfpl^ 'iOviai p-iXP'- ^otviKoiv dWoi Se rpus aTTopabfjv iv rah e£ fj kirra vqaTtvov-

aiv 01 5e oLfia Tp(ts npb t^s ioprrjs awavTOvaiv ot Se 5vo ws oi ra Moviavov

(ppovovvTfs. In the parallel passage of Socrates (fl". JE/. v. 22, p. 240, Bright),

I believe the historian's meaning to be that those whom he does not specify

fasted for seven weeks, his point being that many people who fasted less than

40 days yet called Lent TfaaapaKoan), which, strictly speaking, only those

who fast( d seven weeks continuously had a right to do. He has only therefore

to mention the exceptions to this latter rule.
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(v. 22), and by Sozomen (vii. 18) ol eV 'Aalq, ol tni r^r 'Afrlai.

The Novatians were powerful in Constantinople, the Helles-

pont, Phryjjia, Paphlagonia and Galatia; but the erroneous

Pasclia blamed by the Honiilist was adopted not by the Novatians

of Eome or even those of Constantinople and Nicomedia, but by

those of Phry^iia and Galatia only. And lastly the Montanists, as

we know and as their alternative titles of neTrouflrai and ^pvyts

(Soz. vii. 18) clearly show, were always a distinctively Phrygian

sect. Our Homilist then certainly wrote in Asia Minor, and

probably somewhere not far removed from Phrygia.

(2) From evidence of place we pass to evidence of similar sort

for time ; and here again the vai'ious sects and religions with which

the Church, according to the Homily, has to deal, will first come

under review \ Of Montanism as still flourishing in Phrygia

we hear in the laws of Constantine, in the council of Laodicea,

and in St. Basil in the fourth century, and in the Theodosian code

and the historian Sozomen during the first half of the fifth ; but in

the middle of the sixth century it appears to have been finally

exterminated by the persecution of Justinian. Similarly the

Novatians of Asia Minor were in the fourth and fifth centuries

numerous and influential, as we learn from Epiphanius, Easil, and

Socrates ; but after the fifth century not much is heard of them.

In particular the judaizing Novatians, with whom alone our Homily

deals, seem after a.d. 450 to have fiualfy coalesced with Monta-

nism. Judaism is inti'oduced in the Homily mainly in connection

with the relation of the equinox to the Passover, a form of dispute

especially characteristic of the third and fourth centuries, for it

appears in Anatolius of Laodicea, at the Council of Nicaea, in

the Apostolic Constitutions and in St. Ambrose. One would not

imagine that references to it would be frequent later; and with

every century the intercourse even of heretical Christianity with

Judaism must have been growing a])preciably smaller. Lastly

Pagans ("EXXTji/fy) are even in Asia !Minor still a force which must

be taken into account. Our Homilist had just been preaching

against both Jews and Pagans. The annual memory of the miracu-

lous darkness of the crucifixion is an annual rebuke to Pagan un-

belief. And scientific Pagans are quoted as admitting the accuracy

of the astronomical calculations of the Church for Easter. All this

* For tlie Buintnaries on this and the following pages I am largely indebted

to various articles in the Dictionaries of Christian Biography and Antiquities.
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is not surprising in the fourth century ; it becomes stranger for the

fifth, and it would be almost incredible later.

The Gospel chronology again shows an independence of Eusebius,

which suggests a date not later than 400 A. D., after which time

there were few writers who, like Epiphanius and our Homilist, were

uninflvxeiiced by the Chronicle. For instance, the crucifixion is

placed on Nisan 14 in common with a catena of primitive fathers,

but against the view of Ambi'ose, Chrysostom, Proterius, and the

later centuries. The 25th of March is given (after the Acts of

Pilate) for the crucifixion with Hippolytus, Tertullian, and

Augustine. The darkness of the crucifixion is explained with

Africanus and Origen as a miracle, and not with Eusebius, Malala,

and the Paschal Chronicle as Phlegon's eclipse.

Finally an argument may be drawn from the fact that Christmas,

Epiphany, and the commemorations of martyrs are mentioned as

the feasts kept at that time in the Church on fixed days. For the

saints' days parallels may be found at least as early as a Gothic

fragment of the fourth century, the Syriac Kalendar in the great

MS. dated A. D. 411, or the Eoman lists traceable to the fourth and

fifth centuries ^. Of the fixed feasts commemorative of the Gospel

history, Christmas and Epiphany are also the two mentioned in the

Apostolic Constitutions (v. 13), while the Paschal Chronicle, for

instance, in the seventh century has the Purification, the Annun-

ciation and the Nativity of St. John Baptist; and of these three the

first at least was instituted by the Emperor not later than about

A. D. 540.

On the other hand it might perhaps be urged that the comme-

moration of the Nativity on Dec. 25 rather than on Jan. 6, is for the

East an innovation which points to a date later than Chrysostom,

who in an Antiochene Homily thought to have been delivered in

A. D. 386 speaks of the transference of the festival as introduced

from the West less than ten years before. But (i) our Homily is

not earlier, as will be seen, than A. d. 387 : (ii) the change at

Antioch may have taken place later than in other parts of the East;

the Apostolic Constitutions give Dec. 25, and they are apparently

earlier than Chrysostom : (iii) it is not unreasonable to conjecture

that when our Homilist in the same context defines Christmas by

a Roman, and Epiphany by an Asiatic date {Kara 'Pafxaiovs, kut

'Aaiai/oiis) that the former feast somehow connected itself in his

' Duchesne, p. 278.
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mind witli the West, iu which case he must have lived hefore the

origin of the December celebration was forgotten. Not even here

then have we any evidence tending to suggest a date later than

the fourth centurj^ for our Homily.

(3) Now if an Asiatic writer use once a Eoman method of

dating (and this, as we have just seen, perhaps from a special

reason) for Christmas-day, but an Asiatic method ((car' 'Ao-iai/oir)

twice, for Epijihany and for the Montanist Easter, we shall con-

clude that his normal Kalendar was the Asiatic, and shall turn to

it for help when we find him giving dates for several successive

Easters on Avhat is at any rate not a Roman reckoning ; and we
shall not be surprised that the churacteristic features of the

' Asiatic ' Kalendars of the Hemerology are faithfully rejiroduced

in the Homily. The Montanist fourteenth for the Pascha was

reckoned on the fourteenth of the seventh Asiatic month ; the

Hemerology commences the seventh month on a. d. ix Kal. Apr.

(March 24), and as a month of 30 days does not repeat its first,

and thus its 14th will fall on April 6th, a. d. viii Id. Apr.,

exactly the Roman date as given by Sozomen in the same con-

nexion. The Epiphany festival of the Church was on the 13th

of the fourth Asiatic mouth, which beginning on a. d. ix Kal. Jan.

(Dec. 24), and as a month of 31 days repeating its first, brings us

to January 6, the well-known festival of the Eastern Church ', as

' Jan. 6 for the Epiphany, e.g. in Apost. Const, v. 13, 77 iiTKpavio's . . .

ytvtadcv . . . (KTT) ToO hiKCLTOV fjLTjvoi ', m the Kalendariuni K.irtli.aginense

(Ruinart, Acta l^iiicera, p. 634), viii Idiis Jan. f^anctum Epefania. It is true

that we do find allusions to Jan. 5, instead of Jan. 6, and it might therefore

be argued that this is possibly the day intended here, the Asiatics having by

this time dropped the repetition of the first day in months of 31 days. But
such allusions all belong to times or places where in accordance with the

earliest custom the Epiphany was celebrated in conjunction with the feast of

the Nativity ; and the latter was commemorated at night; of. the * Constitu-

tions of the Alexandrian Church ' (Diet. Chr. Ant. i. p. 359), ' in die autem

Nativitatis et Epiphaniae . . . ut uoctu missa celebretur
'

; and so Cosmos

Indicopleustes (c. A. D. 550) can even say that all Christians concur in cele-

brating the Nativity on (Choeac 28 =) Dec. 24. Similarly Stephen Gobar

(Photius, cod. 232) in his list of disputed questions names the two dates for

the Nativity, one of which is 'lavovapiiu i Kara to ^iaov ttjs vvktos fjTis (art

npu lucTW (iSuiv 'lavovapiaii', i. e. Jan. 5 and 6. Thus so far as Epiphanius

(Haer. 51. 24'' speaks of the 5th of January, it is to be noticed (i) that he is

ppeaking of the Nativity only ; tlie Baptism he placed on Nov. 8
;

(ii) that he

explains the date iripLinri 'lavovaplov tanipa th fXTT/v (in<pijaKovaa, and as rrpo

OKTw (ISwi/ = Jan. 6 ;
(iii) that the Egyptian, Greek, Paphiau, and Arabic

equivalents given in the same passage are shown by the Hemerology to apply

only to Jan. 6. And similarly the Armenian Church, combining in one the
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its 1 4th. Thirdly, the Paschal full moon of the year in which the

Homily was delivered fell on the 26th day of the seventh mouth,

while the second tlay of the eighth mouth was exactly a week later.

But the seventh Asiatic month commenced on a. d. ix Kal. Apr.

(March 24), and the eighth on a. d. ix Kal. Mai. (April 23) ; the 26th

day of the seventh mouth (one of 30 days only) falls on April 18,

and therefore that day week is April 25. But if the eighth month

began on April 23, and the 2nd of it fell on the 25th, the repetition

of the first in months of 3 1 days must still have formed an integral

part of the Asiatic system.

Now however the possibility must be taken into account that the

year of the Homily was a leap-year, and the intercalation of the

extra day was not made in Asia till at any rate after April. If this

were so, as each Asiatic day would be equivalent to one (Roman)

day earlier than usual, the two dates of the Homily would become

April 17 and April 24. We should then have to find a year in

which, on the Alexandrine cycle, the following conditions were

satisfied:—(a) full moon on April 17; (&) Easter a w^eek later

on April 24 ;
(c) the year ex hyjpothesi a leap-year.

Taking as our guide the Paschal table of Dionysius Exiguus

(Migne, Patrologia Latina, vol. 67, p. 493), who first introduced

Alexandrian calculations in a scientific foi'm to the West, we have

thei'e given full moons and Easters from A. d. 513 to 626, those from

A.D. 532 to 626 forming a complete set of 95 years ^. Now the

selection of 95 years as the cycle was prompted by the desire to

find a term of years after which (i) 95 being a multiple of 19, and

commemoration of the Annunciation, Nativity, and Epiphany, commenced with

the Annunciation on the evening of Jan. 5, and so apparently proceeded to the

Nativity and Epiphany (D. Chr. Ant. ut suj).). But our Homilist, unlike this,

distinguished between the Nativity on Dec. 25, and the Epiphany on Jan. 6.

It is true that St. Jerome explains the date of the prophecy of Ezekiel i. ' in

the thirteenth year, in the fourth month, on the fifth day of the month,' as

foreshadowing Christ's Baptism in His thirtieth year, on the fifth day of the

fourth (Eastern) month. But this is a forced application of a prophecy ; and

moreover St. Jerome was writing in Palestine, where the joint celebration of

the two feasts had not yet been superseded (Duchesne, p. 248), so that the 5th

would still form part of the feast. In fact his strong disclaimer, at this very

point, of the union of the two, almost suggests that he is borrowing his inter-

pretation fi"om some previous writer who had interpreted the prophetic date

of both Nativity and Epiphany. (See his Commentary in loc. quoted by

Ussher, p. 1216.)

^ No doubt there exists a list of all occasions on which Easter has been held

;

and if 1 had known where to find it, I might have spared myself the calcula-

tions from this point for a page onwards.
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the Alexandrine lunar cycle being of 19 year?, the full moons would

recur on the same days of the month
; (2) those days of the month

too would fall usually on the same days of the week, and in any

case not more than one day apart ; for in 95 j-ears we have

(after the 52 werks in each year) 9^ extra days, and 23 or 24

leaji-years each with a further day; in all 118 or 119 days; and as

the chances are three to one that in 95 years there will be 24 leap-

years, they are also three to one in favour of the larger number

119 days, or exactly seventeen weeks. Thus after 95 years, three

times out of four, the full moon falling not only on the tame day of

the month but on the same day of the week, Easter, too, will fall

the same number of days after it, that is, also on the same day of

the month. Now if we want to find all possible Easters, say

between a.d. 325 and 700, which fell on April 24, we turn to a

cycle of 95 years and look for all Easters on that day or on one

day each way—April 23, 24, 25—secure that further variation is

impossible. In Dionysius' cycle there are only four such Easters.

In A.D. 539 Easter fell on April 24 ; therefore on the same or

next day in a. d. 349, 444, 634. In A. d. 550 again on Ajml 24 ;

so A.D. 3G0, 455, 645. In A.D. 577 on April 25: compare

A. D. 387, 482, ()72. In A. D. 607 on April 23 ; compare a. d. 417,

612. But of all these occasions only the four italicized years were

leap-years ; and all others are ex hyjyothesi excluded. Hence only

A. D. 360, 444, 512, 672 can come into account. Now in A.D. 360

Easter fell on April 23, according to the Festal Letter of

St. Athanasius for that year (see tables in Larsow's edition). In

A. D. 444 it fell again on the same day, as stated by Proterius of

Alexandria in his letter to Leo of Rome eleven years later (Migne,

vol. 67, p. 510). In A.D. 512 it must have fallen on April 22
;

for the cycle of Dionysius commences in the next year with an

Easter Sunday on April 7. And in A. d. 672 it certainly fell on

April 25; see L^ssher inf. There is therefore no single year which

fulfils the conditions of Easter Sunday on April 24 in leap-year;

and we may confidently conclude that even if the leap-year day was

intercalated after April, at least the year of our Homilist was not

leap-year, and in that case the normal ecjuivalents between the

Asiatic and Julian Kalendars must hold, llie full moon of tJie

Homilist can onh/ hare fallen on A^vil 18, and his Easter Day on

April 25.

But Ussher gives only four occasions between a. d. 140 and 919

on which Easter Sunday fell on the 25th of April, namely, the years
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A. D. 387, 482, 577, 672. We will now put side by side our

Homilist's four Easter dates in his own Asiatic months ; then the

ordinary equivalents of these in Roman months ; and lastly the

four sets of Easters (taken from Ussher, I.e. p. 1229) to one of

which the Homily must certainly apply

—

2nd day of Stli month

17th day of 7th montli

9th day of 7th month

29th day of 7th month

April 25

April 9

April I

April 21

38 7. April 25

482. April 25

577. April 25

672. April 25

388. April 9
483. April 10

578. April 10

673. April 10

389. April I

484. April I

579. April 2

674. April 2

390. April 21

485. April 21

580. April 21

675. April 22

Now of the four dates given in the Homily three must of course

be reckoned by the ordinary Roman equivalents, for leap-year can

only affect one in four. But no less than three of the four refuse

to tally with the quartet A. D. 672-675, and two with the quartet

A. D. 577-580. In the third set A. D. 482-485, only one year, it

is true, differs ; but this one, A.D. 483, is not leaj)-year. We conclude

that the four years of the Homily must be the remaining quartet,

A. D. 387-390, and here the correspondence is exact. Even in

A. D. 388, the leap-year of the four, the Asiatic and Julian equiva-

lents are for April 9 the same as in ordinary years ; and conse-

quently the Asiatic leap-year intercalation must have been made

before the month in which this day occurs.

(4) It is strictly speaking superfluous, but at the same time

it will add interest to the discussion and cogency to the conclusion

if finally, as the coping-stone of the present argument, we can

show that our Homily, now dated independently at A. d. 387,

does in fact fit admii-ably into the Iiistorical conditions of that year

and of the Paschal disputes which marked it. Till that year, Easter

had not fallen as late as A2:»ril 25 since the sub-Apostolic age, and

it would preeminently be such a first occasion which would

excite the opposition and alarm depicted in our Homily ; while

VOL. II. L
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before Easter fell again so late (a. n. 482) Alexandrine calculations

were accepted as a matter of course in the East, and even at Rome

they were largely introduced by VictoriuB about the middle of the

firth century, and fully by Dionysius Exiguus in the first half of

the sixth. Again, ajipeal is made, as we said, to ' witnesses of

good memory' for Easter falling after the 21st, while objectors

admit Easter on the 21st but nothing more. Now Easter as a

matter of fact had ftillen on April 2 1 only eight years before, in

A. D. 379; but before April 21, it had only fallen twice within

sixty years—in A. d. 349 on April 23, and in A. d. 360 on the

same day—and on the first of these occasions the Alexandrines,

Athanasius being then on intimate terms with the Westerns and

especially with the Roman See, yielded to the Roman earlier com-

putation \ One instance within living memory, and that twenty-

seven years before, would satisfy the contradictory assertions

hazarded on the two sides-

Further w-e do know that in A. D. 387 the unusual lateness of

the Alexandrine Easter aroused keen discussion, in which the

Emperor Theodosius, with the view of reconciling the West to the

Eastern practice, intervened. There is still extant the preface of

a document addressed to him by Theophilus of Alexandria, whom

he had consulted, as well as a circular letter which St. Ambrose

from the same point of view directed to the bishops of Emilia.

Theophilus'^ writes that according to the Old Testament the

month of the Passover was to be the first month or month of new

year's produce {y.r]v tmv viwv) when the croi")s were full-grown ; and

the day to be the 1 4th, that is full moon, for the Jewish month, unlike

the ancient Egyptian but like tlie Greek, was lunar. This month

itself should be fixed after the equinox, which falls on the 25th

Phamenoth, 21st of March, or according to the 'Syrians,

Antiochenes, and Macedonians' 21st of Dystrus ; if the previous

(twelfth) month were to be taken, it would be found that the

crops were not ready to cut. But when, the mouth being rightly

fixed, its 14th falls on Sunday, Easter must be put otf a week;

for we may neither end our fast on the 13th nor yet fast on the

Sunday—a thing no one would do but a l^Eanichee^—while

' Cf. Hefele, Conncih, E. T. ii. 159. Tlie Easters durincr the Episcopate of

Athanasius (a. u. 328-373) are given in Larsow's edition of the Festal Letters,

P- 47-
^ Ap. GaUiindi, vii. 614.

' Manxa'W yip tSiov npayfia to toiovtov.
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on the contrary, as the Lord was crucified on the i4th^, and there-

fore the Eesurrectiou fell after it then, so may its Paschal com-

memoration now. As to objections on the score of lateness (of

April 25), why the Law itself says, if you cannot keep the Passover

in the first month, do so in the second ; in any case therefore it is

better to have Easter too late than too early.

St. Ambrose is addi'essing the bishops of Emilia, after the

bishops of Eome and Alexandria had expressed their opinion, and

apparently with Theophilus' epistle in his haiids^. The Nicene

fathers, he says, had instituted a nineteen years' cycle (after which

the same dates for full moons were to recur) in order to secure

unanimity about the night on which the ' sacrifice for the Lord's

Resurrection ' was to be offered ^, We are to note the first month

or month of new crops, and the 1 4th of the month ; for Christ,

coming to fulfil the Law of Moses, kept the Passover on the 14th

(Thursday), being crucified on the 15th, and rising from the

dead on the 1 7th. Thus the 1 4th as pi-eceding the Passion, and

therefore a fast, cannot be Easter day, which if the 1 4th is a Sunday
—

' sicut futurum est proxime '—will fall a week later, and in this

case will be kej)t on the 25th, not on the i8th, of April. So,

to quote recent practice, in A. D. 373 * the 14th of the moon fell on

March 24, and Easter a week later; in A. D. 377 the 14th was on

April 9, and again Easter on the i6th.

But then, continues Ambrose, the objection is made that if

^ T^ TeaaapfffKOiSeKaTaia in the Greek : but the Latin ' decimaquinta,' cf.

Ambrose inf. and note 2 on p. 136.

* Amhrosii Opera (Venice, 1751), iii. pp. 935-943- 'Post Aegyptiorum

supputationes et Alexandrinae Ecclesiae definitores, Episcopi qiioque Romanae

ecclesiae, per litteras plerique mean) adhuc expectant sententiam '
; elsewhere

again, 'Alexandrini quoque et Aegyptii, ut ipsi scripserunt.' Further, he not

only employs the Egyptian names of months, but presents actual coincidences

with Theophilus' preface just mentioned, in the 'mensis novorum ' and the

reference to the Manichees.

On the important position held by the see of Milan at the end of the fourth

century, see Duchesne, pp. 32-39.
' If the Gentiles observe days—* quintam esse fugiendain,' ' posteros dies

vel Aegyptiacos declinare'—they do it for superstitious motives ; we in order

that ' consona sacrae noctis fundatur oratio.*

* St. Ambrose dates the years here by the era of Diocletian, the 89th and

the 93rd. This era, specially made for Egypt, and continuously in use in

the Coptic Church as the ' era of martyrs,' is reckoned from a. d. 284, the

year of Diocletian's accession, and as the Egyptian year commenced on

August 29, the 89th and 93rd year of the era will refer to the Easters not of

A. D. 372 and 376, but of A. D. 373 and 377. Even the months Phamenoth

and Pharmuthi are given as well as the Roman reckoning.

L %
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Easter is kept as late as April 25, the rule of the 'first month ' is

not observed. We answer

—

(i) Since the full moon can obviously fall anywhere within the

first solar month, if it falls quite at the end, then Easter, unless

kept on the actual 1 4th, must fall in the next month.

(2) In the present case it is the Jews who will not observe

the first month ; for their Passover is to be on March 20, which

belongs to the 12th month and not to the ist\ whether you

reckon the latter as the post-equinoctial month of 31 days, from

March 22 to April 21, or the Egyptian mouth Pharmuthi, of 30

days, from March 27 to April 25.

(3) But in reality, as scholars of the Jewish law know well, this

first month is lunar ; and if the first full moon after the equinox

falls (as in A. D. 387) on April 18 the first new moon will fall on

April 5, the nones of April ^, and the second therefore about the

nones of May, so that Aj)ril 25 falls well before it.

Moreover only two years ago Easter was celebrated as late as

the nth before the Kalends of May, the 30th of the (post-

equinoctial) mouth ^, and the few extra days between that day and

the 25th of April now proposed, ought not to be a real stumbling-

block.

It is sufficiently obvious that the arguments of St. Ambrose and

of Theojjhilus are in the main identical with those employed by

our Homilist, and there can be no reasonable doubt that the three

* In Milan, the eighth month, ' octavus secundum consuetudinem nostram,

indictio enim Septembri mense incipit, octavo igitur mense Kalendae Apriles

aunt.'

^ Such seems to be the meaning of the words ' cum a pluribus nonis lunae

cursus incipiat, hoc est, dies primus, vides nonas RIaii adhuc ad mensem
primum novorum computari posse'; where for 'a pluribus nonis' I suspect we

should read ' Aprilibus Nonis.'

^ ' Ante biennium celebraverimus paschae Domiiiicam undecimo Kalendas

Maii, hoc est, trigesimo die mensis secundum nostram scilicet calculationem.'

These figures do not seem to tally; a.d. xi Kal. Mai. is April 21, but the

30th of a month commencing on March 22 would be April 20: so for 'tri-

gesimo' we ought perhaps to restore ' triges[i'>«o j)>']imo.' If April 21 is thus

correct, the nearest year given in the tables in which Easter fell on tliat day

is A. D. 379 ; and as on the other hand it seems probable (e. g. from the

repeated use of ' proxime'") that the letter was not written very long before

the Easter of A.D. 3S7, it has been projiosed to read 'ante vi ennium ' (i.e.

sexenniimi) for 'ante biennium.' [I do not know whether it is possible that

in A.D. 384 the full moon which full al)out March 21 may have been reckoned

in ISIilan as before the equinox, so that the Paschal moon would fall about

April 19, and Easter day, instead uf on March 24, on April 21.]
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writers refer to the same occasion. By concurrent but independent

lines of argument it has therefore been established that the four

Easters of the Homily are those from A. d. 387 to 390 ; and if so,

then (as we have seen) the date given for the leap-year Easter of

A. D. 388 shows that the intercalation was made before Easter and

before the month beginning on March 24. It was already argued

in the main body of this Essay (p. 122, sup.), that the intercalation

probably did take place in the sixth Asiatic month (Feb. 21 to

March 23) in Asia as in Rome. So far therefore from demonstrating

an alternative theory to be correct, the Paschal Homily is abso-

lutely consistent, so far as it goes, with the theory of intercalation

on which this Essay is based ^.

Appendix II.

PASSAGES FROM ANCIENT WRITERS WHO
EMPLOY KALENDARS OF THE ASIATIC

TYPE, GIVING SIDE BY SIDE A ROMAN AND
A NATIVE DATING.

[C. H. T.]

De. Lightfoot has quoted (Ignatius i. 665) four inscriptions

which give side by side the two methods of dating. For complete-

ness' sake I have put together here the few instances which are

quoted by Archbishop Ussher from ancient writers.

I. Epiphanius, Haeres. 51. § 24. The Baptism of Christ, kqt

AlyvTTTiovs 'A6vp BaiSeKdrrj npo e^ el8a>v Noe///3pt'a)i', Kara ''EWrjvas At'ov

6y86r] .... Kara ITa^/ovs 'ATroyoviKov e/CKaiSf/car?/ .... Kara MaKe86i^as

AweXXaiov (KKaiSfKaTi].

^ Of course (I repeat what I have said before) the correctness of this theory

of intercalation does not prove that St. Polycarp suffered in A. D. 156 and not

in A. D. 155. That he did suffer in the later year is made possible by it, and

the possible becomes probable, if once the identification of the ' high sabbath

'

with the Purim feast is admitted.
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Here the date intended is of course Nov. 8, and tlie Asiatic or,

as Epipluinius here calls it, the 'Macedonian' date, Apellaeus 16,

is correctly given according to the Hemerolocry ; for Apellaeus

comnienccs a. d. ix Kal. Nov. (Oct. 24) and does not repeat its

first. But a second kalendar on the Asiatic model was the Cyprian,

as the Hemerology calls it, or as Epijjhanius calls it (to distinguish

it from the Kalendar of Salamis) the Paphian ; and the Pajjhian date

is again correctly given as Apogonicus 1 6.

2, Epiplianius, ih. The Birth of Christ, tt/jo oKTiii elbav 'lavovapiav

. . . KUT AlyvTTTiovs Tvj31 ffSfKCLTfi, KaTO. 'Supovs fiT ovi/''KX\>]vas \v8vvaiov

(KTT) Kara liac^iovs 'lovXi'ou Tfcraapfa-KaiSfKarr], The date meant

is January 6, and the ' Asiatic ' date is not among the parallels

here given (but cf. the Paschal Homily, p. 142, sup.) : however the

Paphian date recurs, and we learn (as indeed the Hemerology

would tell us) that the Paphian months, though all beginning like

the Asiatic months on a. d. ix Kal., did not repeat the first in

months of 31 days. For ' Julius' begins a. d. ix Kal. Jan. (Dec. 24)

and if it repeated its first the i4th would have been Jan. 7, not

Jan. 6.

3. The panegyric entitled Laudatio S. Barnahae AiyostoU written

by a certain Alexander, a monk of Cyprus, and printed in the .4 c<a

Sanctorum for June 1 1 (June, tom. ii. pp. 43 1-447) gives St. Barnabas'

day as Kara p.iv 'Pwnalovs rfj jrpo Tpioiv elSiov 'lovvicov, Kara Se Kvnplovs

KavcrTavTifls p.T]v6s Mecrtopd, tov koi deKarov, la, Kara 8e Aaiavovs rJTOi Kara

Ilacp'iovs U.\r]dvmiTov tov Kal (vvdrov id'. The ninth ' Asiatic or Pa^ihian
'

month, commencing a. d. ix Kal. Jun. (May 24) and not repeating its

first, will make its 19th on June 11 ; but Plethj-patus is, sti-ictly

speaking, only a Paphian and not an Asiatic name (Lightfoot, i.

p. 682).

The rough date of this little panegyric is easily fixed ; for it

discusses the history of Peter the Fuller bishop of Antioch and his

claim over Cyprus, so opportunely met by the discovery of the

relics of St. Barnabas, and must therefore be later than a.d. 480,

while it obviously pi'ecedcs the Saracen invasions of Cyprus, and

must therefore be earlier than a.d. 650. But since Alexander

sj)eaks of the Thoopaschite addition to the Ti-isagion made by

Peter, 6 (TTavpa)6e\s St' vm"?. a-s still largely in use in his own day

among the more simple-minded orthodox, I should conclude that

this writing must belong to the earlier half of the sixth century.

(See Diet. Christ. Ant. s.v. Trisagion : Bingham, book xiv. ch. 2,
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§ 3). Photius (cod. 228) preserves an account of a letter written

by Epliraimius, Patriarch of Antioch from about A. D. 527 to 547,

in which he maintains the orthodoxy both of the Easterns who

used the addition (addressing the hymn to Christ) and the Westerns

or Byzantines who rejected it on the ground that the hymn was

really addressed to the Holy Trinity. But after this there does

not seem to be any mention of the enlarged Trisagion at least in

orthodox circles.

4. In the Acts of Timothy (printed in the Acta Sanctorum,

January, ii. p. 566) the saint is said to have been martyred 'in

nefauda festivitate eorum, quam vocabant Catagogiorum, quae est

secundum Asianos quidem mensis quarti die tricesima, secundum

autem Eomanos mensis Januarii vicesima secunda.' The fourth

month commenced a. d. ix Kal. Dec. (Dec. 24) and being a month

of 3 1 days, should repeat the first, so that the Asiatic 30th ought

to be Jan. 23 not Jan. 22. It is possible therefore that at some

unknown date the system of the double first was dropped, and the

days in all months counted straight through, so that the Asiatic

Kalendar was in fact assimilated to the Paphian Kalendar described

above, in which Jan. 22 would be the 30th of the 4th month. This

may be the reason why Alexander the monk, as we saw, can quote

a date as Kara he 'Aaiavovs tjtol Kara Ila(piovs. Unfortunately there is

nothing on the face of these Acts of Timothy to fix their date ; but

they were read by Photius (cod. 254), while, on the other hand,

the application of the title Patriarch to the Bishop of Ephesus

seems to show that they are not earlier than A. d. 450. [Prof.

Sanday now kindly informs me that Usener, in lus edition of these

Acts (which I was unable to find in the Bodleian) and Schiirer, in

reviewing Usener, both fix on a date some time in the fourth

century; I should scarcely have thought they were so early.]

NOTE.

—

On the new matter contained in the Second

Edition (1889), of Bishop Lightfoot's Apostolic Fathees,

(Part II. St. Ignatius, St. Polycaep, Vol. I. pp. 626-722).

[This edition appeared when the proof of the pi'eceding paper

had all but finally left my hands, and I am therefore unable to do

more than add the present note, calling attention to the chief

additions to the discussion on St. Polycarp's martyrdom. These, so
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far as a rapid glance enables one to judge, seem to be mainly tlie

following :

—

(rt) On p. 683 (ed. i. p. 666), a sentence is added on the

inscription I'rom Kpliesus, for which cf. p. 120 sup.

(6) On p. 687 an unpublished Pergamene inscription, com-

municated by Mommsen, is printed so far as it bears on tlie

Asiatic Kalendar.

(c) On p. 714 n. (ed. i. p. 696), the judgment on Usener's

theory of the term ^(^a<TTr\ is reworded.

((/) On p. 727, Dr. Lightfoot is good enough to discuss the

theory offered in the preceding pages. The Bishop of Salisbury

(through Prof. Sanday) had kindly asked the present writer to

send him a note on the date of the martyrdom, and this was

printed in the new edition of the late Bishop of Lincoln's Church

History. In this shape it has come under the notice of Dr. Light-

foot, who criticises its theory of leap-year intercalation, on the

ground that the intercalated day must have been the same in Asia

as in Rome. This may be so, though Archbisliop Ussher, as we

have seen, placed it at nearly six months' distance instead of only

two days. The last few lines of the Bishop's criticism (where

' 3rd Xanthicus ' occurs three times in mistake, I think, for 2nd

Xanthicus) show that I did not succeed in making mj-self intelli-

gible in the limits of a short abstract. I hope I may have been

more fortunate in the preceding paper. C. H. T.J

The inscrii^tion from Pergamon (p. 687) is of considerable

interest. It is a dedication to Hadrian by a religious college, and

names the days annually to be celebrated by the three officials of

the corporation. Tlie kalendar employed is obviously Asiatic, for

the names Lous, Panemus, Peritius, Hyperberetaeus, occur for

various months, and the birthday of Hadrian (a. d. ix Kal. Feb. =
Jan. 24) i'alls on the 2f,3(iorrr) or first^ of the month KnZo-ap, the

latter name being apparently substituted for Dystrus (Jan. 24—
Feb. 20) in honour of the reigning Emperor*. The curious

' Usener's theory on this point, .accepted above (p. 121), is now admitted by

Dr. Lightfoot to be probable (p. 714 «.).

- It is true that the Cypriot (Paphi.-in) Kalendar, dating from the time of

Augustus, already used Caesarius for this same mouth ; but the Ephesian

Caesjvrius was a different montli, September-October, so called obviously from

the birthday of Augustus.
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coincidence that the second of the two Emperors whose worship

was most extravagantly practised in Asia had his birthday, like

the first, on a. d. ix Kal., must have given considerable impetus to

a kalendar whose ruling principle was the celebration of this

Emperor's day on the first of each month. Further, we find in

this inscription that in both the months Panemus and Lous, the

three officials observe respectively the days 2e/3, ^'
, y\ that is

most naturally the ist, 2nd, 3rd. Now Lous, as a month of 31

daj's, ought to have repeated its first, so that the three days would

be 2e/3, a', ^' ; and there is therefore a possibility that at

Pergamon in Hadrian's time, the double first was not in use, the

days being numbered from i to 31, which would bring the

Pergamene Kalendar into exact agreement with those of Bithynia,

Crete and Cyprus (see Lightfoot,' p. 681, and for Cyprus, or more

properly Paphos, sup. p. 150), all of them different from the Asiatic

on this point. A similar kalendar was in use at Attalia in

Pamphylia in the third century \ whither it no doubt travelled

direct from Paphos. In Proconsular Asia itself the compiler of

the (late) Acts of Timothy, presumably an Ephesian, omitted the

doubled first (sup. p. 151). This alteration Dr. Lightfoot now

supposes to have been made at an early date, explaining his second

inscription—that from Ephesus of A. d. 104, where, as we saw

(p. 120 sup.), Anthesterion or Xatithicus 2 is Feb. 22, not Feb. 23

—on these lines ;
' the inconvenience of reckoning two first days

must have been seriously felt and would eventually lead to the

substitution of another nomenclature at this point without destroy-

ing the general frameAvork of the kalendar ' (p. 683). Only in

the first place, if all this is so, there is no antecedent reason why
the 2nd Xanthicus of St. Polycarp's martyrdom fifty j^ears later

may not also be an instance where the double first has been

drojDped, so that the equivalent date would again be Feb. 22, not

Feb. 23. It is true that this suggestion implies that the equation

in the extant text (a. d. vii Kal. Mart. Feb. 23) is incorrect; but

there is certainly no positive objection to treating the Eoman date

as a later insertion for the benefit of non-Asiatic readers, and since

ex hypotliesi both the use and the omission of the double first were

current in Asia, there is nothing strange if of the two interj)re-

tations of Xanthicus 2 (Feb. 22 and 23), a later writer adopted

^ Lightfoot, p. 6S4, i.irjvi rj' , k0' ewy \a', raiv i yfiepwy, equated to May
14-23-
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one as most familiar to himself, while it was the other which

really corresponded to the original date.

As a matter of fact the reckoning of the double first did in fact

survive long after the second century, as has been shown in the

appendix from the use of the Asiatic Kalendar in Pseudo-Chrysos-

tom. The martyrdom of Pionius (Lighlfoot, i. 720), obviously

depends on it also, for the 12th March is there the 19th of the

Asiatic month. On the other hand, of the authorities quoted

against the double first, the Pamphylian inscription is too far

removed in place, and the Acts of Timothy in time. Then the

Pergameue inscription on closer examination shows signs of Asiatic

structure ; the last but one of the month is still denoted Trpo,

and this means that the last ten days of the month were reckoned

backwards, as in the Asiatic Kalendar, and in it only. If an

assimilation to the Bithynian and Cyprian type had taken place,

the double first would indeed have disappeared, but the backward

counting of ten days (which would now have become eleven days)

would probably have been droj^ped for simple enumeration from i

to 31. Moreover, it is not easy to believe that within the limits

of so small an area as Proconsular Asia two kalendars so like, and

yet so unlike (for the change would alter by one day at least

140 days in the year), prevailed side by side. That the system

of the double first existed, we know ; that the contrary system

also existed is not proved by the Pergameue inscription ; and

the Ephesian inscription, thougli compatible with it, is equally

compatible with the hypothesis here suggested.

It w^as on the assumption that only one kalendar was in use,

and in order to meet the two objections as to the pontificate of

Anicetus and the high sabbath of Purim in connection with the

earlier year, that Feb. 22, A. d. 156 was offered in this: paper as a

possible alternative to Feb. 23, a. d. 155. Dr. Lightfoot now says

(p. 727), that he does not ' lay any stress on this particular

solution' of the high sabbath, although he still seems to prefer it^;

and he is arguing, he tells us, in his forthcoming edition of St.

Clement, that ' it is impossible with our existing data to fix the

accessions of the Roman bishops in the middle of the second

' Dr. Lightfoot aiUl.s tliat ' whether in this age the Jews intercalateil 1)y

whole month.s or by fractions of months, we cannot say ' : I sliould have

thought it impossible for a lunar kalendar to intercalate less than a com-

plete moon.
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century within three or four years, though a strict reckoning

would suggest A. D. 153-155 for that of Anicetus' : if the first of

these altei'native years A. D. 153 is the true one, then the visit of

Polycarp can be placed in A. D. 154, and the martyrdom early in

the following year. Undoubtedly if another identification than

Purim can be found for the high sabbath which will suit Feb. 23,

A. D. 155 ; and if the accession of Anicetus can be placed as early

as Dr. Lightfoot believes ; and if two kalendars were simul-

taneously in use in Proconsular Asia; the ground is cut away

from any theory such as that here presented which based itself on

the explanation of the ' high sabbath ' selected by Dr. Lightfoot

himself, and on the chronological diiSculty raised by Prof. Lipsius,

the writer who had up to that time devoted most study to the

episcopal successions at Eome. But until these points are satis-

factorily settled tliere may be something to be said for the date

suggested in this paper.
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IV.

THE CLEMENTINE HOMILIES.

/
[C. Bigg.]

A CONSIDERABLE number of documents emanating from the

early ag-es of the Church are attributed, we know not why, to

the authorship of Clement of Rome. Such are the Second

Epistle, the Epistles on Virginity, a Liturgy, the Canons and

the Constitutions of the Apostles. But in addition to these,

and widely different from any of them, there is a most singular

gi'oup of books that claims the same origin. Three are well

known, the Homilies, the Recognitions, and the Epitoine. But

these three are survivors of a much more numerous family.

We possess branches of the same stock in Syriac and in Arabic,

and others now lost can be proved to have existed in ancient

times. Rufinus was acquainted with two distinct editions of

the Recognitio7is, and by the side of our unorthodox there was

an orthodox Clementina, which in the Eastern Church seems

to have ousted the other from circulation.

It is not proposed in this paper to touch upon the Epitome,

which has no independent interest of its own. Nor will it be

necessary to deal immediately with the Recognitions. What-

ever may be the precise relation of this book to the Homilies,

and this is a question that will be treated in its place, it seems

to be nothing else than a recast in an orthodox direction of

the Homilies. The interest that attaches to the Recognitions

is mainly literary. A close examination of its structure may
throw light on difficulties that surround the other far more

interesting book ; whereas the interest of the Homilies is

mainly doctrinal and historical. Where and by whom were

these strange doctrines preached ? What is their origin and

lineage? what their relation to the Gnostic heresies, and
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lo the Catliolic Church? All students of the history of

doctrine ai-e acquainted with one remarkable answer that has

been o^iven to this question. The Iloniilics were the key of

the position of the Tubin<rcn School. This, said Baur, was

primitive Christianity, this was ' Petrinism,' the genuine

doctrine of the first followers of Jesus. The overthrow of the

Tubiiio-cn School by the critical and historical methods, of

which Dr. Ilarnack is one of the most illustrious liv-ing- repre-

sentatives, has relegated the Homilies to a place of inferior

interest. Yet it is, and must remain, a book of very great impor-

tance, and any fresh light that we can get upon its date,

meaning, and authorship will be of value.

The Homilies, or rather Clemenfs Epitome of the Itinerant

Preachings ofPeter, in its present shape (and even after Dressel's

discovery it may be doubted whether we have the full text)

consists of twenty books or chapters. Prefixed to the main

work are two prefatory letters to St. James of Jenisalem.

The first is from St. Peter, who begs St. James to guard with

the most scrupulous care for secrecy * the books of my
preachings which I sent you.' To this is appended the Pro-

testation to be made by all those into whose hands the books

are delivered. They are to be entrusted to none but circumcised

teachers, and each recipient is to make a solemn oath or pro-

testation of a peculiar heathenish form, by the four elements,

not to betray the confidence reposed in him. After this he is

to partake of a remarkable sacrament of bread and salt. In

the second letter Clement announces to St. James the death of

St. Peter, and his own ai)i)ointment by that apostle to succeed

him in the Bishopric of Rome. This second epistle however

is rightly regarded as belonging not to the Homilies but to

the Recognitions.

The main body of the work is dictated by two different

motives. The first is the debate between Christianity and

Gnosticism, conducted by St. Peter and Simon Magus: the

second is the debate between Christianity and Heathenism, in

which the parties are Clement and his brothers on the one
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side, and Appion and Faustus on the other. To the latter

belongs the framework of romance in which the whole book

is set. Clement, a hig-h-born Roman youth, a relative of the

Emperor Tiberius, has been left alone in the world by a series

of mysterious accidents. His mother and two brothers

travelled to the East, and then disappeared ; afterwards his

father went in quest of his lost wife and children, and dis-

appeared also. Like many of the finer spirits of the time

Clement is beset by religious doubts, and long seeks in vain

for lig'ht and comfort to his soul. Relief comes to him from

an unexpected quarter. In the reign of Tiberius Caesar, in the

opening of the year, a rumour spreads, men knew not whence

or how, that in Judaea there is One preaching glad tidings of

the Kingdom of the Eternal. And in the autumn of the

same year an unknown man was to be seen in the streets of

RomCj preaching that the Son of God is in the Holy Land. _

At once the young enquirer resolves upon his course. He

will go and ascertain for himself what this strange news may

mean. Business delays him for some time, apparently till

towards the summer of the next year ; then, baffling winds

drive him off the coast of Palestine into the sheltering

harbour of Alexandria. Here he finds Barnabas preaching the

Gospel in the streets, beset by a crowd of mocking Greek

philosophers. Clement rescues the apostle from his tormentors,

and takes him home to his lodging. Next day Barnabas sets

sail for Palestine, inviting Clement to follow. Clement is

detained in Alexandria some little time longer, to collect debts

due to him in that town, but finally, in his impatience, leaves

his money affairs unsettled, and takes ship. A voyage of

fifteen days brings him to Caesarea, where lie finds Barnabas,

who introduces him to Peter. Clement attaches himself to

Peter, attends him in his pursuit of Simon Magus from town to

town, from Caesarea to Tripolis, the Syrian Laodicea and

Antioch, and in the course of these journeyings recovers by a

series of happy providences his mother Mattidia, his father

Faustus, and his two brothers Faustinus and Faustinianus.
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The last two had joined Peter some time before himself, under

the names of Nicetes and Aquila.

The plot of the Homilies and Recognitions is the same, with

certain variations in detail, which have a hig-h interest in their

bearing- on the question of authorship. Let us content our-

selves here with a few observations. The romance assumes

that St. Peter was Bishop first of Antioch, and afterwards of

Rome. It accepts the tradition, not found elsewhere before

Tertullian^, that Clement was the immediate, and not the

second or third, successor of St. Peter in the Bishopric of

Home. It presupposes the confusion of Simon JNIagus with

Semo Sancus, which had already been made in the time of

Justin. The belief that Clement was second Bishop of Rome
implies an identification of Clemens Romanus with the

Clement of the Epistle to the Philippians, But he was also

identified with the Flavins Clemens put to death by his rela-

tive Domitian on a charge of atheism. This, perhaps, is why
the author of the romance makes his hero belono- to the

imperial house, thoug-h to avoid a palpable anachronism he is

obliged to connect him with the Julian, instead of the Flavian,

family. The name of Mattidia is borrowed from the family

of Trajan, that of Faustus from the family of Marcus Aurelius.

All these traits in the narrative are indications of a certain

lateness of date, though they do not afford means for any

very accurate definition of time. But a story exhibiting

these peculiar features can hardly have been composed before

the latter part of the second centmy, and may be of even

more recent origin. As regards composition, let us observe

that the work, though cast in dramatic form, exhibits not the

least vestig-e of dramatic ability. The characters are merely

wooden puppets, left lying in a corner until they are wanted,

and then shuffled awkwardly on to the stage. Personality

they have none. The style is in general simple and clear, with

a certain thin elegance about it, rising at times, for instance in

the eulogy on the Chaste Wife, into positive beauty. It is

' De Pracscr. Uaer. 32.
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entirely free from the affected Homerisms of the Rhetoricians.

But it is certainly not the work of a born Greek. The cast

of phrase is not idiomatic ; the sentences are short, connected

by sense not by particles ; the grasp of grammar is undecided,

and countless passag-es are obscured or disfigured by mistakes

such as a schoolboy might make. Upon the whole the faults

^o not seem to be those that might be expected to occur in

Roman Greek, and I suspect that an expert would feel little

hesitation in attributing the composition to an Oriental ^.

The higher qualities of style are conspicuously absent. There

are occasional flashes of insight, and the author has a con-

siderable aptitude for selecting good ideas and telling points.

But his system, if system it can be called, is a dull and

barbarous farrago of inconsistencies.

I proj)ose to direct the reader's attention (I) to the Theology

of the Homilies, (II) to its Hierarchical tendency, (III) to its

relation to Gnosticism, (IV) to its Apologetics, (V) and lastly

to its date, object, and meaning, so far as we shall be able to

ascertain them.

(I) The most remarkable fact about the book, in view of the

use that Baur made of it, is that, though the author has

properly speaking no Trinity at all, he yet insists upon the

administration of Baptism in ' the thrice blessed Invocation,'

and uses the doxology. We shall see that his copy of

St. Matthew contained the first chapter ; it must also have

contained the last. The three names have no three things,

^ The author does not understand the use of the Greek article : rds npo-

(paaus TTJs \oi5opias is an instance of a fault that occurs in almost every page

;

avyyivwa/ca] is used wdth genitive, and (TnOvfieiv with accusative, iii. 5 ; we find

strange words, like vpairajs and dia<pajyeTv (= to be choked, drowned, or speech-

less) xiii. 5, xiv. 9 : and strange phrases, such as -npoaipeaeais fy(vv/j.r]v ( = I was

minded), xv. 10; or deoTTjTos kariv ( = is divine), xvii. 13. Some features

have a Latin look ; for instance, 4'x<' Kpi6r]i'ai, awBrjvai et simm. ; fiicxiv ntpi-

ypacpai { = circuniscriptiones), iv. 20 ; avv(aTdvai(^ = constare), xiv. 11 ; (kSikuv

{= vindicare, to maintain), xviii. 9. For short disconnected sentences, see iii,

26. But these facts are not sufficient to prove a Western origin. The syntax

constantly goes to wreck in a way that cannot be accounted for by corruption

of the text.
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certainly no three equal thing's corresponding' to them, and he

arranges them in his system in an order which is not that of

the New Testament. Yet he durst not renounce the Catholic

formula. Surely this is a most remarkable jihenomenon. The

sect which is represented in the Homilies can never have been

in the humour to borrow its central confession of doctrine, its

watchword—and this phrase is no less—from the Catholic

Church. Whatever Christianity it possesses is of the most

primitive kind, long* anterior to any Gentile developments.

Yet it possesses the Trinitarian baptismal formula. This fact

seems to determine at once the place of the Ebionite sect in

the history of the Church. It could not, by the light of its

inherited traditions, find any explanation of the new faith,

and it therefore gave up the attempt and fell out of the race,

retaining, however, this mysterious formula as a magical

charm or amulet, by which in some way the gates of heaven

were opened to the baptized.

The leading phrase of the Homilies is the Monarchy

of God^ which is held in the strictly Jewish sense. The

unpardonable sin is to teach or believe anything that

derogates from the sole and incommunicable majesty of the

Creator. He who made the world, and all that is therein

must be One, and One only. If there were a second God, He
would have created a second world. His own people would

owe Him allegiance, but we could be in no way concerned

with Him. The first conception of this Deity is that familiar

to us in the Platonising writers ^. He is the Unknown

and Unknowable. But here we come at once to the most

extraordinary of the many absurdities of the Homilies. The

author abominates anthropopathism ^ with such vehemence

that he will not hear of explaining those passages of

scripture where human emotions arc ascribed to the Divine

by the familiar principle of condescension, but absolutely rejects

them all as forgeries of the devil. And yet he is a no

less vehement anthropomorphist *. But for this book it

* iii. 9. 38, 69. 61. * xix. 10. ^ ii. 40 sqq. * xvii. 7 sqq.
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would have seemed incredible that these two opinions could

exist side by side. And this is not all. The author of the

Homilies is not content until he has attained the farthest

point in the realm of nonsense ever reached by any human

being. For this Deity who has the shape of man is yet

infinite. Certain Stoics held that God has shape, not indeed

that of man, but the perfect figure, that of the globe. But

they also taught that he was therefore finite ^. But our

author will have it that the Deity, though he has figure, is yet

infinite, and this in order to reconcile his Stoicism with

Scripture which, whenever he chooses, he treats as a forgery.

He defends his anthropomorphism partly by the familiar

arguments, how can God be beautiful ? how can he be the

object of faith or love without definite shape ? partly with a

dull pretence of philosophy. The only remarks we need make

on his reasonings is that they give us a glimpse of the author's

personality. The people among whom he lived held their

peculiar creed in unquestioning faith, and did not trouble their

heads about logical possibilities. All the chatter of the

Homilist about primary and secondary space, and about the

figured God being infinite because He is limited only by

space, that is by Nothing, is a misapplication of lessons picked

up at some Greek university.

Anthropomorphism was held by many Jews ^, though

surely not by those who had come much under the influence of

Greek philosophy, even though they inclined to the opinions

of Zeno. Another idea prevalent in the Jewish schools, which

has a mystical tinge and is quite irreconcilable with anthro-

pomorphism, is that in the essence of the Deity are combined

two elements, the masculine and the feminine ^. The author

of the Homilies, or his people, seized upon this to explain the

* Clement of Alexandria {Strom, vii. 7. 37) charges the Stoics with An-

thropomorphism, but it is expressly denied by Diogenes Laertius, vii. 147.

Cp. Seneca, Ep. 113. 22, *Si rotundam (figuram) illis qualem deo de-

derint.'

^ Gfrorer, Jahr ties Heih, ii. 107.

^ lb. i. 299.
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doctrine of the Holy Ghost. God created the world, yet

not strictly speaking- by Himself. The words ' Let us make

man ' are explained not of God and the Log-os, but of

God and "Wisdom, that is, the Holy Ghost 1. ' With this

Wisdom He ever rejoiced as with His own Spirit. Wisdom,

indeed, is united with God as his Soul ; it is thrust forth

from Him as a hand creating all that is. Therefore also one

man was created, and from him proceeded the female, and

being" one in kind they form a dyad. For by extension and

contraction the one becomes a two. Therefore I do right in

ascribing all honour to God as my parents.' The idea that

Wisdom is feminine, and that creation is the offspring of the

mysterious wedlock between the two sides of the Di\ane,

belongs to the author's sect, and may be found in the book of

Elxai. But in that book Wisdom is an angel, an inferior and

separate being. Yet doubtless our author was not alone in

regarding it as an immanent portion of a dualistic whole, as

the soul of God, reaching forth ' like a hand ' when it deals

with the material world, yet in truth always at home.

This idea, the jiroduct of Hebrew speculations upon the

Hebrew Bible, was capable of being brought into easy con-

nection with the Stoic theory of the world. There are indeed

passages in the Homilies that remind us of Plato. We read

of the visible and invisible heavens ", that is of the ideal and

phenomenal world. God is the * Seal ' or Form of all things^,

which exist only by ' participation ' in Him, and the eternity

of matter is not denied *. But these things are not distinctive

of any school in the Alexandrine age. In a remarkable place

in the seventeenth Homily God is the heart of the universe,

from whence stream forth six extensions (cKraaets) up and

down, right and left, forwards and backwards. These are the

six divine motions of the Timaeus which our author has seized

upon to explain the six days of creation. By adding to them

as a seventh term the central rest of the Deity, he gets the

' mystery of the Hebdomad,' and finds a philosophical raison,

^ xvi. 12. ' xi. 22. ^ xvi. 19. * iii. 33.
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d'etre for the Sabbath. In the sixth Homily God is the

TV)(yiTr]s vovs, who forms the World Animal by mixing" the

four elements in a bowl. This again is from the Timaeus.

But in the twentieth Homily the mode of thought is entirely

Stoic. God combines in His unity two antithetic elements,

the material and the spiritual. Each of these is capable of

self-originated change. As air thickens into water, water

into earth and stones, and stones when struck produce fire, so

is it with the Divine Essence. This too, when it pleases,

can change itself, and, when it pleases, return into its original

state. So far have we departed from Plato here that the

author considers the superiority of the Father to the Son to

consist precisely in the power of self-ordained mutation into

lower forms of existence. God is the Beginning ; He is also

the End. All proceeds from Him, all is penetrated by Him,

and will eventually retm-n into Him. It is the dernier mot of

Heraclitus and the Stoics. 'Jupiter est quodcunque vides.' The

world is God, whose essence is thickened and materialised as

He 'projects' it farther from His 'heart,' and refined and

spiritualised as it pulsates slowly back to the centre of All.

We ask in amazement, where is the place of anthropo-

morphism in this thoroughgoing pantheism ?

And here we come to the central difference between the

Homilies and Catholicism. Readers of Philo will recollect his

doctrine of the Powers of God. Goodness, the older and

better Power, stands over against Righteousness, the younger

and inferior, and between the two, so as to harmonise their

discrepancy, is placed the Word. The root of this doctrine is

to be found in mystic rabbinical speculations on the Chariot

Throne of Ezekiel's vision ^. It has been doubted whether

the Powers of Philo are personalities in the strict sense of the

word, whether the Logos doctrine was the creation of Philo

or of some earlier Alexandrine, whether it was not even

current in Palestinian schools, and if so, in what precise sense.

Now in the Homilies we find the two Powers but no Logos.

1 Siegfried, Philo von Alexandria, p. 212.
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They are both persons. And at the same time the specula-

tions out of which they sprang are absohitely rejected, for the

writer will have none but the literal sense of Scripture, and

attaches very little value to the prophets. Another curious

point is, that though our author rejects the Log-os doctrine, he

uses St. John's Gospel. Does not this g-o to prove that no

effective Logos doctrine ever was current in the native Jewish

schools ?

By the changes of God there are ' jirojected '
^ two creatures

of especial dignity and importance, the Son and the Evil One.

Both are ' begotten,' if you please, but our author objects to

the phrase as savouring of anthropopathism, and prefers

' created ' or ' projected.' They are not ' brothers,' inasmuch

as they do not ow^e their origin to the same change, and the

one stands on a much lower plane than the other. The Son

is the offspring of the noblest chang-e of God, the first modifi-

cation, that is, of the spiritual side of the divine Dyad. The

Evil One, on the other hand, springs from a ' mixture ' of the

four elements * outside ' of the Deity. This last idea is

borrowed from the Tlmaeus.

These two Po^vers then are in a way antitheses, yet not so

much opposed as complementary. The Son represents the

Goodness, the Evil One the Justice of God. The latter is

King of this world, the former of that which is to come.

Satan, by his mixed material nature, has received a will that

delights in evil, yet he does no wrong for fear of God. He is

the instrument of the divine wrath against sin, the Saviour,

we may say, of those who are kept from wickedness only by

dread of the consequences. He will, with his fellow servants,

tiie wicked angels, be sent dow^n finally to Tartarus. But in

the end he will be changed in nature and saved 2. His final

' XX. 8.

'" IIDill. XX. 3 : (5 ovv irovrjpos irphs to) tov ivfuruiro^ Koffftov r^\(i vwovpyrjaai

d/it^wTcus T^ Ofw, art 5^ ov fiiai ovaias wv t^j Trpuy KaKiav fiovrfs fifraavficptOtU

dyaOdi ytviaOai bivarai. Tlie proportions in wliich he is mixed will be

altered.
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salvation is figured by the rod of Moses, which first turned

into a serpent then into a rod again.

The Son, on the contrary, is the agent of the divine

Goodness 1. He is emphatically ' not God,' except in that

sense in which the title may be given to all mankind as

sharing in the image of God, and this ' is no great thing.'

He is not God, because he is not the Creator, being himself

created. Nevertheless, his position is exalted far above all

else in heaven or in earth. He is oixoovcrtos, not with God per

se, but with that particular modification of the divine essence

by which he is engendered, and therefore ia-obvvaiJLos, not with

God j}er se, but with this same modification -. He is pre-

existent, and therefore eternal, because that which is before

the world is before time. To him are applied expressly the

promise of Jacob and the prophecy of Emmanuel ^. He
is the True Prophet, who knows all things past, present,

and future, and teaches them not ixavtK<2s, by ecstasy,

trance, or vision—this point is emphasised again and again

—but by revelation ^. He alone of all the prophets

is called Son of God. He is ©etoVrjro? ye/xcuj; ''. ' To

us,' it is said, ' there is but One God, who created all

things and ordered all things, whose Son is Christ.' The

story of the Incarnation is accepted as it is given in

St. Matthew *^. But the most remarkable feature of the

doctrine of the Homilies is that Jesus, though the highest,

was not the only avatar of the True Prophet. He had been

* xvi. 15 sqq.

* Horn. XX. 7 : 6/ioovaiov ftfj irapovari Tpony irpo^aWti, laoSvvanov 5e oii. Read

TTJ meo periculo for /X57, and the passage becomes at once intelligible.

^ xvi. 14. * ii. 6 sqq. ; iii. 13.

^ i. 6; xvi. 14.

^ The miraculous conception is expressly stated, Horn. iii. 1 7 : 6eov tov rd

ndvTa TTfTTOirjKOTos TO fj.€ja Kal ajiov rrjs Trpoyvdiafcos aiirov nvivpia ei p.r) Tcp-viro

)(iipwv avTOv KVO(popr]6fi/Ti dvOpdmai Scut] Tis kffxrjicevat, ttws iTi frepcp tw e« pLV-

(japds ffrayovos yivvqOivTi 6 dirovefj.ajv ov tcL /xiyidTa dp-aprdvn ; With this

agrees the fact that the Homilist in Matt. iii. 17 read ovtus eariv 6 vius fxov

6 d'yaiTTjTOs fls bv ei/SoicrjcTa' tovtov aKovere and not £701 a-qp-ipov ytyivvrjKd at,

Horn. iii. 53. And the Jews were mistaken in thinking Christ Son of David

and not Son of God, Bom. xviii. 13.
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incarnate before in Adam and in Moses, perhaps also in Enoch,

Noah, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. How deeply this peculiar

view affects the relation of the Law and the Gospel we shall

see as we proceed. His death is spoken of two or three times ',

but no i)articular value is attached to it in respect of the

salvation of man. As regards the Lord Himself His patience

in suflering"^ is the reason why He has been ' anointed with

the mercy of God,' ' exalted to be king of all things in air

and earth and sea^.^ Here, ajiparently, some sort of a

TTpoKOTiri is intended, but it is hard to see in what precisely it

consists. Of the text ' No man knoweth the Father but the

Son ' it is contemptuously said that it has ten thousand

explanations ^.

In the doctrine of the Fall and Restitution of man there

is the same singular mixture—a few philosophic phrases

overlying a mass of rabbinical crotchets, beneath which the

reader catches sight of a still lower depth of abject super-

stition. The question, what is the origin of evil, is one of

the leading' motives of the book, and the answer which our

author had picked up from the Apologists is that e\i\

proceeds from the freedom of the will.

But this is only the outside. God created man in His own

Image, like Him that is to say in bodily shape ; and in His

own Likeness, like Him, that is, in intellect and virtue^.

Adam was a true prophet ^, and it is blasphemy to assert that

he sinned. But Eve, the woman, was of lower, emotional

type '', and those of hei' descendants who resembled her were

subject to lustful appetites. In their impatience they forgot

the great natural law, that children born at certain seasons of

the year are necessarily evil ^. Hence there arose a wicked

generation who lost the Likeness of God. This is how our

author ex])lains the Hellenic doctrine that sin is ignorance.

Of the same strain with this peculiarly degraded materialism

is the demonology of the Homilies, by which the explanation

' iii. 19, 3o; xi. 20. -
iii. 20. ^ pj,;] j; jq^ 4 jjviii. 13.

^ iii. 20; xi, 4; xvii. ;.
'

ii. 52. ' iii. 24.
*' xix. 23.
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of evil, as it exists in the worlds is really completed. Grieved

by this revolt of man the angels of the lower sphere ^ went

down to earth in the hope of winning" the rebels back to

their allegiance. But the world was too strong for them.

They fell themselves, married the daughters of man, and

betrayed to their wives for bridal gifts the secrets of heaven,

magic and science. Here we have the explanation of that

hatred of intellectual cultivation as a Pandora gift of Satan

which Clement of Alexandria resisted with such earnestness.

From these ill-assorted nuptials sprang the Giants, who,

though not at first evil, fell in their turn through greediness.

They tasted blood, and taught men to lust for the same

accursed food. Their sin polluted air and earth, caused

deadly reptiles and poisonous plants to exist, and brought

the deluge upon the world. Nothing strikes the reader of

the Homilies more than the horror of blood which pervades

the whole book. To the author and his people the Bible, and

the whole world, seem to reek like a charnel-house. Sin is

murder ; the earth is full of cruel habitations. The spirits of

the dead Giants became demons ^, who have power over all

that ' eat of the demons' table,' taking actual corporal

possession of the wretched sinner, ' creeping from the brain

down the marrow of the backbone.' So complete is this

terrible union that death does not dissolve it. Together the

wicked man and his demon are cast into the flames. And
there, while the human soul, whose nature is akin to light,

writhes in anguish, the demon, whose essence is fiery, bathes

with delight in its congenial element. The means of deliver-

ance from this dreadful fate are faith, fasting, mortification,

prayer, and incantations, and the knowledge of these salutary-

remedies we owe to Revelation.

The true faith is revealed through all True Prophets, and

the revelation is recorded partly in Scripture, partly in the

oral tradition of the Church. But there are also false prophets

and delusive revelations. A great part of the Old Testament

^ viii. 10 sqq. 2 ^\\\^ jSj jx. 9 sqq.
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is peremptorily rejected. Tlic Iloniilisl lays down the Pla-

tonic axiom ^ that ' nothing unworthy is to be believed of

God.' Hence, as he does not, in theory at least, allow the

expedient of allcg-orism, ho is driven to conclude that any

passage of Scripture that seems to derogate from the majesty

of the Supreme is false, and not to be accepted without

sin. This conclusion he supports by critical reasons. The

Pentateuch was written after the death of INIoses ^,

which indeed it records. It was found in the temple five

hundred years after that date, and lost again in Nebuchad-

nezzar's siege. Nor are the canonical prophets to be received

without large deductions. It is not denied that they pro-

phesied of Christ ^, but they are spoken of with contempt as

* born of woman,' deluded, that is, by trances and visions

which, as we have seen, are regarded as hallucinations sent

by the Evil One. John the Baptist is treated with absolute

aversion^ as the founder of Gnosticism. All men's opini-

ons'^ are to be found in Scripture. Hence one of the most

pressing duties of the believer ^ is to be ' an approved

money-changer,' able to distinguish the false coin from the

true. This he can accomplish if he gives heed to the authorized

interpreters of Holy Writ, such as were the scribes and doctors.

But above all others it is the function of Christ, the True

Vvo\)h.eipar excelleiice, to winnow genuine from false Scriptures.

When he tells us that ' not one jot or tittle shall pass from

the law,' it is plain that all that has been abolished—sacrifice,

the rule of kings, prophecies delivered by those ' born of

woman ' (of a temporal bloodshedding Messiah), were vain

devices, ' plants which the Heavenly Father hath not planted.'

* Hence it is impossible without his instruction to stand upon

saving truth, even if one seeks for ever where the object of his

search is not, as it was, and is, in the word of our Jesus.'

If we ask how we know that Jesus is the True Prophet, we

arc referred to the example of St. Peter, to whom it was revealed,

* ii. 38. * iii. 47. ' iii. 49. * ii. 23.

' iii. 9. ' ii. 51.
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not by trance but ' welling* up in his mind he knew not how.'

But to the earnest seeker a further aid is provided in the

doctrine of Syzyg-ies or Antitheses^. God has created all

things double, one ag-ainst another. First we have the celestial

antitheses, in which the better always precedes the worse,

heaven and earth, day and night, sun and moon, life and

death, lig-ht and fire, Adam and Eve. Next come the terres-

trial antitheses, in which ' owing to free will,' that is to sin, the

order is inverted, so that the worse precedes the better ; Cain and

Abel, the two spirits of Noah the Raven and the Dove, Ishmael

and Isaac, Esau and Jacob, the High Priest and the Legis-

lator, Simon and Peter, Antichrist and Christ. Like much

else in this curious system the theory of the antitheses is only

half developed. The greatest importance is attached to it, yet

we nowhere see clearly in what its importance consists. It

seems to be related to the paired aeons of the Valentinians,

the Sephiroth of the Sohar. But its place in the system is

wholly different. In the Homilies the antitheses are merely

a mode of the divine working-. The idea seems to be that the

changes of the Divine Nature are inverted as they stream out-

wards from the centre to the periphery, and as they flow back

from the periphery to the centre of all. In creation the

better change precedes the worse, in this world God ever

follows up and remedies the confusion caused by man. Hence,

while the baser and higher types of religion are ever found in

conflict, the mere order of succession is a guide to the truth.

But the idea of development is not clearly seized. There is

no connection between the different pairs of antitheses, each

of which simply repeats the same eternal antagonism of shadow

and substance. And in the highest case of all the antagonism

is not sufficiently marked. For the teaching of the True Pro-

phet is always the same. The message of Adam and Moses is

substantially identical with that of Christ. Hence God accepts

both Jew and Christian, provided that the Jew does not hate

Christ, the Christian does not dishonour Moses ^. Yet it is

^ ii. 15 ; iii. i6. ^ viii. 6, 7.
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rccog-niscd that in some sense Christianity stands hig-lier than

the older dispensation. He who admits that both Moses and

Christ taug-ht the same truth ' is accounted a man rich in

God.' The Gospel has the g"lory of calling- Gentiles to a share

in the promises. Ag-ain, Baptism is indispensable to salvation.

For this a curious reason is given, that the water of reg-enera-

tion quenches the fiery demon within us, a notion that we

shall be justified in connecting- with the ancient reading about

the fire that burned in Jordan at the Baptism of our Lord^

The True Prophet^ brings to man all saving truth from the

cardinal doctrine of the unity of God down to the names of

angels, the knowledge of astrology, of lucky and unlucky

seasons, and of incantations for the cure of snake bites. But

belief, though the main condition, is not of itself sufficient for

salvation. Man must recover the lost likeness of God by

virtuous habits, by kee^Hug the Law.

We have already seen that these words are by no means to

be taken in their vulgar sense. What we know as the Law
is a forgery. The true Law was handed down from INIoses

orally through the Seventy. Its j^recepts are^ to pray ; to

abstain from the table of devils—that is, not to touch blood
;

to observe the rule of marital control referred to by Ezekiel

;

to keep the Gospel rule ' whatsoever ye would that men should

do unto you, do ye even so unto them.' Abstinence from all

flesh is recommended by the example of St. Peter, but not

enjoined. Circumcision is not mentioned in the book itself,

nor the keeping of the Sabbath, but it may with some

reason be suspected that both were regarded as obligatory^.

* Horn. xi. 26. Cp. Justin, Tnjpho 88 ; Or. Sib. vi. 6 ; and Alexandre's

Exc. vol. ii. p. 469; Clem. Alex. Exctrpta ex Theorl. 76. 81. Curious points

of resemblance between the Valentinians and the Homilies occur frequently.

' iii. 36- ^ vii. 4,

* Peter's Preachings ( = the IlomHics) are not to be entrusted to any but

a circiimcised believer, Contestatio. And Clement had become a Jew at

Rome before he joined Peter, Horn. iv. 22. For the mystery of the Hebdomad,
see Horn. xvii. 10. The phrase was familiar to Clement of Alexandria, who
endeavours to substitute for it 'the Mystery of the Ogdoad,' that is, to put

Sunday in the place of the Sabbath.
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Other rules of conduct are incidentally introduced. The

believer (he is never called a Christian) must bathe himself

daily, and not eat with unbelievers. Absolute poverty is com-

manded ^. Ta KTrjixaTa ajxapTr}}xaTa is the pithy formula in which

the rule is embodied. Truth is not a cardinal virtue. In

matters of faith it is lawful to dissemble^, and even to employ

treachery. Except in reg-ard to meat, and probably wine, the

standard is not ascetic^. Chastity is highly commended, but

it is the chastity of a faithful wife. One chief duty of the

priest is to encourag-e early marriages. It is laid down, as in

the Ethics of Aristotle, that all the passions are good ^ up to a

certain point. But the greatest of all moral perfections is

(f)LXavdp(0TTCa^, the love of man based on his corporal likeness

to God. 'Thou hast seen thy brother, thou hast seen God,'

says an apocryphal Gospel of the same tinge, reminding us of

the phrase of Novalis, ' I touch heaven when I lay my hand

on a human body.' This and all the other virtues ought to flow

from the love of God, but it is maintained^ against the

Gnostics by the Homilies as by Clement of Alexandria, that

the fear of God also is a high and worthy motive.

A few words may be devoted to the doctrine of the Homilies

on the final destiny of man. The Homilist is no Universalist,

though he believed in the ultimate salvation of the Evil One,

but, as we have seen, Satan is not one of the demons. The just

find eternal rest in the bosom of God. They become all light,

so that they may be able to see Him who is Light. The

language used does not necessarily imply absorption, though

it perhaps tends that way. The wicked and unbelieving (for

piety will not avail those who have rejected the truth) are

punished in the fire. There are passages in which the eternity

of punishment is most strongly expressed'^, but there are others

of a very different tenor. The believer will be saved eventually.

* XV. 7 sqq. 2
;^jji_ J2_

^ Peter's diet is bread, olives, and herbs, Horn. xii. 6 ; but no command is

laid down.

* XX. 4. ' xii. ^ xvii. 12. '' E.g. xi. ir.
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lie may have fallen into apostasy or committed any other

crime, yet repentance will save him. He must indeed be

punished in strict proportion to his sins, and, if this atone-

ment has not been completed in this life, it must be suffered to

the full in the life to come^. Those who do not repent will

be tormented for the ' fifth part of a measured aeon,' and then

annihilated. This is quite Stoic. Apparently the Resurrec-

tion of the Body is confined to the just alone ^. The view of

Forg-iveness explained here has, as we shall see, some, though

a vag-ue, bearing on the question of date.

II. The Church of the Homilies possesses a well-developed

Hierarchy'' of Bishops, Priests^, and Deacons, to which may be

added Catcchists and Widows. Of the Bishop it is said that

he sits in the seat of Christ. Special stress is laid on the duty

of providing for the payment of the clergy. But it is unneces-

sary to be more particular ; the clerical order is that which we

find in the time of Origen. Of the Sacraments which the

clergy administer, one, Baptism, is spoken of in a way that

(except in one particular to be noticed hereafter) does not differ

from that usual in Catholic theology; but side by side with

this there is a daily bath or baptism, which evidently has a

high religious value. Yet the author is not a Hemerobaptist,

for he speaks of that sect^ with contempt. But the Eucharist

is daily, is the ordinar}'^ evening meal, and consists of bread,

salt, and certainly water". In addition to these there is

> iii. 6.

^ The idea seems to be that the vow is the Seal or Form of the Body, Tlom.

XX. 6 ; cp. xvii. "j, so that man's retention of the divine Image depends on

his not losing the divine Likeness bej'ond possibility of recovery. See also

xvi. lo, 19. ^ iii. 59 sqq.

* The number of Presbyters under each Bishop is twelve, Ilom. xi. 36.

The number of Deacons is not stated in Iloniilics, hut Ilecotj. iii. 66, it is four.

For the twelve Presbyters cp. the usage at Alexandria, and Duae Viae in

Hilgenfeld, N. T. extra Can. Rec. ii. p. 116.

' ii. 23.

• For the Sacrament of Bread and Salt (neither water nor wine is mentioned,

but, if any cup was used, there can be no doubt that it contained water)

see Contest 4; Clem, ad Juc. 9; Horn. i. 22 ; iv. 26; xi. 34, 36; xiii. 11. At
iv. 6, Clement eats tliis sacramental meal before he is baptized ; but this is
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another sacrament, an initiatory oath by the four elements,

earth, air, fire, and water, to be taken by every one admitted

to the sect. James is Head of the Church, but apparently

this primacy is to pass to Peter and Clement as his successor.

Yet by the side of the ordinary hierarchy we read of a Council

of Seventy^ who keep watch and ward over the orthodoxy of

the Church, after the model of the Seventy Jewish Elders.

This is the most difficult and perplexing portion of this

singular work, and it is just here that we get a glimpse into

its real origin. The Homilies are deejDly tinctured by the

influence of Elxai's Book of Mormon. Any one who reads

the fragments of that book will feel it to be impossible that the

high Catholic hierarchy^ can belong to the same block as the

daily bath, the communion of bread and salt, the masonic oath,

and the Seventy Elders. Even in Eastern Syria we cannot

believe without the clearest historical evidence that so incon-

gruous a combination actually existed. The Homilies are

surely the work of a Catholic convert to Ebionitism, who

thought he saw in the doctrine of the Two Powers the only

tenable answer to Gnosticism. We can separate his Catholi-

cism from his Ebionitism just as surely as his Stoicism.

III. It is unnecessary for my present purpose to state in

detail the argument against Gnosticism as it is delivered in

the Homilies^. But this is the proper connection in which to

perhaps an oversiglit. The phrase evxopicFTiav nXaaat occurs xi. 36, xiv. i
;

but it refers to the same thing.

' Ep. Petri ad Jac.

^ Tlpea/lvTepovs yap ovtoi exovcri, says Epiphanius {Ilaer. xxx. 18), koi apxi-

avvaywyovs. ^vvajaijriu Se ovtoi KaKovai Tr\v eavTU/v iKKKrjaiav koI ovxi fK-

KK-qaiav. Let the reader compare this with Horn. iii. 67.

^ There are however some points in the treatment of Gnosticism in the

Homilies which call for notice. Those who read attentively the discussion

on the Evil One in Homily xix. will, I think, perceive that what Simon Magus
really maintains there is that it is impossible to speak evil of Gnosticism

and yet believe in a Devil ; that orthodox Christians do in fact admit the

existence of a bad God, and therefore ought to be Gnostics. I do not

remember to have seen this argument advanced elsewhere. Next, the

Somilist attributes to Simon a peculiar veneration for the moon. He is

surrounded by a band of 29I followers (29 men and one woman, Helen, of

whom it is said that she is equal to half a man) corresponding to the days
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speak of the author's relation to St. Paul. The view here taken

of his position will help us better to understand his famous

attack upon the g-reat apostle of the Gentiles.

The attack is made from a peculiar and unexpected quarter.

It is directed not primarily against St. Paul's treatment of the

Law, for the llomilist himself is a heretic on this point, but

ag-ainst his Revelation. St. Peter is represented ^ as arg"uing

the question of Ecstasy with Simon. The Ineffable God of

the Gnostic is not revealed in scripture, and can therefore be

known only by direct vision. But visions, the apostle main-

tains, far from being sent by God, are delusions of the evil

spirit. * Therefore, if to thee also Jesus was made known in a

vision, He appeared to thee in a vision and in dreams because

He was angry with thee as an adversary.' * If thou wast

seen of Him and made His disciple in one brief hour, preach

of the lunar month. In the ^ecogn'xlionf. Helen is called Luna, and this

identification so clearly underlies the Ilomilies that it was no doubt found in

the OramJschrift. Hence also Simon keeps a curious Sabbath every eleventh

day (ii. 35), on the 10th, 20th, and 30th of the month. One speaking sign of

the comparative lateness of the Recognitions is the fact that the author of

that book was perplexed by this singular usage, and mistranslates the passage

where it is mentioned—i. 20, ' DifFert Simon certaminis diem in iindecimum

mensis praegentiti quae est post septem dies (in the Ilomilies we read 'Avari-

Berai 'S.iftoiv tt)v ^Tjrjraiv fh rrjv avpiov -qfiipav -q ycip arnitpov to Si' (vSeKa

i^fifpuiv avTov TK7xai'€< aiPParov). Thirdly, Simon differs from Marcion,

Basilides, and Valentinus, in that he does not believe in our Lord. Jesus

was the Son of the Demiurge, xviii. 4, and sometimes ' did not know what he

was saying,' xviii. 11. This is a cardinal point, and must bafHe all attempts

to represent Simon as teaching the doctrines, or maintaining the position of

any one of the three great heresiarchs. Simon actually alleges that he is

himself the true or eternal Christ (as opposed to Jesus), xp"^'''^^ eavrov

alvicra6fi(vos kaTuira TrpoacLyopevei. Here we have both agreement and dis-

agreement with Hippolytus. According to that writer {Philos, vi. 13, 14)

Simon claimed to be the iaraus, ards, arTjffofjKvos, not God Himself, but the

Seventh Power of God, which from eternity existed in God, and was His

f'lKuv. But then again, according to Hippolytus {ibid. 19), Simon said that

he had been in Jesus. This is in direct contradiction to the Ilomilies. Add
to all this tliat the Homilies represent John the Baptist as the antagonist of

our Lord, the founder of Gnosticism and the teacher of Simon, and it will be

seen that wc have here an account of Simon quite independent of that given

by Ircnaeus, Hippolytus, or Epiphanius. Possibly some of my readers may
be able to throw more light on these obscure and curious points.

' xvii. 13 S(iq.
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His words, explain His doctrine, love His apostles, fight not

against one who lived wath Him.' ' If thou callest me con-

demned' (the very word applied by St. Paul to St. Peter in Ga-

latians), ' thou accusest God who revealed unto me the Christ.'

The meaning of all this is hardly doubtful when we reflect

that Simon Magus does not believe in Jesus at all, and

further observe that the passage has been so remodelled in

the Recognitions that all taint of its original virus has been

neutralised. ' Lawlessness ' is indeed attributed to St. Paul,

again under the person of Simon. In the prefatory letter to

St. James, St. Peter complains that 'certain of the Gentiles

have rejected my legal preaching, and embraced a lawless and

absurd doctrine of the enemy.' But ' lawlessness ' is to be

understood not in the sense of the orthodox Pharisaic oppo-

nents of the apostle, but in one something like that of those

wholly different antagonists who are denounced in Colossians,

and the charge rests quite as much on the way in which

Adam is spoken of by St. Paul as the author of sin and death

as on anything else. It is needless at this date to enter upon

the Paul-Magus theory of the Tiibingen school. All I need do

is to place these covert thrusts at the apostle side by side with

the frequent and respectful allusions to the Pauline Epistles

that occur scattered up and down the Homilies ^. It is evident

that the author had read St. Paul, and that he regarded him

as a teacher of the Church, though he resented with some

* Many of the passages referred to by Lagarde show only a similarity of

vocabulary and turns of expression. But the general result is to prove

abundantly that the Epistles of St. Paul were familiar to the Homilist. Let

the reader compare in particular the following passages :

—

Horn. iii. 32 =
Horn. iv. 17; Horn. iv. 24=1 Cor. xv. 33 {(pOdpovaiv fj9rj XPV^'''^ o/^tXtat

KaKoi) ; Som. v. 26 = 1 Cor. xiii. 1 2 {wairep iv KaTowTpu) ; Som. vii. 3 =
I Cor. X. 21 (table of devils); Horn. xiii. 18 = 1 Cor. vii. 3 (t^v ocpeiXo/xevrjv

fvvoiav, the text of KL and the Syriac versions : this is not noticed by
Lagarde); Horn. xvi. ig — Rom. viii. 22 (this also is not in Lagarde's list).

It will be remembered that a direct quotation from St. Paul would be an

anachronism. Origan tells us, Contra Celsum, v. 65, that neither of the two

Ebionite sects which he distinguishes admitted the Epistles of St. Paul : again,

Horn, in Psalm Ixxxii apud Eus. H. E. vi. 38, that Elxai rov a-noaToXov

re\eov dOfreT.

VOL. II. K
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fierceness any attempt to set his authority on a level with

that of St. Peter. Here again we trace the hand of the con-

vert, who in passing over to his new sect has not heen able to

divest himself wholly of the reverence, which he had been

accustomed to feel for his old master.

rV. We need not dwell at any length either upon the argu-

ment against Heathenism, though it has attracted less attention

than it deserves. The author has skimmed the cream of the

Apologists, and brings out all their best points with considerable

skill. What strikes the reader is that the debate has already

reached an advanced stage. There is scarcely an allusion to

persecution ^, and no allusion at all to the old slanders of

disloyalty, child-murder, indecent orgies, and so forth. !Many

of the topics ^ are of a distinctly late type—that Christians

are no better than other men, that a good citizen ought not

to abandon the ways of his fathers, but that it is possible to

worship the true God and yet pay due respect to inferior deities,

just as it is possible to obey a proconsul without disloyalty to

Caesar, that idolatry is no degradation because every sensible

person distinguishes between the idol and the deity of whom

it is merely a visible sign. Another argument in favour of

Heathenism that is here attacked is drawn from the cheerful-

ness of idolatry. Generally speaking the mode in which the

debate is conducted points to that time when Heathenism

was standing upon its defence. And arguments like these

cannot have emanated from the bosom of an obscure Eastern

sect. Here again we seem to catch sight of the convert, of

one not unfamiliar with the books and conversation of the

educated Christian world.

V. It remains for us to gather as accurate an idea as we

can of the origin, date, birthplace, and purjiose of this singular

book. But the reader will not expect me to ditcuss at ade-

' ^v. Clem, ad Jar. 9 rofj iv (pvKaKais : ih'xJ. 15, aOvnovvrts, StajKufifvot,

OKOpiTt^ufid'Oi, TTdfuivTfs, SiifSifTes, fvixvqTtvovTts. Horn. iii. 69, Tofj iv tipKrah

us SvvaTov fioTjOr]ff(T(. Hum. x. 8 ovk Utiaiv Tjfias rovro noirjaai vi tuiv fipt-

atuTttiv v6ixoi. Such phrases aHord uo indication of date. They may be

merely part of the setting of the story. - s, xi.
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quate length all the intricate questions that arise. At this

point we quit the firm ground of fact for the vague and con-

jectural. It would be an endless task to examine the endless

hypotheses that have been spun about the Homilies. Enough

will have been done, if I indicate in a general way the con-

clusions that appear to me most probable.

As to the origin of the main doctrinal system of the

Homilies there can indeed be little doubt. The leading ideas

are those described by Epiphanius as held, with variations in

detail, by a community or group of communities whose prin-

cipal settlement was in Batanaea and the vicinity, but whose

offshoots were to be found in a sporadic way as far west as

Cyprus. The region east of Jordan was a hotbed of sects,

which crossed and recrossed one another in a way defying

accurate classification. Where there are fanaticism and ignor-

ance enough the most minute difierences will become a casus

belli, and so we have seen that the Homilist, though he insists

upon the daily bath, is at daggers drawn with the Hemero-

baptists. Epiphanius knew more about these people than

anybody else, having spent much time in the neighbourhood,

but he is not a scientific observer, and they made it a point

of conscience to bafl3e enquiries even by downright lying, as

the Druses do still. He calls them Ebionites, and regards

this title as derived from the name of Ebion their founder.

But it may mean nothing more than ' Poor Men,' voluntary

poverty being, as we have seen, an article in their creed ^.

They were historically connected, no doubt, with the

Essenes, but here again we are groping in darkness. For

what precisely were the Essenes? According to FrankeP

* See Epiph. Haer. xviii. xxx : and, for the difficulty of accurately dis-

tinguishing the names Ebionites, Nazoraei, Nasaraei, Lipsius, Zur Quellen-

Icritik des Epiph.

^ On the subject of the Essenes the reader should consult Lightfoot's

Colossians, where all that is known or has been conjectured with respect to

this interesting people will be found. Frankel supported his view that the

Essenes were merely an offshoot of Pharisaism by a host of quotations from

the rabbinical books. The late Bishop of Durham has subjected these passages

to a searching examination, and arrives at the conclusion that the Talmud

N3



I So The Clementine Homilies.

they were merely Pharisee ascetics, difTering from ordi-

nary Pharisees much in the same way as monks from

ordinary Christians. They may well have held all those parts

of the doctrine of the TlowUies that can be traced in the

rabbinical schools, Anthropomorphism, the Two Powers,

the union of the masculine and feminine in God. As

ascetics they would add to this foundation the initiatory

oath, the practice of poverty and of abstinence from flesh and

wine, and doubtless great importance was attached to the

knowledge of the names and attributes of the angels. But

the Essenes did not forbid sacrifice, though, as they held that

the water of purification was not rightly prepared, they would

not set foot in the Temple Courts. They did not however

object to send sacrifices to the Temple for others to offer on

their behalf They appear also to have employed allegorism

in the intcrjirctation of Scripture, that is to say, to have

accepted tlie whole Jewish Bible, and to have hoped by rigid

self-moi-tification to attain to miraculous gifts, and especially

makes no mention of Essenism at all. Non nostrum tantas decernere

lites. Yet may we not venture to think that even if the Bishop is right,

Frankel, though wrong in his premisses, must be right in his conclusion ?

AVould it have been possible for the Talmud to pass over in absolute silence

a numerous (Philo says there were more than 4000 of them) sect which

attracted a good deal of admiration, yet regarded the greater part of Scripture

as of diabolical origin, and treated sacrifice as a sin? Josephus {Ant. xviii.

I. 5) is generally understood to mean that they did occasionally send the

usual sacrifices to be offered on their behalf in the Temple, though they

would not enter the Temple themselves, and Philo's statement (ii. 457, Quod

omnis prohiis liber 12) that they did not sacrifice animals need not be under-

stood as directly contradicting this. They may have done by others what

they would not do with their own hands. Again, Philo tells us {ibid. 45S)

that they were diligent expounders of Scripture, which they treated alle-

gorically (rci ycLp irkfiaTa 5td crvfiffoKuv dpxatoTpvnq) ^rjXuiad Trap' avroii

<pi\o(ro(j>fiTai). This is expressly stated also of the Therapeutae (ii. 4S3 de

vita con temp. 10). Now, if they allegorised, they did not reject the ceremonial

law, nor can they have treated sacrifice S(fn>t fa<;OH as a sin. Yet their

isolated life, built as it was on the exaggerated dread of pollution, and alle-

gorism itself, would lead them in this direction, and any violent shock would

precipitate this conclusion. Such a crisis might well be produced by the

destruction of the Temple, from which accordingly Epiphanius dates the origin

of Ebionitism proper.
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to revelations in dreams. In these latter points there is a wide

difference between their teaching and that of the Homilies.

For those Essenes who accepted Christianity a terrible

crisis must have come with the destruction of the Temple.

Accordingly it is to this date that Epiphanius ascribes the

origin of the Ebionites ^. Jews at heart they had been and

remained, but the downfall of the Temple broke the last link

between them and the Catholic Church, and destroyed at the

same time their old Pharisaic belief in the divine origin of the

Law. Their previous isolation perhaps compelled, certainly

induced them, to interpret this soul-shaking catastrophe not

as a transfiguration of the past, but as the divine judgment

of condemnation upon it. In the Epistle of Barnabas, the

Epistle to Diognetus, the Praedicatio Petri, the Constitutions of

the Ajoostles ^, we find the belief that sacrifice never had been

commanded by God, and was in fact a national sin, and this

belief must have been current among some Jewish Chidstians

early in the second century. Epiphanius seems to have found

it also in the Gospel according to the Hebrews and in the Ascents

of James, two books which enjoyed a high authority among

the Ebionites, By those who fully accepted this view the

Old Testament was necessarily interpreted as it is in the

Homilies, and even circumcision and the Sabbath could hardly

be insisted upon with the old exclusiveness. Allegorism was

cast away, with its evil, but also with its good. The key to

the unity of Scripture was lost. Further sympathy with

Catholicism was out of the question, and Ebionitism was

henceforward a withered branch.

So matters went on until the end of the first or the begin-

ning of the second century, when new convulsions shook the

' Haer. xxx. 2.

" Barn. ii. 9 ; Ep. ad Biog. iii. iv. : Praed. Petri in Clem. Alex. Strom, vi.

5. 41. Irenaeus, iv. 15, distinguishes between the Decalogue, which was of

eternal observance, and the ceremonial law imposed after the worship of the

calf, which ' in servitutis iugo dominabatur eis.' The Const. App. calls the

first vofj-os, the second SevTipwais, i. 6; ii. 5. The other references are to

Epiph. Haer. xix. 3 ; xxx. 16.
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minds of men in these secluded districts. A crop of prophets

arose about this time. For whether Elxai and lexai,

Marthus and Marthana, were real personag-es or not, the

names are a proof of living agencies that were at work.

Hence the book of Elxai, partly perhaps a mere record of

existing- facts, partly also a new development. Armed and

animated by this revelation, the Ebionites awoke from sleep

and aimed at nothing less than the conquest of the world.

The book of Elxai was carried to Rome by Alexander of

Apamea, somewhere about a.d. 220. It contained all that is

needed to complete the original system of the Homilies^ the

Seven Witnesses, the sacrament of salt, the rejection of the

Prophets, the Adam-Christ. Apamea, the starting-point of

Alexander, was a place where philosophy joined hands gladly

with mysticism, and is of importance in the history of Neo-

Platonism.

Did Alexander write the Homilies'^ And if not, when,

where, by whom, was this singular book composed? These

are questions that naturally arise, and to which some kind of

answer must be found. But a closer glance into the structure

of the work, as it now exists, shows that there is yet another

question that must, at any rate, be touched upon, before we

can safely embark upon any of these. For the Homilies has

not come down to us in its original form ; and, before we can

advance another step, it is necessary to form as accurate a

conception as circumstances will allow, of that which pre-

ceded and underlies it.

What this was precisely it is most difficult to say, and a

full investigation of all the points involved would carr}' us

far beyond the limit of such a paper as this. It will be

sufficient perhaps if those conclusions, which may be main-

tained with some confidence, are briefly stated.

An examination of the Homilies itself will demonstrate

that there have been two large alterations in the plan of

the book. The dispute which Peter holds with Simon

Magus at Laodicea was originally represented as held at
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Caesarea^, and the dispute between Clement and Appion

is a later addition ^.

A careful comparison of the Homilies with the Recognitions

tells us something- farther. There was an earlier book, which

in some points is more closely followed by the Homilies ^, in

others by the Hecognitions '^.

Yet again there can be no reasonable doubt that the whole

of the Homilies, as we now possess it, including the shifting of

the Laodicean debate and the addition of the Appion debate,

was well known to the author of the Recognitions ^.

' There are many proofs of this, (i) The reappearance of Zacchaeus (xvii.

i), who had been left behind as Bishop at Caesarea
; (2) Peter at Caesarea

(iii. 10) says that the dispute with Simon tttpX ^lovapxias is to be held avpiov.

It is not however held till long afterwards at Laodicea. (3) The dispute at

Caesarea is said (iii. 58) to last three days. It only lasts one. (4) Peter is

said (xvii. 5) to have discoursed about Visions «x^"- We gather from

Becognitions that this discourse was held at Caesarea, but in the present

Homilies it comes later on, in Homily xvii. (5) Faustus, the father of

Clement, is changed into the shape of Simon Magus (xx. 15) one day after he

had recovered his wife and children. But in the present arrangement of the

book several days of discussion intervene.

* In JRecognitions twelve disciples are sent on from Caesarea to pursue

Simon Magus, while Clement, Nicetes, and Aquila remain with Peter. In

Homilies Clement, Nicetes, and Aquila are sent in pursuit. The object of this

arrangement is obviously to provide a clear field for Clement's dispute with

Appion, and avoid the awkwardness of making Peter stand by as a mere

spectator. But in Horn. viii. 1-3 we read how Peter was rejoined at Tripolis

by the twelve hrethren, who had been sent on in advance. Dr. Salmon has

noticed also that in the beginning of Horn. xii. it is implied that Clement had

never been separated from Peter.

^ The Recognitions has departed from the original most distinctly by in-

serting the long debate on Genesis between Clement and his father {Recogn.

ix. The sections 17-29 are from Bardesanes). For in both Horn. xx. 21 and

Recogn. x. 63, this dispute is to be held at Antioch between Clement and
Anubion.

* The simplest proof of this is to be found in Horn. xii. 5 (cp. Recogn. vii. 5),

where Clement refers to a previous saying of Peter, «i' rt? ^ovKeTai jioi avvo-

Seveiv ivaifiws avvoZtvirw. This saying is found, in its proper place, in

Recogn. iii. 72, but has disappeared from the Homilies, though there is some-

thing like it in Horn. i. 16.

^ The three most remarkable peculiarities of the Homilies are (i) the

account of the forged irtpiKOTrai of Scripture, given by Peter at Caesarea

;

(2) the debate with Appion ; (3) the debate on the Evil One at Laodicea.

All three are dropped in the Recognitions, yet all three were well known to
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Can we form any reasonably tenable hypothesis which

shall reconcile these complicated phenomena ? Many answers

have been g^iven which the reader, if he is not already ac-

quainted with them, may easily learn for himself. Many as

they are, perhaps tolerance may be extended to a new one.

It is this :—that the Homilies as we have it, is a recast of

an orthodox work by a highly \inorthodox editor. The e\ndence

for this conclusion is already before the reader's ejQ. Why
should an Ebionite have pitched upon Clement for his hero ?

Why should Clement be made to succeed Peter as Bishop of

Kome ? How can we account for the widespread popularity

of the Romance, if it was first launched upon the world under

these sinister auspices? Where does the Hierarchy come

from, and the Apologetics, and in particular the Appion debate

the author or editor of that book, (i) The account of the forged ittptKoirai

he excised as destroying the authority of Scripture, and in its place inserted

the long historical episode which some have regarded as drawn from the

Ascents of Juma. In this passage the history is carried down to seven years

after the Resurrection. But both in the Homilies and in the liecorjnitions

the action of the book takes place in (he year after the liesurrection. Again,

Becogn. i. 74, Peter winds up the passage with the words ' turn etiam scriptae

legis per singula quaeque capitula quorum ratio poscebat secretiorem tibi in-

telligentiam patefeci.' These words can only be regarded as referring to the

forged TTfpiKonai, which, as has been said, are not discussed at all in Recog-

nitions. Observe further that Thomas is omitted {Eecogn. ii. 1) from the

list of Peter's companions. The reason for this is to be found in the extract

from Bardesanes (Recogn. ix. 29), where we learn that Thomas is preaching

the Gospel in Parthia. The two passages were altered at the same time.

(2) The debate with Appion is omitted in Recognitioiis, but it is made large

use of in a later passage. Compare Horn. vi. 14, 15 with Reeogn. x. 41

;

Horn. V. 13 with Reeogn. x. 22. It does not seem to me capable of any

reasonable doubt that the Homilies is here the more original. (3) The dis-

cussion on the Evil One is omitted in Recognitions for obvious reasons, yet

the most peculiar of the doctrines contained in that discussion are hinted at in

scattered phrases. See especially Reeogn. ix. 9, where the singular notion of

unlucky seasons of generation is enunciated. The mere omission of this

discussion brings the chronology of the Recognitions right, so that only * one

day ' intervenes between the recognition of the father of Clement and his

magical transformation. But Uhlhorn points out even here a remarkable

and conclusive slip in Recognitions x. 52, ' ingressus quidam nunciat Appionem
I'listonicensem cum Anubione nuper venisse ab Antiochia et hospitari cum
Simone.' This accords with Horn. xx. 1 1 ; but as things are nan-ated in

Recoynilions, Simon is at this very time at Antioch,
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which is written in better Greek by a much clearer brain,

and with a more lively fancy than the rest of the Homilies'^

For though where it stands this particular passag-e is a later

addition, there is no reason why it should not have been

taken from the same source that had already been laid under

contribution. It is highly probable that we have the same

phenomenon, the same recurrence to the original, in the

Recognitions also ; and there too, when we get a glimpse of it,

the original seems to be more orthodox in tone than the

recast ^.

But it will be asked. Is there any positive evidence of the

existence of such an orthodox work ? Undoubtedly there is.

At a later date we know that there existed a catholic Cle-

mentina^ which appears to have driven the Homilies out of

circulation. It is to this that the Scholiast on Eusebius

refers, when he expresses his amazement that any one should

find false doctrine in the dialogues of Clement^. It was

known to Nicephorus, Cedrenus, and Glycas, and the first of

these writers tells us that it was ' well received ' by the

Church ^ It is to this probably that Origen refers in the

Contra Celsiim, when he speaks of the dispute between Clement

' It is a somewhat complicated theory, and involves the following pro-

positions :— (i) that the Homilies and the Recognitions presuppose a common
OrundscJirift

; (2) that the author of Homilies (or possibly another writer),

dissatisfied with the first form of his own work, went back to this Grund-

schrift for the debate with Appion
; (3) that the author of Secognitions had

before him both the Homilies as we possess it and the Grundschrift. This

theory, which is XJhlhorn's, seems to be the only one that will reconcile all

the phenomena. I differ from Uhlhorn only in thinking that the Grund-

schiift was in the main a Catholic production.

^ On Eus. H. E. iii. 38. 5 (in Heinichen). Eusebius is referring to a book

recently published under the name of Clement, and containing ' dialogues of

Peter and Appion.' I understand him to mean the Homilies, though in that

case his expression is inaccurate, for the dialogue is held between Clement and

Appion. Other references to a ' disputatio Petri et Appionis,' I regard as

simply based on this careless phrase of Eusebius.

' Uhlhorn, pp. 51 sqq. The Athanasian Synopsis, written shortly after the

death of Athanasius (Bleek), or even later (Uhlhorn), enumerates three books
•

—

HfpioSoi rieVpov, KXrjfievTta, t^ wv fXiT((f)paa6r]aav to. aKrjOiaTfpa Koi deoTrvivara

—and regards the orthodox Clementina as a recast of the Horn, or llecogn.

In my opinion it was the other way about.
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and liis father at Laodicea on the subject of astrolog-y. For

though this dispute is found in the Recognitions^ it is de-

monstrably an addition there, and may be, probal)ly is, one

of those rccuiTences to the orig-inal already spoken of^. In

the Comtn. on Genesis, again, Origen quotes as from book

xiv. of Clement of Rome, a passage substantially agreeing

with Bee. x. io-i2^. We see here that the book to which

he is referring differed from the Becognitions in arrangement.

Again, in the Comm. on Matthew, he cites from the same

source words to the effect that ' good works profit the infidel

in this life, but not in the life to come ^.' In the Becognitions

and in the Homilies the same opinion is enunciated, but as

regards works of chastity alone. Origen's authority there-

fore differed from both, and it is surely impossible that he

should have made use of either of these most singular books

without a word to put the reader on his guard. Again,

Jerome tells us that the Periodi of Clement represented Peter

as bald, and as having a daughter*. He too says nothing

about the general character of this book, which can therefore

hardly have been violently unorthodox. And neither state-

ment about Peter is found in the Homilies or in the Becog-

nitions. It is this same book, we may believe, that is referred

to also in the Constitutiones ApostoUcae^. Siu-ely the writer

there cannot be making use of the Homilies in the very pas-

sage where he represents Peter as declaring so emphatically

that Christians did not regard their Lord as 'a mere man,'

as ' a holy man and prophet.'

* The reference is to I'hilocalin xxii. adfin. But I now notice, on a closer

inspection, that the concluding sentences of this chapter of I'hiloc. are not

from the Celsus. Doubtless they were added by the editors Basil and

Gregory Nazianzen.

' In Gen. Comm. Hi. 14 (Lomm. viii. 41).

^ In Mutt. Comm. Scriin 77 (Lomm. iv. 401). Uhlhorn thinks that Origen

is quoting the other edition of Recotjnitions known to Rufinua.

* Hleron. adv. Joviniunutn 15 (ed. Martian, iv. 1 18); Comm. ad Cal. i. i8

(ed. Martian, ii. 235).

' Const. App. vi. 8. Lagarde (Preface, p. 8) thinks that the Homilist made

use of the Constitutions.
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What this orthodox Clementina included it is difficult to

say with precision. In the Const. App. St. Peter tells us how

he held a three days' discussion with Simon Magus at Caesarea

surrounded by the same followers who appear in the Homilies^

Zacchaeus, Barnabas, ' and Nicetes and Aquila, brothers of

Clement the Roman Bishop and citizen.' Nothing- is said of

the father and mother or the reunion of the family, but it is

surely implied. Nothing is said either of any discussion ex-

cept that at Caesarea, but this is an omission that may be

accounted for. The story went on to tell how Peter pursued

Simon Magus to Rome, how there Simon attempted to fly

through the air in the theatre, how at Peter's prayer his

magical powers deserted him, so that he fell to the ground

and was killed. This contest in Rome was known to the

editors of the Homilies and Recognitions, though they do no

more than allude to it. But both books are, on their own

showing, based on an original that gave more of the story than

they do. For in both we are promised a debate on Genesis

between Clement and Anubion at Antioch which never comes

off! In the Constitntiones Apostolicae the debate at Caesarea

lasts three days, as it does in the Recognitions, and ought to

do but does not in the Homilies. But in the Constitutions the

subjects are (eis tov irepl 7rpo(f)Tl]Tov Xoyov koL irepl 6€ov

IJLovap)(^ias) Christ as the Prophet or subject of Prophecy, and

Gnosticism. Both are treated of in a very peculiar way in the

Homilies^ Gnosticism alone in the Recognitions. But just in

this passage it so happens that we can show with tolerable

certainty that the author of the Recognitions was acquainted

with the Homilies, that he turned away from the Homilies, and

that he reverted to an older authority. For he has dropped

the Homilist's teaching about the forged Scriptures, and in-

troduced in its place a long historical episode, ruining his own

chronology by doing so. And he has taken from his other

authority a fine argument against Gnostic Ecstasy, which we

know that the author of the Homilies must have found in this

place. It is probable then that the orthodox Clementina, in
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its Caesarean section, contained the Christian argument from

Prophecy, and a discussion on general and philosophic grounds

of the leading topics of Gnosticism. Besides this, we are

pretty certain that it contained the debate on Mythology

between Clement and Appion, which has been thrust into the

Homilies as an afterthought with some damage to the frame-

work of that book^. In addition, it possibly recorded a dis-

cussion between Clement and Anubion at Antioch. Beyond

this it would be dangerous to venture, but any one who reads

the curious farrago described in the foregoing pages, where

the oil of civilised orthodoxy and the water of fantastic

Ebionitism meet, but do not blend, will be able to form a

pretty accurate opinion as to the source of each of these

elements.

The date of the orthodox Clementina must not be fixed too

early. It contained the Clement legend, which is not much

older than Tcrtullian, and the argument against Heathenism

is, as we have noticed, of a late type. On the other hand, it

must be placed before the middle age of Origen. We shall

not go far wrong if we assume it to have come into existence

not much before and not much after 300 a.d. It was seized

upon, altered and adapted by an Ebionite, probably a convert

to Ebionitism, at a later time, we do not know when, but

shortly before Eusebius wrote his History.

Can we fix the date of this recasting with more exactness ?

It is not easy to throw any clear light on this question. The

author adhered with great strictness to his plan, and except

the New Testament quotations and a reference to the worship

of Antinous in Egypt ^, there is no distinct anachronism.

There are, however, two points that may help us, one arising

from the doctrine of Bai)tism, another from the Christology,

both connected with the distinctively Ebionite portion of the

Homilies.

It was by no accident that Alexander of Apamea set out

for Rome at the time that he did. Every Oriental quack, as

* Ublhoni, p. 57. Mom.vi. 23.
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Juvenal tells us, made his way to the banks of the Tiber

sooner or later. But the time was peculiarly favourable for

his new Gospel. Elagabahis had just built a grand temple to

the god from whom he derived his name, and was anxious

above all things to attract to that shrine the devotion of

' Jews and Samaritans^.' In 111 Alexander Severus ascended

the throne and placed the bust of Christ in his Lararium

side by side with Apollonius, Abraham, Orpheus, and others.

Clearly there was an opening for the Apamean here. He
might reasonably look for his share of imperial patronage and

imperial gold. And if we glance at the state of Catholicism

in Rome at that time, we shall discern yet another reason that

may have operated as a magnet. For at this very juncture the

Church was agitated by those hot disputes on the subject of

Penance which first emerged in Hermas and culminated in

the Novatian schism. In the early days of Alexander Severus

the contest was raging with intense heat. Callistus (possibly

carrying on the policy of his predecessor Zephyrinus) had

declared that absolution should not be refused to those who

after baptism had been guilty of sins of impurity, on condition

of course of repentance and submission to discipline. The

consequence of this lenity appears to have been a temporary

disruption of the Church, and the elevation of Hippolytus as

the first Anti-pope. It would be in the midst of this storm

that Alexander of Apamea arrived in Rome, bringing with

him his new gospel, the volume which had been dictated to

Elxai among the Seres of Parthia by an angel ninety-six

miles high. The particular article of this revelation on which

he relied for success was a Baptism which washed away all,

even the most hideous sins, without any discipline or penance

at all 2. Such an improvement on the terms of Callistus

might be expected to win over many of the looser Christians,

and was not unlikely to prove a tempting inducement to

Pagans of the reformed school, who were familiar enough with

the idea of expiatory lustrations, and would be rather attracted

* Lampridius, Ant. Eel. 3. * Horn. xi. 26, 27.
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than repelled by those concomitants that seem to us, as they

seemed to Ilippolytus, so senseless and degrading-, the as-

ti'ology, the oath of secrecy, the incantations for use ag-ainst

the bite of a mad dog-. AVhat success befel Alexander we do

not know, but it is likely enough that he made converts, and

by one of them, or indeed by himself, we mig-ht suppose,

without al)surdity, that the Homilies had been manufactured

as a popular exposition of the new creed.

Nevertheless this does not commend itself as the most

plausible supposition. We have no reason to think that the

book was ever known at Rome. Such indications as we can

gather point rather to the Levant as its birthplace. A case

might be made out for Egypt, when we consider that the

name of Clement of Rome was highly respected in that

country, that many of the ideas of the Homilies were familiar to

Clement of Alexandria^, and that the author displays consider-

able acquaintance with Egyptian lore. ' I could show,' he

says in one place ' the absurdity of Egyptian allegorism if 1

were tJiere^.' Is not this exactly how a romancer would write

if he actually was there ? Notice again that the number of

priests attached to a Bishop is always twelve, as at Alexandria,

* For instance, that the Demons i^uirov ra anSpprjTa rats ywai^iv, Strom.

v. 1. lo : the distinction between t'lKuv and vfxoiwais of God is held by 'some

of ours,' Strom, ii. 22. 13: certain heretics have raised the question, itortpov

riKfioi (nkaaOt) 6 'A5d^ ^ dxfAjJy; Strom, vi. 12, 96: fifi rolvvv KcyovTajv is

6 dSiKaiv Koi ajxapTavwv Kar' ivipyeiav SaiftovMv ir\r]fxpi(\(r, Strom, vi. 12. 98 :

al KTrjCfii yap koi xp'7<T«iS Tori' dvayKaiajv oi Tfjv noidrrjTa (xovat 0\aPepciv dWcL

Tr^v -napcL rb nirpov iroaoTrjra, Strom, vi. 12, 99 : Anthropomorphism is an

aOtos €<popia, Strom, vi. 12. 1 14; 16. 136. The juxtaposition of the last four

points suggests that Clement had in view some system in which all were

maintained. Again, Strom, vi. 9. 72, by virtue of voCs man is 6fo(t5rjs, God

is av6pQ}irofi5T]s. nap' t icai 01 (Is dvOpomov aixaprdvovrts dvoaio'i Tf Kal da(0(h.

So the Homilies base the obligation of justice and charity on the existence of

the Divine Image in man. Common to Clement and the Homilies are the

phrase f^dofidSos nvari^piov Horn. xvii. 9; Strom, iv. 17. 109; vi. 14. 108,

and certain Scriptural quotations of a peculiar cast, notably, yivtaOt Sofciixoi

rpairf^Tai and fivarrjpiov ifibv ifioi, Horn. xix. 20 ; Strom, v. 10. 63. The last is

from Theodotion's translation of Isaiah xxiv. 16, but is taken by Clement from

'a certain Gospel.'

'' Horn. X. 18.
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and that the author rather goes out of his way to inform us

that the gospel was first preached in the Egyptian capital not

by Mark but by Barnabas. Yet I doubt if he would have

spoken of want of rain as one of God's judgments upon sin in

the rainless land of Egypt ^, or if he would have mentioned

Alexandria only as the place where Simon Magus was indoc-

trinated in the black art if he had himself been a student in

the Museum. Upon the whole it seems more likely that the

author lived in some Greek-speaking part of Syria. He can-

not have been an inhabitant of any properly Hellenic region,

for he tell us that ' the rustics were unacquainted with Greek

mythology ^.' But he surely lived within sight of the sea, or

he would never have insisted with such earnestness on the

efficacy of Baptism in salt water. And if he were not himself

a Syrian it would be difficult to account for the curious Syriac

words that occur, though but rarely, in his Greek ^.

But there is still one point remaining which is more decisive

than any other as to the date of his work. He considers, as

we have seen above, with particular care the question whether

and in what exact sense the Son may be called Homoousian

with the Father, and ends by concluding that in one sense He
is, and in another is not of the same substance. His substance

is that of the first change of God, and in this attenuated sense

the Son is Homoousian, though not equal in power or in

dignity to the Father. Can it be believed that this passage,

which there is no reason whatever to regard as a later addition,

was written before the days of the Arian controversy ? The

most reasonable conclusion, in face of this remarkable passage,

* Horn. xi. 13. ^ Horn. iv. 19.

^ fxafopiov, xiii. 16, xv. 5. See Lagarde's note, and Ducange or Diet.

Christian Antiquities, s. t\ Mafors; laiJ.fj,T]i>oi, ii. i, the descriptive epithet

added to the names ofAnanias and Aggaeus among the companions of Peter:

perhaps = C'' 3 ON' which, according to L^vy, signifies ' Jemand der, obgleich

nicht dem Gelehrtenbunde gehorend, dennoch beglaubigt ist dass er die

Priester und Levitergaben entrichte.' This list of names contains other titles

which may have an ecclesiastical signification : thus oi«o5o/xoi, applied to

Eubilus and Zacharias, may mean ' learned men,' and the unmeaning eraipot,

used of Nicetes and Aquila, may be ' doctors.'
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appears to be that the Homilies was made up by recasting the

orthodox Clementina at some early period in the fourth century.

There is nothing in the work itself that can be alleged with

confidence in favour of any earlier date, unless it be the

pcculiiir character of the Gospel quotations, many of which

diverge from the canonical text, while eight are not to be

found in our canonical Gospels. But these facts do not neces-

sarily point to an early origin in the case of a work in other

ways so alien from Catholic tradition. . If we suppose that

we have in the present Homilies the production of an Arian

Christian of Syriac nationalit}', who fancied that he found in

Ebionitism a solution of the great problem—a historical and

quasi-philosophical doctrine of the Arian Saviour—we should

not perhaps go far wrong. And nowhere could such a man

be looked for with more prospect of success than in Antioch ^.

But after all, what is most important in this sing-ular book is

neither its authorship, its exact date, nor its exact birthplace,

but the light that it throws upon the origin of Gnosticism

(an interesting point which space has compelled me to omit)

and upon the fate of those Jewish communities which refused

to cast in their lot with the Catholic Church. They main-

tained themselves in some sort of vitality down to Mahom-

medan times, and traces of their influence are to be discovered

in Islam and among the Druses. The reason why they failed

to exercise any wider or higher influence will be obvious enough

to readers of these pages. When the Light of the "World

had arisen they turned aside after the mavsh-fires of an idle

antiquated mysticism and a gross and barbarous superstition

and so fell deeper and deeper into the mire. A ^Mahommedan

writer of the tenth century ^, to whom we owe a later glimpse

of them, speaks of them as dwelling in the fens between the

Arabian desert, the Kuj)lirates, and the Tigris, passing farther

' The peculiar Judaic heresy of the Colossiane, which was probably con-

nected with Ebionitism, lingered on in that district as late as the Council of

Laodicea.— Lightfoot, Col. p. 63.

^ See Lightfoot, Colossiuns, p. 403 ; Hilgenfeld, Novum Tegiamentum extra

Cavonem Jleccpfum, ii. p. 231.
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and farther from the civilisation of the West, and shrouding-

themselves ever more impenetrably in swamps and fogs.

Readers of Mr. Gordon's Life ^ will find an interesting* but

unsatisfactory notice of the Soobies of Baghdad, who appear

(if the conjecture may be hazarded) to be the last wrecks of

the followers of Elxai. But little can be gathered from the

account of Mr. Gordon, except that the enquirer is still

encountered, as he was in the days of Epij)hanius, vsdth studied

and deceitful reserve,

^ George Maxwell Gordon, by Kev. A. Lewis. Seeley and Co. 1889.

pp. 183 sqq.

VOL. II.
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V.

THE EVIDENCE OF THE EAELY VEESIONS
AND PATEISTIO QUOTATIONS ON THE
TEXT OF THE BOOKS OF THE NEW
TESTAMENT K

[Ll. J. M. Bebb.]

It is unnecessary, at the present time, to uphold the general

proposition that Versions and patristic quotations have a value

in determining" the date and text of the books of the New
Testament. Any one who denied it would be setting himself

in opposition to the views of textual critics of every school.

The first outcry which greeted the result of Mill's work in

reference to the Versions, and Fell's in reference to the

Fathers, has been changed into a chorus of approval, if not

of the results, at any rate of the principles which guided

them. But though the general proposition has been granted,

there is still much divergence of opinion as to the amount

of importance to be attached to the evidence of individual

Fathers and Versions, and the conditions under which it is

possible to draw sound inferences as to the Greek text which

lay before them.

Two circumstances tend greatly to enhance the value of

Versions and patristic quotations : the first is the comparative

lateness of the manuscripts which are, of course, our chief

authorities for the text of the Greek Testament ; the second

* Part of the Ellerton Prize Essay for 1888, printed with the leave of the

Examiners. The limits imposed by the conditions of this Prize prevented the

writer from giving more than a few illmstrations of the various possibilities of

error which may occur in the use of Versions and patristic quotations. Since

the essay was first written nothing has been added except some references.

O 2

r
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is the abundantly dcmonstraLlc fact that simultaneously with

the very oiig-in of theological literature, we find such an

amount of textual corruption that we can ill afford to dispense

with any evidence which may helji us to separate the accre-

tions from the original text of the New Testament.

There ai'e many points to be settled before we can be sure

that we have this varied evidence in the form in which it can

be safely used for purposes of textual criticism.

The first which demands consideration is how far that

which passes current as the work of a Father or translator

really corresponds to its original condition. We must, that

is, know the critical value of om- printed editions. This will

be ascertained by comparing them with the manuscript

authorities from which they are professedly derived. We
must then examine those authorities, and see how far they

have suffered : to what changes, intentional or unintentional,

they have been subjected, in the course of time, by any of the

many hands through which they have passed.

It is by no means unnecessary to subject our printed

editions to some such scrutiny, because many of them date

from a time when close adherence to the best manuscripts, or

groups of manuscripts, was not regarded as the first duty of an

editor, and when the materials for a critical edition were not

so numerous, or so accessible as they have since become. The

Peshitto will aflPord many instances of passages introduced by

editors from general considerations, without any manuscript

authority. While the first editor of the version, Widman-

stadt (1555), adhered to manuscript authority, Tremellius\

who followed him, inserted in the text the doubtful part of

Matthew xxvii. '>y^, and in the margin a translation from

Latin sources of i John v. 7, which Gutbir (1664) put into

the text. These were kept in the well-known edition of

Schaaf (1709) as well as Acts viii. 'i^']^ xv. 34, and xxviii. 29.

The largest insertion is that of the Perikope Adulterae in

' It is only fair to add tliat this was done from a belief that the MS. sent

from the East and used by Widmanstadt was defective.
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the London Polyglot edition of Walton from a manuscript

which belonged to Ussher^.

Attention should also be drawn to the fact that the Syriac

Version of the four minor Catholic Epistles and Revelation

bound up with the Peshitto, formed no part of the original

version. That of the Catholic E^^istles (3 Peter, 1 and 3

John, and Jude) is probably one of the few relics of the

Philoxenian recension made by Polycarp at the beginning

of the sixth century. It is ' distinct from the Harklensian

rendering of the same Epistles, which however is unmistake-

ably founded on it ^.' The translation of the Apocalypse

Dr. Gwynn on internal evidence believes to be part of the

later revision of Thomas of Harkel (A. D. 616). This in-

ternal evidence consists in (i) its graecizing character, (3)

the use of asterisks, (3) the marginalia'^. At any rate there

is no doubt that, though printed with the Peshitto, the

critical value is not the same as in other parts of the New
Testament, and therefore it is rightly referred to vdth a

different notation.

Again in the edition of the Armenian Version made by

Uscan (1668), he confesses to having introduced several

passages from the Latin without any manuscrij)t authority,

as for instance, John v. 4, John vii. 53-viii. ii^ i John

V. 7. Erom such errors the later critical edition of Zohrab

(1805) is free.

Somewhat similar, though not so heinous an editorial

blunder, was the translation into Ethiopic from Greek MSS.

and the Vulgate, of the lacunae in the Ethiopic MS. used for

the edition of 1548, printed at Rome*.

* The Syriac version of this section was first published by De Dieu in 1 63

1

from a MS. lent him by TJssher, and probably Walton used De Dieu's text.

Its history has been worked out by Dr. Gwynn, Trans. Irish Acad. vol. xxvii.

^ Gwynn in Diet. Christ. JSiogr. iv. 432-3, and I. c. p. 29 fF. Cp. also Ridley,

T)t Vers. Syr. Indole, p. 298 [the paging is that of the German edition]; Adler,

Vers. Syr. p. 78.

^ Id. Diet. Christ. Biogr. iv. 1020-1 (where the literature on the point is

given), and I. c. pp. 32, 35.

* C. B. Michaelis, Tract. Crit. p. 32.



1 98 The Evidence of the Early Ve7'sions

There can be no doubt also that the printed edition of the

Vulg-ate, to which we have seen such a tendency to conform

other Versions, is somethinf^ very different from the work as

it left Jerome's hands. Ilore many circumstances have proved

detrimental to the unimpaired transmission of the Version.

Thus, owing" to the existence of the previous Latin Version,

side by side with his for at any rate two hundred and fifty

years ^ (and for the first part of that time with equal authority) ^

it is difficult to separate the two. Further than this, it suf-

fered verj'^ much in transmission, as will be seen by the many

Bihlia Correctoria from the thirteenth century onwards. Of

the further element of uncertainty introduced by the re-

vision of Alcuin, owing to his use of Greek and Syriac

manuscripts, mention will be made later. Though the diffi-

culties are thus great, it will be possible to approximate much

more closely to Jerome's work than the text of 1592, author-

ised by Clement, which passes current as the Vulgate.

Nor have the editions of the Fathers fared much better,

and in these the Biblical quotations (with which we are here

concerned) have g-enerally been the first part of the work to

suffer. We are helped no doubt when the editors give us

their authorities, even though they naively confess that they

follow previous editors rather than manuscript authority. In

the instance quoted from Irenaeus, iv. '^'j. 5, Stieren^ gives a

reading which, so far as he knew, had no MS. authority. It

is often his plan, whatever the manuscript authority, to con-

form his reading to the Itala column of Sabatier's work.

What the state of Chrysostom's printed text was in his

' Not till the ninth century was its victory assured. Walafr. Strabo praef.

gloss, ord. (cited by Fritzsche in Herzog's Rcal-Ennjclopiidie, viii. 448), says,

nierdnymi traiiglatiotie nunc ubiqite Htifnr tota eccleniit Itomana, licet non

in oumihus libris.

' Greg. Magn. {Pref. in Job) ut comprobationin cauxa ejciyif, nunc novam

nunc veterem per tesfinionia as-sumo (quoted by Fritzsche, I.e.).

' Cp., for instance, Stieren's Irenaeus, i. 696— «/«(.-] sic scripsi cum plurimis

editoribus sed Mass. e coil. Claromont. legit ascellas. In Codd. Voss. et Vet.

exstat aKxelis; Arnnd. ascillis. But i. 520, note 8, he deserts a previous editor

for manuscript authority.
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homilies on St. Paul's Epistles, before Field edited it, may be

seen in the preface to his edition ^, where he says that, there

being two recensions of text, one easier, the other harder,

Savile (the first editor) combined them. Instances of previous

editors accommodating' the biblical quotations to the ordinary

text against the authority of the MSS. are given by Field in

his edition of Chrysostom's Homilies on St. Matthew^. The

same complaint of editors preferring their own judgment to

the authority of the MSS. is mentioned by Dean Burgon''

with reference to Cyril of Jerusalem. Some of the Fathers

have been satisfactorily edited in such a way that, though the

acquisition of fresh material may make it necessary to sup-

plement what has been done, the work will not require to be

re-done. But the continued outcry'* for critical editions of

the Fathers and Versions shows that much remains to be done

before we have the materials properly before us on which

textual criticism is to work.

But in some cases the manuscripts necessary for such

editions may not be forthcoming, and of course the value of

our conclusions will be considerably depreciated if we cannot

be sure we have the original work before us. Deficiency of

MS. evidence is a common complaint among the editors, as

may be seen by the references given to Otto, Hefele, and

Potter, by Blunt ^. It is where MSS. are numerous and

* Bihl. Pair. Oocon. p. xiii ; but Savile's edition compares very favourably

with the Benedictine edition of Montfaucon ; cp. 'L&gaxAe, Aiikiindigung, p. 50.
'' In Chrysostom's quotation (Hom. xliv) of Luke xxii. 35-38 ufioicus is

omitted by the MSS., inserted by the editors
; p. 589, in the quotation of

Luke xi. 27, 28, the editors substitute KoiXia for yaffT-qp.

^ Last Twelve Verses, p. 261. Dean Burgon quotes De Toutt^e's admission

that he inserted evSofcias into Cyril's quotation of Luke ii. 14, though he found

evSoKta in the test.

* E.g. Holtzmann, JEinleitung, p. 49 ; Scrivener, Introduction, etc., p. 419.

For Versions, cp. Lagarde, Anmerkungen, etc., p. 2. The preparation of

critical editions of the Vulgate (of which the ^raifasciculus has appeared) and

Peshitto at Oxford, and of the Septuagint at Cambridge, shows that the need

has been realized. The Vienna Corpus is also remedying the defect as far as

the Latin Fathers are concerned.

* Use of the Fathers, p. 68 ; cp. Hatch, Essays in Biblical Greek, p. 188 ff.,

as to Justin Martyr.
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divided in their evidence that the work of the editor becomes

difficult, though an inductive examination will show what

manuscrii»t or j^jToup of IMSS. is to be followed. The MSS. of

Cyprian will illustrate this, but it is unfortunate that Hartel

in his edition for the Vienna Corpus seems to have followed

the wrong group for the Testimonia. "Where manuscripts are

few, as in the case of Irenaeus, it may have been because the

work was not in great request ^, and in such a case transcrip-

tional errors are correspondingly few ^, and the lateness of our

manuscripts less important. Where our existing manuscripts

are derived from one Archetype, as is proved by common

lacunae to be the case with the four MSS. of the Greek text of

Origan's Commentaries both on St. Matthew^ and St. John*
;

or where, as in the case of the Curetonian Version, we have

only one extant manuscript, there is no means of correcting

errors which may have come in during transmission. Equally

important is it that we should bear in mind the channels

through which our quotations come. The value of Origen's

(quotations is depreciated by the consideration that much

comes through Cramer's Catena, where the text is full of

obvious blunders, and requires a fresh collation of manu-

scrij^ts''. The same fact is noticed by Lipsius of Irenaeus'',

whose Greek text has to be recovered piecemeal from the

author of the Philosophumena, Epiphanius, Theodoret, Euse-

bius, and others, and has therefore been subjected to con-

siderable dangers. It is exceptional to have extant manuscripts

so near the time of the writer as that of John Damascene

assigned by Tischendorf to the same century as the original '^,

^ Gregory the Great describes his difficulty in getting a copy, and the preface

to Cod. A describes it as perrarug. Journal of Philology, xvii. 85.

' Even a much-used work like the Peshitto may keep comparatively free

from errors of this kind; cp. Mr. Gwilliam in Studia Bihlica (ist series),

p. 161, and Comill, J)ax liuch deif Propheten Ezechiel.

^ Diet, of Chridian Biography, \\, 111-2. * 7i. 114. * Ih.iiS.
* Ih. 8. V. Irenaeus.

' Tisch. Nov. Text. (8th edition\ p. xvi, cited as Damr*' owi- Professor

IJendel Harris, Fniymcnh of Philo, p. xi ff., shows that these ' Parallels ' have

only a very slight connection with John Damascene, and are really an earlier
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the Wolfenbiittel MS. of Chrysostom, cited as Chryss"^

and ascribed to the sixth century. However, as we shall see

later, age is no certain criterion of value.

But, though there are such difficulties as have been described

to be met, it is possible by the help of available authorities

to remove many errors which can be proved with more or less

certainty to have come in during transmission, and therefore

formed no part of the original text.

Firstly must be noticed obvious scribes' errors in the lan-

guage of the Versions, misreadings of the Greek being reserved

(till we come to consider the value on internal evidence of the

several authorities), as dating from the time when the Version

was made.

Thus the variants inncfa and vincta which we find in

Augustine^ for 8e8erai (Rom. vii. 3), con'eptio and correctio

for vovdea-ta (i Cor. xii), and possibly also curiosae and otiosae

for -nepUpyoi (i Tim. v. 13), are cases in point. To this may

be ascribed the variant misteriornm for ministenorum (Ambr.

de Sacr. 6) at i Cor. xii. 14. Another instance, important as

illustrating the perpetuation of error, is the reading quidem for

quidam {tlv€s) at i Cor. vi. 11, where Cyprian (Test. ii. 6^) is

followed by Ambrose and Augustine.

From the Peshitto we may quote the reading u»CT°ijn..»»is at

3 Tim. iv. TO for Kpi^a-Krjs; here a Syriac manuscript reads

^Q.si.ce^i2), perhaps followed by the Arabic (see Tisch, ad he).

These variants are clearly due to the confusion of as and ^.

Two other instances are given by Michaelis^ from 2 Pet. ii.

17, 18, where the Erpenian Arabic (here a secondary version)

makes it probable that ^^S>i>^ ^, by which it translates vtto

Xa[\aTTos, is a mistake for ]Li.i»>iw ^ ; and in verse 1 8 )la*»a^

{laughter), by which it translates v-nkpoyKa, a mistake for

An instance from the Curetonian ^ may be found at Matthew

collection which he may possibly have re-arranged. He shows also, ib. p. xxi,

that Tischendorf (Z. c.) was mistaken in identifying the MS. with Cod. Kup.
^ Cp. Ziegler, Die lateinischen BileJiibersetzungen, etc., p. 71 w.

^ Marsh's Michaelis, ii. p. 20. ^ Baethgen, Evangelienfrcujmente, p. 8.
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xi. 5, where ^»al^mv>, the proper translation of euayycAt^oirai,

appears as ^i^<l^s.ccoo (of. the Peshitto at i Cor. ix. 13, where

this word translates (o-Olovctiv), which may, however, have been

an intentional correction of the scribe as giving- a better

sense. A similar instance of some importance as affecting

the origin of the Arabic version is quoted by Lagarde ^ from

Acts ii. 10, where the printed editions give for Cyrene 'our

country.' Both Lagarde and Lightfoot point out that a very

slight change would make the Arabic read ' Cyrene,' and that

what we have is probably an error of transcription.

Another class of errors, which may have an important bear-

ing on the various readings, springs from the tendency of

scribes, consciously or unconsciously, to make the text of

biblical quotations in the work before them agree with that

most familiar to them. It is pointed out by Ziegler^, that the

monks, to whose labours we are largely indebted for the multi-

plication at any rate of Greek and Latin manuscripts, were

familiar with the Vulgate readings, and so we find a great

tendency to substitute these for the readings of the manuscript

before them, and to destroy peculiar readings. We should

expect something of this kind to happen, but we have also

abundant and indisputable proofs of it. Thus Barnabas,

chap, ii, quotes from Ps. li. 19, and adds words not found in

our Bible, but given in the same connection by Irenaeus (iv.

17. 2) and Clement of Alexandria {Sfr. ii. 18). Most MSS.

give the addition correctly, but L ^ substitutes for the unusual

words the continuation as found in the LXX. Similarly in

chap. V, L (this time with other authorities) alters an im-

portant quotation from Zech. xiii. 7 to suit Mat. xxii. 14.

In chap, vi, L omits a part of a quotation from Ps. cxvii. 24 to

suit the LXX, and alters Is. xxviii. 16 with the same object"*.

This phenomenon is, however, as has been above noticed, most

• De Novo Ted. adjtdem, etc., p. 3.

" Loc. cit. p. 71. ' L = ' Latinus interpres.'

* Cp. also Polyc. ad Phil. i. 2, where the quotation from 1 Pet. i. 12 is

altered to suit the ordinary text of the New Testament (Funk, Patr. Apost.

i. 267, n.).
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frequently illustrated by alterations of the quotations in

the Latin Fathers from Irenaeus {Lat^ and Cyprian down-

wards. In Cyprian we may refer to Hartel's Proleg-omena,

p. xxiv, where general reference to the fact is made ; in Ep.

^^. 18 we ought to read svffragatore?n in the quotation

from I John ii. i, and not Jiisfum, as is read by Hartel's text,

following the Vulgate. So in Tesl. iii. 95 Hartel follows the

wrong group of MSS. (AW) in giving the Vulgate rendering

of I Cor. XV. ^^, Corrumjpunt mores bonos colloqtda mala,

instead of (with LMB) Cormmpunt ingenia bona confabu-

lationes pessimae, a quotation especially liable to this kind of

alteration, being a proverb in constant use. Instances might

be multiplied from the apparatus criticns of the Testimonia,

where on nearly every page one or more MSS. have been thus

corrupted. From Augustine we get another illustration ; at

Rom. V. 16 he expressly rejects the reading aixapTrnxaros, and

six times we accordingly find the other reading per imum

peccantem ; but Ep. 157. 20, per unum peccatum [Vnlg.)\ so

in the cle Nafzira et Gratia we get desiderium^ Rom. i. 24

(Vulg.), but six times elsewhere co7icnp)iscentia [Vet. Lat.). To

this cause are probably to be attributed the numerous cases

of discrepancy between the text given in a Father, and the

commentary on the text^. Thus in Iren. iv. 13. i, Stieren

notices that although sine caussa is inserted in the quotation

from Mat. v. 22, Irenaeus' argument assumes its omission,

and so he concludes (i. 595) u. 5)? ^ scribis itaqne . . . addita

videtur, sicict et in latinam Vtdgatam irrepsit. In Jerome such

cases are particularly numerous, thus at Mat. xxi. 31 he notes

that the vera exemplarla have primus, in his commentary we

find novissimus. Westcott on St. John x. 16 gives another

instance. He quotes Jerome as approving the rendering of

avX'q by atritim rather than ovile, and yet we find the latter

in the Vulgate text.

The clearest proof of such a corruption is in two Munich

^ Wetstein, Animadversiones et Cautiones, pp. 86-7, 90.
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manuscripts of the EjicJiiridioti referred to by Zieg-ler ^, in one

of which the old Tiaiin quotations are crossed out, and written

in above we find the Vulo^ate text, while in the second (Cod.

6283 Lat.) the Vnl<>-ate has been substituted in the actual

quotations and the Old Latin has disa])peared.

Somewhat similar, in the ease of Versions, is the correction

of one Version by another later one, or by Greek manuscripts.

It dilfcrs from the last kind of corruption in being intentional

and editorial, while the last often must have been involuntary.

Both alike are damaging- to the critical value of the work so

corrected. In some cases we have definite historical state-

ments of such treatment ; in others, we infer it from the text

under examination, but in such cases there is need of caution,

lest we attribute to subsequent con-ection resemblances which

existed from their origin in the two works compared, and are

due to common ancestry. AVe have definite statements of the

use of Greek MSS. in the Harklcnsian Version -, and in

Alcuin's revision of the Vulgate (a. d. 801) by the help of

Greek and Syriac manuscripts ^. There are probably few

Versions which have not been affected by the Latin Versions.

We have already^ seen traces of this in the printed editions

of the Armenian and Ethiopic. The Gothic has perhaps also

been affected, while as to the Arabic Versions there is a

division of opinion. The close agreement between the Latin

and Syriac Versions is a case in which caution is needed ; the

Syriac Version seems comparatively free from such correction

by Latin authorities, and the accusations of Latinizing made

by INIichaelis '' and AVetstein (who on this account refers it to

the seventh centurj^ *') are exjilanations of an agreement which

' Ziegler, Die laf. Bihelubersetziingen , etc. p. 73.

* Diet, of Christ. Biogr. iv. 1017, s. v. Polycarp.

' Fritzsche, I.e. p. 449 ; but cp. Porson, Letters to Travis, p. 145. Such

revision, though recorded, is more th.aa doubtful.

* Cp. p. 197.

' C'ltrae in Vers. Sj/r. Act. Apout. pp. 168-9.
^^'P-

Lagarde, De N. T. ail

Jidem Orient. Vers. Edemlo, p. 5.

* As the Abbc^ Martin does the Curctoniiui, notwithstanding the date of

the MS.
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is dvie to derivation from the same early authorities ^. The

Latin Versions ^ have in some cases been corrected by Greek

manuscripts, and unfortunately it is a very difficult matter to

ascertain the extent to which Jerome used his Greek manu-

scripts ^, and recover from the Vulgate, as Bentley hoped to do,

the pure Greek text of the end of the fourth centurj^ A
striking instance of the dej)reciation from this cause of what

would have otherwise been a most valuable authority in the

Old Testament is the Codex Amhrosiamts^ the oldest manuscript

of the Peshitto, which on examination is found to have been

corrected to the Massoretic text ^.

Besides changes of the above kind, which are of the greatest

importance, reference has to be made to changes, of less impor-

tance in regard to the Greek text, though they are extremely

useful in determining the relative age of Versions in the same

language, and therefore of great indirect value. Of this kind

are formal changes introduced by the removal of solecisms,

and hard or ungrammatical constructions or connections, and

the substitution of ordinary words and phrases : thus from

the Old Latin, Fritzsche ^ instances the changes in Luke i. 49,

ii. '^^, and vi. '^^ of magnalia into magna, framea into gladius,

and nequam into malos. Such corrections would naturally be

frequent in a Version which was originally verhoritm tenacior,

but they are also found in the Peshitto, and such grammatical

changes are noticed by Mr. Gwilliam ^ as being for the most

part the only differences between the manuscripts of the

Peshitto, the text having been otherwise transmitted without

much alteration.

Having taken into consideration the three kinds of changes

that may have come into our authorities during transmission

—viz. (i) Scribes' errors in the language of the Version or

' See below, p. 232. ^ Old Latin Bihl. Texts, ii. 96.

^ Burgon, The Revision Bevised, p. 449.
* Cornill, I. c. p. 145. His estimate is criticized by Rahlfs {Zeits.f. alt. Wis-

senschaft, 1889, ii. p. 180 &.).

^ In Herzog, Real-Encyclopddie, viii. 43S, where many illustrations are

given. ^ Stadia Bihlica, ist series, p. 161.
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Father
;
(ii) corruptions to suit a familiar text, or adaptations to

other authorities
;

(iii) formal changes in style and diction

—

we come now to consider points for which the original author

or writer, and the inevitable circumstances of the case are

responsible, which cause a difficulty in getting at the under-

lying Greek text.

Firstly, we cannot always argue to omissions in the Greek

text, because we find omissions in the Versions or patristic

quotations. Such omissions may be due to the difiiculty of

the original Greek. Jerome (quoted by Burgon) notices this

at I Cor. vii. "i^^^. Of course where transliteration was

regarded as allowable in translation, this argument does not

so forcibly apply ^. To the difiiculty of the word may be

due the omission of hevrepoTTpaiTio at Luke vi. i in the many

Versions quoted by Scrivener. Similarly in the Peshitto at

Acts xix. 28 ayopaioL ayovrai does not appear, and at James

i. 23 TTpoa-ooTrou yevda-eons appears simply as wotos/ {irpocTUiTiov),

though this may have been considered enough.

Again, things which seem to the translator irrelevant or

tautological disappear. Thus Mill in his Prolegomena^ notices

the following omissions of this kind from the Peshitto : at

Mat. xii. 5 rois crd^^aa-i is omitted where to a-a^^arov

^el3r)\ovaL follows, in Mark xiv. 68 ovre otba ovre iiTLaTa^ai.

appears simply as ij( "**^«- JJ, and similar instances are given

from Mark ix. 43, and Luke xvii. 23, xix. 43. Winer * gives

a list of typical omissions from the Peshitto, which includes

superfluous words of time or action, as for example evO^cos,

iboij, etra, irdXiv, Tore, and Xa^uiv, Xiytov, dcrekdlcai; avaa-ras,

and the like. The construction, particularly characteristic of

St. Luke, KOL (yiV€To . . . KaC, disappears at least nine times,

though it is found sometimes as at Mat. xi. i : this is the more

* He Bays (Vallarsi, ii. 261) In Latiuis codicibus oh difficuUatem trausla-

tionis hoc peuitu» nan ini-enitur.

* Cp. LXX passim. Thus the Harklensian (quoted by Ridley, I. c. p. 295)

gives at St. John v. 2 uilA^p>Oi3 Lo^.
' Page 594.

* G. B. Winer, De Vers. ^yr. N. T., etc. p. 20 ff.
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peculiar, as it is a Hebraistic construction which one might

have expected to find kept. t8to? is often omitted, sometimes

inserted : ttSs is often omitted without authority, Mark v. 1 2,

Acts iii. 21, and elsewhere, as it is often inserted without

authority. From the Curetonian Baethgen^ gives similar

omissions, thus John i. 26 and elsewhere airoKpLOels etire

becomes simply ^no^ {lie said) where the Peshitto has in full

t^{o )a^o : in the same way the simple i-ao/ {he said) does

duty for ovk rjpvrjcraTO John i. 20, and iirripiaTricre Kiyoiv

Luke xxiii. 3.

Of rather a different kind are the omissions of words and

expressions inserted as explanations in the Greek, and un-

necessary in the Syriac, as at Mat. xxvii. 46, where we have

nothing to correspond to the tovt eorty, 0ee /xou, 0ee p-ov,

K. T. A.. : so at Mark v. 41 we have simply raXiOa kovix with-

out further explanation. Instances might be multiplied as at

Mark vii. 11, 34, John iv. 25, ix. 7, and from the Curetonian

John i. 39, 42. In reference to these, however, Michaelis'

suggestion ^ should be noticed, that the evidence of secondary

Versions goes to show that they were kept in the original

translation, and omitted by the scribes afterwards. To such

intentional omissions are to be added unintentional omissions

due to itacism, homoioteleuta ^, and the like, as in the Curetonian

at Mat. xxiii. 18, and in the Peshitto at 2 Cor. v. 17.

The danger of arguing from omissions in the patristic

quotations will be noticed later in discussing the argument

e sihntio.

Similar caution is necessary in inferring from additions in

Versions or patristic quotations that anything has dropped

out of the Greek text.

In the first place additions are necessary in one language to

^ Loc. cit. p. 22.

* Curae, etc., p. 60. The answer is obvious, that the translators of these

secondary Versions would insert them when translating, such explanations being

as necessary for their readers as for those of the original Greek.

^ Such are particularly frequent in the later translation of the Apocalypse

;

cp. xiv. II, xviii. 22, xx. 5.
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supply the ellipses of another. Thus in reference to vTioraa-

(Tca-Oe at Eph. v. 22, Jerome^ says, /loc quod iti latinis ex-

empl'is add'dnm est
' subditae sint ' m gr. edd. noii hahetur . . .

sed hoc magis in Graeco inielligitur quam in Latino. Similarly

at I Tim. vi. 7 ^ hT)kov of the textns recej^tus is proved by the

variants to be corrupt and has little support : Versions cannot

be used to strengthen the evidence for it, because they

required some such addition to complete the grammar.

From the Curetonian Baethgen gives instances at ]\Iat. iii. 4,

where a word has to be supplied, because ji>-^\ cannot be used

of evbv^a and C^vqv, as is etxey in Greek, at Luke ii. 52,

where two words, oo» Jlsi and ws^>cd, have to be used for the

one word TrpoiKoyjrev of the Greek, and at Luke viii. ^^ both

the Curetonian and Peshitto have to add ci\q.>, because the

construction a)pixi](Tev . . . eh ti]v XiiJ.vi]v is not Syriac.

In modern editions we can generally, though not always^,

detect such necessary additions by the help of italics.

Besides such necessary grammatical additions we have also

to take into account additions made to explain references

to persons or places. These abound in the Syriac. At Acts

xii. I, after 'HpwSrjs 6 /3ao-i\evs, we find ^rc aa- v^jj^/ ju-olioo? oo»

{surnamed Agrijipa) ; at Acts xvii. 1 9, instead of simply

Areopagus, we are told St. Paul was taken up to U.»? 1^.»^\

tttQ,^9 »flocu >/ jijsl^? (t//e liouse of justice loltich is called

Areopagus), so at Acts xxvii. 9, Tr]v vrja-TeCav is described as

)u>ooM? {of the Jews),2JcA in xxviii. 13 Rhegium is identified as

) 1^.^*50 (a ciiij), and Puteoli as U^^i? )li^J-»^5o [a city of Italy).

From the Curetonian we have parallel cases, thus INIat. iii.

5, iv. 15 Jordan is described as a river, and v. 18 iota is ex-

plained to be a letter.

Insertions of a somewhat different kind, to make clear the

sense, are the substitutions of a proper name for a pronoun, as

at Mat. i. 10, 19 (Curet.), or at the beginning of sections Jesus

or Lord (both in the Peshitto and Curetonian) as at Mat. xiii.

' Alford, Digest, ad loc. * Field, Oilum Norviceiise, iii. 127.

- Cp. Revised Version at z Tim. ii. 26,
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54, Luke viii. 19, or 'disciples' for avro'i, Mat. xiii. 51, Mark

xvi. 19, and elsewhere in the Curetonian.

Not only is caution required in both these respects, viz. of

additions and omissions, but it must be also remembered that

varieties of rendering do not point necessarily to any variety

in the underlying Greek text. How far it is advisable to try

and keep the same word for the same Greek word was a ques-

tion discussed in reference to the Revised Version. It is

certain that to do so would not always give the best equiva-

lent of the thought of one language in the expressions of

another, though it would enable us to restore the Greek text

much more certainly. An examination of the Versions shows

that they often were content to give the sense regardless of

the actual Greek before them, and so it is that we so fre-

quently find interpretative glosses. Thus in the Peshitto at

Heb. vi. 4 (pMTta-OevTes becomes ol^s^uj Jl^joaatioaX [descended

to baptism), at i Peter iii. ig kv (pvXaKrj is rendered ^ci*a=> [iu

S/ieol), at I Cor. iv. 3 avOpcairCvris ?;/x€pas is .aj/ is ^^ ^ (bj/

any man), 2 Tim. iv. 13 <f)eX6vriv is l^al^ li»-o [book-case),

and Rev. i. 8 a Kot w becomes ol ^f aX/ [Olapli and Tan)
;

Acts i. 13 ohov (Ta^^aTov becomes yo^ao/ )l.:^2x*. {seven stadia).

In the Jerusalem S3a'iac Adler^ gives an instance from Luke

vii. 45» where ^lArj/xa ovk ^bcoKas becomes vjq^a, fco)©** D [fJ/ou

didst not salute)'-^.

In the Latin Version this custom of glosses will explain the

variety of readings at Tit. ii. 3, where all are explanations of

(Tcocjipoves ; and, were it not for the danger (less perhaps in

this part of the Revelation than elsewhere) of relying on one

authority only for a reading, the temptation would be great

to say that all the epithets in Rev. xxii. 11, some of which

have come through the Vulgate into our text, are glosses

' Loc. cit. p. 152.

^ So, in the Ethiopic, Mat. xxiii. 15, -noiriaai irpocrrjXvTov tva appears as

'to baptize one proselyte' ; in the Vulgate, James v. 15, (ffpu is aUeviahit

;

cp. ib. V. 3. From the Fathers may be given Chrysostom's custom of making

glosses on the text ; cp. Field, I. c. iii. 48.

VOL. II, P
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explaining avofios and bUaioi, and that the rig-ht reading- is

found only in the Tiennens. et Lvgdun. Epist. 6 6.vo}xos avofxrja-dTU)

hi Koi u StKotos biKaLiodriTU) hi. Not only have we glossematic

corruptions of this kind to take into account, but we have

also to bear in mind that the translators did not keep one

word for the same Greek word. Sometimes a change was

necessitated by the usage of the language, sometimes it is

due to the caprice of the translator. Thus in the Curetonian

TToulv is generally translated *^^, but in Mat. xx. 12, where it

is used of husbandry u^^d is substituted ; eyeVero is generally

translated by loot, but in John vi. 21 (where it is used of a

ship drawing neiu* to land) we find loot l^io ; a-ap^ is

generally )im=>, but in John i. 13, 14, the Curetonian substi-

tutes )*<^. On the other hand no explanation is to be given

of two different words being used for hbvixa in Mat. xxii. 11, 12,

or avdaracris in Mat. xxii. 28, 30. Instances from the Vulgate

of St. John's Epistles are given by Dr. Westcott \ thus

Ttjpdv in three consecutive verses is observare, custodire, ser-

vare, i John ii. 3, 4, 5 ;
^w? is lux i. 5, 7, ii. 9, and himen ii.

7, 10; so yiyv(a(TKoyL€v is scimns, cog7ioscimus, inlelligimus.

From James iv. 4 may be added the translation of Koafxos

by secidum and mundus.

The number of various readings introduced into the Greek

text, if this last consideration were neglected, would be very

large, so that the first requisite for a safe use of any Version is

an induction, carried over the whole authority to be used ^, in

order to find out how far the evidence of versions may be

available for synonymous words in the Greek, and what, as

Nowack^ puts it, are the ' style of translation,' the ' peculiarities

* Introduction, p. xxvii.

* Lagarde, De N. T. ad fidem, etc. p. 7 '• I^tiabus potiun rebus opus est

jirimum ul singula vocahula per om7ies N. T. liliros, quomodo vertantur,

jhrxequamur, deinde vt synttijcin sermoiiis Graeci cum Unguis Syriaca,

Acthiopica, Aegyptiaca, Armeniaca comparati scribere aggrediamiir ; iia enim

et de interpretis alicuius constantia et de editionum codicumqiie nostrorum

Jidf certioren erimus, et facillime observahimiix, si qiiis intcrpres in suo libra

alia habtiit ac quae Codices Oracci nunc sitperstiteif praebeant.

' JJiv Bedeutung des Hieronjfmus, etc.
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of the translator,' and the knowledge of both languages dis-

played by the translator.

It is of the greatest importance that we should examine

these last three points, and also the genius of the language,

i. e. its capability of being used to convey the thought and

expression of the Greek.

The extent to which we can use a Version to recover the

underlying Greek depends very largely on whether it is a

literal or only a sense-translation^. Some Versions aim at

reproducing the letter of the original, sacrificing to that

object the grammatical construction and idiom of their own

language, and even in some cases intelligibility; some aim

only at giving the thought of that which they are translating,

and, so long as they attain that, disregard the letter entirely^.

From Aquila's Version of the Old Testament we might recover

the Hebrew. From the Harklensian or Old Latin ^ of the New
we can generally be fairly sm-e of reproducing the Greek

text, though we meet with violations of grammar at every

turn. From the Harklensian^ for example, we can often say

where it read the Greek article, and where it did not ; thus

at Mat. X. 3 we have i*ifll{? oo» (6 eTrtKArj^ets), where the

Peshitto gives simply wooll?. The Curetonian again is even

less literal than the Peshitto ^. In relation to the Memphitic

and Thebaic Dr. Lightfoot notices that the latter shows a

greater regard for Egyptian idiom than the former, so that

the connecting particles are observed in the one but not in

the other ^.

^ Kaulen, GescMchte des Vulgata, p. 39 ; Ridley, I. c. pp. 334-9 ; Bleek,

Einleitung, p. 936.

^ Cp. Jerome, ad Panim. Ep. 57, ad Sun. et Fret, Ep. 106.

' Cp. Acts xvii. 18, seminiverbius = anepnoXofos ; 2 Cor. vii. 10, impaeni-

tendus = diJ.eTaixeKr]Tos. This literalness often enables us to argue as to syno-

nyms, e. g. at 1 Cor. ix. 9 we may be sure d and e reading camum mittes had

nrifiuaeis and not <pi)xwaiis.

* Baethgen, I.e. p. 14. 'In Peschito auf Kosten des syrischen Sprach-

gebrauchs ein engerer Anschluss an das griechische Original erstrebt wird.'

lb. p. 12, the Curetonian is a 'sinngemiisse nicht buchstabliche Uebersetzung
'

;

cp. ib. p. 25 ad init.

* Scrivener, Intioduclion, pp. 390, 400.

P 2
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Of the translators' knowlcdg-e of the language little need be

said. Those who have gone carefully into the different Ver-

sions confirm the a priori probabilit}^ that they would be well

acquainted with both languages^ The Ethiopic is a striking

exception, unless indeed the mistakes are to be attributed to

careless readings of the Greek. The following instances are

given by Michaelis^. At Luke viii. 29 there is a confusion

of 7re8at? and TraiSej, at Rom. vii. 6 of KarrjXovixeOa and koth-

XpiiiOa, at Rom. vii. 11 of efeTrarjjcre and k^r]-naTr]cre. AYhat-

cver the cause, such mistakes have done much to lower

the estimation of the Ethiopic Version for purposes of textual

criticism^.

The other point, to which allusion has been made, is the

necessity of knowing the genius and idioms of the language

before using it for critical purposes. This suggests, as a pre-

liminary consideration, that only those who know the lan-

guage of the Version can use it. Certainly to use its evidence

through the medium of a Latin translation is getting a most

distorted idea of its value. This was the plan adopted by

Mill"*, Beza, and others who inaugurated the use of the

Eastern languages for textual purposes, and many misstate-

ments were the result. Tischendorf ° again relied absolutely on

Tregelles for Eastern Versions, and the consequences have not

always been good, if one may argue from the different conclu-

sions as to Eastern evidence given by others. Thus Baethgen*'

notices that at Luke xvii. 11 (and hereWestcott and Hort ai-e

also wrong) Tregelles made the Syriac read 'ad Galilaeam,'

not knowing ' that ^ . . . fc>-^= (TIebr.) b . . . . p3 = p21 p3 =

' For the Peshitto, see Marsh's Michaelit, ii. 40 ; for the Curetonian, see

J'aethgen, I. c. p. 12.

^ Tract. Crit. § 24, p. 24 ff.

' Tregelles, Did. of ihc Bihie, iii. 1614, gives other instances.

* A number of Mill's errors are given by Michaelis, Tract. Crit. p. 45 and

§ 32, and also by Wetstein.

'' Gregory in Tisch. N. T. pt. iii.

' Baethgen, /. c. p. 3, note. It is also noticed by Michaelis, Tract. Crit.

§ 73, that the Persian translators misunderstood this Syriac expression.
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h La iiicTov . .. Kau In the same way Ridley ^ notices that it is the

Syriae idiom to have O^ov after crc^oii^voi, and therefore Tisch-

endorf is wrong* in quoting- this as a varia lectio at Acts xiii. 43,

and not in the other places in the Acts where it occurs. Baeth-

gen^ gives other instances where the evidence is wrongly quoted

for similar reasons at Mat. xiii. 16, and Luke xii. 1 and xx. i.

It is also important to remember that some of the distinc-

tions of one language are not kept in another : thus Dr. S. C.

Malan points out that there is no distinction of genders

in Armenian ; in Arabic also the place of the neuter has

to be supplied. Again, the usage of a language sometimes

causes an ambiguity in the evidence, thus in Syriae ovpavoi

and ovpavos are not distinguished, the plural being always

used. This is also the case with ypa<f)'^ and ypa<pat, the

Peshitto always pointing as a plural (but see infra) ; the absence

of a comparative in Syriae makes its evidence doubtful wher-

ever this is involved in the adverb ; thus the Syriae affords no

evidence as between evOvixois and evOvixorepov at Acts xxiv. 10

(cf. Michaelis, Curae, p. 147), nor is the Latin always careful to

observe the same idiomatic comparative Acts xxiv. 22, 36

;

XXV. 4, 10 2.

An important class of instances to be noticed under this

head are places where the evidence is ambiguous owing to the

system of pointing. Thus at i Cor. xiv. 38 >XjJ JJ may be

dyyoeirat, or, as the Erpenian Arabic has taken it, dyyoetrco *.

This is particularly to be noticed where the variant in the

Greek is a question of singular and plural. Thus Tischendorf

is wrong in quoting the Syriae at Mat. ii. 23, where that

version (i>-M->) may represent according to the pointing hia

Tov TTpocjyT^Tov ov bio. T&v T!po^r\T&v. He is wrong also in quot-

ing the Syriae for the plural (TTpaTr]yoi at Acts iv. i, where

\j<is'f( may be singular or plural.

^ Loc. cit. p. 331. This does not affect the evidence of the Syriae at i Tim.

iii. 16 as Ridley thought (p. 306).

^ Loc. cit. p. 16.

' Additional examples will be found in 0. L. Texts, ii. p. ci.

* Michaelis, Tract. Grit. § 36.



2
1
4 The Evidence of the Early Versions

For a similar reason the evidence is ambiguous at Col. iv. 1

5

as to the reading- there ; nor have the printed editions im-

proved matters, for the Peshitto vocalizes the noun (Nu/ji(^ar)

as a feminine and the affix as a masculine ^.

Finally, it should be noticed in reference to Versions that

mistakes in translation may still give evidence as to the

Greek text used. Thus at Luke vi. i, if e reads sahhato

mane, ^tv^f sahhato a jmmo, it is e\ndence that SevrepoTrpwro)

was found in the Greek text from which they came, though

they convey a poor idea of its meaning. So if k at Mat. xi.

23 [Old Latin Texts^ ii. 42) reads ne quomodo in caelum elata

es, iisqne ad inferos descendas, it shows the Greek used was

not 77 vxl/oiOelaa, but ixi] v\}/(jodi](rr]^. Again, neglexit, the

reading of e at Mark v. 'i^6 supports iiapaKoxxra^ as against

a/covo-a? ; and similarly in the Syriac, ridiculous as is the

translation at Rev. viii. 13 of /ixeo-oupayTj/xan )l5o?? I^^jo?? JI^^oo

{in the middle of a tail of Mood), it is conclusive evidence for

\i(.(Tovpav'i]\i.aTi against fxccrovpavia-fxaTL (the reading of i and

Erasmus). From the Latin other instances are given by

Kaulen ^.

When we turn to patristic quotations we are met by quite

a distinct set of phenomena. In the first place we have

to assure ourselves that the Fathers had a manuscript before

them when quoting, and are not quoting from memory.

Griesbach* professes to have given a series of criteria for

determining this, which is undoubtedly the most important

point in reference to patristic quotations. We must first

notice the complications that arise from their quoting from

memory; a thing common enough now, and therefore much

more common when books were more scarce, and the

' Lightfoot, Colosfianit, p. 256, Adilit. Note. The question is between

/cot' oIkov avrwv, avrov, aur^s.

' The reading of k may repi'csent a stage in corruption not in evidence from

Greek MSS., viz. n^i vipwOtiaa.

' hoc. cit. pp. 88-9, note.

* Symholae CrUicae,\. p. cxxxix; cp. his Curae, § 13, p. 27, allegationeg

fideliter e codicibus deprompfae may be distinguished vagis atl dicta gcrip-

turae provocationibiis.
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difficulties of verifying- a reference so much greater^. The

fact of quotations being given from memory explains the

following phenomena in patristic quotations, none of which

therefore substantiate various readings, (i) Combinations

of different passages
;

(ii) transpositions
;

(iii) sense render-

ings, including changes of syntax, adaptation, use of synony-

mous terms.

Instances of combination are to be found in Barnabas v,

where Ps. cxviii. 20 and Ps. xxi. 1 7 are combined ; so in

Ignatius ad Philad. vii, John iii. 8 and i Cor. ii. 10, and in

Polycarp ad Phil, i, Acts ii. 24, i Pet. i. 8, i Pet. i. 12 are

fused into one sentence. Later on, when manuscripts were

more abundant, we have instances from Origen ^, where Acts

xiii. 26, 46 are twice combined a« if they were contiguous

verses, and from Chrysostom^, where Matthew xiii. 55-6 has

a passage from John vi. 42 inserted in the middle.

From the same page in Field we may illustrate the phe-

nomenon of transposition ; thus John vii. 4 appears as et yap

ravTa Troteis hfA-^ov aeavTov rw KO(r/Ma), ovbels yap tl Troiet iv Kpvii'

T(3 Ka\ Cfl^el avTos (f)avepos elvat (where (fyavepos is also notice-

able) ; cf. also Iren. v. 10 and v. 13, and iii. 38 and v. 13*.

Sense renderings may be illustrated from Irenaeus, who is

as a rule 'a most careful quoter^.' Thus we get (a) change of

syntax in the quotation of Luke ix. 57-8, where (i. 8. 3)

aKoXovOi^a-oi (roi k.t.\. appears as a question
; (/3) change of

singular to plural, or vice versa, in a reference already given

to John i. 13®; (y) equivalent words in the quotation of

Luke ii. 28 evxaptcrTricrev for evkoyrjcrev ; Luke xiv. 27 o-koXov-

^ Cornill, I. c. p. 58 ; cp. Porson, Letters to Trains, p. 275.

^ Lommatzsch, xv. 135, 147, Horn. XV in Jer.

^ Field, Homilies on St. Matthew, i. 558, ovx ovtos iariv 6 toC t(/ctovos vlos,

ov fjfius tcr/ifv TOP irarepa Kal Trjv fir]Tfpa ; Kot 01 dSeXcpol avrov ovxi '"O-p' ^fM' elai

;

* I Cor. XV. 53 is quoted correctly in v. 13, inverted in v. 10 ; i Cor. xv. 55

is kept in v. 13, inverted in iii. 38.

* Tregelles in Home, iv. 333.
® Compare Tgn. ad Polyc. ii. (pponnos yhov dis 6<pis kv anaaiv Kal aKfpaios

(Mat. X. 16) ; ad Smyrn. i. PtPaTrTiafjLfvov v-nb 'Icuavvov, iva ir\r]pai9^ iraaa hmai-

ocrwT] d-ir' aiirov (Mat. iii. 15).
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OCi juot for tpyj^Tai 6iTL(r(jo ixov, in Luke xv. 4 TrtTtkavrniivov for

dTToAcoAo's
; (8) change in tlie order of words in Luke ix. 62

{coJitra llacr. i. 8. 3), ovSet? k-n aporpov ti]v X^lpa. eTri/SaAwi;

;

(e) equivalent of the passage without exact quotation, in

Origen's quotation of Eph. ii. 12^.

In many cases where we should be in doubt from this

cause what reading a Father had, the context makes it clear,

so that even in quotations from memory we may often use

the Fathers' evidence for or against a certain reading.

We may, however, be sure that under certain circumstances

they would have a manuscript before them, and then their

evidence becomes much more valuable. Thus the longer

passages are more correctly quoted than the shorter extracts.

This is true of Justin Martyr's quotations from the Old

Testament^. It is also true of Augustine's quotations^, and

it is easily intelligible that it would be worth while to take

the trouble of verifying a long reference, while a short one

would be left to the memory. Much depends also on the

object for which the quotation is made ; thus for a polemical

purpose close adherence to the letter is necessary, and so in

controversial treatises we find as a rule exactness^, while for a

preacher more freedom would be allowed, and so it is that

Chrysostom's quotations are very often inexact^. A marked

difference, again, is found to exist, in respect of verbal exact-

ness, between quotations made from historical matter, and

those made from St. Paul's Epistles or our Lord's words.

This is pointed out by Ziegler with reference to Augustine.

The question is further complicated by the possibility of

the Fathers having more than one manuscript before them at

' Lommatzsch, xx. 170; Contra Cehum, viii. 43 (but cp. ib. viii. 5) tovs

(ivovs rwv haOrjKwv rov Qtov kcu dXkoTpiovi tSiv fvayyf\iojv.

^ But Justin's quotations afford in any case precarious evidence, as is seen

from tlie remarks of Dr. Hatch, Encai/i^ in Biblical Greek, p. 1S6.

^ Ziegler, /. c. p. 55.

* Von Gebliardt would on tliis account use only the Contra Marcionem of

all Tertullian's writings.

° r. H. Chase, Chrysostom, etc. p. 86.



on the Text of the New Testament, 217

a time ^. This may, in some places, explain the heterogeneous

character of the quotations, and makes conclusions drawn from

them uncertain. It must be remembered again that when

they had manuscripts before them, they did not always use

them, but regarded themselves as free to use their own judg-

ment with reference to a reading. From what has survived

to us of their writings we know that few of them were des-

titute of critical acumen, and that they used not only external

but also internal evidence^. Though we have instances of

the skill with which they handle textual problems, we cannot

but acknowledge that the adoption of such editorial functions

makes them rather judges than witnesses of the text, and that

they would have been more useful in the latter capacity, had

they been more mechanical in transmitting the text. We
have also to take into account the jpossihility of their having

adopted a conjectural reading^, and, when we consider how

dangerous a weapon this may become, it is at once obvious

how suspicious of unsupported readings we must be. Yet

another indeterminate factor is introduced when we remember

that the Fathers often knew more than their own language,

and possibly may have translated for themselves. It is still

an open question in the eyes of some people, how far this may

explain the variations of Tertullian's quotations*, and he is

not the only Father who has been thus accused. The problem

of patristic quotations would be much simplified could we be

sure that any given Father knew only the language in which

he was writing.

Lastly in considering patristic quotations, the question as

to the amount of importance to be attached to the argument

e silentio must not be passed by. The argument is under

^ Wetstein, Animadversiones, etc. p. 89.

^ Iren. v. 30. I. Aug. Contra Faustum, xi. 2; De Boclr. Christ, ii. 21
;

Jtetract. i. 7. 2. Cp. Origen as to Mat. viii. 28.

^ E ferences are given in Wetstein, I. e. pp. 26, 37, 49. It must be remem-

bered, on the other side, that there are countless instances in which they

refuse to let MS. evidence be balanced by any considerations.

* Zahn is perhaps the strongest supporter of this view, e.g. cp. Geschichte

des N. T. Kanons, i. 51,
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all circumstances precarious^, and a consensus of silence can

alone give weight to it. Thus to argue that Cyprian cannot

have had Oeov at Acts xx. 28, because he makes no reference to

the verse in Test. ii. 6, ' Quod Christus deus,' is by no means

safe ; because it is easy enough to imagine that, in collecting

proofs of that statement, this, though so obvious, might have

escaped him. On the other hand the concensus of silence as

to I John V. 7^, when such a strong statement of the doc-

trine of the Trinity would have been valuable, and must have

occurred to some among the many Fathers of the first five

centuries, is in itself sufiicient to condemn the passage.

When we are considering the evidence afforded by the argu-

ment with reference to single words, it has to be remembered

that owing to the many possible causes of omission mentioned

above, it can only very rarely be relied on. Even in longer

passages the argument, though convincing to one critic, may

be far from convincing to another^.

It is also not unnecessary in using the evidence of patristic

quotations to accept Tregelles'* caution as to assuring our-

selves that the passage of Scripture in question is really the

one which the Father is quoting. Thus Burgon^ gives an

instance where Athan. [Pasch. Si/r. 11) is said by Westcott

and Hort to be quoting IMat. v. 22, whereas he is really think-

ing of I John iii. 15. Where such ambiguity exists it is well

to adopt Griesbach's method, and give the passages that may

be intended^. There are also to be taken into account the

possibilities of a quotation being referred to a wrong Father'^,

* Cp. Westcott, Canon, p. xxviii.

'* See Westcott and Hort, ii. 104 (Appendix) od loc. It is found in

Priscillian.

^ See, for example. Scrivener and Westcott and Hort as to the weight to be

attached to Cyril of Jerusalem's silence about Mark xvi. 9-20.

* Home, iv. 340. ' Ilensinn Iievit<ed, p. 359.

* St/iitb. C'rit. ii. 620, where, quoting Clem. Alex, for Rev. xxii. 12, he gives

as possible references Is. xl. 10, Ixii. 11.

' Ziegler, /. c. p. 69, note, points out that a quotation of i Cor. iii. 5, attri-

buted by Sabatier to Augustine, is really due to Petilianus, and that Augus-

tine quotes the passage quite differently.
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or of the rejection of tlie authority on the ground of the work

passing" under the name of one who was not its author ; and,

when we get our quotation indirectly, there is always the

chance of the Father Leing wrong"ly quoted ^.

On all these grounds the evidence of patristic quotations

merits the severest scrutiny before it is thrown into the

balance on one side or the other.

In using Versions and patristic quotations alike we have to

consider the possibility of many so-called variae lediones

having come from misreading of the Greek, Here caution is

needed lest we should put on one side (as errors arising from

this cause, not therefore to be counted as various readings)

real differences in the Greek text, and thus unintentionally

defeat our own object.

Such errors may be due to misreading abbreviations. No
doubt the evidence of our earliest manuscripts points to the

rarity of abbreviations, but these were no doubt a kind of

editions de luxe; when manuscripts had to be multiplied

rapidly, abbreviations must have been much used. Several

instances are given by Wetstein^, and they afford plausible

explanations of the phenomena, though for some of his sug-

gested abbreviations other support would be desirable. Thus

in Mark xv. 8 the alternatives avaj3ds and ava/Sorjo-as—the

first read by Vulg. with a, the second by c,
ff'^
—ma^ be due to

two interpretations of an abbreviation (so in a Kings xxiii. 9

there is a similar confusion of avejS-qa-ev and avc^orfa-ev). At

Matthew xiv. 7 a similar abbreviation may explain the read-

ing of the Syriac and B, utixoaev for b)ixo\6yi](rev. It is question-

able whether this explanation should be adopted, as Wetstein

suggests, of the variants 'lepov<TaXri[x and 'lo-parjA at Acts vi. 7,

or of the variants airocrToXovs and avOpdjirovs at Acts v. 34.

Another instance, not given by Wetstein, would be the form

in which Isaiah xlv. i appears at Barnabas xii, Tertullian

^ Thus Tregelles (Home, iv. 347) shows how Gennanus, quoting Irenaeus'

evidence as to Mat. i. 18, has exactly reversed it.

2 Wetstein, Animadversiones, etc. p. 34 ; op. Griesbach, Curae, iii. § 6.
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adv. Jitdaeos 7, and Cyprian Test. i. 21, in all of which the

abbreviation k<o for Cyrus is taken for the more familiar

Kvpi<a, and in M of Cyprian the chang-e has gone so far that

Xpto-T(5 of the LXX has dropped out altogether, and we get

Domino Ci/ro representing kco kco.

The most interesting variant for which this explanation

has been offered is that of Tertullian^ at Heb. vi. 5, where

^ Occidente iam aevo^ is attributed by Semler to a misreading

8i)s (for hvv6.\ms\ as an abbreviation of hvaai^. If Ronsch's

explanation that it was due to the Latin translation used by

Tertullian held good, we should expect more widely-spread

authority for this strange reading.

Another class of mistakes comes from the wi"ong division

of Greek words ^ (of which we get instances in the MSS. at

]\Iark XV. 6, Rev. xviii. 8) as in the Curetonian at John iv. 38,

where oXkoi is rendered as if it were dAA' 0%, and John vi. 6^

where r\ (rdp^ is given instead of r; a-dp^.

Misreadings of the Greek manuscripts due to errors of the

eye must also be taken into consideration. Thus in the

Peshitto dvTe\€(Tde and dvix^a-Oc are confused at 2 Cor. xi. 20,

direiXijv and dcp^iXijv at Eph. vi. 9. Other instances are given

by Scholz and Hug. From the Curetonian may be quoted

the confusion of dvi^^rai and dvOi^erai, (where also the Vulg.

reads sust ehit) at Mat. vi. 24, and of KaTapTicroi and KUT-qpTLaoj

at Mat. xxi. 16 ^

In the Vulgate a somewhat similar case ma^ be the reading

miiiavit for d-nrikaa-^v (Acts xviii. 16, as if from aTretAeo)) where

e. toL read alegit^.

' Ronscb, Bas Neue Testament TertuUians, p. 725.

^ An exact parallel is quoted by Griesbach, C«rae in Text., etc. p. 83, note.

Professor Sanday suggests that it may be most easily explained by the omission

of a line in the MS. : thus 5vi>[ci.fjLfii tov fj.(\\]ovTos aUvvos.

' Scholz, Einleitnng, i. 593, note. Hug, Einleitung, i. 329.

* Cp. also in the Peshitto : Kara read as KaBa, i Cor. i. 6 ; and Koi ra for

itaTci tA, Col. ii. 22. So also, perhaps, we are to explain tratpos for (Ttpoi

(Luke xiv. 31), unless it is a sense reading, as Michaelis {Tract. Crit. § 37)

Biiggests.

* But in the Vulgate Exod. iii. i and elsewhere mino is used for 'to drive.'
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Such mistakes are very frequent in the Ethiopic, as has

been noticed above.

In the Fathers we have similar instances, and these cases

are, probably, the strongest evidence for the assertions that

they translated for themselves, to which reference has already

been made. Thus in i Cor. xv. 54 ecs vIko^ appears as in con-

tentionem in Tertullian, Cyprian, and Hilary^; in de Itesurr.

2^, Tertullian translates Phil. iii. 14 rrjs avoo KX'qa-ecas (as if it

were dyeyKXrjo-eo)?) by incrimination is ^. Augustine's often-

repeated reading of momenti at James i. 17 seems to imply

that he read poTrr^s (and not Tpo-nrjs) aT:o(TKia(j}xa ; so in Ej).

199. 23 he reads caecati at 2 Tim. iii. 4, clearly showing he

had not TtTV<poi[M4voL but rervcjikooixevoL^.

There are some cases where it is not possible to say whether

the mistakes are due to misreading the Greek, or to variants

in the Greek, or to corruptions in the language of the Version.

Thus in Mat. ix. 36, where all printed editions of the Peshitto

after Widmanstadt have ^»*. [solufi), is it, as J. D. Michaelis

says, a manifest erratum for ^jj*. [projecfi) of the Harklensian,

or does it represent a variation in the Greek text between

(KXeXvixiJievoL and kcTKvXixivoi ? So in the Curetonian at Luke

XX. 46, is the Syriac reading due to the Greek manuscript

having confused oroats and oroXais, or is it a scribe's error as

to )a^( and H.^/ ? and in John iv. 47, is there a representa-

tion of the various readings tva tbrj and tva tdo/rat, or is

there a scribe's confusion of )JL«j and \.co\j ? None of these

variants are, however, of any very great importance.

It is quite clear that all these kinds of error, and ambiguity

as to the evidence afforded by Versions and patristic quotations,

make it almost an imperative rule that no variant should be

accepted on the authority of either of these kinds of testimony

^ This may be due to their use of a common Version.

^ In 2 Tim. iv. 6, Ziegler would seem to be wrong in inferring that Ter-

tullian read dveXeicreus, as his reading deversionis may well translate ava-

Kvcreajs (Z. c. p. 36).

^ Augustine was not a good Greek scholar; cp. Cunfess. ii. 23; de Trin.

iii. I.
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without some manuscript support. But before we come to

consider the very difficult question as to the value of the

evidence of Fathers and Versions in comparison with manu-

scripts, wc have to compare our Versions tog-ether and see to

what extent their evidence may be regarded as independent,

and what their value is, reg-ardless of the considerations which

have been already referred to as affecting all the evidence

which they give.

In estimating the critical value of our authority, ceteris

paribus, age has the greatest weight. Tertullian's canon, ' id

verius quod prius^/ is, under certain conditions, the first to

apply. We must see then the age of our Versions, and this

can be fixed with less certainty in the case of Versions than

Fathers. The Armenian, Harklensian, Gothic, and Vulgate are

the only early Versions that can be dated with approximate

certainty, on the ground of definite historical facts. In assign-

ing the dates of the Early Syriac, Old Latin, and Egyptian

Versions, we have only internal or inferential evidence. If

the Syriac Old Testament is cited as early as 1 70 a.d. by Melito

of Sardis, it is impossible ^ to identify his quotation with an

existing Version. The same holds good with reference to

Hegesippus (Eus. //. E. iv. 22). When Ephraem quotes from

the Catholic Epistles and Revelation, this is no evidence that

a Syriac Version existed in his day, unless it can be proved

that he knew no Greek ^. Nor, again, if we could prove the

existence of a Syriac translation of some part or parts of the

New Testament, would that prove that a Version of the whole

existed, because, at any rate, as late as Cyprian {Pref. iu Test, iii),

the different parts of the New Testament were kept separate.

There is, ag-ain, as in the case of the LXX and Old Latin, the

question whether the whole translation was the work of one

man, as Block ^ holds, or several, as Trcgelles^ and Hug"*^ main-

tain. In spite of these difficulties the evidence goes to show

* Contra Marc. iv. 5.

' Field, Ilejapla, p. Ixxviii ; but see Scrivener, Introduction, p. 312, note.

3 Diet. Chrixt. INof/r. iv. 434. * Einleitung, p. 931.

* Home, iv. 266. " JEinleitimj, i. 326.
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that, if the Syriac tradition that the Version was the work of

Mark is an exagg-eration, there was a Syriac Version made

before the end of the second century. This evidence is derived

from (i) the Canon it implies, (ii) its use by all sects implying

an origin earlier than these sects, (iii) the evidential value of

the textual corruption, (iv) the translation of such words as

€TTL(TK07Tos, which is uot distinguished from rrpea-jBvTepos ^. It

has to be added that by some the date of the Version is

unduly brought down, as by Wetstein, who assigned it to the

seventh century.

The date of the Latin Version is equally uncertain, but it

is generally agreed that this also is prior to the close of the

second century. If we could be sure of the date of Irenaeus'

Latin translation, and assign it to almost the same date as

the Greek as Tischendorf ^ and Massuet do, so as to be able to

say that Irenaeus' Latin, Tertullian, and Cyprian were all one

Version ^, or if we could hold with Weiss * that the agreement

of Tertullian and Irenaeus' Latin showed a 'ziemlich ver-

breitete Uebersetzung,' then we might further infer from the

variations between these Fathers' quotations that the Latin

Version had a long history behind it, reaching back, it may

be, almost to apostolic times ^. We might then afford to

neglect as comparatively unimportant^ the further question

whether it was the work of one or many translators, a question

on which opinion is not as yet unanimous. It must be added

that the opinion of Dr. Ilort is against assigning an earlier

date than the fourth century to Irenaeus' Latin, and that

others refuse to see, amidst the peculiar renderings of Ter-

tullian, any evidence for a Latin Version then existing '^.

' This is true so far as that at Phil. i. i, i Tim. iii. 2, Tit. i. 7, the word

is used for eniffKorros. In Acts xx. 17, 28 the words are distinguished as in the

Greek. At Luke xix. 44, i Pet. ii. 25 and v. 2, the colourless word ;J^>£0

is used.

^ Wunn ivurden, etc., E. T. p. 50. ^ Kaulen, I. c. p. 113.

* Einleitung, p. 631. » Kaulen, I. c. p. 141 ; Ziegler, I. c. p. 27 flf.

* Bleek, Einlcitung in das A. T. p. 554, says, ' von grosser practischer

Eedeutung ist iibrigens die ganze Streitfia-e nicht.'

' See supra, p. 217.
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These two points make it more important to settle, if possible,

the question whether there were always many independent

tmnslations, or whether there was ori<);-inally only one.

The Eg-yptian Versions are generally referred to almost as

early a date ^, and there can be no doubt that these three

Versions represent the earliest efforts to translate the New
Testament into foreign tongues. The evidence of Chrysostom

(Horn. I in Johannem^ is generally quoted to show that by his

time there were Versions in most languages.

But though the age of a Version as of a ]\IS. is the first

criterion of value, it is by no means an infallible test. It has

been abundantly proved, and is accepted by all textual critics,

that age only affords a presumption in favour of the authority.

Thus to Burgon's^ instance of the oldest fragment of Euripides

(dating from about 200 B.C.), which is also the most value-

less, may be added the already-quoted instance from the Codex

Ambrosiamis^ of the Peshitto Old Testament, many illus-

trations from late manuscripts of the LXX, and a striking

example from one of the Vienna Corpus Series, reviewed by

Professor Sanday in the Classical Bevieiv for Februarj'-, 1888*,

And, finally, it must be noticed that it is not always possible

to accept the dates given in the manuscripts, as the scribes

often copied those found in the archetype from which they

transcril:)ed.

To determine the age of a Version or Father is not therefore

a sufficient test, and we must have recourse to others. We
must examine first whether we get any traces of intentional

alteration or doctrinal bias, either of which, if substantiated,

would destroy the value of the authority in which it was

found. Fortunately, though accusations abound from Justin

Martyr onwards ^, the only ground for them very often is the

^ Lightfoot, in Scrivener, Inlrodudlon, etc.

' Bevision Serhed, pp. 32 1-2. ' See niijira, p. 205.

* lb. p. 19, ' There is thiw peculiarity aViout the MSS. of the treatise dc S(aiu

A nimae [nf Claudianus Maniertus] that their value is in almost inverse ratio to

their age.'

* Cum Tryph. § 73, he accuses the Jews of cutting out at Psalm xcvi. 10.
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not unnatural tendency \ where two readings exist already, to

choose that one which best suits the purpose or views of the

writer. This explanation will hold good of many of the

instances in which Tertullian accuses Mareion or other heretics.

Thus {de Came CJiristi 19) he ascribes the plural ky^vvriOi](Tav

(John i. 13) to the Valentinians, while as a matter of fact

the singular which he adopts has absolutely no manuscript

authority, and is most probably derived from Irenaeus^, who,

in adapting the quotation to his purpose, substitutes the sin-

gular for the plural, as is done by Ignatius, ad Poli/c. 2, in

a passage already quoted. Of a similar nature is Tertullian's

accusation against Mareion [c. Marc. v. 3) of corrupting the

text of Gal. ii. 5 by not omitting the negative. Here it is

most likely that Marcion's is the right reading ''.

On the ground of intentional falsification, then, it may be

allowed we have small reason to depreciate patristic evidence,

and it is asserted by very many that there are few, if any,

traces of it *. But we have to take account of the tendency

to adopt the reading which best suited the argument. Ter-

tullian, ' wnth his forensic and rhetorical standard^,' and Jerome

are perhaps the worst offenders in this resi)ect. Thus, of the

former, Ronsch ^ says that he used one translation ' obschon

die vor den Augen Tertullians, weil sie mitunter seinen

polemischen Schlussfolgerungen im Wege stand, nicht immer

Gnade gefunden hat.' The following illustration may be

given from Jerome '^. In i Tim. ii. 9 he says, writing against

Jovinian, that a-oocppoa-vvr] should be translated not sohrietas

but castitas. as better suited to his purpose : when accused of

' Cp. Coleridge's story of Luther's temptation to alter readings that told

against his views.

^ Ireii. iii. i6. 2 ; 19. 2 ; 21.5; cp. Griesbach, Carae, etc. p. 83, note. The
singular is also found in h {Cod. Vcron.).

^ For other so-called instances, cp. John iii. 6 (Arians), i Tim. iii. 16

(Maced.) and Tisch. ad Heb. ii. 9 (Nest.). Pearson on the Creed, p. 526.

* Westcott, St. John, p. 142 ; Simon, Histoire des Versions E. T. pp. 2, 3,

126 ; Griesbach, Carae, etc. p. 90; Porsou, Letters to Trains, pp. 155, 174.

= Expositor, i. xi. 7. ^ Itala unci Vulgata, p. 3,

'' Simon, I. c. p. 58,

VOL. II. 0.
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this l)y Kufinus in the Old Testament he can only defend

himself {adv. Bvfn. I) hy a reference to commeniariolh vbi

liberias est (Iissere7ifli

!

In tiie case of Versions there is very little trace. In the

Peshittoat i Cor. v. 8 we have theNcslorian reading-^ )». ic> «« ->

)la-^»> for kv aCvp.ois dXiKpu'eCas. M"hich, however, is not to be

regarded so much as a doctrinal correction, but rather as one

intended to bring the language into conformity with the

general Eastern custom of using leavened and not unleavened

bread ^. The Nestorian reading at Ileb. ii. 9 (x'^p't? Oeov),

found in later Syriac Versions, is not found in the Peshitto.

We cannot ignore in this connection the clear tendency of

the Syriac Versions towards encratite views, if not in 1 Cor.

vii. 2, 6, 7 '^ at any rate in reference to the virginity of !Mary.

This may be illustrated by the Syriac readings * (which agree

with Tatian's) at Mat. i. 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 25, and Luke ii. 48.

The same tendency is noticed by C. B. Michaelis in the Er-

penian and Polyglot Arabic ^.

The softening down of the force of Set when used of Christ's

Passion (e.g. hel ai:oKTavdr\vaL, etc.) by the use of o«f*l^.i. (else-

where used for /xeAAeti'), is also noticed by Baethgen as charac-

teristic of the Curetonian. Ellicott finds a 'slightly Arian

tinge in the Gothic ' at Phil. ii. 6-8, but it must be remem-

bered that the same charge has been brought against the

Revisers of the English Bible on account of their reading in

John i. 18^

There would seem then to have been very slight alteration,

for doctrinal i)urposes, of the Greek text.

"We have next to consider how far our authorities are homo-

geneous, and so see whether we are justified in assigning them

' Adler, /. c. pp. 40-41, says our printed editions following Widmanstadt

are based on Nestorian MSS.
^ Adler, /. c. p. 37. ^ So M.arsh's Michael {.•>, cli. vii. § 8.

* Baethgen, /. c. p. 92; Renan {Ilisfoire den Oii'jines, v. 1S7) calls the

reading in Mat. i. 17 a ' correction tout apologetique.'

'- Tract. Crit. § 27.

* F. T. Bassett on Kevised Version, p. S4.
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the same value in separate parts of the New Testament.

Canon Westcott says, ' No authority has an unvarying vakie,

no authority is ever homogeneous ^.' It is confessedly true of

our manuscript authority ; thus A ' has one recension in the

Gospels, another in the Pauline Epistles, another in the Acts

and Catholic Epistles ^.' It is also true of the Versions and

patristic quotations. Of the Versions some are primary (or

taken direct from the Greek) in one part of the New Testa-

ment, secondary at another, or even a combination of two

different recensions. Thus the Codex Barsalibaei -^ is in the

Gospels from the Harklensian, in the Acts and Epistles from

the Peshitto. The Arabic Version, called after Erpenius

(1616), is in the Gospels a primary Version, in the Acts and

Epistles derived from the Syriac *. In order to settle the

question of homogeneity, it is further necessary to attempt to

solve the problem as to how far the translations were made

simultaneously, and by one hand. It has already been pointed

out that, owing to our ignorance of the conditions under

which the Versions arose, this is very difficult. It is probably

an open question whether the early Versions, at any rate, were

not the spontaneous outcome of the want, which must have

been early felt, of having the books of the New Testament in

a ' tongue understanded of the people.' If so, these Versions

would be made in different districts, and different books would

be translated as they became known. Later on in the Chm'ch's

history, as organization increased, such translations would be

made under authority ; but in the second century it is quite

possible that Ridley's ^ account may be right, jAures a lolurihis

interpretibus in vulgtis effusae sunt explicatms quae tandem col-

lectae et non mmqiiam rejictae in iinum codicem lel editionem

relatae sunt. The same theory would explain Augustine's

numerositas inteiyretnm of the Old Latin. It is obvious that

* St. Johns Gospel, p. xc. ^ Griesbach, N. T. i. Ixxxi.

= Ridley, I. c. §§13-14. * Michaelis, Tract. Crit. § 22.

^ Loc. cit. p. 334. He says, pp. 284, 291, the Versions were a sortof Targum

intended circmnforaneis et vulgaiioribus, and the glosses were gradually

removed from the test.

Q 3



2 28 The Evidence of the Early Versions

an appearance of liomof^cncity would be g-ivcn by the redaction

of which Kidlcy speaks. If this be the true account of its

orig-in, it will explain the Targ-uni-likc additions in the way

of critical or cxcg-ctical o-losses whicli we find in the Syriac,

but it will weaken the importance which we mig-ht otherwise

attach to Versions as made with the best Manuscripts, and

exhibiting" non nnius alteriusve Jiominis sed totms ecclesiae

interpretatlonem ei judichim ^,

It is impossible to arrive at very certain conclusions as to

the homogeneity of a Version for the reasons g-iven above,

and according-ly we find great divergence of opinion. Of

the Peshitto it is asserted on the one hand by Bleek that in

the New Testament, at any rate, it is all by one hand ; while

Hug and Tregelles say it is the work of several, the Acts and

Epistles, for example, showing more signs of revision than the

Gospels 2. Of the four Catholic Epistles and the Apocalypse,

and their relation to the rest of the Peshitto, we have already

spoken^. There seems to be some ground for ]\Iichaelis'

assertion, based on the evidence of language—as, for example,

the use of J^ioao (elsewhere in the New Testament, e.g. Acts

xiv. 12 for heathen priests) instead of k>o»o—that the Epistle

to the Hebrews is later, and by a different hand ^.

"When we turn to the Latin Version the question is equally

difficult, and the earliest evidence we have on the question is

opposed. Do the various fragments which have come do\\Ti

to us owe their diversity to changes introduced in transcrip-

tion from a common archetype, and arc there no differences

other than those which may be traced to vltiosi interj^retes,

/,raesinntores wi])eriti, and litjrarii dorniitantes^? Or have

we in our present Old Latin codices the results of what

' Voigt, de Vers. N. T. Syr. p. 17S.

* Tliis revision may, however, have been subsequent to the original trans-

l.ation.

' Supra, p. 197.

* Marsh's Michaelis, ii. p. 8. Tlie Erpenian Arabic has the same variation

{ih. p. 5).

'•" Jerome, Pref. ad Dam.
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Aug-iistine, in a well-known passag-e, calls the LaUnoruvi

interpretum iwfimta varietas, the interpretum numerosltas ?

On this point opinion is still divided ^j though it seems to

be agreed that we have two types of text, African and Euro-

pean, fairly well defined ; and on the further question whether

these were originally distinct, all the available evidence is

not yet assorted, and ' premature theorizing"' to be deprecated ^.

There is no doubt when we come, a little later in the history

of the Latin Version, to Jerome's time, that his work was

anything but homogeneous, and though his statements on

this point do not always agree with the facts as we find

them, probably Rcinsch unduly depreciates the critical value

of the Vulgate on this account ^. That further changes have

been introduced into the Vulgate Manuscripts through the

existence and use of the Old Latin side by side with the

Vulgate for three or four centuries, has been already pointed

out''.

These illustrations from the Syriac and Latin Versions

show the need of settling where possible the homogeneity

of our authorities. It is not less necessary in reference to

patristic quotations. In the case of Tertullian, whom Ronsch

calls the ' Gewahrsmann' of the oldest Latin Bible, it is well

known that his quotations are singularly erratic. It may be

questioned whether it is right to attribute this to the Ish-

maelitish character of the man, or whether, if, as Ronsch

says, there were not only one but several translations extant,

the variety in quotations may not be due to the fact that the

Epistles were not as yet bound up in one volume^, and so

he followed in various parts various types of manuscripts. It

is certainly important in reference to the value of Tertullian's

quotations to settle this point.

* The authorities on each side may be seen in Holtzmann, Eiiileitiuig, p. 62,

and Herzog, E. E. viii. 436.

^ Old Lathi Texts, ii. p. cclv. ^ Itala und Vulgata, p. 11.

* Westcott and Hort, ii. § 114, and supra, p. 198.

' Ziegler, p. 36, n., quotes to this effect from Miinter, Deprimordio Ecclesiae

Africanae.
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If we pass on to Ori<^en, there is no douLt that (as has

been proved by Giiesbaeli ^) in his earlier work, his Com-

mentary on St. John, he used manuscripts of what he called

an Alexandrian character (BCL) ; in his later, his Com-
mentary on St. IMatthew, he used a Western text resembling

D. The question as to the 'Einheit der Augustinischen

Bibel,' is discussed by Zieg-ler at great length ; and the im-

portance of such a question, and the difficulties which sur-

round it, are well illustrated there ^.

Before we are in a position to rightly value our authorities

we must, after having examined them indi\adually in reference

to all the points which have been discussed, and assigned them

their proper weight according to the results of the inductive

process thus carried out, proceed to institute a sort of compa-

rative criticism, with the object of ascertaining their depend-

ence and independence of each other. We shall thus avoid

counting as independent, authorities which examination would

show to be closel}' related, or neglecting from identity of lan-

guage ^n^ primafacie resemblance to notice real distinctions.

On the extent to which this can be done depends the accuracy

of textual criticism as a science. What Professor Sanday has

said of INfanuscripts is true of all textual authorities. ' It is

now generally recognized that what the textual critic has to

deal with is not so much MSS. taken singly as the archetypes

of groups of MSS.' ; i.e. as he has said elsewhere, ' Authorities

must be weighed, not counted'; and if this i)rocess were com-

plete, then it would be easy to throw them into one scale or

the other, and so accept or reject a certain reading. It is,

however, extremely difficult ; for while authorities, in their

oiigin locally most remote, are found to be derived from one

source, so, on the other hand, those in the same language are

often found to be independent.

' Symh. Crit. part ii.

" He decides finally {I.e. p. 76) that, in spite of .ipparent evidence to the

contrary, there is ' unbestreitbares Zeugniss fiirdie Einheit der Augustiuischen

Schriftcitate.'
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The relation to each other of Versions in the same lang'uag'e

is almost more difficult to define than that of Versions in dif-

ferent lang-uages. Is the Peshitto older than the Curetonian,

or are they related as the Vulg-ate and Itala? In spite of

Dr. Hort's definition of the Curetonian as Syrvetus^ this must

still be reg^arded as an open question ^ And, of the later

Syriac Versions, is the Harklensian merely a correction

of the Peshitto (as Ridley and White), or practically a new

Version (as Gregory Barhebraeus and Bernstein")? Is the

mysterious Carcaphensian, as Adler says [l. c. p. 33), not

a difierent Version, but a codex vulgalae 81/nacae versionis?

Are the resemblances of the Jerusalem Syriac to the Peshitto

noted by Adler [I. c. p, 155, note) due to connection with that

Versiouj or are they, as Storr says, interpolations from it ?

To the similar questions, in reference to the Old Latin,

allusion has already been made. Are Jc, e of the same descent

as (Z, h,f, q, or are they to be reg-arded as independent wit-

nesses ? It is only possible thus to indicate the nature of the

questions involved in the relationship between Versions of

the same language.

Again, in considering the relationship which exists between

Versions of different languages we have to notice, first of all,

the distinction between primary and secondary Versions, i. e.

those made directly from the Greek, and those which come

through the medium of another language. Many of the

Western Versions come through the Latin, as many of the

Eastern bear traces of Syrian influence.

Of the printed Persian Versions one is primary (that edited

by Whelock), while that of Walton's Polyglot, which is the

older Version, was made from the Syriac. So, too, of the

Arabic Versions, while that of the Polyglot was from the

Greek, parts, at any rate, of Erpenius' edition were from the

Syriac. These considerations will show the inexactness of

^ Cp. Stiidia Biblica, 1st series, p. 172, and Dr. Salmon's review of it in

the Academy, 18S5. Scrivener, p. 324.

^ Cp. Diet. Christ. Biogr. iv. 433, 1017.
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quoting' the Arabic Versions without distinction, as was done

bv iMill and Bcngel, or of not disting-uishing- between the

two Persian Versions. It will be obvious that secondary

authorities are for the most part only useful for correcting*

errors that may have come into the original Version sub-

sequent to the date at which the secondary Version was

made. Instances have already been given in which Michaelis

uses the Erpenian Arabic to correct the Syriac, and it is only

in this indirect way that it can be used to establish the

Greek text.

But we have also to examine the relations that exist

between Versions not traceable definitely to the same origin,

and see whether the one has been conformed to the other,

or whether the resemblance is due to derivation from the

same early Greek archetype. What, for example, is to be

said of the connection between the early Syriac and Latin

Versions? Are we, with Wetstein, J. D. Michaelis \ and

Griesbach^, to ascribe the resemblances to later interpolations

from the Latin ; or, with Bengel, to assume the use by the

Syriac translator of a Latin Version as well as a Greek Manu-

script ; or, with C. B. Michaelis, to say that one of the Old

Latin Versions was by a Syrian ; or, finally, shall we accept

the somewhat similar suggestion of Professor Sanday, that

the Latin Version may have been made at Antioch or Cae-

sarea ? A settlement of this is obviously preliminary to a

certain and accurate use of both these Versions.

Again, what is to be said of the Origenic readings in the

Curetonian, as, for instance, at John i. 28 ? It is easy to

suppose, seeing that we have only one ^lanuscript of the

Version, that it may be a later insertion ; but it is equally

jjossible to use it as an argument for the lateness of the

Curetonian Version.

What, again, is the explanation of the frequent close rela-

tion of the Thebaic with Western readings?

' Curae in Vers. Si/r. Act. Apod.
» Mist. Text. Epp. Paul. i. § 12.
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The answers to these and similar questions as to the rela-

tions of the Versions to each other must be given, and on the

probability of the explanation offered, and its agreement with

all the facts of the case, depends the use that can be made of

these materials.

In the same way we must examine the dependence of the

Fathers on each other. From the absence of any canons of

literary usage, plagiarism was not uncommon. This adapta-

tion of a predecessor's language is seen in the way in which

quotations are transmitted in a w^ay that varies from all

Manuscripts, instances of which have been already given.

From the earliest times the Fathers studied each other's

writings. Thus Clement of Alexandria followed Clement of

Rome ^ ; Barnabas ^ was used by Justin Martyr and Clement

of Alexandria ; Irenaeus, as we have already seen, was fol-

lowed by Tertullian and Epiphanius, and Cyprian was a pupil

and admirer of Tertullian^ ; and from the language used by

Jerome the 'extent to which he leans on others' is obvious.

The way in which the patristic evidence on Mark xvi. 9-30

may be traced through Eusebius, possibly to Origen, may be

seen in Burgon's Last Twelve Verses of St. Mark^. It is

obvious, too, that in many cases the Fathers who wrote in

Latin are evidence only for the Latin Version, and are de-

pendent on that for their reading. This may be clearly seen

from the many cases where we have the Latin Fathers and

Versions on one side, and the Greek Fathers on the other.

In such cases the Latin Fathers only count as corroborating

the Versions, and not as independent evidence. Worthy of

notice also is the agreement in error which is found to exist

between Ephraem Syrus and the Peshitto ^.

This would make it almost certain that the evidence of

Fathers, whom we have not in the Greek, is only indirectly

valuable ; and it is important to bear this in mind with

' Sanday, Gospels, etc. p. 17.

^ Hilgenfeld, Nov. Test, extra Canonem, pp. 74, 89.

^ Person, Letters to Trains, 262-3. *' Pages 509, 512-3.

' Cornill, I. c. p. 147. iSliulia Biblica, 1st series, p. 173.
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reference to the Latin Version of Irenaeus, and also such

parts of Orii^en as we have only in Rufinus' Latin transla-

tion^. This last point is clearly proved by the remains we

have of Orig-en's Commentaries on the Romans. Of course

under some conditions it is possible to infer from the context

what Greek reading- they had, as in the case of Irenaeus'

reading-s at Mat. i. 18 {contra llacr. iii. 16 al.), and at Luke

viii. 5 1 {contra Haer. ii. 24) ; but as a rule what has been said

above holds good, and it may be asserted generally that the

same limitations apply to the use of their evidence as to that

of Versions '^.

It may well be said that, if so many precautions have to

be taken in the use of Versions and patristic quotations, it

is an open question whether they will repay the labour spent

on them. Such is not, however, the opinion of textual critics.

The evidence of patristic quotations is described by Professor

Sanday ^ as ' the Archimedean point on which the lever of

scientific criticism must be laid, and by means of which alone

fixed, precise, and definite conclusions can be reached.' This

is due to three special features of their evidence. Firstly,

they ' settle the principles on which textual criticism must

proceed, viz. in considering a few old authorities rather than

many late ones *.' Secondly, ' they are to all intents and

purposes dated codices •\' Thirdly, they determine the district

in which any recension of text was prevalent.

They are useful to fix the locale. This may be seen from

the way in which Cardinal Wiseman ^ used the evidence of

* Did. Christ. Biogr. iv. 116. Ziegler, /. c. p. 54, draws wrong inferences

as to Origen's readings.

^ Thus Irenaeus' evidence as to Acts xx. 28 in iii. 14. 2 is uncertain, though

the Latin has cccli'nium Domini, because, in places where the Greek has sur-

vived as well as the Latin, we find an inexact translation of titles, e. g. i. pref.

§ 2 ; ii. 26. 1 ; V. 2. 3 ; v. 3. 2.

=> E.i-i)ositor, i. xi. 178. Tregelles, Prinlcd Text, p. 148.

' Burgon, Jliviiion Mevised ; cp. Griesbacli, Si/inb. Crit. i. p. cxl, con-

tinent igitiir patriim allegationes ipsis.iinia licet disiecta ant laxata coram

codicum Graecorum membra qnibus patres illi usi/uentnt.

" Wiseman, Egnags, etc. (edit. 1888), p. 291 tf.
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Cyprian and Arnobius to jDrove the orig-in of the Latin

Version in Africa, from the resemblance in style and diction,

and also in the substance of the quotations which has been

proved to exist between Cyprian and the African represen-

tatives (as they have been thus found to be) of the Old

Latin Tc^ e, and also between Aug-ustine and the European

Codices. We may illustrate this also by the way in which

Dr. Field used the quotations of Chrysostom and Theodoret

to localize Lucian's recension of the LXX ^.

They are certainly useful as to date. In the cases of both

Versions and Manuscripts we have as a rule only inferential

evidence on which to proceed ; and sometimes, as has been seen,

we have statements which are misleading. But when we find

any reading* in a patristic quotation, we are able at once to say

approximately the date at which a certain reading* was found.

Thus it is important, with reference to the corruptions found

in D, the Old Latin, and Curetonian, to remember that they

are found as early as the second century ^. If this could not

be proved from the evidence of patristic quotations, we should

most probably have assig-ned these corruptions to a later

period in the history of the text, even if we did not, on the

streng'th of such corruptions, assert that the authorities which

contained them must be late. But if they have this value it

will not be right with Tregelles^ to use none after 320, for

even if the evidence of their actual quotations may have no

direct value after that time, yet indirectly they will be of

value even down to the seventh and eighth centuries, and

even later. Nor will it be right to confine ourselves to the

Latin Fathers, as Lachmann did, who used no other patristic

evidence than theirs, saving only Origen^'s. All the Fathers,

whose date and locality we know, will be useful.

* Kexapla, Proleg. p. Ixxxvii.

- Nearly all the important interpolations are found in the early Fathers ;

I John V. 7 is an exception.

^ Scrivener, Introduction, p. 397. Cp. Westcott and Hort, ii. p. 102. All

after 320 are ' so many secondary manuscripts, inferior to the better sort of

secondary uncials now existing.'
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The special value of Versions depends on the fact that the

best were made from ^Manuscript authority consiucrahly

earlier than any now extant. They are, under the limita-

tions that have been already discussed, Manuscripts to all

intents and purposes ^, and we shall see that in conjunction

with ^Manuscript authority they may be used as evidence on

points, on which, without such support, they could not have

been used. Further, it is possible in cases where there is not

the ambiguity which is inherent in the evidence of all Ver-

sions find Versions, to use their evidence without Manuscript

support, as we could not use that of patristic quotations ; for

we may, as a rule, be sure that all readings which have the

authority of Versions have Manuscript evidence, whereas

many various readings, derived from patristic sources only,

are, as we have seen^ sufficiently explained by the fact of their

being quoted from memory. But the evidence of Versions,

before it can be used, requires to have tests (of the character

described above) applied to it, in order that we may see

whether there is any explanation of the reading they seem

to support. The value of their evidence depends largely on

what we believe to be their origin. If they were autho-

ritative translations, we may be sure they were made from

the best MSS. procurable, and by competent translators

;

but the chances of this increase in proportion as we get later

in the history of the Church, and those generally considered

the oldest lack this stamp of authority, as they were probably

made for out-of-the-way congregations, or the illiterate, by

whom the need of them would be first felt '^.

We have now to consider the value of patristic e\adence,

and that of Versions ^ when it is opposed to that of the

' Cp. J. D. Michaeli.^, I. c. ch. vii. § i. The (.lifficulties which prevent

our treating Versions as MSS. are given by C. B. Michaelis, Tract. Crit.

§§ 37-48-
•^ See gitprd, pp. 227, 228. Fritzsche (Herzog, viii. 437) says of the trans-

lator of the Old Latin—fiir den Gebrauch der Gemeinde schrieb.

* As to the opposition of Versions and MSS. , see Michaelis, Tract. Crit. § 20
;

Westcott and Hort, ii. § 360; cp. also Aug. de iloct. Christ, ii. 15 «i quid in

Lutinis cuilicilius (itnbat Qraccif cedere oporlere. Cp. id. de civil. Dei, xv. 13.
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Manuscripts. Under certain circumstances what Walton

said is true, that to correct the Manuscripts by the Versions

was like correcting the sun by clocks, and like drinking" of

the stream when we mig-ht drink of the fountain ; but unfor-

tunately the comjoarison does not hold good, for in this case

both the sun and the fountain require to be imj)roved. Were

the Manuscripts free from error we might agree with Walton,

but as it is (unless we are prepared with Lachmann to follow

the most ancient Manuscript authority, even when in error)

we must correct our evidence by the best means at our dis-

posal ^. This does not mean that we should, with Wiehelhaus,

make the Syriac the standard to which Greek MSS. should

conform, or use the Latin ^ to correct the Greek, as Ambro-

siaster and Helvidius, and in later times Harduin, wished

to do. In the case of Versions it has been noticed that they

always presuppose Manuscript authority, so that it is unlikely

that a Version would support a reading which has no Manu-

script authority.

In the case of patristic evidence for a reading as against

Manuscript authority, it must be remembered that the early

date of a Father is by itself in no way a guarantee for the

value of his evidence, because contemporary with the earliest

Fathers we have a great amount of textual corruption, as has

been already pointed out. Holtzmann ^ upholds the principle

that the quotations of the Fathers are to be taken in evidence

against all Manuscript authority: thus in John vi. 4 he

would omit any reference to the Passover^, and at Mat. xi.

27 and Luke x. 22 he would prefer the Fathers to the Manu-

scripts. Again, at Heb. xi. 4, Westcott and Hort say that

Clement of Alexandria alone,has probably preserved the right

^ Q,uid quod versionibus illis qninque iniegi'is nil imssumus, codiclbus

Graecis etiam mutilis esse contenti dtbemt(s? liag&rde, de N. T. ad fidem,

etc. p. 4.

^ Home, Introdxiction, iv. 2(15 ; Simon, I. c. pp. 44, 47. This is discussed

at length by the author oi Pidaeorouialca. Harduin describes the Vulgate as

sola Integra et incorrupta.

' Einleitung, § 49. * Cp. Hort, in N. T. ii. Appendix, ad Joe.
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reading, vhile in Col. ii. 2 Lig-htfoot inserts into his text a

reading whieli has only the authority of B and Hilary ^. It

should be noticed that hy accepting a reading on the

authority of patristic evidence alone, we suppose that the

MSS. used by the Fathers were the same, and that they and

all coj)ies derived from them have disappeared. The difficulty

of this supposition becomes greater the later in time the

Father lived. This should make us very loth to accept the

evidence of patristic quotations alone without any other

supjiort^. AVe have seen enough to make us feel how easy

it was when once a reading had been accepted by a Father,

even as a marginal gloss, for it to be adopted by succeeding

writers; and though we should welcome, if it were attain-

able, 'the consentient voice of Catholic antiquity' to which

Burgon refers, the agreement must be that of independent

witnesses to a reading. A consensus of patristic testimony

may only mean the acceptance of a reading which was ori-

ginally a critical or exegetical gloss, and never had any

Manuscript authority.

Lastly, we must consider the evidence of patristic quotations

and Versions when the readings they imply have Manuscript

authority. Under such circumstances this evidence may be

used for points in which, without such additional support,

they would be valueless for one or other of the reasons given

above. AViner cites cases where the Syriac may be used thus

:

at Phil. ii. 26 with ACDE ; at 2 Cor. iii. 17 to supjiort the

omission of exet, because omitted in ABCD ; at Eph. iii. 3

for the passive, because it has the ^lanuscript authority of

ABCDFG ; at i Cor. vii. 0^6 for the singular ya/xetru) on

similar grounds ^.

Versions and Fathers may also be used under such circum-

' Scrivener, Introduction, p. 6.54, is inclined to favour this reading, but

finally adopts one with more MS. authority.

^ Cornill, I. c. p. 59, says they are only useful ' als Anhaltspuukte fiir das

Unterbringeu von in Handschriften iiberlieferten Eecensionen.'

^ Of course at the present time more stress would be laid on the grouping

of MSy. than on the presence or absence of the Syriac.
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stances to support one reading against another of similar

meaning", if (but only if) an inductive examination of the

Version shows that the translator carefully distinguished the

words in question. Thus at Acts xii. 7 Lagarde would read

vv^a^ instead of •3rara^a9, though it is read by D only of the

Manuscripts. He has not, however, here carried out the

inductive process on which he himself insists^: if so, he

would have found that the Syriac word }>«oo, thoug*h used

for h'v^ev again at John xix. 34, is also used for Trarao-o-o) at

Mat. xxvi. 31, Luke xxii. 50, Rev. xix. 15, as well as for other

Greek words of varied meaning, e.g. pa-mcrixa ebcoKev, John

xviii. 32 ; tvttto), Mat. xxiv. 49, Acts xxiii. 3 ; 8epet?, John

xviii. 33. So that, from a word capable of being used so

widely, it seems impossible to argue as Lagarde ^ would do.

So, again, he would use the evidence of Versions for the

reading of A Karafj-aprvpova-Lv at Mark xv. 4, as against Karr}-

yopovaiv read by B and D.

Lastly, in connection with Manuscripts, Versions may be

used to remove later additions which have come into the

Manuscripts after the point at which the Versions were made.

This use of them Jerome suggested. Sj^eaking of the recen-

sion which went by the name of Lucian and Hesychius, he says

he will not use it cmn nmltarvm gentmm Unguis Scriptura ante

translata doceatfalsa esse quae addita stint.

Without Manuscripts it is impossible to restore the Greek

text from Versions or those patristic quotations which labour

under the same disadvantages as Versions. Of course the

evidence of the Greek Fathers stands on a somewhat different

footing ; and yet we have seen that we might make many

mistakes and be often in doubt as to the form, though no

doubt the substance might be in great measure restored even

' from the works of Origen alone ^.'

How useless is the attempt to restore the Greek text from

1 Cp. especially Winer, /. c. p. 15 ; Baethgen, /. c. p. 21 ad itiit. ; Nowack,

/. c. p. 21.

2 Be I^. T. adfclem, etc. p. 10.

^ See Michaelis, Tract. Crif. § 19, for t'le necessity of MSS. as a norma.
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the Versions alone, without any help from Manuscripts, may

1)0 seen from the instance of Crowfoot's labours on the Cure-

tonian, which resulted in the production of a Greek text in

many places agreeing- with no Manuscript whatever.

The whole subject is a wide one. Enoug'h will have been-

s-^aid to show that very useful and important evidence may be

got both from A'ersions and Patristic quotations, but that

many precautions have to be taken before we can say that we

have clear signs of a varia lectio. The most indispensable

requisite is that the supposed varia lectio should have Manu-

script authority of some kind, and the farther such Manuscript

authority is from the possibility of any intimate relationship

to the witnesses under consideration, the greater does the

value of the evidence become, and the more such independent

authorities for a reading, whether Manuscripts, Yer.sions, or

patristic quotations increase, the nearer may we feel we are

getting to the attainment of the original text of the New
Testament.

NOTE.

In readiug the above abundantly illustrated and cautiously

balanced estimate of the use of Versions and Fathers, it will be

well to bear in mind the broad steps in the argument by which

their value is established. It is a cardinal principle of modern

textual criticism, that in order to recover the true text of any

ancient document, it is necessary first to know its history.

Especially is this the case with a text so complicated as that of

the New Testament. But to the history of this text Versions

and Fathers give the key. The text of MSS. is perfectly definite,

but it is neither dated nor localized. It is just this dating and

localizing which, in spite of their greater indefiniteness, is sup-

plied by the Versions and Fathers. By their means the ground

is mapped out : the succession of the difi'ereut texts in point of

time and their distribution in space are determined : and so the

reconsti'uction of the text proceeds, not upon mere counting of

numbers nor upon a subjective wa-ighing of probabilities, but upon

a firm basis of history. [W. S.]
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VI.

THE AMMONIAN SECTIONS, EUSEBIAN
CANONS, AND HARMONIZING TABLES IN

THE SYRIAC TETHAEVANCELIUM,
WITH NOTICES OF PESHITTO AND OTHER MSS. WHICH

EXHIBIT THESE ACCESSORIES OF THE TEXT.

[G. H. GwiLLIAM.]

It is proposed in tlie following" paper to give an account

of the form in which the (so-called) Ammonian Sections and

the Eusehian Canons are exhibited in MSS. of the Peshitto

Version of the Four Gospels, The Greek form of this system

of division and reference is well known, the symbols being*

expressed along the margin of the Greek text in such com-

mon editions as those of Mill, of Lloyd, and of Tischendorf

;

but the Syriac form has never been printed in any edition

of the Syriac text. It was known from J. G. C. Adler's

Versiones Syriacae that Peshitto and Philoxenian (or rather

CJmrclean) MSS. frequently exhibit these divisions, and have

tables of Canons prefixed, while some of the facsimiles ap-

pended to his book show a marginal notation of Section and

Canon, like that found in Greek codices. So it has, perhaps,

been assumed that the two systems, which are constructed on

the same principle, differ only in unimportant details : certainly

but little attention has been paid to the Syi-iac form, although

it derives its origin from a very remote period ^.

The editio princeps of the Peshitto (Widmanstadt, Vienna,

* The late Dean Burgon claimed to have been the first to direct the atten-

tion of Biblical scholars in general to the Syriac Ammonian Sections and
Eusebian Canons. He has given a brief but clear account of them in his

LaBt Twelve Verses of St. Marh, App. G-. The late P. E. Pusey set them
out on the margins of his Widmanstadt from the MSS. which he had collated

for his projected revision of the text. They will be printed in the edition of

the Peshitto Gospels, now in preparation at the Clai-endon Press.

VOL. II. E
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1555) may be supposed to imitate on its pages the very form

of the MS. matter from which the type was set up, for such

was the practice of the earl\' printers. So Widmanstadt's

heading's and subscriptions, his inserted liturgical rubrics, and

his marginal ornaments, were doubtless copied from his MSS.

The ordinary division into chapters is indicated by small

figures, placed in the margin so as not to disturb the Syriac

paragraphs. Perhaps he was hardly acquainted with Robert

Stephen's verses. But with all this careful distribution of the

text, there is no indication of the Sections and the Canons.

It must be concluded that the editor's MSS. did not exhibit

them. They are not so frequently found in later Peshitto MSS.

as they are in the earlier copies, and the IVISS. employed in

preparing the editio prmceps of the Peshitto were certainly of

a late type, whatever their date and origin^. It seems useless

to enquire further about them, nor would their recovery be

of much importance ; for we can be in no doul^t of their cha-

racter. It is patent on the printed jiages of Widmanstadt^.

The century and a half which followed the period of the

first editing of the Peshitto gave birth to several other

editions, in part little more than reprints, but in part also

improved by the use of other MS. evidence ^. But as yet no

notice was taken of the Syriac Sections and Canons. Then

in 1 742 S. E, Assemani published his Catalogus Bihliothecae

Mt'diceae. The first pages of this magnificently printed work

are devoted to a full description of the most ancient MS.

of the Holy Gospels in the Versio Simplex which that

Library contains, the celebrated Codex Florentinus, which is

dated A. Gr. 897, i. e. a. d. 586. He states that the Epistle

of Eusebius to Carpianus is prefixed, but does not print the

text of it, although he sets out in full the Tables of the

* Inter alia may be mentioned •M^i for at», as the word is spelled in all old

MSS.; '^.j/vN^ in old MSS. usually ^^|im..(', or '^vm.,/; the full form

. jj^ 1/ very rare; w paragogic appended to 3rd per. foni. pi., as wO*J9.

* See Appendix I.

' Besides the well-known authorities—Wichelhaus, Scrivener's Introduction,

Leusden and Schaafs Pr^rfce— see a valuable article on The Printed Edi/ionx of

the tSyriac New Testament in the Church Quarterly Jieciew,\o\. xxvi, July, 1 888.
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Canons, with their curious ornamentation. No remark is

made on the differences between the Syriac and the Greek

systems, althoug-h it would be obvious to any one who should

compare the numbers of the Sections in any table, with those

in the corresponding Greek table, that the systems are by

no means identical. But in describing another codex (Plut. i,

No. 58), Assemani {pp. cit. p. 35) speaks of a ' distinctio

Evangeliorum in versiculos, seu parvas sectiones ab Eusebio

editas, quae apud Syros aliae sunt ab iis quae in MSS. Graecis

et Aegyptiacis codicibus conspiciantur ^.'

From the materials collected by the late Mr. P. E. Pusey,

supplemented by my own researches, we can now determine

what were the peculiarities of the Syriac system. The fol-

lowing specimen will suffice to illustrate and explain the

differences between the Greek and the Syriac forms. We select

the first eleven verses of St. Mark, as affording a convenient and

instructive comparison between the two systems. The reader

is also referred to the facsimile which forms the frontispiece to

the present volume, and which is described in Appendix II.

a ^A.PXV '^'^^ evayyeXiov 'Irjcrov Xpicrrou, vlov rod 0eou*

^ 'Us yiypa-nrai kv toIs TTpo(})riTai,s, ' 'Ibov, eyw aTroarTeXXo) tov

ayyeXov [xov Trpb 7Tpocr(oTrov crov, os KaracrKeDacret ti]v obov (tov

^inrpocrdiv aov.'

' 'i>(i)vr} (3o(avTos kv rrj ipi]ix(o, 'Erot/^acrare ti]v obbv Kvptov'

° evdeias Troteire ras Tpi^ovs avrov.'

y 'Eye'i'ero ^Icodvvrjs ^airrC^cov kv Tr\ eprjpiia, koL K'i]pv(rcroi)v (Baiz-

^ TKTjxa pieravoias eis a^ecriv a\xapTLG)v-

Kai e^eiropeiJiTO Ttpbs avrov iracra r] 'lovbala X(apa, koX ol 'lepo-

(ToXvixLTai' KoL k^aTiTt^ovTo iravres kv t(S '\opbavr\ irorapiQ vii

avTov, k^oixoXoyovixevoi ras hp.apTias avTu>v.

Hv be 'luiavviTi kvbebvp.ivos rpi^as Kaix7]Xov, Koi ^(avqv b(pixa-

rivr]v TT€pl TTjv 6(7(f)vv avTov, Koi kcrdicav aKpCbas koI y^xe'At aypiov.

5 Kat €Ki]pv(r(T€, Aeycoy, ' Ep^erat 6 tcrxypoTepos p-ov oTTtVo) p.ov,

° ov ovK elp.1 luavos KV'^as kvaai tov lp,dvTa tS>v v-nobrjiiaTcav avrov.

^ Of the Canons etc. in the former Codex, Assemani says :
' de qiiibus con-

Bulenda Prolegomena ad Biblia Polyglotta.' The reference must be to Walton's

Folyylott, London, 1657, albeit Walton's description is entirely confined to the

Greek form. Of the Syriac form he was probably ignorant.

R 2
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'Eyo) [likv e^diTTLa-a vfia^ kv vhaTi' avrbs oe /SaTrrtVet v\xa<i ev

TlvevixaTL 'Ayio).'

Kai eyiviTo ev CKeivais rats rifxepais, ))kdev 'Irjo-oCs otto Na^a-

p€T Trj9 TaXiXaCas, kol k^a-nTiadi] vtto 'ImAvvov eh tov ^lopbAvrjv.

Kai €vOeMi avajiaivoiv airo tov vbaros, etSe (^)(t^o/le^•o^;? tovs

ovpavov^, Koi TO Vlv€vp.a wad TrepLcrTepav KaTa^alvov iir avTov'

Kai </)£oz't) eyevcTo in twv ovpav&v, ' ^i) et 6 vlos jxov 6 ayaTrrj-

Tos, €V (p ev8oKrj(ra.'

/. ^.^t>\"^> oaA.{o .JL.;.^9 om*)0( oi'^«j .)v^«JiO^ j;~o? )lo )

.nS,i>.»0( wJls tOot-^o .?OOM? 'CLO d»^ otlo^ torn Ui^

^^iLfioio .)Lii^ );.:b>Jo? )la,c\^N. loot .<i«..-^'!^ '. ^XmCu ^^? oot

L-xio loot ot^hw/ otl^s^cLd)o0O .wot6-i»2 )lAajso9 j!^;^ joot

'/)i.i>? U:»?o

[ji ]cnk, JJ» oot .i*L» y^s-^i.**.? w»]^3 ]i( Jot .;jsd|o Joot l^ajico ?

^ )>A.9ao> JImO;^ .qj»n:\\> ^9 oot j

»\:> vljo '. Ji*\^» ly^ ^:» '>«^Qjk» ]i( .o-fot Jboocu^^ Jooto »•

l^a^^./ 1^ .|1a^.^m w;^ Oot &o( *.)uOci*. ^ Joot Uao )

.. .. JL3 f^^ /

o o ' «^
.. .. .... « f

.. .. .... ^

o ?
o

o

Ot

o

r*

Om

cu
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It may be convenient to add the version of the above from

Leusden and Schaaf [iVov. Test. Syr. c. Vers.Lat. 1708],changing

at^ the Syriac numeral letters for their equivalents in figures.

Principium Euangelii Jesu Christi Filii Dei

1 Sicut scriptum est in Esaia Propheta : Ecce, ego mitto nuncium

meum ante faciem tuam, qui praeparabit viam tuam
2 Vox clamantis in deserto; Parate viam Domini, et exaequate

semitas ejus

3 Johannes in deserto baptizabat, et praedicabat baptismum resi-

piscentiae in remissionem peccatorum

4 Et exibat ad eum universa regio Judaeae, et omnes Hierosoly-

mitae, et baptizabat eos in Jordane flumine, quum confiterentur

peccata sua

5 Ipse autem Johannes indutus erat vestimento pili camelorum, et

cinctus ei^at zona pellicea in lumbis suis : et cibus ejus erat locustae

et mel sylvestre

6 Et praedicabat, ac dicebat ; Ecce, post me venit qui validior est

me, is cui non sum dignus ut me incurvans solvam corrigias calcea-

7 mentorum ejus. Ego baptizavi vos aqua

Ipse verb baptizabit vos Spiritu sancto

8 Et factum est diebus illis, venit Jesus k Nazareth Galilaeae, et

baptizatus est in Jordane a Johanne

9 Et statim quum ascendisset ex aqua, vidit quod fissi sunt coeli,

et Spiritum tanquam columbam, qui descendit super eum
10 Et vox facta est de caelo : Tu es Filius meus dileotus, in te com-

placitum est mihi

Maecus

I

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

On comparing the treatment of this passage in the original,

and in the Syriac, we observe how much more numerous the

Matthaeus
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Syriac Sections are than the Greek. Here the former are

twice as many as the latter ; in some other passag'es the

disproportion is even greater, although usually it is less.

The numbers in each Gospel are respectively, in Matthew,

Syriac 426, Greek 2,^^ ; Mark 290 and 236 ; Luke 402 and

342 ; John 271 and 232 ; in all 1389 in the Syriac, against

1 1 65 in the Greek ^. The latter sought only to place in

harmony those paragraphs in one Gospel which are in his-

torical, or perhaps only verbal agreement with paragraphs

in one or more of the other Evangelists : the Syriac aimed

at a complete tabulation of the more minute resemblances

between the several statements within the compass of such

paragraphs. Thus it often haj^pens that the Syriac section

is but a few words, only half a verse, or less, but it forms

a distinct division, because it bears a resemblance to some

longer or shorter passage in another Gospel, or else it is

noted as being without a parallel in the other Evangelists.

It will be seen that the references in the Syriac text are

very conveniently collected together at the foot of the page.

This was not intended, however, to supersede the Tables of

Harmony, for they are often prefixed to the codex as well

;

but whether they were given or not, Syriac scribes, almost

without exception, collected the references, page by page,

precisely as we have exhibited them above. This is distinctly

a feature of the S^-riac system : rarely is a MS., which ex-

hibits the Sections and Canons, unprovided with the Foot-

harmony. The plan was imitated by the scribe of the Cod.

Argenteus, of the Gothic Version, and was not unknown to

' I .am not aware of auy variation in the number of Sections in Syriac

copies. The scribes performed their work wth mechanical accuracy, favoured

by the distinctness of the hirge Estrangela characters employed in the oldest

MSS. It is not so as regards the Cireek scheme. Dean Burgon («;>. cif.),

wliose intimate acquaintance with Greek MS. Evangelia will be recognised by

all, says that, while the majority of copies have for the sum total I165, as

above, it is ft)und also to vary between 1181 and 1162. Suidas (s, v. K«p6.-

\aiov, or TirXos) gives the Sections thus :—Mat. 355, Mark 236, Luke 34S, John

232 = 1171. Further details of- the sums total in MSS. are given by Tischen-

dorf {Nov. Ted. Or. ed. crit. maj.) at the conclusion of each Gospel.
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some of the Greeks
;
yet it is rare in Greek MSS., and ap-

parently borrowed from Syria. This remark applies also to

the Coptic MSS, If the plan of a Foot-harmony had belonged

from the first to the scheme, it is strang-e indeed that Eusebius

says nothing- about it when explaining the notation which the

reader would find on each page. Strange also that scribes

should neglect so convenient an ari'angement, so that it now

accompanies the notation on the pages of a few MSS. only ^.

In looking out the references for the Greek in the Eusebian

Tables we frequently find (as in the case of Section 4 above)

that the passage is compared with more than one parallel in

one or more of the other Gospels. In the Syriac only one

parallel is given at the foot of the page ; the others, if any,

are noted in the Tables at the beginning of the codex. To

these, therefore, we must refer for a complete conspectus of

the Harmonies.

The parallel passages indicated by the different numerals

in the above examples are set out, and combined, in the fol-

lowing Table. The Greek references can be verified from

^Q Novum Testamentum, Oxon. 1889^; the Syriac parallels

are derived from the unpublished materials in my hands.

^ It is impossible at present to assign a date for the introduction of the

Foot-harmonies into Greek MSS. They are found, e. g. in E (eighth, perhaps

seventh century), but are not a prima manu in the judgment of some; in M
(ninth century) ; in 262 (tenth century) ; in 199 (twelfth century) ; in 264

(thirteenth century)—a MS. ' with Coptic-like letters.' The earliest MS.
which exhibits this arrangement is, I believe, the fragment T'', probably of the

sixth century (Tischendorf, Monumenta sac. ined. 1870 and Proleg. in N. T.).

If its characters (' litterae litterarum in fragg. Borgianis similes,' i. e. tan-

quatn a Copto exaratae) are an indication of its origin, it doubtless owes tlie

Foot-harmony to the influence of Syriac Evangelia known to the scribe, for

between the Copts and the Monophysites of Syria there was frequent inter-

course. The Cod. Argenteus is by some assigned to the fifth century. The

scheme is that of Greek MSS. If the Foot-harmony, as seems most probable,

was derived from the same source, we must assign an earlier date than that

suggested by T'' for the adoption of this plan in Greek codices. The extant

Coptic MSS. are of much later date. Their sections are Greek, like those of the

Gothic. Of the latter, there is a facsimile illustrating the features under discus-

sion in Andreas Uppstrom's Versionis Gothicae F)agmenfa,iS^^. An instructive

facsimile from 262 will be found in The Last Twelve Verses (Burgon), p. 305.

* Or Wordsworth's New Testament, where the Tables are rearranged to

facilitate reference.
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Grkek.

Mark
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Syriac.

Mark
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An example may be taken from Lord Crawford's MS., our

No. 3, at St. Mat. xxvi. 6 :

—

^ox. K'ooo .T^o AA3t- ?>'^?> And when Jesus

^K' I

rdu.:^ a\xn=3 \vas in Bethany

^..^^jsax..! cna\i.n.a in the house of Simon

But in the Nestorian codex, Add. Brit. Mvs. 7157 (our No. 11),

the text is not broken up, but the notation is inserted between

the final and initial words of the Sections, in the midst of

lonfi;' paragraphs ; and while the Section is marked, as usual,

with red, the Canon is indicated by a gree7i letter placed after,

instead of under, the Section-number^.

In ancient times they were well known in various parts of

the Syrian Church, and are handed down to us by many

witnesses, of whom we may select eleven, all written before

the close of the eighth centiu-y, and one dating from the first

half of the sixth.

The MSS. are these :—

1. Vat'icanus (S. E. Assemani, Bihl. Vat. Cat. P. i, t. 2, p. 27 seq.

;

Adler, 0]). cit. pp. 3-10; Wiclielhaus, Vers. Syr. Ant. 1850,

p. 141). "Written at Edessa, A, Gr. 859= a. d. 548.

The careful collation of this valuable relic of antiquity, which

Adler desired, has now been undertaken by Professors Guidi and

Ugolini, through the liberality of the Delegates of the Clarendon

Press. It exhibits the notation of Sections with their Canons, and

the Foot-harmony. The Epistle to Carpianus and the Tables were

probably at one time pi'efixed, but at present the original writing

only begins at Mat. i. 12.

2. Tetraevangelium'^ Florentinum 1 (Plut. i. No. 56).

Assemani's account of this MS. has already (p. 242) been referred

to. It was written in the Monoj^hysite Monastery of St. John, in

Beth Zagba (see Wiclielhaus, p. 142 ; Adler, pp. 11-13) in the year

897= A. D. 586. As Adler doubted the genuineness of the epi-

graph, wliich gives the date, the following in confirmation of its

' See facsimiles in Sritish Museum Catalogues, Forshall and Rosen, 1838,

W.Wright, 1872.

' ycu^^ol;-^ (cf. Suiceri The^. Eccl. II. 1269) often occurs in the titles

of MSS. of this class and age.
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genuineness will be of interest. It is taken from a letter from

Dr. A. Ceriani to myself, March lo, 1882, after an inspection of

the MS. :
—

' Essa e di prima manu, e precisamente come sogliono

i Siri scrivere la data dei codici. Anche la scrittura del testo con-

viene all' etk assegnata nella sottoscrizione.'

3. The Earl of Crawford^s Tetraevangelium.

A noble volume, of which, through his lordship's kindness, I

have been able to make a thorough collation. The Sections and

Canons, as well as the Foot-harmony, are in agreement with the

same accessories in the Cod. Florentinus. The text of Mat. i. i

begins on the second quire ; the first, which is now lost, doubtless

contained the Tables and Epistle to Carpianus.

The late lamented Dr. Wright, after examining this MS., wrote to

Lord Crawford as follows :
—'There is no date, and no mention of the

person or place to whom or which it originally belonged. Of the age

of the MS. there can, I think, be no doubt. I should call it a fine spe-

cimen of Syriac Estrangela writing of the sixth century of our era.'

4. Oxoniensis (Dawkins 3).

Sections, Canons, Harmony, but wanting the Tables and Epistle.

It is ascribed in the Bodleian Catalogue to the ninth century, but

I understand that Dr. Wright was inclined to give it a very early

date. Eichard Jones, who collated it carefully at the beginning of

this century (Text. S.S. Evang. Ver. Simplicis c. duohus MSS. in

Bodl. rejyositis coUatus, etc.), thought it was of nearly the same age

as the Cod. Vat. described above. This is improbable. It is a

carelessly written MS. in comparison with others of its class.

5. Londinensis (Mus. Brit. Add. 14,455).

Four Gosj)els. Sect., Can., Harm.

Apparently of the same era as Lord Crawford's codex.

6. Add. 14,449.

Four Gospeb. Sect., Can., Harm. Sixth or seventh century.

7. Add. 14,458.

Similar to last-named.

8. Add. 14,445.

Sixth or seventh century. Contains St. Matthew and parts of

SS. Mark and Luke, with Sec, Can., Harm, in St. Matthew only.

9. Add. 14,450.

Seventh century. Besides the Sections and Canons it once had the

Tables, similar to those of the Florentine codex, but less ornamented.

The Tables of the 5th, 6th, 7th, and 8th Canons are still extant.
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10. Add. 17,1 14.

Four Gospels, but with many lacunae, in a Nestorian hamP, of

seventh or perhaps sixth century. Sections and Canons in St.

Matthew only, but no Harmony.

For the last six MSS. see Cat. Syr. MSS. in Brit. Mus. P. i,

W. Wright, 1870.

11. Add. 7157 {Cat. MSS. Orient. Mus. Brit. P. i, Forshall and

Rosen, 1838, W.Wright, op. cit. Appendix A, p. 1203).

Written in A. Gr. io79=A. d. 768, at Beth Kuka, a Nestorian

monastery (v. Assem. Bib. Orient, iii. i. 308, 454) near the Lycus,

in Adiabene. Its peculiar method of notation of Sections and

Canons has been already mentioned. But though written under

different influences, their numbers and the arrangement of the

Foot-harmony agree with the same accessories of the other codices.

It is interesting to compare the weight of testimony which

we have now adduced with the evidence in support of the

Greek scheme. Of the codices anterior to the year a, d. 800,

which exhibit the Greek Sections and Canons, some are only

fragments ; in some the numerals indicating the Canons of

the Sections are not now legible, if they were ever expressed

;

sometimes (e. g. in the important cod. L, Beg. Par. 62) the

Sections and Canons are so placed as to suggest that the scribe

was not familiar with the use of them ; again, in the Cod.

Basileensis, E, they are deemed by some critics to have been

inserted by a later hand. Thus the evidence for the Greek

scheme, while amply sufficient for practical purposes, is not

so clear and accui-ate as that for the Syriac scheme, and is not

so abundant. Our observation illustrates what is well known

* For the different styles of Syriac writing, see Assemani, Bih. Orient, iii.

ii. 377 seq., the Plates in the British Muxcum and Bodleian Catalogues, J. P.

N. Land's Anecdota Syriaca, and W. Wright in Preface to B.M. Syr. MSS.
Cat. pp. xxix-xxxii. As early as the close of the sixth century (if not earlier)

a divergence of writing had arisen between Eastern and Western Syrians.

A MS. {Add. 14,460) written among the Nestorians in the neighbourhood of

Naarda, in Babylonia, A.D. 600, already exhibits that type of writing which de-

veloped such distinct characteristics in the following centuries. With this

style, the hand of our No. 10 has many affinities : it has also Nestorian vowel-

marks, though these are not pr. m., and altogether may be considered as belong-

ing to the same class as 7157 ( = No. 11) wliich tells its own story. For

Nestorian MSS. see Wichelhaus, op. cit. lib. iii. c. iv ; Adler, pp. 19-39. For

the computation of dates see Nicolas' Chroiioloijy, p. 10.
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to the very few scholars who have devoted their time to the

careful collation of Syriac documents. They were inscribed

with almost mechanical precision, and (speaking- of the Holy

Scriptures) so many accurate copies of very ancient date have

survived, that certainty is secured, and conjecture has no place

;

because the occasional itacism, or other lajmis calami, can al-

most invariably be corrected by diplomatic evidence.

The late Dean Burg-on [op. cit.) raised the question, but

left it to others to decide, whether Eusebius may not himself

have published the more numerous Sections, now extant only

in the Syriac ^. Bishop Lightfoot ^ justly objects that there

are no grounds for such a conclusion, and Dean Burgon once

informed the writer that subsequent study had long since

brought him to the same opinion. That Eusebius should

have put forth a simpler, and a more elaborate, system of

parallels, is most improbable. That the Syriac form is based

upon the Greek scheme no one can doubt after an examina-

tion of even the one example only which we have set out

in extenso above. The more perfect and complete Syriac

scheme is clearly a development of the Greek.

And this reasonable conclusion is confirmed by the ar-

rangement of the Tetraevan. Florent. I. The scribe first

gives a version (in some respects rather a paraphrase) of the

Epistle of Eusebius to Carpianus : then follow the Ten Tables

of Canons, identical with the Greek (the numbering of the

Sections, of course, being changed) except that in Canon VIII

the order is Mark, Luke, instead of Aov/ca?, MapKo? : then the

Eom- Gospels, divided into Sections on the Syriac plan. There

is no indication that the Greek Sections were different, nor a hint

that the convenient arrangement of the Harmony at the foot of

the page was a Syriac improvement. The reader is left to sup-

pose that these accessories of the Peshitto text were obtained

from Eusebius : he is not informed to what extent the Syriac

critics have improved upon the work of the Greek historian.

1 The date of the Ep. ad Carp, is not known, but about A. D. 330 Eusebius

was multiplying copies of the Scriptures : see Vit. Const, iv. 36, 37.

^ Art. ' Eusebius' in Dictionary of Christian Biography.
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We cannot adduce the same amount of evidence for the

Epistle and the Tahles which we have for the Sectio7is and

Canons. Many ancient codices which contain the latter ac-

cessories are destitute of the former because they are now

mutilated at the beg-inning : in their perfect state they pro-

bably exhibited the same matter which is happily still

extant in the Florentine codex. Of the manuscripts described

above (pp. 250-252), the Epistle and Tables are prefixed in

No. 2 and are complete ; in No. 9, four of the Tables only are

still extant, and not the Epistle.

We have besides :

—

1. Cod. Mus. Brit. Additionalis 17,213.

Probably a fragment of a copy of the Gospels. Contains the

latter half of the Epistle : also Canons i and 2, much mutilated.

Sixth century.

2. Cod. Add. 17,224.

Paper leaf of thii-teenth century, containing about as much of

the Epistle as the last-named MS. It also is a fragment of a copy

of the Gospels.

3. Cod. Parisiensis.

Numbered 33 iu tlie Catalogue des MSS. Syr. de la Bihliotheque

Rationale. Partly sixth, partly twelfth century. The older con-

taining the greater part of the Epistle, with the Tables of Canons.

4. Tetraevangelium Florentinum IT.

Catalogued as Plut. i, cod. 58, and, according to Adler (Ters.

Syr.), written before the ninth century. It exhibits a copy of the

Epistle, apjiarently identical with that in the more famous Cod.

Flor. already described \

The following- is the text of the form in which the Epistle

of Eusebius to Carpianus was known to the early S3'rian

Church. It is here printed for the first time, with a literal

Latin translation ^.

' For information about the last two MS>S. I am indebted to the courtesy of

M. Samuel Bergcr, and of Dr. Bruto Tuloni.

* The (ireel; E|>istle was published by Kobert Stephens (ed. 1550), and

reproduced by Mill ; also, with varr. lecit. in Tischendorfs Test. Gr. (Proleg.),

1884. The text seems cornipt.
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.Usot V^o JimS jVftM^ ^a.'£iXm,9 ^'^X/ yx«fc3 *. wOto^:^M )]^>«Xl

"^saOch ^^^50 ••r^^? f^ o«*^ fc*o»J-;-D? Ji.a30> ^ Ik^aoX^oi?

»oo>.«.^>o? ]i*^o ^/ '. l^^U^io M^'Ajb^o «.d jk:i&*,Q.^oXo ;^^ loop*

^ *,M «u>* ""^i.^ •. . .'ft«» »» lkiAi:ao .aX ii^< '.]9*M^ QNr\Ni>, ^^o^?

o»\>oN>, ^? '.lu/ iJio/ ]iiM, p<^» ^*/ .^Jo»i>.? ]U*a6^2> li^inllik^o/ lo

*.jk^$cu2 jkj^MJ^=>o .jl^^^.^ ^ ^^'^' v^i ^^^^? 1«^^ o^m' oot

o^^ l^l.^ A Q-> ^^..^fisv l^a-t/ '. )^J.j^JJ^ o^s> ]^/ '. )^A^3«_o yO-i-o

kfioai9i.2o wl^oo .*J9*..ilX dJA^A^o e^'N.:iO ^.^o^^o/ .oom1^«^^>(

<• ^XaaO^ jusoJ^ 15

<• ^1a*cl*

<i,£oao;.2o wl^oo .*]9«..i^ (ua^*. ool ^ii* jb,^/ 'll^! .q-la

•> ^Xmq.« w1^>o .* ]9»,i[iw!::^ aNc^Nit, ool ^i>'l? \^^( *. )>.SriA,9 .oxo

•:• [aqX hfioCLO^jso .*]9*^:^ o>inNi>, c»ol ^»l? )^n^( *.j^AJ.:Alf .oxo 25

•> ^Xu(i« ]ii»aX .*]9»M^ ari^N.^, ool ^'iif Jb^( *.Jl.Va.19 .oxo

kQDQj»;j:i3 wl^oo .*o]^( wc»o»a.M>.!!^.r> oot P*-^ f*-^ ^^ ]^i*i.AM^

o^li^r ]k^A^.^ ^> .oo»l^Ai.j»,l .^flaJOliJ? )ud*A. ''^ao) 001 )jot 30

]*^)^ ^
.xa .ao HaJJso '.[^mX^oi) .oom1^«>^^>^>Y ^^ •->* f**^? 'Jto*

oot wotau'ao, o .\ ]l/ ^ .'jl^sXlo ^jilo *.** ^:^ j;^^:^ t-s •')«-f!^

*» "*^a.»o .i^l^? o».aQXin*S> j^-soj.^ .OAbi^^o/ o»Xir» .JUaX^o

OOlO ,>£0^;.SxJ.J>i .C1X_09 JO(X*.0) wOtolo-ul 1^/ 'J t a i V> ^.^O *m



256 Syriac Forvi of Ammonian Sections

35 ^l?0 J 1.1 V> jkJOt OOt wO«0l^( ifQjQJLO )i"^^- ^ )^-i->l^ >o.'^Na

.^w^:)0»j3 oot .0 1 Q.">? tS0^<~>l( *.Y^» «M yj '. -ifiaVi aj/ s^^l .Mot

U:)oi .]l^v^l? .01aa jl^v^l .|o .^fl? .oin->> tsJ^»^l/ ^yl ylo

^o ^ U-/ ^?!'? *)^'"? 05>» )^-^<' ^^'^ ^^-"^ ItsJ:^^? \jm,'y Y^

]^^ c-sfnj *.)9w^ a,N:>\,> ^<H2>9 ,ocHA^:io* JI^-aOo* ^ot <dr >^t<^o

j;j:L>|k:d ji=>]^«.ad 0%^ o^^^ ^,oa»»»? laJLao %cuim ^ h*J( \^^^ o'ot

)L^nQ»'^^i6i» yOo»*.'^^o? ^^s^.^^ '.ojaaAdI/ l^xJiaa '^^>*flot ^>^ot

* The text is mainly that of the Tetraev. Flor. I of A. D. 586. P. E. Pusey

liad transcribed a part : an entire copy has been supplied by Dr. Teloni, to

wliom, as well as to other scholars, who have helped me in many ways, I here

express my thanks. The variations exhibited by our other authorities, and in

some cases received, are trivial, and hardly worth mentioning here. I have

ventured to make one emendation. The Florentine MSS. both read (1. 2),

^^.^ for ^^^(, and our other authorities are unfortunately all mutilated

at the commencement of the Epistle. No doubt, from the concurrence of three

('s, one has fallen out. The later Florentine codex may very likely be a copy

of the earlier one, or of the prototj-pe of both. The mechanical method of the

Syriac professional scribe, although it has tended to preserve the text with

something of the accuracy of printing, yet sometimes favoured the transmission

of errors, for not all copies were subjected to the careful revision which some

received. If instead of ^^^( iittulit, we retain ^^^, we must render

—

'multa, ut videtur, industria et amore laboris multo hoc [opus] ingressus est

et Evangelium,' etc. ; but the Syriac context does not naturally express the

instrumental ablative, nor does this rendering suit the Greek.
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EpISTOLA QUAM SCIUPSIT EuSEBIUS ad CaKPIANUM DJi

EXPLICATIONE CaNONUM QUOS FECIT.

Eusebius Carpiano fratri et dilecto meo in Domino nostro,

Salutem !

Ammonius Alexandrinus, multam, ut videtur, industriam, et

amorem laboris multum huic [operi] intulit, et Evangelium Diates-

saron nobis reliquit. Operam enim impendit multam in Evange-

lium Mattai ; et sectionum, quae restabant, Evangelistarum trium

sociorum ejus eas comparavit, quae sibi concordant, secuit, ad

hunc modum collocavit ^
: ita ut fiat ut necessario perdatur nexus 5

ordinatorum verborum Evangelistarum ex composita eorum [verbo-

rum] lectione per id ipsum quod fecit. Itaque, ut conservetur corpus

totum comjaletum jilene, necnon ordo verborum Evangelistarum

quattuor, et ut tu cognoscas loca verborum Illorum, ubicunque

sibi concordaverint, en tibi sunt numeri inscripti, super Evangelistas 10

singulos, in locis idoneis : ut amicus veritatis fateor, nos a labore

viri illius, quern supra diximus, occasioncm nactos esse ; et alia

ratione decem Canones tibi designavi, qui infra inscribuntur.

Canon primus : hoc continentur numeri [locorum] ubi multa

conjuncte quattuor Evangelistae dixerunt, et sibi concordaverunt,

Mattai, Marcus, Lucas, Jucbanan. 15

Canon secundus : ubi tres sibi concordaverunt, Mattai, Marcus,

Lucas.

Canon tertius : ubi item tres sibi concordaverunt, Mattai, Lucas,

Jucbanan.

Canon quartus : ubi item tres sibi concordaverunt, Mattai, Mar- 20

cus, Jucbanan.

Canon quintus : ubi duo sibi concordaverunt, Mattai, Lucas.

Canon sextus : ubi item duo sibi concordaverunt, Mattai, Marcus.

Canon septimus : ubi item duo sibi concordaverunt, Mattai,

Jucbanan.

Canon octavus: ubi duo item sibi concordaverunt, Marcus, Lucas. 25

Canon nonus: ubi duo item sibi concordaverunt, Lucas, Jucbanan.

Canon decimus : ubi unusquisque ex Evangelistis quattuor sin-

gulatim, de rebus diversis, ipse solus scripsit, Mattai, Marcus,

Lucas, Jucbanan.

Ita se babet res Canonum; eorum autem clara expositio haec 30

est:—In unoquoque e quattuor Evangelistis numerorum ordo

ponitur; ab uno incipit, et duobus, et tribus; et usque procedit

^ Vel, hoc modo collocavit, ita ut fiat. Codex, autem interpungit ut supra,

)aa-/ .Uoo» ....

VOL. II. S
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i{)8e numerus, per totum Evaiigelium, ad finem llbri. Et unicui-

que e uumeris subest sipfnum Canonis, minio dcpictum : ot lioc

35 iiidicat apud (juem e decern Canonibus sit liic numerus ; et ita

quidem, quasi dicat aliquis, [i. e. exempli (/ratio] si designetur unus,

liqueat apud Cauouem priinum esse ; et si duo, apud Canoneni se-

cundum ; ct si tres, apud Canoneni tertium : ad hunc modum usque

[exitum] decem Canonum.

Si igitur evolvas unum e quattuor Evaugelistis, et tibi sumas

^o prima [capituli] verba, undecunque placeat ; ut cognoscas quis ex

Evangt'listis eadem verba dixerit, utrum quattuor, an tres, an duo

;

atque ut cognoscas loca verborum lUorum, in quibus sibi concorda-

veriut : sume numerum Canonis minio depictum quern ante le habes,

45 ad signum [capituli] quod sumpsisti ; et recurrens ad numeros qui

in priucipio libri jacent, intra columnas parvas, eundem quaere

in 60 Canone quern signum minio depictum tibi osteudit, et inveni

numeros inscriptos [quibus siguificatur] quis aut quam multi ex

Evaugelistis dixerint de eo [loco] cujus signum habes : deinde

Btatim disces qui sint numeri principii [capituli] quod quaeris, ex

eis numeris qui intra librum ipsum inscrijiti sunt, in margine

foliorum. Et quum enumerationi versuum cum Canonibus eorum

50 institeris, inveuies Evangelistas illos quattuor, in verbis suis sibi

concordantes, !Matiai, Marcus, Lucas, Juchanan.

Itaque hi uumori aj)ponuutur ne verba Evangelistarum quattuor

abscindantur a verbis sequentibus, nee pei'datur nexus ordinis eorum
;

tantum ut numeri mutentur, alius in alium, quibus indicetur Evan-

55 gelistas sibi concordare, et jierstet lectio ordinata verborum quattuor

lUorum integra, qui sunt Mattai, Marcum, Lucam, Juchanan.

Explicit Epistola Eusebii de explicationc Canonum.

The earlier part of this Syriac version of Ensebius' Epistle

is a fair rendering* of the original, but the latter part has

become a paraphrase in the attempt to make the somewhat

obscure Greek intellig-ible. Two places should be noticed.

The Greek corresponding- to 11. 11, la is:

—

tovs oUeiovs

fKaarov (vayyeXicTTov tottovs, (V ols Kara Tcav avTUtv r\vl\di](rav

<f)L\aXi}6(as dirdv. The translator has punctuated after rivi^-

Orjcrav, and joined (f)L\a\i]0(i}s dirfiv to what follows— . . .

Evangelistas singulos, in locis idoneis : ut amicus veritatis

fateor nos a laborc illius . . . .—Again, and more worthy of

remark, a(f)opi^as is represented by JJ^»i»^,— . . . nos occasionem
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nactos esse—and the meaning" intended is, that Eusebius

worked out his scheme in consequence of what Ammonius

had attempted. This agrees with the rendering 'hint' in

Lad Twelve Verses, p. 127^.

Fabricius, writing" of the Eusebian Sections and Canons -,

did not overstate the case when he remarked, 'frequens illo-

rum usus fait in Ecclesiis Orientis pariter et Occidentis, ut

ex Codd. MSS. Bib. in variis versionibus notarunt viri docti.'

Althoug"h now superseded by the modern marginal references

(which are but a further development and much wider ex-

tension of the same principle), they were considered in former

ages important accessories of the text ^. We have spoken of

the use made of them by the Copts, and in the Gothic

Version. They were derived to the Ethiopic apparently from

an Arabic source— of course in the Greek form *. The

Armenian Evangelia for the most part exhibit them. They

are found in Latin MSS., in a minority of those of the earlier

type ^, and in a majority of those of Jerome's revision. To

some of the latter a version of the Epistle to Carpianus is

prefixed, which is also paraphrased by Jerome in his Ejnstola

ad Damasum ^.

The case of the Philoxenian, and its Charclean revision, is

more immediately connected with om- main subject. Of the

two Codices Ridleiani, in the Library of New College, which

* For Eusebius, and his relation to the work of Ammonius, see Mill's

Froleyomena (ss. 658-666, 738-744, ed. Kiister, 1723). Other authorities are

cited by Lloyd, Nov. Teat. Gr. (ed. 1883, p. xi).

^ BihUotheca Graeca, v. 4. 15. He gives a version of the Epintle, which

Migne {Patrol. Gr.) has reproduced. See also Wordsworth's N. T. 1. 6.

^ Taking some fifty Syriac Evangelia, described in Brit. Mt(». Si/r. Cat. p. i,

as a sample of works of this class, we find that Peshitto MSS. were usually fur-

nished with these accessories during the sixth, seventh, and eighth centuries.

Charclean MSS. exhibit them at a much later period (e.g. the Paris MS.,

written in the Edessene Monastery of Beth Achsenaja, A. D. 121 2), but not,

I think, those of the Peshitto text.

* Cafaloffus Codd. Orient. Mus. Brit. P. iii, ed. A. Dillmann, 1847.

' Cod. Rhedig. (^), seventh century, has a Foot-Harmony according to

C. R. Gregory in Ti&ch. Test. Gr. Proleg. p. 144.

* See Bishop Wordsworth's N. T. i. 3 : for details in regard to the Armenian

MSS. I am indebted to Professor Margoliouth.

S 2
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were used for the cdit'io jii'inccps of the Vers'io Syriaca Phi-

loxeniana [Oxford, 1778], the older (parchment) MS. does not

contain any of these accessories, except that the text is

diWded Ly red stars into Sections, which seem to correspond

to the (Greek) Ammonian. The later (paper) codex, which

was ascribed by Lee^ to the ninth centuiy, g-ives the

Greek scheme, and, besides, a version of Eusebius' Epistle,

adapted to the archetype in the same way as the text of the

Gospels has been accommodated to the Greek -. On the other

hand, a Vatican MS. of uncertain date, but certainly ancient

(Vat. 268, formerly Assem. 11—not 9, as Adler), perhaps marks

the custom of the transition period, before the Greek system

was wholly adopted in the Grecized Charelean. Its Sections

are on the Syriac plan, and are compared with those of the

g-reat Florentine codex by S. E. Assemani^. Another Floren-

tine MS. of the year 757 exhibits what is apparently a mixed

system, the numbers being" Mat. 360, Mark 240, Luke 348,

John 232. In the judgment of Adler ^, but not of Bernstein ^,

this MS. is a copy of the Ante-Charelean text.

' See his note in the volume itself ; but in Coxe's Catalogue it is ascribed

to the eleventh centuiy. I agree with Professor Margoliouth that the latter

is the more probable date.

"^ The Epistle begins thus :—

^ .n-^», |l^2>){»x:3» o'oi .cu^o».^io/ '.^^iJ^( )iNa.S>, I^>..xlu9o

The last paragraph is :

—

.Qjo» .JL^m.N^i'io/ ItOi*.? oajot? U*J-so ""^sX 1^/ v>\si ^? «^

These passages will suffice f<.>r proof of the above statunient.

' Ap. White, Yvrs. Syr. Phihu\ Tom. ii. p. 642. Asseauini was misled by

the epigraph at the end of St. John, which alludes to the history of this Ver-

sion, and thought this codex itself was written by Thomas of Charkel. See

Adler, op. cit. p. 63 (he gives a facsimile in his Tab. vi) ; Bernstein, Ileih

Evang. des Johannes, 1853, Krit. Anmerk. p. 2. According to Adler (whom
Tischendorf quotes, N.T., St. Luke, p. 738, ed. 1S69), the numbers are Mat. 426,

Narli 200, Luke 402, John 232. Mark 200 is probably a slip for 290. If John

232 be correct, the Greek Sections have been Introduced into the last Gospel.

* Op. cit. p. 55. * Op. cit. p. 2.
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The variations in the notation of Sections and Canons in

the above-named MSS. are in marked contrast with the

consistency of those of the Peshitto. From the testimony

of the latter we infer that the Syrian system was universally,

and alone, received, wherever the Peshitto Version was in use,

at least as early as the sixth century. Earlier diplomatic

evidence is lacking: the very few MSS.^ of the Holy Gospels

which can be assigned with any probability to the preceding

century, are not furnished with these divisions. Others, how-

ever, which have perished, might have exhibited them. And
indirect evidence can be adduced.

For it is known that many o£ the works of Eusebius were

translated into Syriac at a very early period. There is a

version of his 'Ecclesiastical History' in a MS. dated 462

of our era, and now preserved in the Imperial Library of

St. Petersburg. In the British Museum, we find in the

Cod. Add. 12,150 ^ among other translations from Greek

authors, Eusebius' Theophania, History of the Palestinian

Martyrs, and Panegyric on the Martyrs. This MS. is dated,

according to our era, 411 or 413 ; but we must go back still

earlier for the date of the first appearance of these writings

of Eusebius in their Syriac dress. The codex is a Collection

of Treatises ; it is not an autograph Translation of Eusehius

;

in fact, the text affords in itself evidence of having passed

through the hands of successive scribes ^. It is reasonable to

suppose that the works of Eusebius were in part, if not in

whole, translated into Syriac within the lifetime of the

author *
; and for the place of such translations we turn, of

' Such as Cod. Add. Mus. Brit. 14,459 (<^f- Studia Bihlica, 1885, No. VIII),

Add. 17,117, 'fifth, or beginning of sixth century; ' Add. 14,453 and 14,470,

' fifth or sixth century ;
' Catalogue British Museum.

^ Cat. Syr. AISS. in Brit. Mus. ii, p. 631. Cureton, Festal Letters of

Athanasius, p. xvf.

' See Lightfoot, op. cit. ; Wright, art. ' Syriac Literature ' in Encyclopaedia

Britannica, 9th ed.
—'opus plenissimum, 1237 notae marginales,' Nestle,

Syr. Or.

* See (in reference to the Ecclesiastical History) A. Merx, Atti del iv Congr.

intern, degli Orientalisti.
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coui'se, to Edessa, and itrf famous school. In that city was

written the Cod. Add. 12,150, and here, besides the great

orii^'inal writers, like Ephrem, flourished such students as

Maanes, the translator of Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Proba,

the Ncstorian translator of Aristotle ^. One of the Bishops

of this eminent Syrian See, llabula, who died in 435, cor-

responded with Cyril of Alexandria ^, and received from him

copies of his works for translation and publication at Edessa ^.

It is not unreasonable to suppose that Eusebius also had a

friend "* to undertake a similar office for him in the cfty, which,

a century before Rabula's time, had already become a chief

centre of Syriac culture and biblical study. We conclude

then that the critical work of Eusebius upon the Tetra-

evang-elium was quickly known among the Doctors of the

School of Edessa. Aud it is reasonable to suppose that their

expansion of Eusebius' scheme was published before the dis-

solution of the school under the Emperor Zeno, towards the

close of the fifth century ; for we have already seen that

diplomatic evidence shows that the Peshitto text was circu-

lated in copies furnished with the Sections and Canons early

in the sixth century, if not in the fifth.

It is also significant that the majority of the oldest codices

which exhibit the Sections and Canons are of Western, or

Monophysite origin ^. That they are also found in some later

Nestorian MSS. may perhaps indicate that these accessories

were the common property of the Syrian Church, before the

' See Wright, op. cit. ; Etlieridge's Syrian Churches.

- Overbeck, Opera Selecta (Ephraemi aliorumque), 1865.
' In a seventh century Brit. Mus. MvS. {Add. 14,557, fol. 97; we find, amongst

other translations of Greek writings, the Treatise De Recta Fide, t. ix. col. 1 133
in Patrol. Gr. Ixxvi, with the following inscription :

—
' The Tract on the Hu-

manity of our Lord, which Cyril, Bi.shop of Alexandria, addressed to the

Emperor Theodosius, and sent a copy thereof to the holy Rabula, Bishop of

Edessa, and he translated it from Greek into Aramaean,' i.e. the Edessene

dialect, cf. Thes. Si/r. col. 389.

* Eusebius seems to have known Syriac : certainly he had access to Edessene

writers.

—

J/int. Feci. i. 13.

* Our eleven codices (pp. 250-252) are a fair specimen of the different Collec-

tions. Only one, No. 11, is certainly of Nestorian origin. No. 10 I should

(dass with it, but its notation of Sections, etc., is incomplete.
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rupture of the fifth centmy, and the establishment of the

Nestorian School at Nisibis^. Bvit, on the other hand, it

is certain that these rival bodies were not unwilling- to borrow,

and to imitate each other's critical methods ^. But on either

supposition, it is clear that the exeg-etical studies necessary

for the elaboration of the Syrian harmonizing system, must

have been pursued at a very early period among- the Syriac-

speaking Christians. Their diligence in comparing- the ipsis-

sima verba of the Tetraevangelium (for their scheme demanded

an independent compilation, although on a borrowed ^ design)

is, perhaps, in favourable contrast with those other character-

istics by which the rival sects of Eastern Christendom are

more commonly known.

The subject investigated, while in itself possibly of minor

importance, has suggested notices and considerations which,

it is believed, are here brought together for the first time.

But besides such points of antiquarian interest, the Syriac

system of Sections and Canons has an absolute critical value,

(I) as a witness to the integrity and antiquity of the Peshitto

text ; and (II) as showing the estimate in which that text

* For this city, see Thesaurus Syr. (R. Payne Smith), col. 2440. An account

of the ' Syrorum schola in Nisibi ' was given by Junilius Africanus in the sixth

century—quoted in Westcott's Canon of the N. T., Ap. D, p. 506.

^ The >*<>*•
J
{sectiones majores) of which there are in Mat. 22, in Mark 13, in

Luke 23, in John 20, are found a prima manu in the Nestorian codices, Add.

14,460 (a. D. 600), 14,448 (apparently A. D. 699-700); they were added by later

possessors to the Jacobite codices, Add. 14,470, 17,117, and several others. I do

not think they are expressed p. m. in early MSS. of this class. Probably they

were adopted from another school. Both amongst the Eastern and the Western

Syrians critical studies were pursued, resembling those of the Jewish Mas-

soretes. Wiseman {Horae Syriacae) describes a MS. embodying such criticisms,

which is dated A. Gr, 1291 =a. d. 980. This has sometimes been called, but

inappropriately, ' the Karkaphensian Version.' The Nestorian Massoretic MS.

{Add. 12,138) is dated a, d. 899. See the Brit. Mus. Syr. Cat, and various

Tracts by the Abb(5 Martin.

' The Divisions known as rirXoi were borrowed by the Syriac scribes, but

rearranged, so that each first t'itXos begins with the commencement of the

Gospel ; an improvement on the Greek plan (Mill, ed. Ktister, ss. 354-360).

See a good account of these and other divisions in Syriac MSS. in the American

Journal of the Soc. of Bib. Lit. and Exegesis, paper by J. H. Hall, vol. June-

Dec, 1882. In our No. 11 (p. 252) the
^ y^ -VS> (prjixaTo) are marked.
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was held in the Schools and Monasteries of Syria at a very

remote period.

I. In illustration of the former remark, we may consider

the witness of the system in the following important places

:

1. St. Mat. xxviii. 9-end is in the Greek one Section (355),

in the tenth Canon : in the Syriac system it is resolved into five

Sections, of which the words that follow v. 18 of the Greek, )aa,>io

. onN, \ji »*jkj« \ii &( \*z>l mj9,a.9 {and as my Fatlier sent me,

I also send you), form a separate Section in the Syriac, in the

seventh Canon. The parallel Section is, as might be expected, the

latter clause of St. John xx. 21, We have here evidence that this

remarkable addition, which is found in every Peshitto MS., was

known to Syriac critics at a period anterior to the dates of our

earliest copies,

2. St. Mark xvi (of which Tischendorf says^, 'nee Ammonii

sectionibus nee Eusebii canouibus agnoscuntur ultinii versus ')

affords, from vv. 9-20 inclusive, nine Sections in the Syriac system,

some of which are quoted in the harmonies appended to the other

three Evangelists. There can he no doubt whatever that these

verses formed an integral part of the Peshitto from the earliest

times. It will be remembered also that they are found in the

Curetonian which, for other purposes, is of great authority with

those who dispute the genuineness of this passage.

3. St. Luke xxii. 17, 18. These verses are omitted in Widmau-

stadt, the passage being one of those to which the editor calls

attention, as exhil)itiug a remarkable variation between the Greek

and the Syriac. Syriac, to correspond to tlie Greek, has been in-

troduced into later printed books, and strange to say, is given by

Schaaf without remark, although he was so industrious in collecting

variants. Had the passage been recognised by the Syriac scribes

of the fifth century, it w^ould certainly have obtained a place in

Canon 10, as a Section peculiar to St. Luke. But it is unknown

to the arrangement of Sections, and has no place in Peshitto MSS.

4. But while the witness of the Sections is valuable, because un-

impeachable, where the text is broken into slioii portions, it will

fail us sometimes as a test of the integrity of the text, on account

of the great length of many Sections, where the matter is peculiar

' No%: Test. Gr. in loc. This is controverted by Burgon {op. cit., Ap. G) to

whom (J. R. Gregory [Prolegomena in iV. T. Tischen., 1884, p. 153) attempts

to make some reply.
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to one Gospel. Thus, as to the disputed passages, St. John v.

3, 4, vii. 53-viii. II, we learn nothing from the Harmony, because

each foi'ms part of a longer capitulum in Canon lo^.

II. And in reference to the second consideration already

indicated; it will be remembered that the authors of the

Syrian system of Sections and Canons were associated with

those who were familiar with Greek writing's, and must have

been acquainted with good codices of the Greek New Testa-

ment. They could not have failed to observe that between

their vernacular Bible, and various codices of the Greek text,

there were not inconsiderable differences. The desire for a

more accurate representation of the original induced Phil-

oxenus and Thomas at a later period to attempt a revision

of the Syriac ^. But we have seen that, so far from revision,

those who borrowed Eusebius' Sections and Canons deliberately

devoted their energ-ies to the work of dissecting and harmon-

izing* the ancient Syriac text ^. In such an expenditure of

labour upon the Peshitto, they may have been ill-advised :

ignorant of the means of improving" their Bible they cannot

have been. They lived in intercourse* with those to whom

the Greek of the New Testament was still the mother-tongue.

In the hands of their Greek friends and teachers were copies

of the New Testament, of which some must certainly have

been older than any which have survived to our days. If

* In Greek and Latin Evangelia many variae hctiones are to be traced to the

Harmonists (see Scrivener, Introduction, 2nd ed.,p.i 2 ; M.\\\,Prolegomena, 742),

but Syriac copies have not been affected by this cause to the same extent.

^ This is implied in the colophons of Charclean MSS., quoted in Adler and

White {opp. citt.), and the similar note found in the Cod. Anyelicus (Adler,

p. 59), which MS., though of uncertain age, was believed by Bernstein to

exhibit the Pre Charclean, or true Philoxenian text. See his HeiUtje Evan.

des Joh. p. 3, and De Charklen. N. T. translat., 1837.

^ The absence of the Sections and Canons from Cureton's MS. (Add, 14,451)

is not evidence for the relatively greater antiquity of the Curetonian Version,

because these accessories are also absent from the coeval Peshitto MS.,

Add. 14,459. The same is true of another, perhaps as old, Cod. Add. 14,470.

The only inference from these facts is a slight presumption against the intro-

duction of the Sectional system before the sixth century.

* Eabula preached at Constantinople : part of the Sermon is in the Cod.

Add. 14,652, and is given by Overbeck, op. cit.
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tliose codices exhibited a text of the ' Antiochian, or Graeco-

Syrian ' type ^, and therefore in ao-reement with the Peshitto

text for the most part, though with important diiTorenees ^,

then can that type of text claim the authority of a great

antiquity. But if the students of the Peshitto found on the

contrary that the oldest and best MSS. of their Greek

brethren represented rather what have survived to us as the

' Apostolic Readings of the Pre-Syrian text,' yet they clung

to their own Bible ; they attempted no alteration of the text

;

and they deliberately assigned to it the very highest value as

the record of the deeds and words of the Lord ^, It may be

said that they were blinded by prejudice, even to the extent

of regarding their Peshitto as inspired*. This is hard to

believe of men of the character and learning of the best

Syriac writers and teachers of the sixth and preceding

centuries. And it is certain, though seldom admitted, that

they had access to information about the antiquity and

authority of the Syriac Versions, to which we cannot at

present refer. For we view through long lapse of ages events

from which those men were not far removed in time. Fresh

discoveries, and better knowledge of what is already available,

are demanded before we can, with reason, set aside their

judgment.

* See Burgon, The Jierision Revimd, Art. iii. 257 seq., for an account of the

supposed origin and history of the Pre-Syrian and Antiochian texts.

* Such as those we have noticed above : see also Syrits Interpres c.fonte N.

T. Gr. (i.e. the Textus Keceptus) coUatu!', J. G. Reusch, 1742. The Canon

of the Peshitto differed from that of Antioch, and in the opinion of some was

still more limited at an earlier period. Westcott, op. cit. i. iii. 221 ; Zahn,

ForschujKjen (Tatian's Diatessaron), 91,92, and Geschichte des Neiitestament-

lichen Kanons, i. 369; Bert, Aphrahafs des Persischen Weiaen Homilien

;

Phillips, Doctrine of Addai, p. 46.

* On the importance of the Peshitto in this respect, and on the great critical

value of ancient versions of authors, see the opinion of the learned Dr. S.C. Malan

in Sf. John franalntcdfrom (he cleren oldest Verxionn, 1S62, p. vii.

* A similar opinion has been held by some modern Syrian Christians, accord-

ing to Buchanan, Christian Jiesearche.'^ (loth ed., p. 114 and n.), and authori-

ties quoted in A Tninshition of the Penhito-Si/rinc of ITebreics, etc., Norton,

1889. Proof need not here be given that even in St. Matthew the Peshitto is

a translation. On the language used by our Lord, see Dr. Neubauer's im-

portant essay. No. Ill, in the former volume of Stadia Biblica.
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APPENDIX I.

As regards the Four Gosjpels, "Widmanstadt states that they

were printed from Uvo MSS., wliich in the Preface he calls ' vetus-

tissima,' and in the Colophon ' singularis fidei exemplaria.' The

Pauline Upistles, Acts, and Catholic Ejnstles he treats as a second

part of the work, and ])refixes a different Dedication. Of MS.

authority for this part he says nothing beyond the following,

iippended to the title of the Three E2)istles:— ' Reliquae S.S.S. Petri,

Johannis, et Judae Epistolae una cum Apocalypsi, etsi extent apud

Syros, tamen in exemplaribus quae sequuti sumus, defuerunt.'

From statements in the Dedication prefixed to the Gospels it

would appear that Widmanstadt might have had access to the

following authorities :

—

1. The codex belonging to Teseo Ambrogio, whom lie met at

Reggio, and which contained the Four Gospels.

2. The Syriac Evangelia which Widmanstadt found in the

Ptolemean Library at Sienna.

3. The New Testament brought by Moses of Mardin.

4. The MS. brought by Postel from Damascus.

It is not quite clear whether Teseo entrusted Widmanstadt with

his MS., or only gave him extracts from it. Something consider-

able is implied by the ' Thesei munus splendidissimum,' and

AVidmanstadt does not mention any subsequent occasion on which

he might have received this gift. The small poi'tions ^ published

a few years afterwards by Teseo himself, might well have been

printed from ' copy ' already prepared before Widmanstadt's visit.

Of No. 2, Widmanstadt says that he made a transcript for himself.

No. 4 is the one afterwards known as the ' Cologne MS.' Its

readings were collected by Ptapheleng ^ and differ so greatly from

the Widmanstadt text, that we may conclude it was not employed

for the editio princeps.

' Mat. vi. 9-13, xxii. 1-14 ; Luke i. 46-55 ; John i. 16, 17.

2 See Biblia Begia, Antwerp, 1572, the Heb. 0. T. and Syr. N. T. in 8\'o.,

Plantiu, 1574, and the List of Variants appended to Schaaf's Sijr. N. T. ;

also Land's Anecd. Syr. i. p. 6. P. J. Bruns collated this MS., and the Wol-

fenbiittel cod. of A. D. 634, with the printed text. The Cologne MS. shows signs

of having been conformed (itself, or its prototype) to the Greek. ' Bemerkungen,

etc.,' von P. J. Bruns, in Bepertorium fur Bibl. u. Morg. Litt. xv, xvi, 1785.
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It is almost certain therefore tlmt one of the ' duo exemplaria

'

^vould he the Sienna tranpcri2)t : the other might be Teseo's MS.,

or that of Moses. The remainder of the New Testament must

have been printed from Moses' MS., but in the note to the Catholic

Epistles the editor probably refers to the Postel MS, as further

authority for his omissions'.

I had supposed'^ that Widmanstadt's MSS. might be at Vienna,

but an enquiry kindly made by my learned friend, Mr. Reginald

L. Poole, has elicited the information that the only Syriac MS. in

the Imperial Library (and this collection includes those formerly

in the T^niversity Library) is a copy made by Moses of Mardin

himself, and left as a present to the Emperor. Some of "Widman-

stadt's MSS. are now in the Royal Library at Munich ^, but none

connected with the editio j^rinceps of the Syriac N. T.

It is probable that Moses took his own MS. away with him,

after the edition was printed.

Adler* has some remarks on supposed affinities between Nes-

torian copies and the Vienna edition ; but many resemblances can

also be traced between it and the later Jacobite copies, such as

Lord Crawford's valuable MS. of the whole Syriac New Testament*.

These affinities consist chiefly of those grammatical changes which

were made in the seventh and eighth centuries in MSS. of both

Schools. The Vienna edition has not the famous Nestorian read-

ing at Heb, ii. 9 {}o^( *."« ;.^£D= xwp's Oeou), and the characters

are "Western, or Maronite ; while the vowel-point system is that

mixture of the Greek and Syriac signs, which is found in Western

coi)ies, but not, I believe, in Eastern. The Jacobite Rubrics may,

of course, be attributed to Moses.

In 1539 Teseo published the portions of the Gospels named

above. This was, apparently, the first Syriac printed from movable

types. The letters and vowel -jioints greatly resemble those in

Widmanstadt, though far inferior in beauty of execution. The

text of the small portions is substantially the same as Widman-

stadt's, but in Mat. vi. 12 he gives ^<h^o ^^cu*. our ihhts and

' He says of Postel {Dedic. p. 25', 'minime vulgare nobis attulit adjumen-

tiim.'

^ Studia Bihlica, 18S5, p. 153, n. 2.

^ Cat. Munich Lihrary, i. 4.

* Ver. Syr. pp. 39-41 ; but see WicheJhaun, op. cit. p. 217.

* Of whicli Dr. (Jwynn, Reg. Prof., Dublin, is preparing a full account. It

is, of course, a different codex /roin the Telriievainjeliuin described p. 251 above.
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our sins, foi- wliich there seems no other authority. Teseo's

teachers were Maronites', and I am not aware that he shows any

knowledge of the Nestorian characters, although his pages ^ exhibit

a great variety of alphabets. It may fairly be concluded that

Teseo's Syriac Evangelia were of Western type. The Postel MS.,

brought from Damascus, and that in the hands of the Monophysite

Moses, wherever written, and of whatever age ^, could hardly have

been of a different School from Teseo's codex. The Sienna MS. is

alone doubtful, but tbe probability is great that it also came either

from the Lebanon, or from the Monophysites of Egypt.

* See authorities in Art. in Ch. Quart. Rev. quoted on p. 242 n.

^ Teseo's work is a very rare book, and is interesting as an early attempt to

produce a * Manual of Languages.' But it contains much irrelevant matter,

including a description of a kind of Bagpipes, which belonged to his uncle, and,

mirahile dicta ! an autograph reply by the Devil to an invocation. But alas !

the reader is left in the dark about the signification of the Satanic characters.

The title of the work is, Introductio in Chaldaicam linguam, Syriacam, atqiie

Armenicam, et decern alias linguas. Thet^eo Ambrodo authore. mdxxxix.
' According to Masius (who in his Josuae Imper. Hist, first applied Syriac

to the criticism of the LXX) Moses' MS. was an old copy, written at Mozul

(Introd. in Gram. Syr.), and it is not likely that he would be misinformed.

The correspondence between Masius and Moses was published by Andrew

M tiller, Berlin, 1673.
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APPENDIX II.

The frontispiece to this volume represents a page (fol. 91 verso)

of the Vatican copy of the Pcshitto Gospels, our No. i on p. 250

above. The negative was taken in Rome under the supervision

of Drs. Guidi and Ugolini, whose kind assistance I gratefully

acknowledge, and is as satisfactory a photograph as could reason-

ably be ex2)ected considering the condition of the MS.^ It affords

a sufhcient illustration of the arrangement of Sections and Canons,

and shows the Foot-harmony below the right-hand column ; the

writing at the foot of the other column is illegible. The characters

are in that large and beautiful Estrangelo liand^ which was in

use in the sixth century, especially for MSS. of the Scriptures. It

would have been easy to have selected from ilSS. in England a

page entirely free from the blemishes which disfigure our illus-

tration, but the Roman MS. was chosen as being of special interest

because its origin is known, and its great antiquity is fixed by

exact date.

The passage exhibited is St. Mark xv. 12 ... . tvill ye then, etc.,

to the last word of ver. 22. The commencement of each Section is

indicated by the setting in of the initial word, and by the numeral

:

the conclusion, by the mark [ • ^ • ], with more or less space,

according to the exigencies of the writing. The Sections indicated

in the specimen are :—

At ver. 14 ^^'
; middle of same ver. ^^ ; at ver. 15 ^|^ ; at ver.

16
J

; at ver. 20 5 ; same ver.

—

and led Him out,— "''^; at

ver. 21 ^Y'> ^^ '^'^^- 22 ^^'^. Section 255 begins with the first

word of the next piige.

* Dr. Ugolini writes :
—

' II codice trovasi in cattivo stato, ed in ogni pagina

mostra i tristissiiiii efietti dell' acqne del Nilo.'

' Porro quuni codex hie una cum caeti-ris Nitriensibus niense Julio, anno

1707, in coenosib Nili vorticibus sul)nier.sus aliiiuandiu didituisset. sic fuit luto

inffctus et humore niadefactus, ut de .adniiranda .scri|itwrae vcnustate niultuin

deperierit.' Iliblioth. Vuf. Codd. Mi<!>. Calalojus, Asseniani, 175S, P. i, t. 2,

P- 35-

' Bianchini in Hvangcliurium Quadritplrjc Lai. Ven. Autiquae, 1748, gave

a specimen page—St. Matt. ix. 18 . . . . )oot ^\vn>o to ,^n->^N. ver. 28

—

with three facsimiles from other codices ; but the plate represents very in-

adecjuately the style and beauty of the handwriting of the Vatican MS.
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At Sect. 254^ a Lesson begins, which is indicated bj'- a mark

[ + ] against the initial word. The other mark [ffj] appears to

indicate the conclusion of the preceding Lesson. In the margin

we read :—
. .. \ \ » -

i.e. Z" of the third hour of Friday.

This, and the majority of the indications of Lessons, are in a

much later hand than the text : a few, however, are inserted in the

text by the first hand. In other MSS. we find some Lessons rubri-

cated in the text, but many more indicated by later hands on the

margins. Indeed in all respects the Vatican MS. bears a remark-

able resemblance to the Syriac Evangelia in the British Museum,

the Earl of Crawford's Tetraevangelium, and others of the same era.

1 In Mus. Brit. Add. 17,113, and in the Crawford Tetraevangelium, the

Lesson begins at ver. 16, the former MS. having in the text Lei<son of the

Friday of the Passion at the sijth (sic) hotir. Add. 12,137, Add. 14,462, and

Add. 14,464, mark a paragraph at the end of ver. 19 : the first of these three

codices has at the top of the page Of the Friday of the Passion, the last. Of
the sixth hour of the Friday of the Passion. In Widmanstadt the Lesson

begins at ver. 21, with the title Of the third hour.

Examples of such differences in ' Use ' might be multiplied from the Syriac

MSS. which we have collated. They indicate the divers circumstances and

conditions under which the copies were produced, and confirm the conclusion

derived from other considerations, that our extant MSS. represent several lines

of independent testimony. Thus they carry back the evidence for the Peshitto

text to a more remote antiquity than the date of the oldest of them, as I pointed

out in Paper No. VIII in the former volume of Studia Biblica.

NOTE.

Since writing this paper, I have seen a work which is scarce in

England, M. I'Abbe Martin's Critique Textuelle (Lefons professees

k I'Ecole de Theologie en 1882-3), j^ar^^e theorique. On pp. 590-

614 he treats the subject of this essay on a different plan, and

gives many interesting particulars. The learned writer's remarks

about the Tables p. 595, and Nestorian MS. evidence p. 610, should

however be compared with what I have stated on p. 254, and on

pp. 252 n. I, 262 n. 5.
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ADDITIONAL NOTE.

TiiE arguments on pp. 265, 266 of the preceding essay are most

temperately stated, and the inferences which they suggest lie near

at hand when the problems of the text are approached from the

side of the Peshitto. But they will perhaps be found to assume

a different aspect when they are seen in connexion with a wider

range of i^henomena. It must not be forgotten that side by side

with the Peshitto there are other versions—the Latin and the

Egyptian—which compete with it in antiquity ; and these too

have to be taken into account, together with the texts represented

by quotations in the Ante-Niceue Fathers. If it is argued that the

Peshitto itself was transmitted, with especial care, and that it fell

into a kind of Massoretic tradition like the Massoretic tradition of

the Old Testament, still we should not be justified in supposing

that this process was continued backwai'ds in the same manner all

the way to the autographs. MSS. and quotations together carry

back our knowledge of the Peshitto, roughly si)eaking, to the

beginning of the fourth century. But beyond that point more

direct evidence fails us. And when we take in the indirect

evidence furnished by the authorities above mentioned, we see that

the Ante-Nicene period as a whole was one of rapid change and

development—of change and development which become most

rapid as we approach its beginning. How far the Peshitto

participated in this process must be matter for enqmry; but in

any case there is ample room for both the Syriac text and the

Greek text out of which it sprang to have undergone considerable

modifications before it acquired the shape with Avhich Ave are

familiar.

Again, though it must certainly be admitted that the Syriac

Christians were strongly attached to their national version, and

though we may well believe that they gave it a deliberate pre-

ference over other forms of text with which they were acquainted,

it is another question what weight that preference will have for

ourselves, and how far we can use it in our own selection of a line

of text to follow. Before this question can be answered we must

know more of the value of ancient criticism in general. And an

inductive examination does not permit us to rate the importance

of this too highly. It is true that the ancients exercised a certain

amount of criticism—more perhaps than they are sometimes credited

with—but even at its best it is not of such a kind that we can

accept their verdicts without revision. [W. S.]
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yii.

THE CODEX AMIATINUS AND ITS

BIRTHPLACE.
/

[H. J. White.]

I.

The visitor in Florence who happens to be in the Mediceo-

Laurentian Library when its greatest treasure, the celebrated

Vulg-ate Codex Amiatinus, is out of its case, will see what

is perhaps the finest book in the world. Wonderful as are

the other treasures of this Library, the Orosius, the Sopho-

cles, the Tacitus, the Virgil, the Pandects, the Codex Amia-

tinus surpasses them all, and, to use the words of Dr. Hort,

impresses the beholder with a feeling not far removed from

awe, as he contemplates this ' prodigy of a manuscript.' The

book measures about 50 x 34 centim. (19^ x 13! in.) in length

and breadth, and nearly 3o| centim. (7 in.) in thickness

without the binding. It contains the whole Bible according

to the Vulgate version, together with the usual prefaces, &c.

to each book, and a quaternion of very valuable introductory

matter at the commencement ; it numbers 1029 leaves of

vellum, stout but smooth and white, written in two columns

to a page, and forty-three or forty-four lines to a column.

The text is in a regular and beautiful uncial hand, so carefully

and clearly written that it has needed but few corrections ;

there is no punctuation, as the text is divided into lines of

varying length, technically called cola and commata, or less

correctly diclii, which represent an ancient system of punc-

tuation perfectly intelligible to the trained eye. The first

lines of each book are written irx red, but there is no

VOL. II. T



274 ^/^^ Codex Auiiathms

illumination in the body of the manuscript, except in the

paii^e before tlie beginning- of the New Testament, and in

the first quaternion, the paintings in which we shall discuss

below.

A manuscript of this size and beauty would naturally

take a high rank amongst authorities for determining the

text of the Vulgate version, and we are not surprised to

learn that during the Sixtine revision it was brought to

Rome for the purpose of collation, by the order of Sixtus V.

Till lately, moreover, it was generally dated by scholars near

the middle of the sixth century, and such an early date

would of course render its text of great value ; but two

years ago a series of facts was brought to light which

has conclusively fixed the MS, a century and a half later.

The links in this chain it is the purpose of the following

pages to describe, though nothing has been attempted in the

solution of many questions which are still somewhat obscure.

II.

The Dedication Verses.

On the reverse of the first leaf of the Codex ajipear the

following verses, in a hand slightly larger than the rest of

the M riting, and surrounded by a thin illuminated border :

—

CENOBIVM AD EXIMII MERITO

VENERABILE SALVATORIS

QVEM CAPVT ECCLESIAE

DEDICAT ALTA FIDES

i'ETET'S LANGOBAEDLmVM

EXTREMIS DE FINIB. ABBAS

DEVOTI AFFECTVS

PIGNORA MITTO 51 EI

MEQVE MEOSQ. OPTANS

TANTI INTER GAVDIA PATRIS

IN CAELIS MEMOREM

SEMPER HABERE LOCVM.
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The four words in italics, which record the name of the

monastery to which the hook was at one time dedicated, and

the name of the donor, are not in the original hand. They

are a substitute for o^her names which have been carefully

erased, with the exception of the c in cenohium and the e in

Petnis ; the marks of the erasure are plainly visible and the

handwriting" is evidently later, while the violation of the

laws of metre would itself betray the work of one who was

using material not his own ^.

But what lurks under this erasure ? The words at present

record the gift of the book to the Convent of Monte Amiata

by a certain Peter, abbat of a Lombard monastery, who

lived at the end of the ninth and beginning of the tenth

centuries ; but he has made use of the dedication of a pre-

vious donor ; have we any means of restoring the original

inscription and discovering who that donor was ?

Until lately scholars had accepted the emendation pro-

posed by Bandini, who, in his catalogue of the MSS. of the

Laurentian Library 2, has given a long and able description of

the Codex Amiathms. Tischendorf indeed, who in our own

days published the text of the New Testament ^, did little

more in his prolegomena than abbreviate this description.

Now Bandini proposed to restore the first two lines in

a way which seemed to carry probability, nay certainty, with

it, viz. :

—

CVLMEN AD EXIMII MERITO

VENERABILE PETBI,

a restitution which not only makes the hexameter run

smoothly, but also fits in excellently with the expression

cajmt ecclesiae, and records the gift of the book to St. Peter's

at Rome, as being the head of the Church. For the name of

the donor in the fifth line, however, Bandini's suggested

1 The MS. reads langobardorvm not longobarporvm as Bandini erro-

neously transcribed it, and Tischendorf, who copied from Bandini.

^ Bihliotlieca Leopoldina Laurentiana, Florentiae, 1791, vol. i. p. 701 ff.

^ Novum TestameHtum ex Codue Amiatino, Lip«iae, 1850 and 1854.

T 3
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explanation did not seem so conclusive ; instead of Fetrus

Langohardoriun, etc., he proposed to read

SERVANDVS LATH

EXTREMIS DE FINIB. ABBAS.

This emendation indeed hardly satisfied himself, for he

tells us that at the first glance (cap. vi. p. 706) the Codex

appeared to him to have been written not by an Italian,

but by an English or German abbat—a piece of acuteness

which after-events have strangely verified. The name Ser-

vandus was suggested by an inscription in somewhat bar-

barous Greek, by the first hand, at the beginning of the

book of Leviticus, informing us that a scribe of that name

had written at any rate a portion of the Bible extending

so far:

—

OKYPIC CEPBANAOC Al nOIHCEN

As Mabillon in his Annales'^ records a Servandus, abbat

of a Benedictine monastery near Alatri, who Wsited St.

Benedict in the year 541 at Monte Cassino, Bandini con-

cluded that this was the scribe of the book and author of

the dedication verses. Or the book might have been written

by another Servandus, who lived later in the centuiy, and

Avas among the correspondents of Gregory the Great. A
tradition preserved by Ughelli^ ascribes the writing of the

book to Gregory himself; and such a tradition might easily

have arisen if it had been presented to him by Servandus

(e.g.) upon his election to the Papal chair in 590.

The date of the manuscrij^t then seemed fixed to the

middle, or at the latest to the second half, of the sixth

century ; and even Tischendorf thought that the expression

extremis de finihus albas might be meant to describe the

distance of Servandus' monastery from Kome, though it

certainl}' seems an exaggerated way of describing a distance

1 Annales 0. S. B. torn. i. \>\\ 85, 86.

' Italia Sacra, iii. p. 623 ; .ind for the connection between Servandus and

Pope Gregory, see Gregory's JJUdotjues, lib. ii. c. xxxv.
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which, as Dr. Ranke remarks, is not greater than that

between Leipzig- and Berlin ^.

As time went on, critics began to grow suspicious of such

an early date; and as early as 1873, Dr. Karl Hamann"

maintained that it was of the eighth, not the sixth century
;

he also doubted whether Servandus was really the scribe of

the book, on the ground that had he been so he would

hardly have put the Greek inscription in the strange place

it occupies—the beginning of Leviticus ; nor would he have

been likely to style himself KYPIC (i.e. KYPIOC, Dominus).

Nothing more, however, was said in print on the question

till 1882, when Lagarde wrote a letter to the Academy'^,

stating that for some time he had felt almost certain
—

' for

intrinsic reasons'—that the Codex Amiatinus should be dated

in the ninth century ; and that an examination of the manu-

script which he had been permitted to make in Florence,

proved the external evidence to be in thorough accord with

his anticipations. He urged that if a MS. of the sixth or

beginning of the seventh century were placed beside the

Codex Amiatinus, the difference between a genuine and an

artificial uncial hand, between old and more modern vellum,

and between the truly antique size of a book and a size

chosen to make the most of the skins at hand, would at

once become apparent : he suggested that the Codex was

written at Reichenau, on the Lake of Constance, by the same

scribe who wrote the copy of Jerome's Psalterium iuxfa

Hehraeos (now at Carlsruhe), there being great similarity in

the handwriting of the two MSS. In his own Miitheilmigen^

,

^ Theologische Literaturzeitung, 1887, p. 270.

^ Dr. Hamann's criticism occurs in a review of Heyse and Tischendorf's

edition of the Vulgate Old Testament with collation of the Codex Amiatinus

(Leipzig, 1873); see Hilgenfeld's Zeitschiift. f. wissensch. Theologie, 1S73,

PP- 591-594-
^ Academy, Sept. 2, 1882.

* Mittheilungen, von P. de Lagarde; Goettingen, 1884: see pp. 191-2:

also a review of this by H. Roensch in Hilgenfeld's Zeitschrifl, 1885, p. 252:

and Samuel Berger in a review of Dr. Corssen's Epistida ad Galatas, BidUtin

Critique, March, 1886.
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published a little later, Lafi^arde still keeps to this, as it

proves, too late date for the IMS. ; and urg-es the same reasons,

—namely, the difference in the size of the parchment, ink, and

form of the letters, from genuine sixth century MSS. In

addition he remarks that the mar£»'inal notes, which are

obviously by the first hand ^, are written in minuscule char-

acter, and that some of the textual errors look as if they

resulted from the careless copying of a minuscule exemplar.

III.

It was reserved however for the Commendatore G. B. de

Rossi, the famous Italian epig-raphist and historian of the

Catacombs, to make the emendation in the fifth line of the

dedication verses, the verification of which has removed the

later date of the Codex Amiathms from the realm of conjec-

ture into that of fact. In the summer of 1886 he published

an essay ^, printed in Rome at the Vatican Press, and ex-

tracted from the first volume of a description of the Palatine

MSS. of the Vatican Library. In the ninth chapter of this

work he drew attention to the very larg-e traflSc in manu-

scripts of the sacred Scriptures which was carried on in the

seventh century between Rome and the various churches

in northern Europe, especially that of Eng-knd. As the

Church spread in more distant lands, the new bishops and

abbats were all anxious to obtain from Rome Bibles for their

respective cathedrals and monasteries ; and sometimes the

demand proved greater than the supply. Thus we find

Martin I. writing to one bishop, Codices iam ex'maniii sunt

a nostra libliotheca, imde ei (the bearer of the letter) dare

miUatenus hahuimus ; transcribere autem non jwtuit, quoniam

festinanter de Jiac civitate et/redi properavit^.

Few, however, of the bishops or al)bats have such a claim

on the grateful remembrance of Englishmen as Benedict

' Dr. Corssen thinks they may be later {Academy, April 7, 18S8).

* De Ori(jine llidnria Indicihns Scrinii et Bihliothecae Sedh AjwstoUcM

Commetitalio J. B. de B., Romae, 1S86.

' Mansi Coucil. x. p. 1183, quoted by De Rossi, p. Ixxiii.
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Biscop, the founder of the monasteries of Wearmouth and

Jarrow in Northumberland, and his disciple and successor

Ceolfrid. Students of Bede had long read with admiration

of the untiring and far-sighted energy with which Benedict,

from his northern cloister, made no less than five journeys

to Rome, partly for devotion, but also to enrich his monastery

with the finest manuscripts and pictures he could obtain, and

to civilise and educate his rough island followers by intro-

ducing to them the arts of France and Italy. Benedict was

a traveller and a collector from his youth ; after his first

journey (probably about 6^-^ a.d.) Bede ^ tells us that ad

pairiam mox reversus, studiomis ea quae vidit ecclesiasticae vitae

institiita diligere venerari, et quihus potuit praedicare non desiit.

His second journey was made in 658, after which he remained

some time abroad, returning at length in 669. After two

years of monastic life in England, he again in 671 started

on his third journey, lihrosque omnis divinae eruditionis non,

paucos velplacito pretio emptos vel amicorum dono largitos retulit;

and it was after this journey that he obtained from Ecgfrid

the gift of land which enabled him to found the Wearmouth

monastery of St. Peter. To make the buildings of sufiicient

beauty he journeyed again to France, and procured from thence

builders and vitrifadores to adorn the windows of the chapel

and refectory with the hitherto unknown luxury of glass,

while the fittings for the chapel, the sacred vessels and

vestments were also obtained from abroad.

Finding, however, that even the resources of Gaul failed

to satisfy all his requirements, the indefatigable abbat in

678 made a fourth journey to Rome, whence he brought

back irmumerahilem lihrorum omnis generis copiam, a large store

of relics, and also obtained the Pope's permission for the

Abbat John, archicantor of St. Peter's, to accompany him to

England, and introduce into the Northumberland monastery

the order of singing and performing Divine Service according

to the Roman use.

' Bede, Vita qninque Ahhatum ; Migne, Pair. Lat. xciv. p. 714 foil.
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A year later, Benedict founded the sister monastery of

St. Paul at Jarrow, and appointed as its abbat the presbyter

Ceolfrid, his faithful coni})anion, \vho had aecom])anied him on

his last journey to Rome to share his devotions and studies.

And in 684 Benedict started yet again on his fifth journey

to Rome, and a^-ain returned innumeris sicut semper ecclesias-

ticormn donis commodorum locupletatus . . . magna quidem eopia

voluminum sacrorum sed non winori stent et prius sanctarum

hnagimcm mimere difatns.

But soon after, worn out, as we may well believe, not only

by the asceticism of the monastic life, but also by his frequent

and arduous journeys, Benedict grew ill and died ; and in his

last thoughts and arrangements, the library he had collected

at such trouble and expense naturally occupied a prominent

position : hihliofhecam quam de Roma nolilissimam copiosissi-

tnamque advexerat ad instructionem ecclesiae necessariam, soUi-

cite servari integram, nee i^er incnriam foedari ant jmssini dissi-

pari praecepit. And so, after appointing Ceolfrid abbat over

the two monasteries, the good man breathed his last.

Ceolfrid proved a worthy successor, and continued the

work of extending the monastic buildings. During his rule

of seven years over Jarrow, and twenty -eight over the

combined monasteries, we read ^ of the altars, the sacred

vessels, and vestments he added to the property of the

church ; and especially how hihUothecam tdrhisqne monasterii,

quam Bcnedictus alias magna coepit instantla, ipse non minori

gem'inavit industria ; Ha xit tres pandectes novae translationis

ad Minm vetusfae translationis queni de Boma atlulerat, ipse

svper adinngeret ; qnorxnn unum senex Homam rediens seciim

inter alia ptro munere snwpsit, duos utriqne monasterio reliqnit.

The pandectes vetnstae translationis he must have brought

with him from Rome when accompanying Benedict on his

fourth journey^. After a long and ftiithful rule over the

monasteries, Ceolfrid determined to visit for the last time

• Bede, Vita quinque Abbatum, lib. ii. p. 725 ff.

' In 678 probably, see above, p. 279, and also Bede, Fed. Hint. iv. 18.
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the Apostolic city, and for this purpose left England with

a few followers in 716 ; he did not live, however, to complete

his journey, getting no further than Langres, where he died

on the 25th of September.

Some of his monks went on to Rome, while the rest

returned at once to their monastery.

In his work Be temjoorum rations \ c, 66, Bede furnishes us

with some more interesting information about this journey.

We read that Ceolfrid was seventy-four years old at the time

of this last pilgrimage, and that inter alia donaria quae aclferre

disposiierat, misit ecclesiae sancti Petri pandectem a leato

Hieronymo in Latinum ex Hehraeo vel Graeco fonte translatum.

After his death at Langres, those of his followers who

proceeded to Rome took with them the Pandect, we must

suppose, and offered it to the chair of St. Peter.

We may now return to the Dedication verses in a position

to understand De Rossi's brilliant emendation of the erased

letters in the fifth line. He had, like Dr. Hamann before

him, remarked that Servandus, were he the scribe or possessor

of the whole book, would not be likely to sign his name

only at the beginning of Leviticus ; and Dr. Anziani, the

librarian of the Laurentian Library, had remarked to him

that the erasure was too long to be properly filled up by the

words SCUTA'SBVS, LATii ; the expression also EXTEEillS BE

FINIB. ABBAS seemed less applicable to the dwellers in Latium

than to such a people as the toto divisos orhe Britannos. Bear-

ing this in mind, together with the incident related in

Bede of the Pandect offered by Ceolfrid to the Church of

Rome, De Rossi conjectured the substitution of ceolfridvs

BBITONVM for SEBVANDVS LATII.

A fresh examination of the erasure in the Dedication

verses in this new light confirmed the conjecture almost to

certainty. The second letter in the fifth line, e, was, as we

saw, not erased but was part of the original inscription, and

' Migne, Pair. Lat. xc. p. 571.
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of course suited Ceolfridvs Britonum quite as well as SQrvandus
;

in addition to this, the words Ceolfridus Britonum exactly

fill up tlie space erased ; the first letter has not been entirely

destroyed, and shows strong* indications of having" once been

a c instead of an s ; the erasure of the fourth letter extends

above the line, which looks as if L had once been there ; that

of the fifth extends below, which ag-rees well M'ith an f. All

these points together made the words ceolfiudvs imiTONVM

an almost certain emendation of SEBVANBVS lath, and sub-

sequent events have shown this discovery to be one of the

most brilliant perhaps that have ever been made in the

history of palaeography.

This much, then, might now be said to have been proved

with regard to the Codex Amiatimis. It was in all proba-

bility the identical manuscript which had been in the posses-

sion of the Abbat Ceolfrid, at AVcarmouth, in the beginning

of the eighth century, and had been sent by him as a gift

to the Pope. Whether it was written by him or at his

order, or whether it was an older manuscript procured by

him during his travels was not clear, for Bede's words simply

state that Ceolfrid added to the monastic library three Pan-

dects of the new translation, in addition to the one volume

of the old translation brought from Rome. Still the discovery

at any rate explained the late date which some critics had

wished to give to the book, and rendered it possible, if not

probable^ that it was written in Ceolfrid's own days.

Meanwhile a parallel line of argument strongly supporting

De Rossi's conjecture was developing from another quarter.

The Bishop of Salisbury, whilst collating MSS. for his edition

of the Vulgate, had been for some time struck by the resem-

blance in text between the eighth and ninth century British

manuscripts and the Codex Amhitinus, a resemblance for

which there seemed no means of accounting on the prevailing

supposition of the latter having been written in Italy. This

was notably the case with the St. John of the Durham Go-ywls

(A. II. 16) of the seventh century, the exquisite Ston^/iursi St.
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JoJin (sixth or seventh century) found in the coffin of St. Cuth-

bert, who died in 687, but most of all with the Lindisfarne

Gospels (Brit. Mus. Nero D. IV.) of the beginning- of the

eig-hth century ; in a less degree with the RushwoHh Gospels,

an Irish text of the beginning- of the ninth century, now in the

Bodleian Library, with the Gospels from St. Augustine s Can-

terbur}^ (sixth or seventh), both at Oxford and at Cambridge,

and the first hand of the Echternach Gospels (Paris, Lat. 9389),

a MS. written in an Anglo-Saxon hand, and placed by M,

Delisle in the eighth or ninth century. The Lindisfarne Gospels

indeed present a text of that puzzling nature which falls

short of being an actual transcript of the Amiatiniis, and yet

argues the very closest connection short of this ; there are

indeed differences between the two MSS., often in spelling,

sometimes in reading ; but in spite of this the general

agreement between them is most noticeable, and not un-

frequently a reading is shared by them against all other

Vulgate MSS. hitherto examined. The explanation of this

extraordinarily close affinity in text between the two MSS.

is of course simple enough on the supposition that the Codex

Amiatinus itself enjoyed for some years a place of honour in

the library at Wearmouth or Jarrow.

IV.

The conjecture of De Bossi and the evidence in its favour

borne by the texts of the MSS. were brought before English

readers in a letter from the Bishop of Salisbury, published

in the Academy of Feb. 12, 1887, and in the Guardian of

Feb. 9 ; the correspondence was continued by other writers,

amongst whom Prof. G. F. Browne proposed to read Angloriim

instead of Britomim in the erased line of the Dedication

verses ; and M. Samuel Berger also suggested the same

correction in a private letter to the Bishop. The last link

in the chain, however, was supplied by Dr. Hort [Academy,

Feb. 26), who contributed the one additional piece of evi-

dence needed to complete the identification. Bede, it is
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now generally recognized, drew many of his details respecting

Benedict Biscop and Ceolfrid from a valuable little tract

known as the Anonymous Life of Ceolfrid. This has not

been printed on the continent, but was first published by

J. Stevenson in 1841 ^, and curiously enough it contains

two passages which supply just the required information.

The first describes Ceolfrid's provision for the furniture and

enrichment of the two monasteries as follows :

—

' Itaque monasteria quibus praeerat et extrinsecus abundanter

opibus et non minus locupletavit internis. Nam et vasis quae

ad ecclesiae vel altaris officium pertinent copiosissime ditavit et

bibliothccam quam de Roma vel ipse vel Benedictus attulerat

nobiliter ampliavit, ita ut inter alia tres Pandectes faceret de-

scribi
;
quoinim duo per totidem sua monasteria posuit in eccle-

siis, ut cunctis qui aliquod capitulum de utrolihet Testamento

legere voluissent in prorajitu esset invenire quod cuperent, tertium

autem Romam profecturus donura beato Petro apostolorum principi

ofFerre decrevit.'

The second relates the journey of the monks to Rome after

Ceolfrid's death :

—

* Sepulto igitur patre quidam ex fratribus qui eum deduxerunt

patriam rediere, narraturi in monastorio ipsius ubi et quando

transiret e corpore
;
quidam vero dispositum Eomam iter peregere,

delaturi munera quae miserat. In quibus videlicet muneribus

erat Paudectes, ut diximus, interpretatione beati Hieronyrai pres-

bj-teri ex Hebraeo et Graeco fonte transfusus, babens in capita

Ecriptos buiusmodi versus :

Corpus ad eximii merlto venerabile Petri

Dedicat ecclesiae quern caput alta fides

Ceolfridus, Auglorum extimis de finibus abbas,

Devoti affectus pignora niitto mei,

jMeque meosque optaiis tanti inter gaudia patris

In caelis memorem semper habere locum.'

' Stevenson published it for the English Historical Society in the Appendix

to Bede's historical works from .1 Harleian MS. (3020) of the 9th or loth cen-

tury ; it was reprinted ' with the correction of a few errors' by Giles, in 1843,

ill vol. vi. of his Bede (416 ff.) : see Dr. Hort in the Academy; the passages

here cited occur in Giles, p. 423 and 430, Stevenson, p. 325 and 332.
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These verses we at once see are those of the Codex Amia-

tinus ; for the transposition in the second line, and extimis

for extremis in the third, are both probably slips made bj

the author of the Anonymous Life. As regards the first

erased word, a fresh examination of the Codex shows the

original word to be corpus, not culmen, as Bandini supposed
;

for the second letter, which is only half erased, appears to

have been an rather than an u'^ ; in the third line De

Rossi's 'admirable conjecture ' stares us in the face, and there

is only the slight change, before suggested by Prof. Browne

and M. Berger, ol Angloruin for Britomtm [Ceolftulus Anglorum,

not CeoIfruUis Britonum), an emendation again which a fresh

examination of the erasure renders more probable. And thus

is proved without the shadow of a doubt the identity of the

Codex Amiatimis with the Pandect, which, amongst others,

Ceolfrid ordered to be written in England at the end of the

seventh or beginning of the eighth century, and sent as a

present to Pope Gregory II.

For the words of the anonymous life, ita ut ires pandectes

faceret descrihi, show fm'ther that this Pandect was not an

old manuscript obtained by Ceolfrid during his travels,

but a new one written at his order, and thus the date

of the writing is fixed a full century and a half later

than Bandini and Tischendorf imagined, and the place is

again fixed, as definitely, to one of the two northern monas-

teries. It is not of course so certain that the hand which

wrote it was English ; as a Roman musician was brought

over to teach the English monks to sing, so an Italian

scribe may well have come to instruct them in wiiting, and

the Amiatine Bible may be the work of a foreigner though

written in England. Dr. Hort^ inclines to this opinion,

and Dr. Hamann ^ urges on the ground of orthography, that

^ The left limb of an uncial u has always a slight horizontal stroke to the

left finishing it off; but there is no sign of such a stroke having been erased

here, as the student may observe in the facsimile of the page given in the

Palaeographical Society's Second Series (Plate 65).
'^ Academy, Feb. 26, 1887. ^ Academy, May 7.
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either the scribe himself was an Italian, or that at any rate

he copied from an Italian exemplar. To Italy, he says, and

to no other country, are we directed by such orthographical

forms as senes for senex^ senia for xenia, and opiimandum,

(jigans, ancxius, iincxit, s?issaltastis, ammirata, quemavaniodum,

cluseno/f, hosfia, tophadi'is, aguslo, dt^cullahant, clodnm^ adtrsic-

taverit, redemet, hisiriafan/fn, cspendebat, sca?idescei, Spatiiae,

totum belli impeiu, m tantum arroganiiae iumore, incidemm in

manw Dei et non in mantis Iiominum, etc.

But the handwriting of this, almost the largest Biblical

]\IS. in existence, shows, strange to say, a remarkable simi-

larity in form to another which may claim to be nearly

the smallest—the Stoui/Jiurst St. John. The resemblance in

text between the two books has been noted above (p. 282).

Dr. Hort^ in calling attention to this, suggested that as

the Codex Amiatinus was apparently written by an Italian

scribe in Northumbria, the Stonyhurst St. John might have

had a similar origin ; for more than one scribe may have

been brought from Rome, or the Northern monks may

themselves have proved apt pupils.

If the scribe came back with Benedict in hi s/b?^;"^^ journey

in 678, there would be ample time for him, or a pupil, to

write the book and to send it as a present to Cuthbert in

his retirement at Fame, so that we need not reject the

legend (which goes back to the thirteenth century), that it

was found in his coffin, and was therefore in his possession

before 687 ; nor, on the other hand, need we suppose the

book to have been written before the writing- school at

Wearmouth was established^.

It remains to mention some other specimens of writing

' Academy, Feb. 26, 1887. The Palaeographical Society's editors indeed

(Series I. pi. 17) suppose it to have been written on the continent, but there

seem to be more distinct British characteristics in the hand-writing than in

that of the Codex Amiatinus; the F especially—with its upper horizontal bar

curved, and the lower straight—seems Anglo-British. See the Bishop of

Salisbury in the Academy, Feb. 26.

* Dr. Sanday in the Academy, Feb. 19, 1S87.
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which probably came from the same place and at the same

date as the Codex Amiatinus and the Stoyiyhurd St. John.

Two fragments of manuscripts are bound up at the end of

the famous Utrecht Psalter ^, containing* prefatory matter

to the Gospels, the capitula to St. Matthew and chapters

i. i-iii. 4 of that Gospel ; also St. John ii. i-2i. The

greater part of these fragments is written in a hand very

strongly resembling the Amiatinus, though Mr. Thompson^

does not think it to be actually the same ; the student,

however, will be especially struck with the peculiar form of

the small capital l which stands for St. Luke in the Animo-

nian Sections in both manuscripts, and is, I believe, extremely

rare. The capitida after the first three letters are in a hand

which, though larger, seems to be identical with that of

the Stonyliurst St. John. And lastly, there is a fragment of

St. Luke bound up in one of the Durham MSS., which not

only presents the text of Amiatinus almost word for word,

but also strongly resembles it in handwriting, and would

seem to be a sister MS. There was then a large and

flourishing school of calligraphy at Wearmouth or Jarrow in

the seventh and eighth centuries, of which till lately we had

no knowledge at all. It produced manuscripts such as the

Codex Amiatiniis, which have never been equalled for grandeur,

and such as the Stonyhurst St. John, which have never been

equalled for delicacy and grace ; and we have to thank the

Commendatore De E-ossi for both fixing a date and a place

to one of the most important Vulgate MSS., and for giving

to England the credit of a writing school which more than

rivals that of Tours.

V.

We have mentioned above that the first quaternion of the

Codex Amiatinns contains some extremely interesting pre-

fatory matter ; this consists of three arrangements of the

* Dr. Sanday in the Academy, March 5.

'^ Academy, March 12, 1887.
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books of the Old and New Testament with separate pro-

leg'omena, a two-page representation of the Tabernacle, and

another of Ezra working in his study. The order of the

leaves has been twice disturbed ; for that given by Bandini

in his description is evidently not the order in which they

originally stood, while since Bandini's time, probably when

the book was last bound, the order has been again changed.

At present it is as follows ^ :

—

Fol. I is blank ; i h has the Dedication verses ; 2 is blank

;

2 I and 3 contain a large bird's-eye view of the Tabernacle

(this is usually spoken of as ' Solomon's Temple'), drawn with

great intricacy and painted with deep rich colours
; 3 i is

l)lank
; 4 contains the prologue to the contents of the IMS.,

and 4 h contains a list of these contents ; this page is stained

on both sides with a fine purple, and the writing, in yellow

pigment, is arranged in tables with a double arch of twisted

rope-pattern
; 5 has an interesting picture of Ezra seated at

work on a stool in front of an open bookcase
\

^h'xs, blank
;

6 contains the Hieronymian division of the Sacred books
;

at the head of the page is represented the Golden Lamb,

from which hang se\ en iabellae as Bandini calls them, three

of them containing the Old and four the New Testament

;

6 i is blank
; 7 has the Hilarian and Epiphanian division

of Scripture, underneath the head of a monk, supposed by

Bandini to be meant for a portrait of Pope Gregory
; 7 i is

of vellum stained bright yellow ; the greater part of the

page is occupied by a large circle filled in with purple, and

with a yellow circumference ; inside this again are five other

circles disposed in the form of a cross, with intertwined

circumference of green, and around these seven other still

smaller circles ; the colours of this page are not used in the

other three pictures ; 8 contains the Augustinian division

of Scripture ; here we have again a picture intersected by

a circle ; a dove has its wings outspread, and is surrounded

by flames ; two fillets are susjiendcd from its beak, and from

' Prof. G. F. Browne, Guardlnn, A]<v. 27, and Acadtnuj, Apr. 30, 18S7.
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these hang- the six divisions of the sacred books, a cross

being- placed at the beg-inning* and end of each division
;

finally, 8 (5 is blank, and looks like an outside sheet.

Such is the arrangement of the quaternion at the present

time ; in Bandini's time it was so far different that the

second leaf of ' Solomon's Temple' stood seventh, the rest of

the leaves standing as now.

We must, however, before discussing the original order of

the leaves consider an important question, to which attention

was drawn in 1883 by Dr. P. Corssen of Jever\ the rela-

tion of the contents of this quaternion to the earlier Bibles

described by Cassiodorus in his Be Institutione Divinanim

Litterarum,. In that treatise Cassiodorus describes at length

his nine MSS., containing the books of the Old and New
Testaments, with commentaries on these books by Jerome

and other fathers. In Chapter XII he describes one volume

which contained the sacred books according* to Jerome's

division ; in the thirteenth chapter the Augustinian division
;

and in the fourteenth that of the Antiqna Tratulatio. This

latter was written inter alias [divisiones) in a Codex Grandior^

a fine volume containing 95 quaternions or 760 leaves. The

Old Testament was a Latin translation from the LXX, in

44 books, the text being corrected throughout in accordance

with St. Jerome's version.

The three lists in the Amiatine Prolegomena bear a striking

resemblance to those of the Codex Grandior, as we shall see

by printing at length the contents of the first quaternion

of the Codex, and placing in a parallel column those passages

from Cassiodorus which cover the same ground.

The first sheet, after the Dedication verses, which contains

writing, is fol. 4 b ; this has the Prologue to the contents

of the MS. It is as follows :

—

' Si diuino ut dignum est amore flamraati ad ueram cupimus

sapientiam peruenire et in hac uita fragili aeterni saeculi deside-

^ Die Biheln des Cassiodorius und der Codex Amiaiinus, in the Jahrhiiclier

fur protestantische Theologie, Leipzig, 1883.

VOL. II. U
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ramus imagineni contueri Patrem lumiiium deprecemur ut noLis

cor mundum tribuat actionem bouae uoluntatis inpertiat' perse-

uerantiam sua uirtute concedat, ut Scripturarum diuinarum palatia,

ipsius misericordia largiente posslmus fiducialiter iutroire, ne nobis

dicatur Quare tu enarras iustitias meas et adsumis testamentum

raeum per os tuum sed inuitati illud potius audiamus Uenite

ad me omnes qui laboratis et onerati estis et ego uos reficiam.

Magnum munus inaestimabile beneficium, audire hominem secreta

dei et quemadmodum ad ipsum ueniatur institui. Festinemus

itaque fratres ad animarum fontem uiuum salutaria remedia ius-

sionum. Quisquis enim in terns Scriptuiis talibus occupatur

paene caelestis iam regni suauitate perfruitur. Nee nos moueat

quod pater Augustinus in septuaginta unum libros testamentum

uetus nouumque diuisit ; doctissimus autem Hieronymus idem uetus

nouumque testamentum XLvim sectiouibus comprehendit. In hoc

autem corpore utrumque testamentum septuagenario numero proba-

tur impletum, in ilia palmarum quantitate forsitan praesagatus {sic)

quas in mansione Helim inueuit jjopulus Hebraeorum. Nam licet

haec calculo disparia uideantur^ doctrina tamen patrum ad instruc-

tionem caelestis ecclesiae concorditer uniuersa perducunt. Amen.'

4 h contains the Amiatine list anang-ed in two columns

with the hexameter lines at the bottom of the pag-e as

follows :

—

' In hoc codice contiuentur ueteris et noui testamenti Libri N
LXXI.

* Genesis, Exodus, Leuiticus, Numeri, Deuteronomium, losue,

ludicum, Kutli, Samuhel, Malachias", Paralj^wmenon, Lib. Psalmo-

rum, Prouerbia, Ecclesiastes, Cantica Canticorum, Lib. Sapientiae,

Ecclesiasticum, Esaias, Hieremias ', Hiezechiel, Danihel, Osee,

lohel, Amos, Abdias, Jonas, Michas, Naum, Habacuc, Soffonias,

Aggeus, Zaccharias, Malachias, lob, Thobias, ludith, Hester,

Ezras ^, Machabeorum lib. duo.

Euangeliura secundum Mattheum, secundum Marcum, secundum

' inpertlat, Cod.; impertiat, Bandini : see Corssen, p. 625.

* An obvious mistake for Malachim, i.e. Rerjum. Mahichim is frequently

found in Latin lists, cf. Isidore of Seville, Johannes Sarisburiensis, Hugo de

S. Caro, in Hody, De hihl. text. etc. pp. 653, 656.

' Containing also Lamentations and the prayer of Jeremiah ; cf. Bandini,

p. 720.

' Including Ncbemiah ; Bandini, p. -21,
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Lucam, seciindum lohannem, Actus Apostolorum, Epistulae Paulli

Apost., ad Eomanos I, ad Corintheos II, ad Galatas I, ad Ephesios

I, ad Philippenses I, ad Colosenses I, ad Thessalon. II, ad Tirno-

theum II, ad Titum I, ad Philimon I, ad Hebreos I, Epist. lacobi I,

Petri I ', lohannis III, ludae I, Apocalypsis lohan. Amen.

Hieronyme interpres uariis doctissime Unguis

Te betlilem celebrat te totus personat orbis

Te quoque nostra tuis pi'omet bibliotheca libris

Qua noua cum priscis condis donaria gazis.'

Fol. 5 contains the Ezra picture, with the couplet over

his head, possibly added later :

' Codicibus sacris hostili clade perustis

Ezra deo feruens hoc reparauit opus.'

In the open book-case by which he is sitting-, are arranged

various volumes of Scripture, entitled - OCT. lib.—reg. lib.—
HEST. LIB.—PSAL. LIB.—SAL. . . . PROP. . . .—EVANGEL. IIII.

—

EPIST. AP. XXI.—ACT. AP. APOCA, Here the coincidences with

Cassiodorus begin, for these titles, as Dr. Corssen notes, cor-

respond with only one exception to the nine MSS. described by

Cassiodorus in the earlier chapters of the InstiUdio ; these were

• c. i. Pi-imus scripturarum diuinarum codex est Octateuchus.

c. ii. In secundo Begum codice. c. iii. Ex omni igitur Prophet-

arum codice tertio. c. iv, Sequitur Psalterium codex quartus.

c. V. Quintus codex est Salomonis. c. vi. Sequitur Hagiographorum

codex sextus. c. vii. Septimus igitur codex . . . quattuor Euan-

gelistarum superna luce respleudet. c. viii. Octauus codex Cano-

nicas Epistolas coutinet Apostolorum. c. ix. Nonus igitur codex

Actus Apostolorum et Aiwcalypsin noscitur continere.'

Fol. 6 contains, in tables depending from the Lamb, the

Hieronymian division of the sacred books ; and the likeness

between this and the Hieronymian division of the Institntio

c. xii, will be seen by printing* them side by side. It is

indeed far closer than Corssen imagined, for he had only

1 Only one Epistle of Peter is noticed in this list ; the Codex itself of course

contains the second as well.

2 Academy, Apr. 7, 1888.

U 2
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the printed text of Cassiodorus to g-o Ly, whicli is known

to be in a wretched state. Dr. Westeott collated the British

Museum MSS. of the Institut'io for c. xiv. in his History

of the Canon, cd. 5, p. 573 ; and a comparison of the text

thus amended with the Amiatine Fpiplianian and Hllarian

list (see next page) showed the two to be so near to each

other that I have thought it worth while to collate these

]\ISS. for the other lists also. They are Reg*. 13 A. xxi. 7 (a)

;

Cotton Vesp. (not Claud, as Westeott cites) B. 13. 8 (/3)

;

Eeg. 10 B. XV. 2 (y) ; Reg. 5 B. viii. 6 (8).

I have formed the text throughout from a, which seems

the closest to the Amiatine text
;
giving the variants of the

other MSS. and of the printed texts, except in cases of mere

orthography, below.

Cass, de Inst. div. Litt. c. xii.

Auctoritas diuina secundum

f^anctum Iheronimum in testa-

lueutis ' duoLus ita diuiditur id

est in uetus et nouum. In lege ^

id est in'' Genesiin, Exodum,

Leuiticum, Numerorum, Deut-

ronoinium. In projjlietis * lesu

Naue, ludicum, Eutb, Samuel,

Ysayas, Iheremias, EzechieP,

libri duodecim prophetarum. In

Hgyographis " lob, Dauid, Salo-

mon, Prouerbia, Ecclesiastes '',

Canticum Canticorum, Uerba

dierum, id est Paralipomenon,

Ezras, Hester. In Euangeliis *,

Matheus, Marcus, Lucas, lo-

hannes '. Epistole Apostolorum,

Petri due, Pauli fjuatuordecim,

lohannis tres, lacohi una, lude

Amiatinus, p. 6.

Auctoritas diuina coutinetur

in testamenta duo id est in uetus

et in nouum.

In lege : Genesis, Exodum,

Leuiticum, Numerorum, Deute-

I'onomium.

In i^rophetis : lesu Naue,

ludicum et Euth, Samuhel, Ma-

lachian, Esaias, Hiercmias, Hi-

czecihel. Liber duodecim pro-

phetarum. In agiograpliis : lob,

Dauid, Salom., Prouerbia, Ec'

clesiastes, Cantica Cauticorum,

Danihel, Uerba dierum id est

Paralip., Esras, Hester. In

Euangeliis : Matheus, Marcus,

Lucas, lohannes. Epist. Apost.

:

Pauli Apostoli xiiii, Petri Apost.

ii, lolianu. Apost. iii, lacobi Ap.

* testamenta duo eiJd. ^ legem 0yS edd. ' om. in /SyS eihl. * pro-

phetas By5 edd. ; + qui sunt edd. '' + Daniel cdd. * Hagiograplios

+ qui sunt edd. " Ecclesiasticum ^yS, Ecclesiasticus edd.

' Euangelistas + qui sunt edd. * + post hos sequuntur edd.
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una. In Actibus Apostolorum ^

In Apocalipsi Johannis ^. . . .

Huic (i.e. to the Old Testa-

ment, which Jerome divided into

twenty-two books, the number

of the letters of the Hebrew

Alphabet) etiam adiecti sunt

Noui Testamenti libri uiginti

sejitem, qui colliguntur simul

quadraginta nouem. Quo ^ nu-

mero adde omnipotentem et in-

diulsibilem Triuitatem, per quam

hec facta et propter quam ista

praedicta sunt, et quincquagen-

arius numerus indubitanter effi-

citur, qiiia * ad instar iubilei

anni magna pietate beneficii de-

bita relaxat et pure peniten-

tium peccata dissoluit.

i, ludae Ap. i. Act Apost.

:

Actus Apostolorum Liber unus.

Ajjocalj^psi : Apocalypsin Liber

Sic fiunt ueteris nouique tes-

tamenti secundum Hieronymum

libri quadraginta nouem quibus

adde dominum Christum de quo

et per quern ista conscrijita sunt

fit quinquagenarius numerus qui

ad instar iobelei anni debita I'e-

niittit et paeuitentium peccata

dissoluit.

Fol, 7 contains the Hilarian and Epiphanian divisions,

written under the human or quasi-human head ; here again

we may compare Cassiodorus :

—

Cassiodokus' antiqua trans- Amiatinus, j). 7.

LATIO, C. xiv.

Scriptura sancta secundum

autiquam translationem in tes-

tamenta duo ita diuiditur id est

in uetus et in^ nouum. In Ge-

nesim, Exodmn, Leuiticum, Nu-

merorum, Deutronomium, lesu

Naue, ludicum, Kuth, Regum

libri ^ quatuor, Paralipomeuon
''

duo, Psalterii ^, Salomonis libri

quincque id est Prouerbia,

Scrijitura sancta diuiditur in

testamenta duo id est in uetus

et in nouum. Genesi, Exodum,

Leuiticum, Numerorum, Deute-

ronomium, lesu Naue, ludicum,

Huth, Eegum libri iiii, Paralipo-

meuon libri ii, Psalmorum lib. v,

Salom. lib. v id est Prouerbia,

Sapientia, Ecclesiasticum, Eccle-

siastes, Cantica Canticorum, Pro-

* Actuum Apostolorum edd.\ +Lucae liber unus 7S edd.; + Lucae unus

liber &. ^ In Apocalypsin Johannis liber unus Pi-fb ; et Apocalypsis Joannis

liber unus edd. ^ cui edd. ^ qui edd. ^ om. in edd. ^ libros

edd. et infra. '' libros duos edd. ^ + unus /S^S ; + librum unum edd.
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phetae id est Esaias, Hieremiaa,

Ezeciliel, Danihel, Osee, Amos,

Micheas, loliel, Alxlias, louas,

Naum, Ambacum, Sofonias, Ag-

geus, Zacharias, Malacliiin qui

et Angelus, lob, Tobis, Hester,

luditb, Esdrae libri duo, Ma-

cbabeorum libri duo. Euangelia

iiii id est Matheus, Marcus,

Lucas, lohannes, Actus Aposto-

lorum, Epist. Petri ad Gentes,

Tacobi, lohannis ad Parthos,

Epist. Pauli apost. id est ad

Eoni. i, ad Corint. ii, ad Galatas

i, ad Philip, i, ad Colos. i, ad

Ephesios i, ad Thessalonicenses

ii, ad Timotheum ii, ad Titum

i, ad Pliilemonem i, Apocalypsim

lohannis euancfelistae.

Sapientie, Ecclesiasticum, Ec-

clesiastes, Canticum canticoruni.

Propbete id est Ys^ayas, Ihere-

mias, Ezechiel, Daniel, Osee,

Amos, Micheas, lohel, Abdias,

lonas, Naum, Abacuc, Soplio-

nias, Aggeus, Zacbaiias, Mala-

chim qui et angelus, lob, Tobi,

Hester, luditb, Ezre duo, Ma-

cabeorum duo.

Euuangelia quatuor id est

Mathei ', !Marci, Luce, lo-

liannis. Actus apostoloruni
;

epistole Petri ad Gentes ^
;

lacobi^, lohannis ad Parthos,

epistole Pauli ad Romanos

una, ad Chorinthios due, ad

Galathas una, ad Philipenses

una, ad Ephesios una*, ad Colo-

senses una, ad Hebreos una, ad

Thesalonicenses due, ad Timo-

theum due, ad Titum una^, ad

Pliilemonem una, Apocalipsin

lohannis . . . Translatio ueteris

Testamenti in libris quadraginta

quatuor continetur. Cui sub-

iuncti" sunt noui Testamenti

libri uiginti sex, fiuntque simul

libri sei)tuaginta ; in illo palma-

rum numero fortasse presagati

quas in mansione Helim inuenit

populus Hebreorum , . . nos om-

nia tria genera diuisionum iu-

dicauimus affigenda ut inspecta

diligenter atque tractata, non in-

pugnare sed inuicem se potius

exponere uideantur. L^nde licet

' Euangelium quatuor id est matheus ^-^^ ; Post haec seqiumtur euangelistae

quatuor i. e. m. eM. ; deinde inarcus hicas iohannes 0yS tdd. '^ + iuflrxe

fdd. ' +ad duodecim tribus e<Jd. * ad Ejiliesios duae 5; om. edd.
*

t)\ ad Tit. una ad Tim. duo )3. « subiecti PyS.

Sic fiunt ueteris nouique Tes-

tamenti sicut diuidit sanctus Hi-

larus (Hilarius m. ;p.) Romanae

urbis antistes et Epiphanius

Cypi'ius, quem latino fecirans

sermoni transferri Libri Ixx in

illo palmarum numerum fortasse

praesagati quas iu mansione He-

lim inuenit populus Hebreorum.
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multi patres, id est Sanctus Hy-

larius Pictauensis urbis antistes,

et Kufinus presbiter Aquilei-

ensis, et Epiphanius episcopus

Cipri, et sinodus Nicena uel [et

edd?\ Calcedonensis non contraria

dixerunt sed diuersa ; omnes ta-

men per diuisiones suas libros

diuinos sacramentis competenti-

bus aptauerunt.

Cf. c. V. Epiphanius antistes

Cyprius totum libruin graeco

sermone uno volumine sub bre- .

uitate complexus est. Hunc nos

ut alios in Latinam linguam per

amicum nostrum uirum diser-

tissimum Epiphanium fecimus,

Domino iuuante, transferri.

Fol. 7 h contains the Pentateuch circles described above

(p. 16). In these circles is disposed the following

writing :

—

1st circle. Manifestissima est Genesis in qua de creatura mundi,

de exordio humani generis, et gente usque ad

Aegyptum scribitur Hebr.

2nd circle. Patet Exodus cum decem plagis, decalogo, cum mys-

ticis Scripturis, diuinisque praeceptis.

3rd circle. In promptu est Leuiticus Lib. in quo singula sacrificia

et uestes Aaron et totus ordo Leuiticus spirant

caelestia sacram.

4th circle. Numeri uero nonne totius arithmeticae et mensura

terrae, et xl duarum per heremum mansion, mysteria

continent.

5th circle. Deuteronomium quoque secunda Lex et euangelicae

legis praefiguratio, nonne sic ea habet quae propria

sunt ut tamen noua sint omnia de ueteribus.

Fol. 8 contains the Augustinian division of Holy Scripture

(under the Dove) ; here again we may compare with Cas-

siodorus

:
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Cass. c. xiii.

Scriptura diuina secundum

beatum August inum in Testa-

mcnta' duo ita diuidltur, id est

in uctus et in nouum -. In hys-

teria' libri uiginti duo id est

Moysy llbri quincque, lesu Naue

liber unus, ludicuin liber unus,

Ruth liber unus, Eegum lil)ri

quatuor, Paralipomenon libri

duo, Job liber unus, Tol)i * liber

unus, Hester ^ liber unus, ludith

liber unus, Ezra® libri duo^,

!Mac]iabeorum libri duo. In

Prophetis libri uiginti duo, Dauid

Psalteriuni ^ liber unus, Salomon

libri tres ^, lesu filii Sirach libri

duo'", Prophete maiores quatuor,

idestYsayas, Iheremias, Daniel",

Ezechiel ; et minores duodecim,

id est Osee, lohel, Amos, Ab-

dias, lonas, Micheas, Naum,

Abacuc, Sophonias, Zacharias,

Aggeus, Malachim.

In epistolis Apostolorum '^ id

est Pauli apostoli ad Eonianos

una, ad Coriiithios due, ad Ga-

lathas una, ad Ephesios una,

ad Philipenses una, ad Thessa-

lonicenses due, ad Colosenses

una, ad Timotheum due, ad

Titum una, ad Philemonem una,

ad Hebreos una, Petri due,

loannis tres, lude una, la-

cobi una. In Euangeliis qua-

tuor, id est secundum Matheum,

Amiatinus, p. 8.

Scriptura sancta diuiditur in

uetus in nouum. In Historia

liljri N. xxii id est Mosi lib. v,

Ihesu Naue lib. i, ludic. lib. i,

Ruth lib. i, Reg. lib. iiii, Paral.

lib. ii, lob lib. i, Tobi lib. i,

Hester lib. i, ludith lib. i,

Esdrae lib. ii, Machabeor. lib.

ii.

In prophetiam libri N. xxii,

id est Dauid Psalm, lib. i, Sal.

lib. iii, lesu filii Sirach lib. ii,

Prophetai-um id est Osee, lohel,

Amos, Abdiae, lonae, Micheae,

Naum, Habacuc, Sofon., Zach.,

Agg., Mai., Esaiae, Hier., Dan.

et Hez. lib. N. xvi.

In euangelia quattuor secun-

dum ^Slattheuni, secundum ^lar-

cum, secundum Lucam, secun-

dum loliannem. In Epistolas

Apostolorum xxi, id est Pauli

Apost. ad Rom. i, ad Cor. ii, ad

Gal. i, ad Efes. i, ad Phil, i, ad

Thessal. ii, ad Col. i, ad Tim. ii,

ad Tit. i, ad Fil. i, ad Heb. i,

Petri duae, loh. iii, ludae i,

lac. i. In Actus Apostolorum

lib.i. In Apocalypsin lohan.lib. i.

' Testamentum j8.
'' in uetus et nouum eild. ^ + sunt edd.

< Tobiae rdd. ' Esther edd. « Esdro /SyS ; Esdrae edd. ' liber

unus a''0yS. * psalmoruni edd. ' quatuor edd. " liber unus edd,

" ezechiel daniel edd. ''^ + uijiinti una edd.
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secundum Marcum, secundum Sic fiunt ueteris nouique Tes-

Lucam, secundum lohannem. tamenti sicut pater Augustinus

In Actibus Apostoloi-um liber in Libris de doctriua Christiana

unus. In AjJocalipsin ^ liber complexus est simul libri N.

unus. Beatus igitur Augustinus Ixxi quibus adde unitatem di-

secundum praefatos nouem co- uinam per quam ista completa

dices, quos sancta meditatur Ec- sunt fit totius Librae competens

clesia, secundo libro de doctrina et gloriosa perfectio ; ipsa est

Christiana, Scripturas diuinas enim rerum conditrix et uitalis

septuaginta unius librorum cal- omnium plenitude uirtutum.

culo comprehendit : quibus cum At the top of the page :

—

sancte Triuitatis addideris uui- Eloquium domini quaecum-

tatem fit totius libre^ competens que uolumina pandunt

et gloriosa perfectio. Spiritus hoc sancto fudit ab

ore deus.

The reader will not fail to notice the striking* similarity

between the lists of Cassiodorus and those of the Amiatinus.

In the Hieronymian division the differences are only of the

smallest nature ; Cassiodorus has ludicum Ruth instead of

ludiciim et ButJi, omits MalacJilan and Banihel^ and in the

New Testament places St. Peter's Epistles after, instead of

before, St. Paul's ; he obtains the required total of forty-nine

then by counting* ludicum and Ruth as two books, while

Amiatinus takes them as one ; his real total however is

forty-eig-ht. Amiatinus, by the addition of Dauihel and

Malachian, obtains the full total of forty-nine. In both

cases Salom. (whether Salomon or Salomonis) appears to be an

introductory title, covering* Trov. Heel. Cant.

In the Aug-ustinian division, which Cassiodorus tells us

he took from the De doetrina Christiana ii. 13, he places the

four greater prophets before, instead of after, the lesser

(here the Amiatinus ag*rees with the order of the De doetrina)
;

and in the New Testament he has the Evang-elists after the

Epistles.

In the third division, the Hilarian and Epiphanian of

the Amiatinus, the antiqua uersio of Cassiodorus, the difFer-

' apocalypsi edd. ^ libri edd.
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cuces are more noticeable. Cassiodorus counts one, not five,

]iooks of the Psalms; and in the New Testament places

Ephesians before Colossians, and inserts the Epistle to the

Hebrews, which the Codex omits. Both the lists, Dr. Corssen

notes, have lohannis ad Parthos, without any intimation of

the number of St. John's Epistles ; and as in this list the

numbers are usually added, where more than one Epistle

is reckoned, it would seem probable that this canon included

only one Epistle of St. John, especially as the expression

EjJisfida ad Parthos is frequently used for the first Epistle,

but does not seem knowTi as a title for all three. Both

lists emphasise the number seventy as the sum of the books

of the Old and New Testaments, but we must add them up

on different principles in each case, to obtain the required

total. Cassiodorus gives us forty-four books in the Old

Testament, counting- the Psalms as one book ; the remaining

twenty-six in the New Testament being obtainable only by

counting three epistles of St. John. Amiatinus, on the other

hand, counts five books of the Psalms, making forty-eight

books in the Old Testament ; to bring the total down to

seventy then we must reduce four books in the New ; this

can only be done by counting one Epistle of St. John, and

one of St. Peter {Ejnst. Petri ad Gentes having no number

added), which with the omission of the Hebrews enables us

to obtain the required number. Cassiodorus indeed was

aware of the five-fold division of the Psalter, as he states

it was known to Jerome, though Epiphanius preferred to

speak of the book of the Psalms as one ^.

Even more marked are the valuations in the explanatory

matter. The Amiatinus refers the list to the combined au-

thority of Hilary and Epiphanius ; Cassiodorus does not state his

' Cass, in Psulterium c. xii. Dr. Corssen notes that the reference is in-

correct, for Jerome, Praef. in Lihr. Paalm. ad Sophronium, rejects the five-

fold division on the authority of the Hebrew, and of the Apostles, who in the

New Testament sperxk of it as one book ; similarly Hilary, Prol. in Lihr.

Psiilm., mentions the five-fold division only to reject it : Xos secaiuhim

apoatulicum auctoiitatem ' Lihium Pmlmorutn^ et nuncupiimug et scrihimug.
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source, and introduces the two fathers in a somewhat different

connection, hinting- that each had his own method of dividing*

the sacred books, thoug-h these were non contraria sed diuersa.

The Amiatine citation of Hilary and Epiphanius again does

not agree with its omission of the Epistle to the Hebrews^

which Hilary held to be of Pauline authorship, nor would

its Psalmornm lib. v., commend itself to his views as to the

Psalter ^
; while Epiphanius adhered to the Canon of Athana-

asius, and in the order of books in the New Testament agreed

with Jerome's list ad Paulinum 2.

What can be then the relation of these lists to each other ?

Their agreement shows it to be a close one, their variations

would seem to prevent it being that of direct coppng. But

we have at any rate shown that Cassiodorus possessed a

Codex Grandior, which must certainly have been a Latin

Bible, for the whole context of c. xiv. of the histitutio ^

shows this, and distinguishes it from the Graecus Pandectes

mentioned later ; this Latin Codex Grandior possessed three

lists of the sacred books, and the Codex Amiafimis presents

also three lists, almost, if not precisely, similar.

We have, however, to notice yet another mark of affinity

between the two books. Folios 2 h and 3 of the Amiatinus

contain a carefully-drawn view of the Tabernacle ; Cassio-

dorus in the Institnfio, e. v., mentions a certain blind man

named Eusebius, who, as a compensation for his loss of sight,

was gifted with a wonderfully retentive memory ; this Eusebius

commonuit etiam tahernaculum templumque Domini ad instar

caeli fnisse formalum q^iae depicta suhtiliter lineamentis propriis

in ^ Pandecte Latino corporis grandioris' com.petenfer aptaui

;

so that Cassiodorus' Codex Grandior also contained a page

with the Tabernacle, for it would seem to be almost certain

that the Codex thus mentioned is identical with that in

* See note on last page.

^ Epiph. adv. Eaei'es. iii. torn, i, haer. 76, conf. 5; Jerome, EpAiii; cf.

Westcott, Canon, pp. 554, 567 fF.

^ Dr. Hort in Academy, Feb. 26, 1887.
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c. xiv ^. Here again another link between this book and the

Codex Amiai'inns is sui)pliecl us by Bede. Dr. Ilort ^ quotes

two passag-es from Bede's minor works ; in his tract on the

Tabernacle ^
: Quomodo in pictura Cassiodori senatoris, cuius ipse

in expositio7ie Psalmornm meminit^expressum uidimus ; and again

in his tract on Solomon's temple *
: Has nero iioriicus Cassiodorns

,senalor in Fandectis, id ipse Psalmonan expositione commemorate

triplici ordine distinxit, adding below Haec ut in pictura Cas-

siodori reperimus distincta. Dr. Ilort justly remarks that

this is the language of a man who had seen with his own

eyes the identical representation of the Tabernacle and the

Temple which Cassiodorus inserted in his Pandect ; and

there is no evidence that Bede was ever in Italy, or indeed

further south than York. The conclusion would tlierefore

seem to follow that the Codex Grandior of Cassiodorus must

have been brought to England and to the library of Wear-

mouth or of Jarrow, and there possibly have been placed on

the same shelf with the Codex Amiatinus.

A still further supposition seemed at one time possible

both to Dr. Hort and Dr. Corssen ^
; might not the first

quaternion of the A?niatimcs be not a transcript but actually

a part of Cassiodorus' Codex Grandior!' There is much

which strikes one at first sight in favom- of such a view ; the

parchment is not quite so tall as that of the other gatherings,

and certainly seems somewhat darker and thicker ; the

gathering is not signed, and the second quaternion beginning

the Bible is marked I ; and the writing of the lists and pre-

fatory matter is in a different hand from that of the body of

the book. Further, there is only one other page in the book

which contains pictorial representation ; this is fol. 796 d,

the page which divides the Old from the New Testament,

and the picture is that of our Lord with the Evangelists and

* Cf. Exjios. in Psalm, xiv: Dei fabernaculum . . . quod nosfecimus piiuji

et ill pamJecfis maioris capite collocuri.

" Academy, Feb. 26, 18S7. Mi. 12 (vii. 307 Giles).

* c. 16 (viii. 314 f. Giles) ; the references are in the first instance from De

Rossi. ° Academt/, June 11, 1887.
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their symbols ; this is in the judgrnent of Prof. Browne^ quite

different in style from those in the first quaternion^ and looks

like a late and poor copy of earlier work, the drawing being

inferior and the colours bad. The ornamentation, too, of the

first quaternion, and especially the Ezra picture, could not

at any rate have been designed in England. If Dr. Hamann
is sure from the general orthography of the MS. that it

was copied directly from an Italian, not a North-British

exemplar. Prof. Browne is equally convinced that the draughts-

man of the Ezra picture shows in his peculiar ornamentation

the immediate influence of Ravenna or Rome. ' It seems

fairly certain,' he says, ' that the Ezra picture was drawn in

Ravenna, the home of Cassiodorus for so many years
;

' and

he suggests that a mosaic in the Mausoleum of Galla Placidia

supplied the features, the book-case, and the stool on which

Ezra is sitting :
' it seems impossible to doubt that Ezra's

book-case was copied from this.'

If we examine the contents of the Prologue also, and the

Amiatine list of books, we find that here too they do not

agree with the actual books of the Manuscript ; the Prologue

(p. 290) lays stress on the mystic number 70 as being the

total of the books of the Bible, but the next page (3 h) begins

the Amiatine division with In hoc codice continentur ueteris et

noui Testamenti Libri No. Ixxi ; the list itself, if we count

Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, and Esdras as two books each,

gives us a total of 70, and in the Codex itself, which inserts

the Second Epistle of Peter, omitted in the list, we have again

71^; thus the list and Prologue agree neither with them-

selves nor with the actual contents, and may well be as truly

Cassiodorian as the other lists : Corssen, indeed, noted long

ago ^ that the Prologue seemed to have nothing to do

with the present Codex Ainiatinus, and might well be

a piece of true Cassiodorian work, and the reference to

^ Academy, April 30, 1887.

* Ranke, in Theol. Literaturz., 1887, p. 272.

^ Die Biheln des Ccisk. p. 625.
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the palm-trees at Elim seems certainly to be a reference to

the Instiliitio, c. xiv.

Here certainly is much which makes for the view that the

first quaternion was bodily transferred from the Codex Grandior

to its present place. The Codex Grandior was certainly in North

Britain, for Bede saw it there. It may well have been the

Pandectes iietnstae translationis which Benedict Biscop or

Ceolfrid broug-ht from Rome ; and it would be quite in

keeping with the times had Ceolfiid, in presenting- his mag-

nificent new Pandect to the Holy See, tacked into it the

qiiaternion, which had hitherto stood at the beginning of

Cassiodorus' own Old-Latin Pandect.

Difficulties however meet us as we examine this hypothesis

closely. The first indeed which sug-gested itself to Dr. Corssen

was a chronological one ; it was that Bede's language shows

him to have seen the Cassiodorian Pandect himself, while the

Codex Amiaibins left England in 715 ; but as Bede was born in

674, he would have had ample time to have seen the pictures in

their original place and to have described them, before they left

England. But the other arguments in favour of the identity

are not really so strong as they seem ; though the parchment

of the first quaternion struck Prof. Browne ^ as looking some-

what darker and older than that of the rest of the MS., this,

as Dr. Hort remarks ^, is but a trifling matter, and it can

hardly be expected that in such a lai-ge MS. as this, it would

be of the same quality throughout. The fact of the gathering

being without a signature proves nothing, as in other MSS.

the gatherings are sometimes without signatures for the

prefatory matter^. A more imjtortant point is the difference

of writing. That the handwriting in the first quaternion

is different from the body of the work is certain ; whether it

be earlier is not quite so sure a point ; and Dr. Corssen is of

' And also the present writer when he examined the MS. in May, 18S7.

^ Academy, Jan. 19, 1889.

* As in the Echteniuch Gospeln, Paris Lat. 93S9, where the first si^ature

is on f. 24 at the beginning of the Gospel, the prefatory matter being written

on unsigned gatherings.
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opinion that the three biblical lists resemble in their style the

writing of the corrections ami marginal notes of the text. Of

course if they can be proved to be in the same hand the ques-

tion is settled, and the preliminary quaternion may be later, or

possibly contemporary^ but certainly not earlier than the rest

of the book ; but on this point we still await the judgment

of a skilled palaeographer.

The inferiority, again, of the picture in the middle of the

book to those in the first quaternion is no argument for

dating the latter a century earlier ; it only suggests that two

scribes were at work on the volume, and that the second,

who may have been at work only a few months after

the first, was a less skilful artist. The argument from the

Italian character of the ornamentation is somewhat stronger,

as British scribes were not often in the habit of slavishly

copying foreign work ; still a Roman scribe may have copied

this ornamentation, as we saw reason above to suppose he

may possibly have written the rest of the book (p. 285). At

any rate all that the ornamentation proves is that it was

designed in Italy ; it may have been copied in England.

If we examine the contents of the quaternion, especially

the Prologue and Amiatine list, we find that if they do not

suit well with the actual present MS., neither would they suit

the Codex Grandior. The first quaternion gives us, we must

remember, /o/^r divisions of Scripture; Amiatine, Hieronymian,

Hilarian and Ej)iphanian, and Augustinian ; the Codex

Grandior, according to the histitutio, c. xiv, would seem

to have contained only three, and the actual books of the

Bible followed the order of the antiqiia translatio. In any

case, then, the Prologue and Amiatine list must have been

added later, and could not have formed part of the original

Codex Grandior.

A still further difficulty awaits us as we examine Bede's

words and those of Cassiodorus with regard to the Taber-

nacle and the Temple. Fols. 2 and 2 ^ of the Amiatinus

contain, as we saw, a carefully drawn bird's-eye view of the
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Tabernacle, but there is no representation in the quaternion

as we now have it of Solomon's Temple ; Cassiodorus, how-

ever, in the Insiiintio^ c. v, speaks very distinctly of the

Tabernacuhm Temjilumque Domini, though in the treatise on

the Psalms he sj^eaks only of the Tabernacle.

Bede, in describing" (see above, p. 300) the Temple, referred

to, as he says, in Cassiodorus' Exposition of the Psalms, men-

tions some features—the triple portico—which are not found

in the Amiatine picture ^. De Rossi's explanation of this dif-

ference seems all that could be desired, but it proves, at any

rate, that the first quaternion of the Codex Amiafmus cannot

have been ' bodily transferred,' as was at first supposed, from

the Codex Gratidior. Bede, he supposes, is citing from

memory, and so confuses together the two distinct passages

of Cassiodorus, that in the Insiitutio, mentioning the Taber-

nacle and Temple, and that in the Psalms, mentioning only

the Tabernacle. It would appear that the Codex Grandior ori-

ginally possessed the two pictures ; but what has become of the

Temple sheet if, or when, it was transferred to the Amiatinus ?

The loss of such a valuable sheet is a serious difficulty in the

way of the identity of the two quaternions. Bede's descrip-

tion of the Tabernacle, again [Be Tahernaculo, c. xii), does not

quite, though it does very nearly, suit the Amiatine pictui-e.

He says :

—

' Erat coutra ai ulam ostium in pariete altaris orieutalis unde

uel ligna ad alendum igncm iminitti uel carboiies et ciueres possent

egeri
;

quomodo in pictura Casyiodori Senatoris, cuius ipse in

expositione psalmorum meminit, expressum uidimus {or uidemus)

;

in qua etiam utrique altari, et holocausti uidelicet et incensi, pedes

quattuor fecit. Quod utrunique eura, sicut et taberuaculi et

terapli i)ositioneni, a doctoribus Judaeoruiu didicisse putamus.'

Here, as De Rossi remarks, the description of Bede agrees

with the Amiatine picture, with the exception of the osfiutn

in the side of the altar, which is omitted in the picture.

• De Rossi, La Bihhia Offcrta, etc., Roma 1887, p. 19 f., and De Oriyhie,

etc., Bihl. Sedis Apont. p. Ixxviii.
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This certainly is a difficulty, but we must remember that

there may be two solutions of it : one, that the picture de-

scribed by Bede was neither the Amiatine nor its immediate

exemplar ; another, that Bede was describing" from memory

in this passage, and consequently was not perfectly accurate.

This is indeed likely if Bede was writing" towards the end

of his life, and the Codex with the picture of the Tabernacle

had left England in 715; and it is just possible, as Prof.

Browne suggests, that the missing Tevijde sheet was taken

out of the quaternion in order to make room for the sheet

with the Amiatine Prologue and list of contents, and re-

mained at Wearmouth and Jarrow : there it would be often

seen afterwards by Bede, and his curious difference of ex-

pression rejJerimns distincta of the Temple, expressum uidwius

of the Tabernacle, would meet with an explanation ^. The

language of Bede, then, would seem to leave us in doubt

as to the identity of the Cassiodorian and Amiatine picture
;

the question must be solved on other grounds.

We now have to consider the last and most intricate point

of all, the original order of leaves in the quaternion, though

this again, however interesting as an exercise in reconstruc-

tion, cannot have, I venture to think, the decisive influence

imagined by some writers, on its relation to the Codex

Grandior. The order of leaves, as we saw (p. 288), has

been twice disturbed. At present it is Fol. i blanks Fol. i h

Dedication verses ; 2 blank, 2 h and 3 Tabernacle picture
;

3 b blank
; 4 Prologue and 4 h contents (purple sheet)

; 5

Ezra picture, 5 ^ blank ; 6 Hieronymian division (Lamb), 6 b

blank
; 7 Hilarian and Epiphanian division (Man), 7 h Pen-

tateuch circles ; 8 Augustinian division (Dove), 8 b blank ^.

Eols, I and 8 are one piece ; 2 and 3 are one piece, mounted

* Dr. Corssen {Academy, Apr. 7 and May 26, 1888) doubts the existence of

the two pictures, and is convinced, from the language of Cassiodorus, tliat the

Tabernacle and Temple are identical ; I am bound to say, however, that De

Kossi's explanation seems to me the more natural.

* Academy—Prof. Browne, Apr. 30, 1887, Dr. Hort, June 11, 1887, Dr.

Corssen, April 7, 188S, Prof. Browne, May 5, 18S8, Dr. Hort, Jan. 19, 18:19.

VOL. II. X
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on a guard not sewn in
; 4 is a single page on a guard with

7 mounted on the same guard and pasted on to the heel of 4

;

5 and 6 are one piece, and the sewing is here ; 6 h has at

one time stood next to 8, for part of the couplet on the top

of 8, Eloquium domini etc., has been impressed backwards

on 6b; as a consequence of this, 5 must have also come

after i ; the Tabernacle sheet 2 and 3 must have stood 4

and 5, as the middle sheet of the quaternion is the only-

position in which the picture could have been seen. We
are cei*tain, then, of the exact position of fols. 2 and 3, and of

the relative positions of i and 8, 5 and 6 ; and if i and 8

originally stood outside, as the condition of 8 ^ suggests,

then 5 and 6 stood 2 and 7, and the remaining two leaves,

separate but sewn together again, 4 and 7, must have stood

3 and 6. Such was the order proposed at first by Prof.

Browne, and partly agreed to by Dr. Hort, who argued

however that the Pentateuch circle {"j h) would have come

more naturally after, not between, the lists, and that the

Ililarian list (7) is placed last in Cassiodorus ; he then

placed 4 and 7 at 1 and 8, and the present i and 8 at 2

and 7, 5 and 6 going 3 and 6, and 2 and 3 as before, at 4 and 5.

He imagined the Pentateuch ciicles to be later than the rest

of the quaternion, except of course the Donation verses and

contents. Dr. Corssen, however, maintained the writing of

the Prologue to be the same as that of the Contents, and the

Pentateuch circles the same as that of the Hilarian division,

founding on this an argument for the post-Cassiodorian

origin of the whole quaternion ; for if 4 and 7 were originally

the same sheet, cut in two and sewn together again, as he

imagined, by the last binder of the book ^, it would follow

that the writing of the Prologue, lists, and Pentateuch

circles was the same as that of the contents, that is, not

earlier than that of the rest of the IMS. ; he agreed, however,

* Prof. Browne, in hoiror at the bare idea of such barbarism, exclaims, 'the

modern binder still lires, and is still allowed to visit the Laurentiana
!

'

{Academy, May 5, 1888.)
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witli Prof. Browne that i and 8 were probably still in

their original places.

The final disquisition on the original order was given

in the Academy of Jan. 18, 1889, by Dr. Hort, beyond

which perhaps no one can attempt to go. We can hardly

do more than give outlines of it in this Essay, which

has already grown too long. Following a suggestion of

Corssen's that the human head over the Hilarian division

might be possibly intended for a representation of the first

Person in the Trinity, he proposed to place that list first,

the Hieronymian division with the Lamb, or symbol of the

Second Person, coming next, and lastly, the Augustinian

with the Dove, the symbol of the Holy Spirit : this will

again make the order of the lists the same as that originally

suggested by Prof. Browne ; the difficulties of the Pentateuch

circles on 7 h, and the single purple sheet 4 he would resolve

by supposing that they were transposed by the North-British

scribe when he copied the Cassiodorian MS. Prof. Browne's

supposition here seems more probable, that 4 and 7 were 7iot

originally the same sheet, but two separate sheets sewn

together, the purple sheet being substituted by Ceolfrid for

the lost Temple sheet. Dr. Hort, however, thinks the

arrangement to have been a deliberate transposition by

Ceolfrid, when he was obtaining a direct copy (for such he

would seem to think it) of the Cassiodorian matter for his

own Bible. The Cassiodorian quaternion was as follows :

—

I and I h blank ; 2 Ezra, 2 h blank
; 3 Prologue, 3 h blank

;

4 and 5 Tabernacle ; 6 Hilarian list, 6 h blank
; 7 Hierony-

mian list, 7 ^ blank ; 8 Augustinian list, 8 h blank. Now
Ceolfrid in a Vulgate Bible would naturally wish to place

the Hieronymian list first, and in this endeavour would alter

the aiTangement as follows. The first row of numerals repre-

sent the present position of the leaves, the second their sup-

posed original order :

—

4 Prologue, (i) I blank. (2)

46 Contents. (16) 16 Donation verses, (at)

X 2
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5 Ezra. (3) 6 Hicronymiau list. (6)

56 blank. (36) 06 blank. (66)

2 blank (4) 8 Augustinian list. (7)

26 Tabernacle. (46) 86 blank. (76)

3 Tabernacle. (5) 7 Hilarian list. (8)

36 blank. (56) 76 Pentateuch Circles. (86)

And with this arrangement we may rest satisfied. It

seems to suggest that the first quaternion was at any rate

a direct copy of the lost Codex Grand'wr of Cassiodorus ; but

the difficulties of the lost Temple sheet, and of the present

state of fols. 4 and 7, do not seem entirely answered by it,

and perhaps never can be.
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APPENDIX

ON THE ITALIAN ORIGIN OF THE CODEX AMIA-

TINUS AND THE LOCALIZING OF ITALIAN MSS.

[W. Sanday,]

The tests put forward by Dr. Hamann (p. 286 supra) in proof of

the Italian origin of tlie Codex Amiatinus possess an importance

which extends beyond the history of this particular MS. If they

should be found to hold good, they would supply us with a welcome

means of identifying other MSS. as Italian, and would so contribute

to a process which is likely to be characteristic of the stage of

textual criticism on which we are now entering.

It is coming to be realised more and more that in order to

restore the text of an ancient document, especially of one with

wide diffusion and attestation, much copied and therefore much

corrupted, it is necessary first to know its history. And it is

coming also to be realised that the external history of a text

and its internal history must go hand in hand. They mutually

strengthen and support each other. By pursuing both at once,

relations are often suggested which would otherwise pass un-

perceived. Thus the first thing that we need to know about

a MS. is when it was written, where it was written, and where

its ancestors were written. Anything which helps us to find out

this is of value.

We have several means at our command for ascertaining the

birthplace of a MS. The most obvious is the occurrence of notes

connecting it with a particular library or owner. These, however,

far more often apply only to the later stages of its history, whicli

are of less importance. A lai-ger step is gained when an extant

MS. can be identified with one of those in the ancient lists, e. g. in

Becker's Catcdogi Bihllothecarum Antiqui. The palaeographical

test is more delicate, and it is probable that as our knowledge of

the different shades of handwriting increases, more use will be

made of this than has been made hitherto. The last test is that
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which is supplied l)y the occurrence of forms either of grammar

or spelling which cau be traced to some definite locality. This

test, however, greatly needs more exact definition than it has yet

I'cceived ; and it is this which constitutes the interest of any fresh

contribution to it.

These points of grammar and orthography are clearly a branch

of the larger question of provincial Latin in general. In regard

to this there may be said to be two schools : one, of which

Schuchardt may be taken as the representative, admits indeed

the distinction between literary Latin or the Latin of cultivated

society and the vernacular Latin of common speech, but regards

the latter as generally diffused throughout the whole of the Roman
Empire, and not dialectically varied—or at least with no recog-

nisable variations—in different localities
' ; the other maintains

and lays stress upon these peculiarities. The only book with

which I am acquainted directly dealing with the subject, Sittl's

Die lokalen Verschiedenheiten der lateinischen Sprache (Erlangen,

1882) takes this line.

It is much to have opened the subject and attacked it syste-

matically, and Sittl deserves credit for bringing together a quantity

of useful material ; but any one who reads his book will, I think,

rise from it with the sense that there is still a great deal to be

done, and that stricter logic will have to be applied before assured

conclusions can be arrived at.

The one great caution which seems to me to be most often forgotten

is the difficulty of proving the negative side of the propositions

involved. It is comparatively easy to prove that a certain usage

existed in a certain locality ; but then, before it can be said to be

characteristic of that locality, it must be also proved that it did not

exist or existed only sjmringly in other localities. Nor is it

enough simply to say that we have no evidence of it. That

absence of evidence may be due to nothing more than the defects

of our knowledge and scantiness of our materials. For instance,

it is constantly asserted that such and such a usage is African

because it occurs in Fronto or Apuleius or Tertullian or Cyprian

or Arnobius. But how much of this turns ujion a bare argu-

mentum ex sihntio, whei'e the witnesses moreover are of necessity

silent for the simple reason that they do not exist 1 For the two

' ' Dieses (das rustike Latein) erscheint auf den Denkmiilern aller Gegenden
eigentlich imrner als ein und dasselbe' {Vokalismus des Vulgdrlafeius, i. 92 ;

•{uoted by Sittl, p. 44).
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centuries, roughly speaking, from the year 120 a. d. to the year

320 A. D., the great mass of the extant Latin literature is African.

How easily might the balance be altered if we had as much

literature from Italy or Gaul or Spain as we have from Africa

!

This is a consideration for which I do not think that nearly

enough allowance is made.

On the other hand, there is a caution which must be observed

on the opposite side. Isolated examples of a particular form or of

a particular usage are consistent with the hypothesis that they are

really foreign to the district in which they are found. To take

a clear case : no inference can be drawn from the Latin inscrip-

tions found in the East. These must proceed from travellers or

immigrants who would bring with them the customs of their own

homes ; and, so far as we can tell, their homes might be anywhere

in the Latin-speaking half of the Empire. So, too, there would be

Italian settlers in Gaul or Spain, and African legionaries might

find their way into Illyricum or Britain. In like manner we may
know for certain that a MS. is Irish, English, or Merovingian, and

yet it may contain forms which belong neither to France nor to

any part of the British Islands, but which have been perpetuated

from some other MS. of an altogether different and distant origin.

The evidence is hedged about with drawbacks and qualifications of

all kinds ; and all that we can do is to bear these well in mind

and discount our inferences accordingly.

The materials at our disposal are accumulating daily. First

and foremost is the splendid Corpus Inscrijytionum Latinarum,

backed by other collections, such as those of Le Blant for Gaul

and De Rossi for Christian Rome. Then come the critical editions

with an apparatus ample enough for the purpose, such as wouid

be preeminently the Monumenta Germaniae Historica and the

Cor2ms Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorwm Latinorum. Many single

works would of course have to be added—notably Ribbeck's

Virgil— and a most important contribution to this side of the

subject is made by the appearance of the first fasciculus of Bishop

Wordsworth's Vulgate. Some relevant statements of value may be

extracted from the grammarians, but these must not at once be

assumed to be trustworthy, because the range of observation on

which they depend was often limited. And lastly, the Romance

scholar will have an important voice in the matter, because he will

be able to determine from existinrj forms the older forms which

must have preceded them.
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I very mucli liope tliat the subject may be systematically taken

up. It is one to whicli, as it seems to me, a young scholar might

devote himself both with interest and profit. The result of his

work would be to furnish criteria which would be iiseful in many

directions, and in the process of forming them he would actjuire

a great variety of knowledge. On a subject Avhich lies somewhat

outside my own department I may perhaps be forgiven for going

to the more accessible sources, and for collecting some of my data

in a rather desultory fashion. I confine myself for the present to

testing the points put forward by Dr. Hamann.

The points so jiut forward as proving that Codex Amiatinvs

was either itself written in Italy, or at least copied from an Italian

exemplar, are as follows :

—

S = X: homo sene*, Jud. xix. i6, 17; seuia {^evia), Ecclus.

XX. 31.

N inserted : giga?is, Job xvi. 15 ; optimawtium, Jer. xxv. 36.

C inserted before X : ancxius, Ps. cxlii. 4 ; uncxit, i Eeg. x. i.

Sub assimilated before S : sussaltastis, Ps. cxiii. 6,

Ad assimilated before M : a^Hmirata, Apoc. xiii. 3 ;
quem-

a??jmodum, Luc. viii. 47.

A = AU: agusto, 2 Par. xv. 16 ; «scultabant. Act. viii. 10.

O = AU : clodum, Matt, xviii. 8.

U = AU : clwserunt, 2 Par. xxix. 7.

A = E : adtrrtctaverit, Gen. xxvii. 12.

E = I : redemet, Ps. liv. 19.

Vowel prefixed to S impure : histriatarum, 3 Reg. vii. 24.

S = EX : ? esiicndcbat, Judith xiii. 8 ; scandescet. Sap. v. 23.

Vowel dropped before S impiire : Spaniae, i Mace. viii. 3.

PH = P, DI = Z : iopJiadiiis (topazus), Ezech. xxviii. 13.

Dropping of final M : totum belli impettt, 2 Par. xxxii. 2
;

in tantum arrogantiac tumors, Estli. xvi. 12 ; incidemus in manw

Dei et non in manus hominum, Ecclus. ii. 22.

AVe will take these points in order.

S = X. From Campania, Eruttium and Lucania there are three

examples of visit {= rixit); from Calabria and the Eastern side of

the peninsula four examples; from Latium four examples (two

each of visit and hi.'^it) ; from Cisalpine Gaul two examples, conius

and sestum ; from Sardinia three examples, coins twice and visit.

From Spain we get only one extremely doubtful example of es

(^= ex) ; but from G;illia Narbonensis there are several, coins,

Santij>pa, sesta (from a Christian inscription ascribed l)y Lc Blant
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to the sixth century), sufples (also Christian) viset, hisit. In

Africa, too, there are six examples (two each of conius and visit),

besides the proper name Estricata five times ^.

Turning to MSS. there are two or three examples in Uibbeck's

MSS. of Virgil ^ which may be presumed to be Italian. There are

also two examples {senes and senis), which appear to be original in

the text of Jordanes, who wrote in Italy. Many MSS. of Sedulius,

including the oldest, the famous Turin MS. in capitals of the

seventh century (Zangemeister and Wattenbach, Exemp, Godd.

Lot. pi, 16), in Pasch. Garni, iv. 2 read maestum, one MS. of the

eighth century mestum. Huemer has printed mixtum, on much

inferior authority, because of the parallel passage of Juvencus

;

but it does not follow that because Juvencus in Spain wrote

mixtus before 337 A. d. therefore Sedulius may not have written

mistus or maestus in a different region and more than a century

later. Sedulius may be taken to represent Italian usage. One

group of MSS. has a note to the effect that he taught philosophy

in Italy, but wrote his heroics in Achaia : and there is more reason

to believe than to doubt the first part of this statement. I have

not been able to find another instance of this interchange in his

works, but I will not say that there are none. The one writer of

whom it seems clear that he habitually wrote senes or senis is

Venantius Fortunatus. These forms occur no less than twelve times

in his poetical works, with a strong preponderance of MS. authority.

There is a more even balance between senes and senis, but senes

throughout seems to have been rightly admitted into the text. If

Venantius Fortunatus had stood alone there might have been a

doubt whether the tradition which he represented was Italian or

Galilean. He was born in North Italy, near Treviso, but spent

the greater part of his life in a monastery at Poitiers. We have,

however, already had the evidence of inscriptions for the neigh-

bouring province of Gallia Narboneusis. There is also at least

one well attested example of' senes in Gregory of Tours ; senes

* Corssen {Aussprache, i. 297) remarks on the tendency for the guttural

element in x to be lost before c and t : Estricatus and Edricata are among his

instances : he gives a number of others, most of which appear to be derived

from Italy or Africa.

^ The true Latin form is of course Vergilias, but in English it seems best to

keep the familiar ' Virgil.' Besides the objections to innovating in such a matter,

to write ' Vergil ' would be to obscure the history of the name and to make it

appear as if it had been introduced into our literature at a different period and

by a difi'erent method from that by which it was really introduced into it.
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also occurs in a French MS. of the Vulgate {G) at Luke i. 18
;

and tlie tentii century MS. C of the Ue'ptaleuch of Cyprian, bishop of

Toulon, has three instances of Jiestemus for externus, and one of

sescetUos (ed. Mayor, p. xlviii). It does not appear that this poem

ever passed tlirough Italian hands. The Codex Trivultianus of

Corippus, an African writer of the age of Justinian, has as many

as seven examples. The MS. itself is of the fourteenth century,

but it may very well have been made from an ancient archetype,

as the work does not seem to have been much copied.

There is also decisive evidence for the writing of s for x in

Spain. A ninth century ^IS. of Cassian, which Petschenig, the

editor, calls ' Lonibardic,' but which is really Visigothic from the

monastery of Silos, near Burgos \ is characterized by the forms

ansietas, ausilium, justa, senes ^.

The Appendix to Probus ^, among its directions as to orthography,

says that senes is to be written and not senis (ed. Keil, iv. 198).

On the whole, though we have thus sufficient evidence of the

prevalence of this corruption in Italy, there is also reason to think

that it existed in Africa, and satisfactory proof of its existence in

Gaul.

N inserted. We may dismiss the many instances of words in

which the insertion of n is both correct in itself, and supported by

a large amount of early authority, though it has dropped out of

common use. Such would be totiens, quotiens, vicensimus, con-

junx, and we might add &\so formonsits, which is spelt thus both in

MSS. and inscrii)tions. Here the n appears to be etymologically

right, and similar to that which has dropped out of xnpi'et? (for

xapUvTi)*. Not so correct in itself, though equally well attested

by early and good MSS., is the form thensaurus : it is more assured

in !MSS. of the Old Latin than in those of the Vulgate. On much

the same footing as this would be the form tccansio, which has

also a large amount of early attestation. It is found in Codex

* The MS. is described by M. Delisle in Mila)i(jes de Pahographie, &c.

p. 78f.

' loh. Cassiani 0pp. ed. Petschenig, p. xxxvii (Vienna, 1888). I was con-

vinced from the orthography that tliis MS. was Visigothic, and had little

difficulty in identifying it.

^ Sittl origin.ally held that this was a compilation wliich did not represent

any particular province (7>iV lok. Yerschicd. p. 35 n.), but he has recently ex-

pressed the opinion, on what seem to be good grounds, that it belongs to

Africa {Archirf. Jat. Lesikog. vi. p. 557).
* Virosvs is said to =^virousus, from a root- form viro-uensso- =viro-uent-to-

(V. Henry, Pricln de Clrainmaire coviparic, p. 169).
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Vercellensis (a), which palaeography and tradition alike refer to

the fourth century ^, and in Codex Veronensis {b), which is said to

be not more than a century later. Both of these are probably

Italian MSS. The form occurs no less than nine times in Codex

Fiddensis of the Vulgate (Bp. Wordsworth's F), which we know to

have been written in Campania just before the year 546. It occurs

even more often in Codex Claromontanus {D Paul.), for which Dr,

Corssen has recently claimed an Italian origin. This may very

possibly be right, though the arguments made use of point rather

against Africa than definitely for Italy as compared with other

localities where a Graeco-Latin MS. might be written. The common

view is that the companion MS., Codex Bezae (Z) Evv.), was written

in Southern Gaul. The place of origin of these early Graeco-Latin

MSS. is an interesting subject of enquiry that has not yet been

brought to any settled conclusion. Occansio does not occur in the

N. T. portion of Codex Amiatinus. It occurs in a v. I. of the Fi^ench

MS. ^ at Mat. xxvi. 16. It is found once, with three other in-

stances of n inserted, though not before s, in Jordanes.

Some curious examples occur sporadically in the inscriptions :

herens in Macedonia and Southern Gaul, sciantis (= sciatis) in

Calabria, sujie stens in proconsular Asia, memoriens-= memoriae in

Dalmatia, and the proper name Crenscens, which is found repeatedly,

but, strange to say, is the only example except coniunx in Africa.

Very remarkable is the form Monse, which is characteristic of the

sole existing fi-agmentary MS. of the Assu7nptio Moyseos which is

assigned to the sixth century, or possibly earlier (Fritzsche, Lihr.

Apoc. p. xxxiii., after Ceriani). The nearest parallel to this with

which I am acquainted is Heronde in the Lichfield or St. Chad's

Gospels (Bp. Wordsworth's L) in Matt. ii. 22. Less anomalous than

these are the vernacular forms^nc^ws [=Jictus), which is found in

Priscillian (ed. Schepss, p. 21. 1. 16), and Jinctiosus {=^ctiGius),

which is rightly restored by Miodonski in the text of the De Aleato-

ribus, c. 7. Also nearer to the beaten track are the two examples

from Cod. Amiatinus, gigans and 02)timans. Plenty of parallels

may be found for the first of these. The Calabrian inscriptions

have Atlans and Thoans. Allans is found generally in tlie MSS.

of Virgil, while single MSS. have Acragans, Pallans : superstens,

increpitans {ior increpitas) andjiectens, praemens as futures are also

found. It is in this latter class that we must look for analogies to

1 M. Berger questions this early date, but I believe it to be on the whole

probable.
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o-ptimans. We note that redundans for redundas occurs in MSS.

of Venautius Fortunatus (iii. 24. 15), though in a group which

appears to avoid the form senes. In Gregory of Tours there are

Ecveral examples of n inserted before s like accensus {=accessus),

perhaps from confusion with ascenstis. The only identical examples

that I liave found of gigans are quoted by Georges in his Lex. d.

lat. Wortformen, both from the Amplonian Glossaries. These

are important for the point directly at issue. So far there

would seem to be a preponderance of evidence for Italy as the

centre from which these fortns had radiated. These glossaries,

liowever, in the form in which they have come down to us, would

seem to be widely removed from Italy. The ^ISS. of both

glossaries are said to contain notes in Anglo-Saxon ^ Still, if we

went far enough l)ack, the forms might have come in upon Italian

soil. With no great centre were the first English scholars in such

frequent communication as with Kome. On the whole the view

that this inserted n favours an Italian origin seems to me, if not

proved, yet perhaps rather more probable than not.

CX=X. For this there are nine examples in Cisalpine Gaul, ten

in the rest of Italy outside Rome ; but the same number in Gallia

Narbonensis, three in Sardinia, three in Spain, and many (about

thirty-six) in Africa. The like phenomenon occurs several times in

Jordanes and in the MSS. of Paulus' Ilistoria Langohardorum, at

least once in Orientius (Mr. Ellis prints extincxit in Comm. i. 356),

once (sancxit) in Gregory of Tours, once, if not more, in an

Anglo-Saxon MS. of Sedulius dating from the eighth century, and

several times, not to say frequently, in the group of Irish MSS.

published by Prof. T. K. Abbott {Ev. Vers. Anteliieron, jip. vi, xxi).

In Matt. xi. 1 7 plaoicxisti occurs in E (Irish), and ])lancxistis in E
(French wnth Irish affinities). I imagine that the wide diffusion

of this usage will not be disputed. There is hardly one of the

Latin-speaking provinces from which there is not evidence for it.

Sub assimilated before S and Ad before M. The assimi-

lation of jirepositions is a subject on wliich it is dangerous

to generalise. Each word must be taken by itself, because

a writer will assimilate one word and not another which scorns

to be exactly analogous to it. Instances of the assimilation

of sub before s are comparatively rare. Those that I have been

able to find are all Italian : suscriptionc from Tusculum, siiscripsi

from Cannae (both quoted by Sittl, p. 71), and suscr!2)tum from

' Loewe, Prodromua Glofsariorum, p. 114 f.
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the Calabriau volume (GIL. ix. 5420). So far as it goes this

evidence would favour Dr. Hamann's conclusion, but it is too

slight to build an induction upon. The assimilation both of sicb

and ad before m is more common. Yet neither is found in the

Campanian volume, and only ammissus in the Calabrian, along with

numerous instances of non-assimilation. Non-assimilation appears

to be also the rule in Latium : there are no examples of either suh

or ad assimilated. In the province of Asia im memoriam occurs

twice, in Dalmatia once, with im hello, im praetorio : in Africa

there is one example of amministrare dating from the fourth

century. In the MSS. of Virgil, where we should rather expect to

find it, there is only one imperfect example of ad assimilated before

m: A M0Es6 Cod. Med. Georg. ii. 379. Assimilation of sub and in

before m is much more frequent {pmmutuit, summersum, summit-

tere, summovere, im 7nagnum, ion onare, im me, im medium, &c.).

Similar assimilations appear to be characteristic of the Vatican

MS. (F), which dates from the seventh century, of the Excerpts of

Eugippius ; and they are still more marked in two ninth century

French MSS. P and T of the same author. They would, in fact,

seem to be carried back, if not to Eugippius himself, to the original

copy of the Excerpts. So large a work, consisting merely of

extracts from St. Augustine, would probably not be written out

by the abbot ^ himself, but by some of his monks. In the Vita

Severini, which we may suppose that Eugippius would wi"ite with

his own hand, there are no very striking examples until we come

to Cod. N, a MS. of the tenth or eleventh century, which has

quemammodum throughout. There is strong evidence for the

usage in Victor Vitensis, where Petschenig reads ammoneret,

amvionere, ammissi—in all six times. In Jordanes it occurs

twelve times. In Sedulius it is probably not original but

characteristic of two MSS. M T, both probably Italian.

Arndt has admitted amminiculo once into the text of Gregory

of Tours (p. 166. 1. 4). Assimilation is common in God. Gasi-

nensis {A^) of this writer, a MS. of the eleventh or twelfth

century in broken Lombardic, said to show signs of having been

copied from a Merovingian exemplar. It is however probable that

forms like ammirahilis are really Italian. Gregory adopts the

commoner forms of assimilation, but he more often does not assimi-

^ There is much to be said for the spelling ' abbat,' which has had a con-

tinuous existence in our literature from the twelfth centiu-y onwards (' abbad '

occurs c. 889), but as ' abbot ' is also perfectly legitimate (see Dr. Mun-ay's

Dictionary s. v.) the usage of the majority may decide.



3i8 The Italian Orighi of Cod. Amiatimcs

late. Assimilation is rare in Alcimus Avitus and Venantius

Fortunatus (there are no instances of ^wss- or amm-") : it is very

slight in the specimensofVisigothic writing : and, speaking gener-

ally, it may he said that it is avoided by the writers of the Caroline

period as repiesented in the two volumes of Poetae Medii Aevi. The

same would hold good for the two books of the Historia Ecclesiastica,

which are all that has been critically edited of the works of Bede.

In the Vulgate ammirabantur seems to be assured in Matt. vii.

28 : it occurs in eleven of Bishop Wordsworth's MSS. (in one case

as a correction) of very varied origin : summiserunt is also deci-

sively attested in Mark ii. 4. There is a division of authorities in

Acts ix. 25, X. II : in the first of these places the Campanian MS.

F does not assimilate.

In the grammatical treatise of Cassiodorius assimilation is dis-

tinctly recognised : ammonet and amminiculo are given as examples,

also summovit and sumministrat (ed. Keil, p. 162 f.). In this paii;

of his treatise Cassiodorius is quoting from an earlier writer,

Papirianus ; but he himself wrote in the same manner (e. g.

ammonui, p. 146).

Taking all the evidence together, a better case appears to be

made out than we have as yet had. There is, I think, a presump-

tion that the less usual forms of assimilation are Italian.

A = AU. Corssen would confine this usage during the early

centuries to proper names {Aussprache, i. 663 f.) According to him

it begins in Greek inscriptions of century I (KAAAIOY, AFOYSTE),

then in Latin. It is found most frequently in De Rossi's Roman
inscriptions ; but it also occurs three times in Cisalpine Gaul, once

at Puteoli, once in Sardinia ; also twice in Spain {Cladius, Glacus),

and three times for the name of the month {id. and kal. Agust.)

in Africa. Besides A(justo, atem also occurs in Codex Manacensia

{q), a Freising MS. of the seventh century, which is thought to have

been wiitten in the eastern half of the Merovingian dominions

;

and two instances of agurior for augnror are given by Caspari,

llom. de Sacril. p. 53 (Christiania, 1886). Knoell notes a single

instance in the Vatican MS. {saec. vii) of the Excerpts of Eugippius.

He remarks upon this (p. vii), as he says that the confusion is veiy

common in some of his MSS. Unfortunately he does not tell us

which ; but we may infer from the specimen given on p. xxv. that

Q was one of them. As a near ancestor of Q was written at

Naples in the year 581, it is possible that the peculiarity may

be Italian. When however wc turn to the Vulgate of Luke ii. i
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we find that agusto is read in DLQRTY, of which DQR are Irish,

LY English, and T Spanish. Not only agusti, aguste, but also

agures (bis) occur in specimens of Visigothic writing of the eighth

century (Ewald and Loewe, tabb. viii, xi). Similar forms appear

both in French and English MSS. (Pal. Soc. ii. 35 ; Cat. Anc.

MSS., pp. 60, 61 ; Arndt, Sclirifttafeln, tab. 16). Agustus,

Agustidunum are the common forms in Gregory of Tours. The

grammarian Caper lays down ausculta non asculta (ed. Keil,

vii. 108), which shows that both forms were current. And if

turning to modern usage it is argued that the Italian form is

' Agostino,' it may be replied that the Spanish is also ' Agustin.'

O = AIT. Clodus is no doubt the vernacular spelling. "We are

reminded of the story about Vespasian's pronunciation of jplaustra

as jsZosira (Sueton. Fesp. 22), which was apparently a provincialism

derived from his Sabine birthplace. Clodus is widely attested in

MSS. of the Old-Latin Version, in both its forms, African and

European. This, however, would not be decisive, as the form

wliich is called African need not have been African in its origin,

circulated outside Africa, and is extant in MSS. which are probably

not African. Yet there can be no doubt that clodus was really

current in Africa : it has an assured place in the text of Cyprian.

Clodus and claudus are found side by side in Irish MSS. of the

seventh or eighth centuries. Gregory of Tours certainly wrote

clodus : so too Venantius Fortunatus : the majority of the Vulgate

MSS. have it in Matt. xv. 30, 31.

IT = AIT. The forms dusi for clausi, clusum for clausum are

also very widely diffused. They are found in MSS. of all kinds,

botb of the Old Latin and of the Vulgate (e.g. Luke xiii. 25

clauserit c f ff^ S, cluserit h d e i I q ; Matt. vi. 6 clause codd.

2)lur. ; cluso iPF0JL*MO*QEZ ; Matt, xiii 15 clauserunt BKM'
TVWXZ*, cluserunt ACFH0JMO*Y). Examples like these show

the presence of the ?t-forms in every region where the Bible was

copied. They also occur in Apuleius, Tertullian, Cyprian, Lucifer

Calaritanus (several instances in each), also once in Salvian of

Marseilles, though not apparently in Claudianus Mamertus,

Eugippius, Orientius, or Sedulius.

A := E. Not uncommon in inscriptions in the word consacrare
;

but a more exact parallel to the adtractaverit of Codex Amiatinus

is supplied by Gregory of Tours, where three of the oldest and

best MSS. (two of the seventh century and one of the eighth) read

contractans. I see too that Mr. Ellis reads detractans in Avienus,
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xxviii. 19, with Jeep iu Claud. Rapt. Pros. i. 156, oljserving that

retractare is invariable. We might also point to Cyprian, Up.

Ixvii. 9, where all Hartel's MSS. have detractores or detractatorea.

E = I. The single exani))le of this redemet {= redimel) need

not detain us. Numbers of such cases might be quoted from the

inscriptions or MSS. of every region. It is so frequent in the

British ^ISS. of the Vulgate as almost to be regarded as a charac-

teristic of these islands ; but it is too clearly attested elsewhere. I

pass over for the same reason the aspirate in hostium.

Vowel prefixed to S impure. More interesting than the last

examples is the form liistriatarum (^^= striatarum in 3 Eeg. vii. 24).

The prefixing of a vowel to s impure is of course not rare in the

Romance countries. In the Sjjanish inscrij)tions there are four

examj^les like Iscliolaslicus; in Africa four examples, and many

proper names ; in Calabria one example of i prefixed and two of e

{espiritum, ex2)lendidus). Le Blant quotes a number of examples

{Inscr. Chret. de la Gaule, p. cxviii). Jordanes has expectaculum

(which is also found in Priscillian) and expoliatam; and there are

similar examples in Gregory of Tours, Some curious forms occur

in the single extant MS. of Arnobius, Codex Parisinus, siiec. ix. in.,

copied from a Lombardic (? Merovingian) original, where a is pre-

fixed in this way (e. g. asjnntu, ascauros, adscrihuntur for

scribuntur ; ed, Eeiiferscheid, p. x), and what I suppose is still

moi"e peculiar, instructum for structum, inscientia for scientia,

insjyecuali for spectactdi, &c., in all five examples, and yet others.

Nearer to the particular form in question would be his2)atii, which

occurs on p. 53 of the Peregrinatio ad Loca Sancta ^, which is

thought to be work of an Aquitanian lady named Sylvia, and

appears to have been written in 385-388 A. D. The MS. in which

the form occurs is Lombardic of the tenth century. We have,

however, a still more exact parallel in the form Mstriaturis for

striaturis, which is common to all the six leading MSS. of

Apollinaris Sidonius {Ep. iv. ix. 4 ; p. 60. 1. 6, ed. Luetjohann). It

would thus go back at least to the archetype of these MSS., and

perhaps even to Sidonius himself or the scribe whom he employed.

In any case the form must have been in use in Gaul as well as in

Italy.

The converse case of Spania for Ilisjmnia, on which Di*.

Hamaun also tries to base an argument, is of frequent occurrence.

' Ed. Gaimurini ; cf. WiilflRin, Archie f. lat. Le.dkog. iv. 260.
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It is found in Spanish inscriptions, and in the specimens of Visi-

gothic writing (Ewald and Loewe, tab. xiv) : it occurs in the

Muratorian Fragment (wliich is probably Italian) and in the MS.

of Arnobius (once) : it is well authenticated in Gregory of Tours

and is the constant spelling (thirty-six times) in Jordanes.

S=EX. I hardly know whether we need seek a parallel for

espendehat which Dr. Hamann quotes from Judith xiii. 8. In the

MS. both the intrusive letters are marked for omission. They

might possibly represent a reading exxiendehat. The Clementine

text has j^endehat, which is doubtless right.

The form scandescet for ecceandescet in Sap. v. 23 has many

analogies in that remarkable MS. Cod. Bezae (Z> Ew.). The forms

which occur so frequently as to be characteristic of this MS.,

sconspectu, scoruscatio, scoruscus, appear to mark a still further

stage of development. They must, I suppose, have arisen from

ex conspectu, excoruscatio, though the preposition has entirely lost

its force (the reading in Acts vii. 46 is in sconspectudi). It were

much to, be wished that we knew where Cod. Bezae itself was

written. The common view, as we have seen, assigns it to the

South of France. In favour of this would be the curious form

senium (= nepifiva, Luke xxi. 34), which is naturally compared with

' soin ^.'

PH=P, and DI=Z. The spelling tophadius is another inter-

esting point. The aspiration of p is not very common and does

not seem, so far as I can judge, to be local. The spelling topadium

occurs in the leading MS. {M) of the genuine Sj^eculum of St.

Augustine (ed. "Weihrich, p. iii) : this MS. is of the ninth century

and came from St. Emmeran's at Eatisbon. Cod. Bohiensis (Jc) of

the Old Latin has haptidiator in Matt. xi. 11 {ba2)tiziator ^yb times

elsewhere). Mr. Maunde Thompson believes that k was written in

Italy ; but, however this may be, haptidiare occurs four times in

the Peregrinatio (Wolfflin, Archiv, iv. 260), and we have also

rabidiare (Ronsch, It. u. V. p. i^ji), exorcidiare (ib. p. 458), caiomi-

diare (Georges). And even though we should suppose, what

would be difficult to prove, that all the MSS. in which these forms

occurred were Italian, there would still remain other instances

which could not be thus accounted for. The corresponding change

of z for di (especially in the form zdbulus) is very widely disti'ibuted

* See, however, especially Ducange s. v. ' soniare,' which appears to be found

in glossaries on the Leges Langohardorum, but was also current in France.

Ducange's glossaries have sonmium, ippovrls, Wiqjtikuis : somnior, fiepinvw.

VOL. II. Y
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—from Commodian (in Palestine %) to the Irish Books of Kells and

Durrow.

The dropping of M is the last of Dr. Haraann's instances. It

is, however, too common to furnish any criterion. There are many

examples in the Siwinish and African inscriptions besides those in

Italy ; and instances similar to those quoted from Cod. Amiatinus

are plentiful enough in other MSS.

To sum up. The results of this enquiry must be confessed to

be disappointing ; they are for the most part negative rather than

positive, ^fany of the jioints which we have been discussing (c

inserted before x, uz=au, a= e, e= i, 2fh=h, dropping of final m)
hardly seem to have even a prima facie case in their fiivour. We
should add to these o = au in clodus, but for the story about

Vespasian. It is possible that this form may have been Italian in

its origin, but at least from the third century onwards it is common

in other provinces. Perhaps the same may be said of a = aw in

Agustinus, &c. This too may have come originally from Italy, but

it is also firmly established in Spain and found its way frequently

into the North. The accretion or suppression of vowels before s

impure, and the substitution of s for x are not so much character-

istic of Italy as of the llomance countries in general. There remain

the epenthesis of n, as in gigans, assimilation of prepositions, and

di = z. In regard to these, the evidence collected has been of

course far from exhaustive : its proportions might easily be altered

by wider enquiry : there is also some uncertainty as to the localities

to which the different items of evidence are to be referred. It is a

delicate question of the weighing of evidence on which I am by no

means sure that my own impression is right : still I am inclined to

think that there is some ground for Dr. Hamaun's contention, and

that the examples are strewn more thickly as wc approach Italian

soil.

It must not be thought that all the branches of this kind of

enquiry are equally inconclusive. The type of Visigothic writing

stands out very distinctly. Extreme examples of it may be seen

in Cod. Cavensis (C) of the Vulgate, and in the Paris ^IS. (0)

above referred to of loh. Cassianus. ISIore normal exaraples would

be the common readings of GTQ in the Vulgate, and some of the

specimens of writing in Ewald and Loewe's collection. Nowhere

but in Spanish MSS. have I found mici = mild, and the substitu-

tion of qu for c (as in quur) is more common than clsewhei'e.
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Some characteristics also come out in the Irish MSS. Extreme

examples of these would be the Booh of Armagh and Dr. T. K.

Abbott's Cod. Usserianus II, more normal examples the Books of

Kells and Durrow and the Eushworth Gospels. There is a very

common tendency in Irish MSS. to the doubling especially of s in

forms like possitus, nissi. Nowhere but in the Book of Armagh

have I found the curious form anguelus (= angelus): forms like

diciens, vidiens are marked in Cod. Usserianus, and it is a curious

coincidence that diciens occurs also in Cod. Bohiensis (Jc), which,

although it belonged to St. Columban's monastery, is possibly older

than St. Columban himself, and at least not Irish (0. L. B. T. ii.

pp. clxi, clxv.). The Visigotliic MS. of Cassian, however, has con-

cupiscientia, iiipvdiens.

I rather believe that the doubling of consonants in the penulti-

mate, as in ohtuUit, is characteristic of Northern France, including

the Valley of the Loire.

A few more facts of some interest may be adduced in regard to

the assimilation of d before m. This is not original in the writings

of Cassian. The form quemadmodum occurs frequently in both

the Institutions and the Conferences without variant. Assimilation

is characteristic of a particular MS. N (Cod. 483 of the Arsenal at

Paris of the loth or nth century) of the ivediiisQ Contra Nestorium.

It is equally characteristic of the archetype of all the extant

MSS. of Sidonius (cf. the preface by Leo to Luetjohann's edition,

p. xxxi). This archetype appears to have been written in the

eighth century (ibid. p. xxvii). It does not follow that Sidonius

himself assimilated, and to judge from his text the editor appears

to think that he did not. Arguing from Cassian on the one hand,

and from Gregory of Tours on the other, the presumption might

be thought to be in this direction ; but we might, on the other

hand, suppose that Sidonius derived a tendency to assimilate from

his Italian connexions. An interesting MS. of Primasius on the

Apocalypse (Bodl. Douce 140) repeatedly has quemammodum.

This MS. was probably written in England in the eighth or

ninth century, but there is some reason to think that it was copied

from a Merovingian exemplar. It is possible that Primasius him-
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self may liave written qiiemammodum. If so, his evidence would

hold good for Africa in the time of Justinian. The practice of

assimilating in this way might have been brought over from Italy.

But the instances just (juoted might suggest the conclusion that it

was introduced into some French centre not later than the eighth

century. I believe that quemammodurth is a good test word, and

that a fairly clear generalisation might be made out about it ; but

more material must be collected.

THE END




