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On the opposite page is exhibited an exact Facsimile, ob-

tained by Photography, of fol. 28 h of the Codex Sinaiticus

at S. Petersburg, (Tischendorf's s) : shewing the abrupt ter-

mination of S. Marlins Gospel at the words e*obotnto tap

(chap. xvi. 8), as explained at p. 70, and pp. 86—8. The

original Photograph, which is here reproduced on a dimi-

nished scale, measures in height full fourteen inches and

one-eighth; in breadth, full thirteen inches. It was pro-

cured for me through the friendly and zealous offices of the

English Chaplain at S. Petersburg, the Rev. A. S. Thompson,

B.D. ; by favour of the Keeper of the Imperial Library, who

has my hearty thanks for his liberality and consideration.

It will be perceived that the text begins at S. Mark xvi. 2,

and ends with the first words of S. Luke i. 18.

Up to this hour, every endeavour to obtain a Photograph

of the corresponding page of the Codex Yaticanus, B,

(N°. 1209, in the Vatican,) has proved unavailing. If the

present Vindication of the genuineness of Twelve Verses of

the everlasting Gospel should have the good fortune to ap-

prove itself to his Holiness, Pope Pius IX., let me be per-

mitted in this unadorned and unusual manner,— (to which

I would fain add some circumstance of respectful ceremony

if I knew how,)— very humbly to entreat his Holiness to

allow me to possess a Photograph, corresponding in size

with the original, of the page of Codex B (it is numbered

fol. 1303,) which exhibits the abrupt termination of the

Gospel according to S. Mark.

J. W. B.

Oeiei, CoLLBaB, Oxford,

June 14, 1871.
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u/xTjif yap Aeyco v/jllv,

€C09 av irapeXOrj 6 ovpavoi kolI T) yrj,

Icora €u 7) fxla Kepata ov fxr] irapeXdrj airo to'v popov,

6Ct)y OLV iravra yeuyrai.

evKOTTOorepou oe ecrri

Tov ovpavov Koi rrfu yrju irapeXOiiv,

rj Tov vop.ov p,iau Kepaiau irecrelu.

6 ovpavos Kol 7] yrj TrapeXevcroi^rai,

ol Se XoyoL p,ov ov p,r] TrapeXOcoat.

Kou eaV TL9 a(f)aipr)

OLTTO Tcov Xoycav fiil3Xov rrjf Trpoipyrelay TavrrjSy

dcjjatprjcreL 6 Geo? to pepo9 avrov

OLTTO /St/SAof TT]f ^(^V^j

KOL e'/c r^y noXecoy rrjs' ayiay,

KOL TOiv yeypap-pei/cov ev ^l^Xlw tovtco.



TO

SIR ROUNBELL PALMER, Q.C., M.P.,

Sfc, 8fc., 8fc.

Dear Sir Roundell,

I do myself the honour of inseribing this volume to you. Per-

mit me to explain the reason why.

It is not merely that I may give expression to a sentiment of

private friendship which dates hack from the pleasant time tchen

I was Citrate to your Father,—whose memory I never recal

without love and veneration ;
—nor even in order to afford myself

the opportunity of testifying hoiv much I honour you for the

noble example of conscientious uprightness and integrity which

you set us on a recent public occasion. It is for no such reason

that I dedicate to you this vindication of the last Twelve Verses

of the Gospel according to 8. Mark.

It is because I desire supremely to submit the argument con-

tained in the ensuing pages to a practised Judicial intellect of the

loftiest stamp. Recent Editors of the New Testament insist that

these "last Twelve Verses" are not genuine. The Critics, alnio-4

to a man, avow themselves of the same opinion. Popular Preju-

dice has been for a long time past warmly enlisted on the same side.

I am as convinced as I am of my life, that the reverse is the

truth. It is not even with me as it is with certain learned

friends of mine, who, admitting the adversary's premisses, con-

tent themselves with denying the validity of his inference. How-

ever true it may be,—and it is true,—that from those premisses

the proposed conclusion does not follow, I yet venture to deny the

correctness of those premisses altogether. I insist, on the con-
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trary, that the Evidence relied on is imtrusttcorthy,—untrust-

n'orthy in every particular.

How, in the meantime, can such an one as I am hope to

persuade the u'orld that it is as I say, while the most illustrious

Biblical Critics at home and abroad are agreed, and against me ?

Clearly, the first thing to be done is to secure for myself a full

and patient hearing. With this view, I have written a book.

But next, instead of waiting for the slow verdict of Public

Opinion, (which yet, I know, must come after many days,) I
desiderate for the Evidence I have collected, a competent and an

impartial Judge. And that is tchy I dedicate my book to you.

// / can but get this case fairly tried, I have no doubt whatever

about the result.

Whether you are able to find time to read these pages, or not,

it shall content me to have shewn in this manner the confidence

icith which I advocate my cause ; the kind of test to lohich I
jyropose to bring my reasonings. If I may be allowed to say so,

—S. Mark's last Twelve Yerses shall no longer remain a

subject of dispute among men. / am able to prove that

this jyortion of the Gospel has been declared to be spurious on

icholly mistaken grounds : and this ought in fairness to close

the discussion. But I claim to have done more. I claim to have

shewn, from considerations which have been hitherto overlooked,

that its genuineness must needs be reckoned among the things

that are absolutely certain.

I ((III, trifh sincere regard and respect,

Bear Sir Roundell,

Very faithfully yours,

JOHN W. BURGON.

OlilKL,

Jid11, 1H71.



PREFACE.

n^HIS volume is my contribution towards the better

understanding of a subject which is destined,

when it shall have grown into a Science, to vindi-

cate for itself a mighty province, and to enjoy para-

mount attention. I allude to the Textual Criticism

of the Kew Testament Scriptures.

That this Study is still in its infancy, all may see.

The very principles on which it is based are as yet

only imperfectly understood. The reason is obvious.

It is because the very foundations have not yet been

laid, (except to a wholly inadequate extent,) on which

the future superstructure is to rise, A careful colla-

tion of every extant Codex, (executed after the man-

ner of the Eev. F. H. Scrivener's labours in this de-

partment,) is the first indispensable preliminary to

any real progress. Another, is a revised Text, not to

say a more exact knowledge, of the oldest Versions.

Scarcely of inferior importance would be critically

correct editions of the Fathers of the Church ; and

these must by all means be furnished with far com-

pleter Indices of Texts than have ever yet been at-

tempted.—There is not a single Father to be named

whose Works have been hitherto furnished with even

a tolerably complete Index of the places in which he
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either quotes, or else clearly refers to, the Text of the

New Testament : while scarcely a tithe of the known

MSS. of the Gospels have as yet been satisfactorily

collated. Strange to relate, we are to this hour with-

out so much as a satisfactory Catalogue of the Copies

which are known to be extant.

But when all this has been done,—(and the Science

deserves, and requires, a little more public encourage-

ment than has hitherto been bestowed on the arduous

and—let me not be ashamed to add the word

—

unre-

munerative labour of Textual Criticism,)—it will be

discovered that the popular and the prevailing Theory

is a mistaken one. The plausible hypothesis on which

recent recensions of the Text have been for the most

part conducted, will be geen to be no longer tenable.

The latest decisions will in consequence be gene-

rally reversed.

I am not of course losing sight of what has been

already achieved in this department of Sacred Learn-

ing. While our knowledge of the uncial MSS. has been

rendered tolerably exact and complete, an excel-

lent beginning has been made, (chiefly by the Eev.

F. H. Scrivener, the most judicious living Master

of Textual Criticism,) in acquainting us with the con-

tents of about seventy of the cursive MSS. of the New

Testament. And though it is impossible to deny that

the published Texts of Doctors Tischendorf and Tre-

gelles as I'cxfs are wholly inadmissible, yet is it

equally certain that by the conscientious diligence

with which those distinguished Scholars have respec-
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tively laboured, they have erected monuments of their

learning and ability which will endure for ever. Their

Editions of the New Testament will not be super-

seded by any new discoveries, by any future advances

in the Science of Textual Criticism. The MSS. which

they have edited will remain among the most pre-

cious materials for future study. All honour to them !

If in the warmth of controversy I shall appear to

have spoken of them sometimes without becoming

deference, let me here once for all confess that I am

to blame, and express my regret. When they have

publicly begged S. Mark's pardon for the grievous

wrong they have done Mm^ I will very humbly beg

their pardon also.

In conclusion, I desire to offer my thanks to the

Rev. John "Wordsworth, late Fellow of Brasenose Col-

lege, for his patient perusal of these sheets as they

have passed through the press, and for favouring me

with several judicious suggestions. To him may be

applied the saying of President Routh on receiving

a visit from Bishop Wordsworth at his lodgings,

—

"I see the learned son of a learned Father, sir!"

—

Let me be permitted to add that my friend inherits

the Bishop's fine taste and accurate judgment also.

And now I dismiss this Work, at which I have

conscientiously laboured for many days and many

nights ; beginning it in joy and ending it in sorrow.

The College in which I have for the most part written

it is designated in the preamble of its Charter and

in its Foundation Statutes, (which are already much
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more than half a thousand years old,) as Collegium

Scholariimi in Sacra Theologid studentium,—peiyetuis

temporihus duraturum. Indebted, under God, to the

pious munificence of the Founder of Oriel for my

opportunities of study, I venture, in what I must

needs call evil days, to hope that I have to some

extent '' employed my advantages," — (the expres-

sion occurs in a prayer used by this Society on its

three solemn anniversaries,) — as our Founder and

Benefactors " would approve if they were now upon

earth to witness what we do."

J. W. B.

Oriel,

Juhj, 1871.
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Subjoined, for convenience, are " the Last Twelve Verses."

'AvaaTas 6e npcot irpu)Trj (rajS^dTov

€(j>dvr] TvpSiTov Map'ta rfj MaybdXrjvtj,

dcj)' ^f fK^f^XrjKfi iirra Baip.ovia.

(Ktivrj TropevBe'iaa dnrjyyeikf tois p.fT

aiiTov yfvop,(vois, irevdovcn Koi KKa'i-

ovcn. KaKfivoL aKovaavTei on fr} koi

edfdOrj vtt' airrjs r]TvicrTi](Tnv.

MfTO Se ravra bv(T\v (^ airaiv

nepmuTovcnv f<f)avepu>6rj tv trepa

fiopcjijj, iropevofifvois fts dypov. Ka-

Kelvoi aTTfXdopTfs aTTTjyyeiXav ro'is

XotTToIs' oide tKeipois (niaTevaav,

"Yarepop dvaKeifiepois avrois toIs

ecSfKa ecjiapepwdr], koi upeidicre rf/p

dtnariap aiirap Koi criiKripoKaphlap,

on ro'is Oeacapepois avrop iyrjyep-

p.(POP oi'/c eniarfvcrap. Kal emep

avTols, " IlopevdePTes els top Kuap-op

anavra, Krjpv^are to evayyeXiop Trdar)

TTj KTiaei. 6 TTiaTfvcras koi ^airricr-

BeXs (Twdrja-fTai' 6 be diriaTTjiras Kara-

KpidrjcreTai. fTrjpela 8e ro'is Tncrrev-

craui. ravra TrapaKo\ov6fiaei' ep ra>

opopari pov daipopia eK^a\ovai'

yXioaaais XaXrjaovai Kaipals' 6(peis

dpovcri' Kuv 6apd<Tip6p ri tticoctip, ov

fxr/ avrovs ^Xd'^ei,' en\ appaxTTOvs

Xelpas fTnOrjaovcn, kqi kuXois e^ov-

<np.

'O pep ovv Kvpios, pera rb XaX^-

trat axjTols, dvfXrjipdr] els rop oiipavop,

Ka\ eKadiaep eK be^iwp rov Oeoij'

fKelpoi 8e e^eXdopres eKTjpv^ap nap-

ra\ov, rov Kvpiov avvepyovPTOs, Ka\

TOP Xoyop fif^aiovPTos 8ia ruip ena-

KoXovdovPTMP at)p(i(op, 'A/iijf.

(9) Now when Jesus was risen

early the first day of the week,
He appeared first to Mary Mag-
dalene, out of whom He had cast

seven devils. (10) And she went
and told them that had been with
Him, as they mourned and wept.

(11) And they, when they had
heard that He was alive, and had
been seen of her, believed not.

(12) After that Ho appeared

in another form unto two of

them, as they walked, and went
into the country. (13) And they
went and told it unto the residue

:

neither believed they them.

(14) Afterward He appeared

unto the eleven as they sat at

meat, and upbraided them with
their unbelief and hardness of

heart, because they believed not

them which had seen Him after

He was risen. (15) And He said

unto them, "Go ye into all the

world, and preach the Gospel to

every creature. (16) He that

believeth and is baptized shall

be saved ; but he that believeth

not shall be damned. (17) And
these signs shall follow them that

believe ; In My Name shall they
cast out devils ; they shall speak

with new tongues; (18) they

shall take up serpents; and if

they drink any deadly thing, it

shall not hurt them ; they shall

lay hands on the sick, and they

shall recover."

(19) So then after the Lord
had spoken unto them. He was
received up into Heaven, and

sat on the Right Hand of God.

(20) And they went forth, and
preached every where, the Lord
working with them, and confirm-

ing the word with signs follow-

ing. Amen.



THE LAST TWELVE VERSES OF THE

GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S. MARK.

CHAPTER I.

THE CASE OF THE LAST TWELVE VERSES
OF S. MARK'S GOSPEL, STATED.

These Verses generally suspected at the present time. The popularity

of this opinion accountedfor.

TT has lately become the fashion to speak of the last Twelve
-*- Verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark, as if it were

an ascertained fact that those verses constitute no integral

part of the Gospel. It seems to be generally supposed, (1)

That the evidence of MSS. is altogether fatal to their claims
;

(2) That "the early Fathers" witness plainly against their

genuineness ; (3) That, from considerations of " internal

evidence" they must certainly be given up. It shall be my
endeavour in the ensuing pages to shew, on the contrary,

That manuscript evidence is so overwhelmingly in their

favour that no room is left for doubt or suspicion :—That

there is not so much as one of the Fathers, early or late,

who gives it as his opinion that these verses are spurious :

—

and. That the argument derived from internal considera-

tions proves on inquiry to be baseless and unsubstantial as

a dream.

But I hope that I shall succeed in doing more. It shall

be my endeavour to shew not only that there really is no

reason whatever for calling in question the genuineness of

this portion of Holy Writ, but also that there exist suffi-

cient reasons for feeling confident that it must needs be

genuine. This is clearly as much as it is possible for me
B
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to achieve. But when this has been done, I venture to hope

that the verses in dispute will for the future be allowed to

retain their place in the second Gospel unmolested.

It will of course be asked,—And yet, if all this be so,

how does it happen that both in very ancient, and also in

very modern times, this proposal to suppress twelve verses

of the Gospel has enjoyed a certain amount of popularity ?

At the two different periods, (I answer,) for widely different

reasons.

(1.) In the ancient days, when it was the universal belief

of Christendom that the Word of God must needs be con-

sistent with itself in every part, and prove in every part

(like its Divine Author) perfectly "faithful and true," the

difficulty (which was deemed all but insuperable) of bring-

ing certain statements in S. Mark's last Twelve Verses into

harmony with certain statements of the other Evangelists,

is discovered to have troubled Divines exceedingly. " In

fact," (says Mr. Scrivener,) " it brought suspicion upon these

verses, and caused their omission in some copies seen by

Eusebius." That the maiming process is indeed attributable

to this cause and came about in this particular way, I am
unable to persuade myself; but, if the desire to provide an

escape from a serious critical difficulty did not actually

occasion that copies of S. Mark's Gospel were mutilated, it

certainly was the reason why, in very early times, such

mutilated copies were viewed without displeasure by some,

and appealed to with complacency by others.

(2.) But times are changed. We have recently been

assured on high authority that the Church has reversed her

ancient convictions in this respect : that )iow, " most sound

theologians have no dread whatever of acknowledging minute

points of disagreement" (i.e. minute errors) "in the four-

fold narrative even of the life of the Redeemer"." There

has arisen in these last days a singular impatience of Dog-

matic Truth, (especially Dogma of an unpalatable kind,)

which has even rendered popular the pretext afforded by

these same mutilated copies for the grave resuscitation of

doubts, never as it would seem seriously entertained by any

" Abp. Twit's Harmony of Revelation and llie Sciences, (1861,) p. 21.
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of the ancients ; and which, at all events for 1300 years and

upwards, have deservedly sunk into oblivion.

Whilst I write, f//at "most divine explication of the

chiefest articles of our Christian belief," the Athanasian

Ci'eed'', is made the object of incessant assaults '=. But then

it is remembered that statements quite as "uncharitable"

as any which this Creed contains are found in the 16th

verse of S. Mark's concluding chapter ; are in fact the words

of Him whose very Name is Love. The precious warning

clause, I say, (miscalled "damnatory^,") which an imperti-

nent officiousness is for glossing with a rubric and weaken-

ing with an apology, proceeded from Divine lips,—at least

if these concluding verses be genuine. How shall this incon-

venient circumstance be more effectually dealt with than

by accepting the suggestion of the most recent editors, that

S. Mark's concluding verses are an unauthorised addition

to his Gospel ? " If it be acknowledged that the passage

has a harsh sound," (remarks Dean Stanley,) "unlike the

usual utterances of Him. who came not to condemn but to

save, the discoveries of later times have shewn, almost be-

yond doubt, that it is not a part of S. Mark's Oosjjel, but

an addition by another hand ; of which the weakness in the

external evidence coincides with the internal evidence in

proving its later origin ^"

Modern prejudice, then,—added to a singularly exagge-

rated estimate of the critical importance of the testimony

'' See by all means Hooker, E. P., v. xlii. 11—13.

"= Abp. Tait is of opinion tliat it " should not retain its place in the public

Service of the Church :" and Dean Stanley gives sixteen reasons for the

same opinion,—the fifteenth of which is that "many excellent laymen, in-

cluding King Geoi'ge III., have declined to take part in the recitation."

{Final) Meport of the Ritual Commission, 1870, p. viii. and p. xvii.

'' In the words of a thoughtful friend, (Rev. C. P. Eden),—" Condemnatory

is just what these clauses are not. I understand myself, in uttering these

words, not to condemn a fellow creature, but to acknowledge a truth of Scrip-

ture, God's judgment namely on the sin of unbelief. The further question,

—

In whom the sin of unbelief is found ; that awful question I leave entirely in

His hands who is the alone Judge of hearts; who made us, and knows our

infirmities, and whose tender mercies are over all His works."

* " The Athanasian Creed," by the Dean of Westminster {Contemporary

Review, Aug., 1870, pp. 158, 159).

b2
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of our two oldest Codices, (another of the "discoveries of

later times," concerning which I shall have more to say

by-and-by,)—must explain why the opinion is even popular

that the last twelve verses of S.Mark are a spurious ap-

pendix to his Gospel.

Not that Biblical Critics would have us believe that the

Evangelist left off at verse 8, intending that the words,

—

"neither said they anything to any man, for they were

afraid," should be the conclusion of his Gospel. " No one

can imagine," (writes Griesbach,) " that Mark cut short the

thread of his narrative at that place ^" It is on all hands

eagerly admitted, that so abrupt a termination must be held

to mark an incomplete or else an uncompleted work. How,

then, in the original autograph of the Evangelist, is it sup-

posed that the narrative proceeded ? This is what no one

has even ventured so much as to conjecture. It is assumed,

however, that the original termination of the Gospel, what-

ever it may have been, has perished. We appeal, of course,

to its actual termination : and,—Of Avhat nature then, (we

ask,) is the supposed necessity for regarding the last twelve

verses of S. Mark's Gospel as a spurious substitute for what

the Evangelist originally wrote ? What, in other words,

has been the history of these modern doubts; and by what

steps have they established themselves in books, and won
the public ear ?

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

chapters.

' Commentarius Criticus, ii. 197.



CHAPTER II.

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

Orieshach the first to deny the genuineness of these Verses (p. 6).

—

Lachmann's fatal principle (p. 8) the clue to the unfavourable

verdict of Tischendorf (p. 9), of Tregelles (p. 10), of Alford

(p. 12) ; which has been generally adopted ly subsequent Scholars

and Divines (p. 13).

—

The nature of the present inquiry explained

(p. 15.)

It is only since the appearance of Griesbach's second edi-

tion [1796—1806] that Critics of the New Testament have

permitted themselves to handle the last twelve verses of

S. Mark's Gospel with disrespect. Previous critical editions

of the New Testament are free from this reproach. " There

is no reason for doubting the genuineness of this portion of

Scripture," wrote Mill in 1707, after a review of the evi-

dence (as far as he was acquainted with it) for and against.

Twenty-seven years later, appeared Bengel's edition of the

New Testament (1734) ; and Wetstein, at the end of another

seventeen years (1751-2), followed in the same field. Both

editors, after rehearsing the adverse testimony in extenso,

left the passage in undisputed possession of its place. Alter

in 1786-7, and Birch in 1788% (suspicious as the latter evi-

dently was of its genuineness,) followed their predecessors'

example. But Matthaei, (who also brought his labours to

a close in the year 1788,) was not content to give a silent

suffrage. He had been for upwards of fourteen years a la-

borious collator of Greek MSS. of the New Testament, and

was so convinced of the insuflficiency of the arguments which

had been brought against these twelve verses of S. Mark,

* Quatuor JEvangelia Oraece cum variantibus a textu lectionihus Codd.

MSS. Bihliothecae Vaticanae, etc. Jussu et sumtibus regiis edidit Andreas

Birch, Havniae, 1788. A copy of this very rare and sumptuous folio may be

seen in the King's Library (Brit. Mus.)
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that with no ordinary warmth, no common acuteness, he

insisted on their genuineness.

"With Griesbach," (remarks Dr. Tregelles'',) "Texts which

may be called really critical begin ;" and Griesbach is the

first to insist that the concluding verses of S. Mark are spurious.

That he did not suppose the second Gospel to have always

ended at verse 8, we have seen already '^. He was of opinion,

however, that " at some very remote period, the original

ending of the Gospel perished,—disappeared perhaps from

the Evangelkfs own coj)ij,— and that the present ending was

by some one substituted in its place." Griesbach further in-

vented, the following elaborate and extraordinary hypothesis

to account for the existence of S. Mark xvi. 9—20.

He invites his readers to believe that when, (before the

end of the second century,) the four Evangelical narratives

were collected into a volume and dignified with the title of

" The Gospel,"—S. Mark's narrative was furnished by some

unknown individual with its actual termination in order to

remedy its manifest incompleteness; and that this volume

became the standard of the Alexandrine recension of the

text : in other words, became the fontal source of a mighty

family of MSS. by Griesbach designated as "Alexandrine."

But there will have been here and there in existence isolated

copies of one or more of the Gospels ; and in all of these,

S. Mark's Gospel, (by the hypothesis,) will have ended

abruptly at the eighth verse. These copies of single Gos-

pels, when collected together, are presumed by Griesbach

to have constituted " the Western recension." If, in codices

of this family also, the self-same termination is now all but

universally found, the fact is to be accounted for, (Gries-

bach says,) by the natural desire which possessors of the

Gospels will have experienced to supplement their imperfect

copies as best they might. " Let this conjecture be ac-

cepted," proceeds the learned veteran,—(unconscious appa-

rently that he has been demanding acceptance for at least

half-a-dozen wholl}'^ unsupported as well as entirely gratui-

tous conjectures,)—"and every difficulty disappears; and

^ Account of the Printed Text, p. 83, *= See above, p. 3.
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it becomes perfectly intelligible how there has crept into

almost every codex which has been written, from the second

century downwards, a section quite different from the ori-

ginal and genuine ending of S. Mark, which disappeared

before the four Gospels were collected into a single volume."

—In other words, if men will but be so accommodating as

to assume that the conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel disap-

peared before any one had the opportunity of transcribing

the Evangelist's inspired autograph, they will have no

difficulty in understanding that the present conclusion of

S. Mark's Gospel was not really written by S. Mark.

It should perhaps be stated in passing, that Griesbach

was driven into this curious maze of unsupported conjecture

by the exigencies of his " Recension Theory ;" which, inas-

much as it has been long since exploded, need not now occupy

us. But it is worth observing that the argument already

exhibited, (such as it is,) breaks down under the weight of

the very first fact which its learned author is obliged to lay

upon it. Codex B.,—the solitary manuscript witness for

omitting the clause in question, (for Codex s had not yet

been discovered,)—had been already claimed by Griesbach

as a chief exponent of his so-called "Alexandrine Recension."

But then, on the Critic's own hypothesis, (as we have seen

already,) Codex B. ought, on the contrary, to have con-

tainecl it. How was that inconvenient fact to be got over ?

Griesbach quietly remarks in a foot-note that Codex B.

" has affinity with the Eastern family of MSS."—The mis-

fortune of being saddled with a worthless theory was surely

never more apparent. By the time we have reached this

point in the investigation, we are reminded of nothing so

much as of the weary traveller who, having patiently pur-

sued an ignis fatims through half the night, beholds it at

last vanish ; but not until it has conducted him up to his

chin in the mire.

Neither Hug, nor Scholz his pupil,—who in 1808 and

1830 respectively followed Griesbach with modifications of

his recension-theory,—concurred in the unfavourable sen-

tence which their illustrious predecessor had passed on the

concluding portion of S. Mark's Gospel. The latter even
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eagerly vindicated its genuineness'^. But with Lachmann,
— whose unsatisfactory text of the Gospels appeared in.

1842, — originated a new principle of Textual Revision;

the principle, namely, of paying exclusive and absolute

deference to the testimony of a few arbitrarily selected

ancient documents ; no regard being paid to others of

the same or of yet higher antiquity. This is not the

right place for discussing this plausible and certainly most

convenient scheme of textual revision. That it leads to

conclusions little short of irrational, is certain. I notice it

only because it supplies the clue to the result which, as far

as S. Mark xvi. 9—20 is concerned, has been since arrived

at by Dr. Tischendorf, Dr. Tregelles, and Dean Alford^

—

the three latest critics who have formally undertaken to

reconstruct the sacred Text.

They agree in assuring their readers that the genuine

Gospel of S. Mark extends no further than ch. xvi. ver. 8

:

in other words, that all that follows the words icjjo^ovvro

r^dp is an unauthorized addition by some later hand ;
" a

fragment,"—distinguishable from the rest of the Gospel not

less by internal evidence than by external testimony. This

verdict becomes the more important because it proceeds from

men of undoubted earnestness and high ability ; who cannot

be suspected of being either unacquainted with the evidence

on which the point in dispute rests, nor inexperienced in

the art of weighing such evidence. Moreover, their verdict

has been independently reached; is unanimous; is unhesi-

tating ; has been eagerly proclaimed by all three on many
different occasions as well as in many different places ^

; and

'' " Earn esse authenticam rationes ititernae et externae probant gravissimae."

e I find it difficult to say what distress the sudden removal of this amiable

and accomplished Scholar occasions me, just as I am finishing my task.

I consign these pages to the press with a sense of downright reluctance,

—

(constrained however by the importance of the subject,)—seeing that he is no

longer among us either to accept or to dispute a single proposition. All I can

do is to erase every word which might have occasioned him the least an-

noyance ; and indeed, as seldom as possible to introduce his respected name.

An open grave reminds one of the i otiiiuguess of eartldy controversy; as

nijthing else does, or indeed can do.

' Tischendorf, besides I'ii^ht editions of his laborious critical revision of the

(Inck Text, has fdid'd miv Knglish "Authorized Version" (Tauchnitz, iSfW,)
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may be said to be at present in all but undisputed possession

of the field s. The first-named Editor enjoys a vast reputa-

tion, and has been generously styled by Mr. Scrivener, " the

first Biblical Critic in Europe." The other two have pro-

duced text-books which are deservedly held in high esteem,

and are in the hands of every student. The views of such

men will undoubtedly colour the convictions of the next

generation of English Churchmen. It becomes absolutely

necessary, therefore, to examine with the utmost care the

grounds of their verdict, the direct result of which is to

present us with a mutilated Gospel. If they are right,

there is no help for it but that the convictions of eighteen

centuries in this respect must be surrendered. But if Tis-

chendorf and Tregelles are wrong in this particular, it fol-

lows of necessity that doubt is thrown over the whole of

their critical method. The case is a crucial one. Every

pnge of theirs incurs suspicion, if their deliberate verdict

in thk instance shall prove to be mistaken.

1. Tischendorf disposes of the whole question in a single

sentence. " That these verses were not written by Mark,"

with an "Introduction" addressed to unlearned readers, and the various read-

ings of Codd. S, B and A, set down in English at the foot of every page.

—

Tregelles, besides his edition of the Text of the N. T., is very full on the

subject of S. Mark xvi. 9—20, in his "Account of the Printed Text," and in

his " Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the N. T." (vol. iv. of Home's

Introd.)—Dean Alford, besides six editions of his Greek Testament, and an

abridgment " for the upper forms of Schools and for passmen at the Univer-

sities," put forth two editions of a " N. T. for English Readers," and three

editions of "the Authorized Version newly compared with the original Greek

and revised;"— in every one of which it is stated that these twelve verses are

" probably an addition, placed here in very early times."

s The Rev. F. H. Scrivener, Bp. EUicott, and Bp. Wordsworth, are honour-

able exceptions to this remark. The last-named excellent Divine reluctantly

admitting that " this portion may not have been penned by S. Mark himself;"

and Bishop Ellicott {Historical Lectures, pp. 26-7) asking " Why may not this

portion have been written by S. Mark at a later period ?
;"—both alike reso-

lutely insist on its genuineness and cauonicity. To the honour of the best

living master of Textual Criticism, tlie Rev. F. H. Scrivener, (of whom I

desire to be understood to speak as a disciple of his master,) be it stated that

he has never at any time given the le;ist sanction to the popular outcry against

this portion of the Gospel. "Without the slightest misgiving" he has uni-

formly maintained tlie genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9—20. {Introduction,

pp. 7 and 429—32.)
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(he says,) "admits of satisfactory proof." He then recites

in detail the adverse external testimony which his prede-

cessors had accumulated ; remarking, that it is abundantly

confirmed by internal evidence. Of this he supplies a soli-

tary sample ; but declares that the whole passage is " ab-

horrent" to S. Mark's manner. " The facts of the case being

such," (and with this he dismisses the subject,) "a healthy

piety reclaims against the endeavours of those who are for

palming off as Mark's what the Evangelist is so plainly

shewn to have known nothing at all about ^." A mass of

laborious annotation which comes surging in at the close

of verse 8, and fills two of Tischendorf's pages, has the effect

of entirely divorcing the twelve verses in question from the

inspired text of the Evangelist. On the other hand, the evi-

dence in favour of the place is despatched in less than twelve

lines. What can be the reason that an Editor of the New
Testament parades elaborately every particular of the evi-

dence, (such as it is,) against the genuineness of a consider-

able portion of the Gospel ; and yet makes summary work

with the evidence in its favour ? That Tischendorf has at

least entirely made up his mind on the matter in hand is

plain. Elsewhere, he speaks of the Author of tliese verses

as " Psevdo Marcus\"

2. Dr. Tregelles has expressed himself most fully on this

subject in his " Account of the Printed Text of the Greek

New Testament" (1854). The respected author undertakes

to shew " that the early testimony that S. JMark did not

write these verses is confirmed by existing monuments."

Accordingly, he announces as the result of the propositions

which he thinks he has established, " that the book of Mark

hinhsetf extends no further than i<^o^ovvro yap." He is the

'' "Hicc non a Marco scripta esse argunieutis probatur idoneis," (p. 320.)

"Quae testimonia aliis corroborantur argumentis, ut quod conlatis prioribus

versu 9. parum apte adduntur verba d(f' ^$ ^/c/3«/8. item quod singula niulti-

fariam a Marci ratione abhorrent." (p. 322.)—I quote from the 7th Lcipsic

ed. ; but in Tischendorf's 8th ed. (1866, pp. 403, 406,) the same verdict is

repeated, witli the following addition :
—" Qua; quuui ita sint, sanaj erga

sacrum textum pictati adversari videntur qui pro apostolicis venditai'e pcr-

gunt qua3 a Marco aliena esse tani luculenter docemur." (p. 407.)

EvangeHa Apocrypha, 1853, Proleg. p. Ivi.
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only critic I have met with to whom it does not seem in-

credible that S. Mark did actually conclude his Gospel in

this abrupt way : observing that " perhaps we do not know
enough of the circumstances of S. Mark when he wrote his

Gospel to say whether he did or did not leave it with a com-

plete termination." In this modest suggestion at least Dr.

Tregelles is unassailable, since we know absolutely nothing

whatever about " the circumstances of S. Mark," (or of any

other Evangelist,) "when he wrote his Gospel:" neither

indeed are we quite sure ivJio S. Mark was. But when he

goes on to declare, notwithstanding, "that the remaining

twelve verses, by whomsoever written, have a full claim

to be received as an authentic part of the second Gospel ;''

and complains that "there is in some minds a kind of

timidity with regard to Holy Scripture, as if all our notions

of its authority depended on our knowing who was the

writer of each particular portion ; instead of simply seeing

and owning that it was given forth from God, and that it

is as much His as were the Commandments of the Law
written by His own finger on the tables of stone'';"—the

learned writer betrays a misapprehension of the question

at issue, which we are least of all prepared to encounter in

such a quarter. We admire his piety but it is at the ex-

pense of his critical sagacity. For the question is not at all

one of authorship, but only one of genuineness. Have the

codices been muiilated which do not contain these verses?

If they have, then must these verses be held to be genuine.

But on the contrary, Have the codices been supplemented

which contain them ? Then are these verses certainl}'- spu-

rious. There is no help for it but they must either be held

to be an integral part of the Gospel, and therefore, in default

of any proof to the contrary, as certainly by S. Mark as any

other twelve verses which can be named; or else an un-

authorized addition to it. If they belong to the post-apo-

stolic age it is idle to insist on their Inspiration, and to

claim that this " authentic anonymous addition to what

Mark himself wrote down" is as much the work of God
"as were the Ten CommandmcTits written by His own

•< pp. 253, 7—9.
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finger on the tables of stone." On the other hand, if they

" ought as much to be received as part of our second Gospel

as the last chapter of Deuteronomy (unknown as the writer

is) is received as the right and proper conclusion of the

book of Moses,"— it is difl&cult to understand, why the learned

editor should think himself at liberty to sever them from

their context, and introduce the subscription kata mapkon

after ver. 8. In short, " How persons who believe that

these verses did not form a part of the original Gospel of

Mark, but were added afterwards, can say that they have

a good claim to be received as an authentic or genuine part

of the second. Gospel, that is, a portion of canonical Scrip-

ture, passes comprehension." It passes even Dr. Davidson's

comprehension ;
(for the foregoing words are his ;) and

Dr. Davidson, as some of us are aware, is not a man to stick

at trifles I

3. Dean Alford went a little further than any of his pre-

decessors. He says that this passage " was placed as a com-

pletion of the Gospel soon after the Apostolic period,—the

Gospel itself having been, for some reason unknown to us,

left incomplete. The most probable supposition" (he adds)

" is, that the last leaf of the original Gospel was torn away"

The italics in this conjecture (which was originally Gries-

bach's) are not mine. The internal evidence (declares the

same learned writer) " preponderates vastly against the au-

thorship of Mark ;" or (as he elsewhere expresses it) against

"its genuineness as a work of the Evangelist." Accord-

ingly, in his Prolegomena, (p. 38) he describes it as " the

remarhahle fragment at the end of the Gospel." After this,

we are the less astonished to find that he closes the second

Goi^pel at ver. 8 ; introduces the Subscription there ; and en-

closes the twelve verses which follow within heavy brackets.

Thus, whereas from the daj^s of our illustrious countryman

I In his first edition (1848, vol. i. p. 163) Dr. Davidson pronounced it " mani-

festly untenable" tliat S.Mark's Gospel was the last written; and assigned

A.D. G4 as " its most probable" date. In his second (1868, vol. ii. p. 117), he

says:—"When we consider that Ihe Oospel was not written till the second

centurtf, internal evidence loses much of its force against the authenticity of

tliese verses."

—

Introdvdion to N. T.



IT.] Thomson, Green, Norton, Westcott, Meyer. 13

Mill (1707), the editors of the N. T. have either been silent

on the subject, or else have whispered only that this section

of the Gospel is to be received with less of confidence than

the rest,—it has been reserved for the present century to

convert the ancient suspicions into actual charges. The

latest to enter the field have been the first to execute Gries-

bach's adverse sentence pronounced fifty years ago, and to

load the blessed Evangelist with bonds.

It might have been foreseen that when Critics so con-

spicuous permit themselves thus to handle the precious

deposit, others would take courage to hurl their thunder-

bolts in the same direction with the less concern. " It is

probable," (says Abp. Thomson in the Bible Dictionary,)

" that this section is from a difierent hand, and was annexed

to the Gospels soon after the times of the Apostles '"."—The

Rev. T. S. Green", (an able scholar, never to be mentioned

without respect,) considers that " the hypothesis of very

early interpolation satisfies the body of facts in evidence,"

—

which "point unmistakably in the direction of a spurious

origin."—"In respect of Mark's Gospel," (writes Professor

Norton in a recent work on the Genuineness of the Gospels,)

" there is ground for believing that the last twelve verses

were not written by the Evangelist, but were added by some

other writer to supply a short conclusion to the work, which

some cause had prevented the author from completing"."

—

Professor Westcott—who, jointly with the Rev. F. J. A. Hort,

announces a revised Text—assures us that "the original

text, from whatever cause it may have happened, terminated

abruptly after the account of the Angelic vision." The rest

" was added at another time, and probablj^ by another hand."
" It is in vain to speculate on the causes of this abrupt

close." " The remaining verses cannot be regarded as part

of the original narrative of S. Mark p."—Meyer insists that

this is an "apocryphal fragment," and reproduces all the

arguments, external and internal, which have ever been

" Vol. ii. p. 239. " Developed CrHivlsm, [1857], p. 53.

" Ed. 1847, i. p. 17. He recoinoaeuds this view to his reader's iicceptauce

in five pages,—pp. 216 to 221.

P Introduction to the Studi/ of the Gospels, p. 311.
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arrayed against it, without a particle of misgiving. The

"note" with which he takes leave of the subject is even

insolent^. A comparison (he says) of these "fragments"

(ver. 9—18 and 19) with the parallel places in the other

Gospels and in the Acts, shews how vacillating and various

were the Apostolical traditions concerning the appearances

of our Lord after His Resurrection, and concerning His

Ascension. ("Hast thou killed, and also taken possession?")

Such, then, is the hostile verdict concerning these last

twelve verses which I venture to dispute, and which I trust

I shall live to see reversed. The writers above cited will be

found to rely (1.) on the external evidence of certain ancient

MSS. ; and (2.) on Scholia which state " that the more

ancient and accurate copies terminated the Gospel at ver. 8."

(3.) They assure us that this is confirmed by a formidable

array of Patristic authorities. (4.) Internal proof is declared

not to be wanting. Certain incoherences and inaccuracies

are pointed out. In fine, "the phraseology and style of

the section" are declared to be "unfavourable to its au-

thenticity ;" not a few of the words and expressions being

" foreign to the diction of Mark."—I propose to shew that

all these confident and imposing statements are to a great

extent either mistakes or exaggerations, and that the slender

residuum of fact is about as powerless to achieve the purpose

of the critics as were the seven green withs of the Philistines

to bind Samson.

In order to exhibit successfully what I have to oficr on

this subject, I find it necessary to begin (in the next chapter)

at the very beginning. I think it right, however, in this

place to premise a few plaiti considerations which will be of

use to us throughout all our subsequent inquiry ; and which

indeed we shall never be able to afford to lose sight of

for long.

The question at issue being simply this,—Whether it is

reasonable to suspect that the last twelve verses of S. ]\lark

are a spurious accretion and unauthorized supplement to his

Gospel, or not ?—the whole of our business clearly resolves

itself into an examination of what has been urged in proof

1 Critical and Exegetical Commentai~y, 1855, 8vo. pp. 182, 186—92.
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that the former alternative is the correct one. Our oppo-

nents maintain that these verses did not form part of the

original autograph of the Evangelist. But it is a known
rule in the Law of Evidence that the burthen ofproof lies on

the party who asserts the affirmative of the issue "". We have

therefore to ascertain in the present instance what the sup-

posed proof is exactly worth ; remembering always that in

this subject-matter a high degree of probability is the only

kind of proof which is attainable. When, for example, it is

contended that the famous words in S. John's first Epistle

(1 S. John V. 7, 8,) are not to be regarded as genuine, the

fact that they are away from almost every known Codex

is accepted as a proof that they were also away from the

autograph of the Evangelist. On far less weighty evidence,

in fact, we are at all times prepared to yield the hearty

assent of our understanding in this department of sacred

science.

And yet, it will be found that evidence of overwhelming

weight, if not of an entirely difierent kind, is required in

the present instance : as I proceed to explain.

1. When it is contended that our Lord's reply to the

young ruler (S. Matt. xix. 17) was not Tl /xe Xeyeis dyaOov

;

ovSels ar/aOos, el fir] eh, 6 ©eos,—it is at the same time in-

sisted that if was Tl fie ipwras irepl tov dyaOov ; els earlv

6 dyaOus. It is proposed to omit the former words only be-

cause an alternative clause is at hand, which it is proposed

to substitute in its room.

2. Again. When it is claimed that some given passage

of the Textus Receptus,— S. Mark xv. 28, for example,

{koI eifKripoLiOri rj jpacjirj rj \eyovaa, Kal fierd dv6fiv>v iXo-

ylaOr],) or the Doxology in S. Matth. vi. 13,—is spurious,

all that is pretended is that certain words are an unautho-

rized addition to the inspired text ; and that by simply

omitting them we are so far restoring the Gospel to its

original integrity.—The same is to be said concerning every

other charge of interpolation which can be named. If the

celebrated "pericopa de adultera," for instance, be indeed

* In the Roman law this principle is thus expressed,—" Ei iucumbit pro-

batio qui dicit, non qui negat." Taylor on the Law ofEvidence, 1868, i. p. 369.
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not genuine, we have but to leave out those twelve verses

of S. John's Gospel, and to read chap. vii. 52 in close sequence

with chap. viii. 12 ; and we are assured that we are put in

possession of the text as it came from the hands of its in-

spired Author. Nor, (it must be admitted), is any difficulty

whatever occasioned thereby ; for there is no reason assign-

able why the two last-named verses should not cohere
;
(there

is no internal improbability, I mean, in the supposition
;)

neither does there exist any a priori reason why a consider-

able portion of narrative should be looked for in that par-

ticular part of the Gospel.

3. But the case is altogether different, as all must see,

when it is proposed to get rid of the twelve verses which

for 1700 years and upwards have formed the conclusion of

S. Mark's Gospel ; no alternative conclusion being proposed

to our acceptance. For let it be only observed what this

proposal practically amounts to and means.

(a.) And first, it does not mean that S. Mark himself, vnth.

design, brought his Gospel to a close at the words i<^o^ovvTO

<yup. That supposition would in fact be irrational. It does

not mean, I say, that by simply leaving out those last

twelve verses we shall be restoring the second Gospel to its

original integrity. And this it is which makes the present

a different case from every other, and necessitates a fuller,

if not a different kind of proof

[b.) What then ? It means that although an abrupt and

impossible termination would confessedly be the result of

omitting verses 9—20, no nearer approximation to the ori-

ginal autograph of the Evangelist is at present attainable.

Whether S. Murk was interrupted before he could finish his

Gospel,— (as Dr. Tregelles and Professor Norton suggest;)

—

in which case it will have been published by its Author

in an unfinished state : or whether " the last leaf was torn

away" before a single copy of the original could be pro-

cured,— (a view which is found to have recommended itself

to Griesbach ;)—in which case it will have once had a dif-

ferent termination from at present ; which termination how-

ever, by the hypothesis, has since been irrecoverably lost ;

—

(and to one of tliesc two wild hyjiotheses the critics are
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logically reduced ;)

—

this we are not certainly told. Tlie

critics are only agreed in assuming that S. Mark's Gospel

was at first without the verses which at 'present conclude it.

But this assumption, (that a work which has been held

to be a complete work for seventeen centuries and upwards

was originally incomplete,) of course requiies proof. The

foregoing improbable theories, based on a gratuitous assump-

tion, are confronted in limine with a formidable obstacle

which must be absolutely got rid of before they can be

thought entitled to a serious hearing. It is a familiar and

a fatal circumstance that the Gospel of S. Mark has been

furnished with its present termination ever since the second

century of the Christian sera ^ In default, therefore, of dis-

tinct historical evidence or definite documentary proof that

at some earlier period than that it terminated abruptly, no-

thing short of the utter unfitness of the verses which at pre-

sent conclude S. Mark's Gospel to be regarded as the work

of the Evangelist, would warrant us in assuming that they

are the spurious accretion of the post-apostolic age : and as

such, at the end of eighteen centuries, to be deliberately

rejected. "We must absolutely be furnished, I say, with in-

ternal evidence of the most unequivocal character; or else

with external testimony of a direct and definite kind, if we

are to admit that the actual conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel

is an unauthorized substitute for something quite difierent

that has been lost. I can only imagine one other thing

which could induce us to entertain such an opinion ; and

that would be the general consent of MSS., Fathers, and

Versions in leaving these verses out. Else, it is evident

that we are logically forced to adopt the far easier supposi-

tion that {iiiot S. Mark, but) some copyist of the third century i

left a copy of S.Mark's Gospel unfinished ; which unfinished I V
copy became the fontal source of the mutilated copies which \

have come down to our own times *.

^ This is freely allowed by all. " Certiores facti sumus banc pericopam jam

in secundo sseculo lectam fuisse tanquam hujus evangelii partem." Tregelles

iVr. r. p.214.

' This in fact is how Bengel (N. T. p. 526) accounts for the phenomenon :

—

" Fieri potuit ut librarius, scripto versa 8, reliquam partem scribere differret,

C
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I have thought it right to explain the matter thus fully

at the outset; not in order to prejudge the question, (for

that could answer no good purpose,) but only in order that

the reader may have clearly set before him the real nature

of the issue. "Is it reasonable to suspect that the conclud-

ing verses of S. Mark are a spurious accretion and unautho-

rized supplement to his Gospel, or not?" That is the ques-

tion which we have to consider,—the one question. And
while I proceed to pass under careful review all the evidence

on this subject with which I am acquainted, I shall be again

and again obliged to direct the attention of my reader to its

bearing on the real point at issue. In other words, we shall

J

have again and again to ask ourselves, how far it is rendered

probable by each fresh article of evidence that S. Mark's

\ Gospel, when it left the hands of its inspired Author, was an

/ unfinished work ; the last chapter ending abruptly at ver, 8 ?

I will only point out, before passing on, that the course

which has been adopted towards S. Mark xvi. 9—20, by the

latest Editors of the New Testament, is simply illogical.

Either they regard these verses as possihiij genuine, or else

as certainhj spurious. If they entertain (as they say they

do) a decided opinion that they are not genuine, they ought

(if they would be consistent) to banish them from the text ".

Conversely, since they do not banish them from the text, they

have no right to pass a fatal sentence upon them ; to desig-

nate their author as " pseudo-Marcus ;" to handle them in

contemptuous fashion. The plain truth is, these learned men
are better than their theory ; the worthlessness of which they

are made to feel in the present most conspicuous instance.

It reduces them to perplexity. It has landed them in in-

consistency and error.—They will find it necessary in the

end to reverse their convictions. They cannot too speedily

reconsider their verdict, and retrace their steps.

et id exemplar, casu non perfectum, alii quasi perfectum scquereiitur, pracser-

tim quum ea pars cum reli(ju4 historia evangelicjl minus coiigruere videretur."

" It is thus that Tischendurf treats S. Luke xxiv. 12, and (in his latest edi-

tion) S. John xxi. 25,



CHAPTER III.

THE EAELY FATHERS APPEALED TO, AND OBSERVED
TO BEAR FAVOURABLE WITNESS.

Patristic evidence sometimes the most important of any (p. 20).

—

The

importance of such evidence explained (p. 21).

—

Nineteen Patristic

witnesses to these Verses, produced (p. 23).

—

Summary (p. 30).

The present inquiry must be conducted solely on grounds

of Evidence, external and internal. For the full considera-

tion of the former, seven Chapters will be necessary °-
: for

a discussion of the latter, one seventh of that space will

suffice^. "We have first to ascertain whether the external

testimony concerning S. Mark xvi. 9—20 is of such a nature

as to constrain us to admit that it is highly probable that

those twelve verses are a spurious appendix to S. Mark's

Gospel.

1. It is well known that for determining the Text of the

New Testament, we are dependent on three chief sources of

information: viz. (1.) on Manuscripts,— (2.) on "Versions,—
(3.) on Fathers. And it is even self-evident that the most

ancient MSS.,—the earliest "Versions,—the oldest of the Fa-

thers, will probably be in every instance the most trust-

worthy witnesses.

2. Further, it is obvious that a really ancient Codex of

the Gospels must needs supply more valuable critical help

in establishing the precise Text of Scripture than can pos-

sibly be rendered by any Translation, however faithful:

while Patristic citations are on the whole a less decisive

authority, even than Versions. The reasons are chiefly

these :— {a.) Fathers often quote Scripture loosely, if not

licentiously ; and sometimes allude only when they seem to

quote, (b.) They appear to have too often depended on their

memory, and sometimes are demonstrably loose and inac-

• Chap. III.—VIII., also Chap. X. ^ Chap. IX,

c2
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curate in their citations ; the same Father being observed

to quote the same place in different ways, (c.) Copyists and

Editors may not be altogether depended upon for the exact

form of such supposed quotations. Thus the evidence of

Fathers must always be to some extent precarious.

3. On the other hand, it cannot be too plainly pointed

out that when,—instead of certifying ourselves of the actual

words employed by an Evangelist, their precise form and

exact sequence,— our object is only to ascertain whether

a considerable passage of Scripture is genuine or not ; is to

be rejected or retained ; was known or was not known in the

earliest; ages of the Church ; then, instead of supplying the

least important evidence, Fathers become by far the most

valuable witnesses of all. This entire subject may be con-

veniently illustrated by an appeal to the problem before us.

4. Of course, if we possessed copies of the Gospels coeval

with their authors, nothing could compete with such evi-

dence. But then unhappily nothing of the kind is the case.

The facts admit of being stated within the compass of a few

lines. We have one Codex (the Vatican, B) which is thought

to belong to the first half of the iv'*" century ; and another,

the newly discovered Codex Sinaiticus, (at St. Petersburg, w)

which is certainly not quite so old,—perhaps by 50 years.

Next come two famous codices ; the Alexandrine (in the

British Museum, A) and the Codex Ephraemi (in the Paris

Library, C), which are probably from 50 to 100 years more

recent still. The Codex Bezae (at Cambridge, D) is con-

sidered by competent judges to be the depository of a re-

cension of the text as ancient as any of the others. Not-

withstanding its strangely depraved condition therefore,

—

the many " monstra potius quara variae lectiones" which it

contains,— it may be reckoned with the preceding four,

though it must be 50 or 100 years later than the latest of

them. After this, we drop down, (as far as S. Mark is con-

cerned,) to 2 uncial MSS, of the viii*^ century,—7 of the

ix*'S—4 of the ix"' or x"» *^, while cursives of the \\^^ and xii'''

= Viz. E, L, [viii] : K, M, V, r. A, A Oiuairc), n (Tiscli. ed. 8va.) [ix] :

G, X, S, U [ix, x]. The following uncials are defective here,

—

¥ (ver. 9—19),

II (ver. 9—14), I, N, O, P, Q, R, T, W, Y, Z.
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centuries are very numerous indeed,—the copies increasing

in number in a rapid ratio as we descend the stream of Time.

Our primitive manuscript witnesses, therefore, are but Jive

in number at the utmost. And of these it has never been

pretended that the oldest is to be referred to an earlier date

than the beginning of the iv*^ century, while it is thought

by competent judges that the last named may very possibly

have been written quite late in the vi*^.

5. Are we then reduced to this fourfold, (or at most five-

fold,) evidence concerning the text of the Gospels,—on evi-

dence of not quite certain date, and yet (as we all believe) not

reaching further back than to the iv*^ century of our sera ?

Certainly not. Here, Fathers come to our aid. There are

perhaps as many as an hundred Ecclesiastical Writers older

than the oldest extant Codex of the N. T. : while between

A.D. 300 and a.d. 600, (within which limits our five oldest

MSS. may be considered certainly to fall,) there exist about

two hundred Fathers more. True, that many of these have

left wondrous little behind them ; and that the quotations

from Holy Scripture of the greater part may justly be de-

scribed as rare and unsatisfactory. But what then ? From
the three hundred, make a liberal reduction ; and an hun-

dred writers will remain who freqiientJy quote the New
Testament, and who, when they do quote it, are probably

as trustworthy witnesses to the Truth of Scripture as either

Cod, N or Cod. B. "We have indeed heard a great deal too

much of the precariousness of this class of evidence : not

nearly enough of the gross inaccuracies which disfigure the

text of those two Codices. Quite surprising is it to discover

to what an extent Patristic quotations from the New Testa-

ment have evidently retained their exact original form.

What we chiefly desiderate at this time is a more careful

revision of the text of the Fathers, and more skilfully

elaborated indices of the works of each : not one of them

having been hitherto satisfactorily indexed. It would be

easy to demonstrate the importance of bestowing far more

attention on this subject than it seems to have hitherto

enjoyed : but I shall content myself with citing a single

instance ; and for this, (in order not to distract the reader's
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attention), I shall refer him to the Appendix^. "What is at

least beyond the limits of controversy, whenever the genuine-

ness of a considerahk passage of Scripture is the point in dis-

pute, the testimony of Fathers who undoubtedly recognise

that passage, is beyond comparison the most valuable testi-

mony we can enjoy,

6. For let it be only considered what is implied by

a Patristic appeal to the Gospel, It amounts to this :

—

that a conspicuous personage, probably a Bishop of the

Church,—one, therefore, whose history, date, place, are all

more or less matter of notoriety,—gives us his written assur-

ance that the passage in question was found in that copy of

the Gospels which he was accustomed himself to employ

;

the uncial codex, (it has long since perished) which belonged to

himself, or to the Church which he served. It is evident, in

short, that any objection to quotations from Scripture in the

writings of the ancient Fathers can only apply to the form

of those quotations ; not to their substance. It is just as

certain that a verse of Scripture was actually read by the

Father who unmistakedly refers to it, as if we had read it

with him ; even though the gravest doubts may be enter-

tained as to the * ipsissima verba' which were found in his

own particular copy. He may have trusted to his memory

:

or copyists may have taken liberties with his writings : or

editors may have misrepresented what they found in the

written copies. The form of the quoted verse, I repeat, may

have suffered almost to any extent. The substance, on the

contrary, inasmuch as it lay wholly beyond their province,

may be looked upon as an indisputable /f/c^.

7. Some such preliminary remarks, (never out of place

when quotations from the Fathers are to be considered,)

cannot well be withheld when the most venerable Ecclesi-

astical writings are appealed to. The earliest of the Fathers

are observed to quote with singular licence,—to allude rather

than to quote. Strange to relate, those ancient men seem

scarcely to have been aware of the grave responsibility they

incurred when they substituted expressions of their own for

the utterances of the Spirit. It is evidently not so much
' See Appendix (A), on the true reading of S. Luke ii. 14.
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that their memory is in fault, as their judgment,—in that

they evidently hold themselves at liberty to paraphrase, to

recast, to reconstruct ^.

I. Thus, it is impossible to resist the inference that Papias

refers to S. Mark xvi. 18 when he records a marvellous

tradition concerning " Justus surnaraed Barsabas," " how
that after drinking noxious poison, through the Lord's grace

he experienced no evil consequenceV He does not give

the words of the Evangelist. It is even surprising how com-

pletely he passes them by ; and yet the allusion to the place

just cited is manifest. Now, Papias is a writer who lived so

near the time of the Apostles that he made it his delight

to collect their traditional sayings. His date (according to

Clinton) is a.d. 100.

II. Justin Martyr, the date of whose first Apology is

A.D. 151, is observed to say concerning the Apostles that,

after our Lord's Ascension,

—

i^eXOovres 'iravra'xpv eKrjpv-

^av ^ : which is nothing else but a quotation from the last

verse of S. Mark's Gospel,

—

i/celvoL Se i^e\66vTe<; eKrjpv^av

TravTU'x^ov. And thus it is found that the conclusion of

S. Mark's Gospel was familiarly known within fifty years

of the death of the last of the Evangelists.

III. "When Iren^^us, in his third Book against Heresies,

deliberately quotes and remarks upon the 19th verse of the

last chapter of S. Mark's Gospel ^ we are put in possession of

• Consider how Ignatius (ad Smyrn., c. 3) quotes S. Luke xxiv. 39 ; and

how he refers to S. John xii. 3 in his Ep. ad Ephes. c. 17.

' 'icTToper [se. naTrfoy] 'inpov irapdSo^ou irepl 'lovarov rhv eiriK\r)dft>Ta Bap<ra-

fiav y^yovhs,—evidently a slip of the pen for Baparafiav rhv i-iriKXri64vTa 'Iovcttov

(see Acts i. 23, quoted by Eusebius immediately afterwards,)—is Sr)\T]T7]ptov

(papfxcLKOv ifx.Tn6fros /col fiTiSev dri5es Sia ttjv rov Kvplov x"P"' viro/Aelvai'Tos.

Euseb. Sist. Eccl. iii. 39.

s Apol. I. c. 45.—The supposed quotations in c. 9 from the Fragment De
Resurrectione (Westcott and others) are clearly references to S.Lxike xxiv.,

—

not to S. Mark xvi.

h lib. iii. c. X. ad fin. (ed. Stieren, i. p. 462). "In fine autem Evangelii ait

Marcus, et quidem Dominus Jesus, postquam locutus est eis, receptus est in

caelos, et sedet ad dexteram Dei." Accordingly, against S. Mark xvi. 19 in

Harl. MS. 5647 (= Evan. 72) occurs the follomng marginal scholium, which

Cramer has already published :—Eiprj^oToj 6 twv *AiroaT6\a>v nXy)(riov, iv r<p

irphs Tos alpeffeis y' \6y(f rovro avrjueyKtv rh ^r^rbv Sis MdpK<f> (Iprjfiiivov.

s
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the certain fact that the entire passage now under consi-

deration was extant in a copy of the Gospels which was

used by the Bishop of the Church of Lyons sometime about

the year a.d. 180, and which therefore cannot possibly have

been written much more than a hundred years after the

date of the Evangelist himself: while it mcii/ have been

written by a contemporary of S. Mark, and probably tvas

written by one who lived immediately after his time.—Who
sees not that this single piece of evidence is in itself suffi-

cient to outweigh the testimony of any codex extant ? It is

in fact a mere trifling with words to distinguish between

"Manuscript" and "Patristic" testimony in a case like

this : for (as I have already explained) the passage quoted

from S. Mark's Gospel by Irenaeus is to all intents and pur-

poses a fragment from a dated mamcscript ; and that MS.,

demonstrably older by at least one hundred and fifty years

than the oldest copy of the Gospels which has come down
to our times.

IV. Take another proof that these concluding verses of

S. Mark were in the second century accounted an integral

part of his Gospel. Hippolytus, Bishop of Portus near

Rome (190—227), a contemporar}' of Irenaeus, quotes the

17th and 18th verses in his fragment Ilepl XapLo-fxaTcovK

' First published as his by Fabricius (vol. i. 245.) Its authorship has never

been disputed. In the enumeration of the works of Hippolytus (inscribed on the

chair of his marble effigy in the Lateran Museum at Rome) is read,—OEPI

XAPISMATHN ; and by that name the fragment in question is actually de-

signated in the third chapter of the (so called) "Apostolical Constitutions,"

{to, /xev oZv TTpuira rov \6yov f^eOefj-fda TTfpl tSiv Xapicr^iaTcoi/, /c.t.A.),— in

which singular monument of Antiquity the fragment itself is also found. It

is in fact nothing else but the first two chapters of the " Apostolical Consti-

tutions;" of which the iv"" chapter is also claimed for Hippolytus, (though

with evidently far less reason,) and as such appears in the last edition of the

Father's collected works, (Sippolt/ti Romani quae feruntur omnia &rcBce,

ed. Lagarde, 1858,)—p. 74.

The work thus assigned to Hippolytus, (evidently on the strength of the

heading,

—

Aiard^eis ruv avTwv ayloof 'AirotrrjAwj' irepl x^^pofoviui/, Bih 'Itttto-

\6tov,) is part of the " Octateuchus Clementinus," concerning which Lagarde

has several remarks in the preface to his lieliquia Juris Ucclesiastici Antiquis-

sima, 1856. The composition in question extends from p. 5 to p. 18 of the

last-named publication. The exact correspondence between the " Octateuchus

Clementinus " and the I'seudo-Apostolical Constitutions will be found to ex-
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Also in his Homily on the heresy of Noetus"^, Hippolytus

has a plain reference to this section of S. Mark's Gospel.

To an inattentive reader, the passage alluded to might seem

to be only the fragment of a Creed ; but this is not the

case. In the Creeds, Christ is invariahty spoken of as

aveXdovra : in the Scriptures, invariahhj as dvaXr](f)devTa ^

So that when Hippolytus says of Him, dvaXafx^dverac et?

ovpavoij'i Kol Ik, Se^tcov Uarpos Kadl^erat, the reference must

needs be to S. Mark xvi. 19.

V. At the Seventh Council of Carthage held under

Cyprian, a.d. 256, (on the baptizing of Heretics,) Vincen-

tius. Bishop of Thibari, (a place not far from Carthage,) in

the presence of the eightj'-seven assembled African bishops,

quoted two of the verses under consideration ^ ; and Augus-

tine, about a century and a half later, in his reply, recited

the words afresh '^.

YI. The Apocryphal Acta Pilati (sometimes called the

"Gospel of Nicodemus") Tischendorf assigns without hesi-

tation to the iii""*^ century ; whether rightly or wrongly

I have no means of ascertaining. It is at all events a very

ancient forgery, and it contains the 15th, 16th, 17th and

18th verses of this chapter *',

VII. This is probably the right place to mention that ver.

15 is clearly alluded to in two places of the (so-called) " Apo-

stolical Constitutions p ;" and that verse 16 is quoted (with

tend no further than the smgle chapter (the iv"") specified in the text. In

the meantime the fragment wepl ;^opt(ryu<£Ta);' (containing S, Mark xvi- 17, 18,)

is identical throughout. It forms the first article in Lagarde's ReliquicB, ex-

tending from p. 1 to p. 4, and is there headed At5ao-/caAta twv ayiaiv 'ATro(rr6\(DU

irepl )(api(Tfj.aT<ov.

^ Ad Jin. See Routh's Opuscula, i. p. 80.

' For which reason I cordially subscribe to Tischendorf's remark (ed. 8va.

p. 407), " Quod idem [Justinus] Christum a.ve\T]\vd6Ta eh rovs ovpivovs dicit,

[_Ajpol. I. c. 50 ?] minus valet."

" " In nomine meo manum imponite, daemonia expellite," (Cyprian 0pp.

p. 237 \_Reliqq. Sacr. iii. p. 124,] quoting S. Mark xvi. 17, 18,)

—

"In nomine

meo daemonia ejicient .... super egrotos manus imponent et bene habebunt,"

" Responsa ad Episcopos, c. 44, (Reliqq. v. 248.)

° Evangelia Apocrypha, ed. Tischendorf, 1853, pp. 243 and 851: also

Proleg. p. Ivi.

•* In I. vii. c. 7 {ad fin.),
—Xa&6vTfS ivroX^v Trap' avTov Krjpv^at rh evayy4\top
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no variety of reading from the Textns receptus °) in an earlier

part of the same ancient work. The "Constitutions'* are

assigned to the iii^'^ or the iv*"* century ^

VIII and IX. It will be shewn in Chapter Y. that Euse-

Bius, the Ecclesiastical Historian, was profoundly well ac-

quainted with these verses. He discusses them largely, and

(as I shall prove in the chapter referred to) was by no means

disposed to question their genuineness. His Church History

was published a.d. 325.

Marinus also, (whoever that individual may have been,)

a contemporary of Eusebius,—inasmuch as he is introduced

to our notice by Eusebius himself as asking a question con-

cerning the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel without

a trace of misgiving as to the genuineness of that about

which he inquires,—is a competent witness in their favor

who has hitherto been overlooked in this discussion.

X. Tischendorf and his followers state that Jacobus Nisi-

benus quotes these verses. For " Jacobus Nisibenus" read

" Aphraates the Persian Sage," and the statement will be

correct. The history of the mistake is curious.

Jerome, in his Catalogue of Ecclesiastical writers, makes

no mention of Jacob of Nisibis,—a famous Syrian Bishop

who was present at the Council of Nicsea, a.d. 325. Gen-

nadius of Marseille, (who carried on Jerome's list to the

year 495) asserts that the reason of this omission was Je-

rome's ignorance of the Syriac language; and explains that

Jacob was the author of twenty-two Syriac Homilies'. Of

these, there exists a very ancient Armenian translation
;

which was accordingly edited as the work of Jacobus Nisi-

benus with a Latin version, at Rome, in 1756. Gallandius

reprinted both the Armenian and the Latin ; and to Gallan-

dius (vol. V.) we are referred whenever " Jacobus Nisibenus"

is quoted.

(Is '6Xov rhv K'Safiov : and in I. viii. c. 1,

—

T^tuv rots i.iroffr6\ois /j-eWovai rb

fvayYeKiov KarayytWeiv Trocrfj -rfj KTifffi. Observe, this immediately follows

the quotation of verses 17, 18.

'• Lifj. vi. c. 15.—The quotation (at the beginning of lib. viii.) of the 17th

and 18th verses, has been already noticed in its proper place. Supra, p. 24.

' Scrivener's Introduction, p. 421.

• Apud Hieron. 0pp. ed. Vallars., ii. 951-4.
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But the proposed attribution of the Homilies in question,

—though it has been acquiesced in for nearly 1400 years,

—

is incorrect. Quite lately the Syriac originals have come to

light, and they prove to be the work of Aphraates, "the
Persian Sage,^'—a Bishop, and the earliest known Father of

the Syrian Church. In the first Ilomil}^ (which bears date

A.D. 337), verses 16, 17, 18 of S. Mark xvi. are quoted *,

—

yet not from the version known as the Curetonian Syriac,

nor yet from the Peshito exactly ^.—Here, then, is another

wholly independent witness to the last twelve verses of

S. Mark, coeval certainly with the two oldest copies of the

Gospel extant,—B and S.

XI. Ambrose, Archbishop of Milan (a.d. 374—397) freely

quotes this portion of the Gospel,—citing ver. 15 four

times : verses 16, 17 and 18, each three times : ver. 20,

once ^.

XII. The testimony of Chrysostom (a.d. 400) has been

all but overlooked. In part of a Homily claimed for him
by his Benedictine Editors, he points out that S. Luke
alone of the Evangelists describes the Ascension : S. Mat-

thew and S. John not speaking of it,—S. Mark recording

the event only. Then he quotes verses 19, 20. "This"

(he adds) "is the end of the Gospel. Mark makes no ex-

tended mention of the Ascension y." Elsewhere he has an

unmistakable reference to S. Mark xvi. 9 ^.

XIII. Jerome, on a point like this, is entitled to more

attention than any other Father of the Church. Living

at a very early period, (for he was born in 331 and died in

420,)— endowed with extraordinary Biblical learning, —
a man of excellent judgment,—and a professed Editor of

' See Dr. Wright's ed. of " Aphraates," (4«°. 1869,) i. p. 21. I am entirely

indebted to the learned Editor's Preface for the information in the text.

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

» Vol. i. 796 E and vol. ii. 461 D quote ver. 15 : 1429 B quotes ver. 15 and

16 : vol. ii. 663 B, C quotes ver. 15 to 18. Vol. i. 127 A quotes ver. 16 to 18.

Vol. i. 639 E and vol. ii. 400 A quote ver. 17, 18. Vol. i. 716 A quotes

ver. 20.

y 0pp. iii. 765 A, B.

* Kal fi))v rh evayyeXiov TOvvavTiov \4y(i, '6ti rp Mapla TtpuTti [^cpflrj],

Chrys. 0pp. x. 355 B.
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the New Testament, for the execution of which task he

enjoyed extraordinary facilities, — his testimony is most

weighty. Not unaware am I that Jerome is commonly
supposed to be a witness on the opposite side : concerning

which mistake I shall have to speak largely in Chapter V,

But it ought to be enough to point out that we should not

have met with these last twelve verses in the Vulgate, had

Jerome held them to be spurious ^. He familiarly quotes

the 9th verse in one place of his writings ^
; in another place

he makes the extraordinary statement that in certain of the

copies, (especially the Greek,) was found after ver. 14 the

reply of the eleven Apostles, when our Saviour " upbraided

them with their unbelief and hardness of heart, because

they believed not them which had seen Him after He was

risen '^." To discuss so weak and worthless a forgery,—no

trace of which is found in any MS. in existence, and of

which nothing whatever is known except what Jerome here

tells us,—would be to waste our time indeed. The fact re-

mains, however, that Jerome, besides giving these last twelve

verses a place in the Vulgate, quotes S. Mark xvi. 14, as

well as ver. 9, in the course of his writings.

XIV. It was to have been expected that Augustine would

quote these verses : but he more than quotes them. He
brings them forward again and again '^,—discusses them as

the work of S. Mark,—remarks that " in diebus Pascha-

libus," S. Mark's narrative of the Resurrection was publicly

» " Cogis " (he says to Pope Damasus) " ut post excmplaria Scripturarum

toto orbe dispersa quasi quidain arbiter sedeam j et quia inter se variant, quae

sint ilia quae cum Graeca consentiant veritate deceruain.—Haec praesens

praefatiuncula polHcetur quatuor Evangelia .... codicum Graecorum cmen-

data conlatione, sed et veterura."

b Vol. i. p. 327 C (ed. Vallars.)

* Contra Pelagianos, II. 15, (0pp. ii. 744-5) :
—" In qnibusdam exemplaribus

et maxime in Graecis codicibus, juxta Marciim in fine Evangelii scribitur

:

Po.slea quum accubuissent undecim, apparuit eis Jestis, et exprobravit incre-

dulitatem et duritiam cordis eorum, quia his qui viderant eum resurgentem,

non crediderunt. Et ilU satisfaciebant dicentes : ScBculum istttd iniqtiitatis

et incredulitatis substantia est, quae non sinit per immundos spiritus veram

Dei apprehendi virtutem : idcirco jam nunc revelajustitiam tuam."

•• e.g. ver. 12 in vol. ii. 515 C (Ep. 149) j Vol. v. 988 C—Verses 15, 16, in

vol. v. 391 E, 985 A : vol. x. 22 F.
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read in the Church ^. All this is noteworthy. Augustine

flourished a.d. 395—430.

XV. and XVI. Another very important testimony to the

genuineness of the concluding part of S. Mark's Gospel is

furnished by the unhesitating manner in which Nestorius,

the heresiarch, quotes ver. 20 ; and Cyktl of Alexandria.

accepts his quotation, adding a few words of his own *. Let

it be borne in mind that this is tantamount to the discovery

of two dated codices containing the last twelve verses of

S. Mark,—and that date anterior (it is impossible to say by

how many years) to a.d. 430.

XVII. Victor of Antioch, (concerning whom I shall

have to speak very largely in Chapter V.,) flourished about

A.D. 425. The critical testimony which he bears to the

genuineness of these verses is more emphatic than is to be

met with in the pages of any other ancient Father. It may
be characterized as the most conclusive testimony which it

was in his power to render.

XVIII. Hesychius of Jerusalem, by a singular oversight,

has been reckoned among the impugners of these verses.

He is on the contrary their eager advocate and champion.

It seems to have escaped observation that towards the close

of his "Homily on the Resurrection," (published in the

works of Gregory of Nyssa, and erroneously ascribed to

that Father,) Hesychius appeals to the 19th verse, and quotes

it as S. Mark's at length s. The date of Hesychius is un-

certain ; but he may, I suppose, be considered to belong to

the vi*^ centurj^ His evidence is discussed in Chapter V.

XIX. This list shall be brought to a close with a refer-

ence to the Synopsis Scripturae Sacrae,—an ancient work

« Vol. V. 997 F, 998 B, C.

' €^e\96vTes ydp, <pr]ffi, SieKripva-crov rhv \6yov iravTaxov. tov Kvpiov avvep-

yovvTos, KoX rhv \6yov fff^atovvros, Sta tSiv i-KaKoKovQrjaavToov ar\niiuv. Nesto-

rius c. Orthodoxos : (Cyril. Alexand. adv. Nestorian. 0pp. vol. vi. 46 B.) To

which, Cyril replies,— t?; Trap' ainov Swaarela xP'^f^^''^^' SieKTipvTTOVTO /col

elpyd^ovTO rds deoarifielas ot Qecriviaioi waflrjTai. {Ibid. D.) This quotation was

fii'st noticed by Matthaei {Enthym. Zig. i. 161.)

^ ofiolws Se Kol Th irapa i ijJ MdpK(p yiypafi^ivov 'O ^iv ovv Kvpios— e'/c Se^iuf

TOV &eov. Greg. Nyss, 0pp. iii. 415.
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ascribed to Athanasius'', but probably uot the production of

that Father. It is at all events of much older date than

any of the later uncials ; and it rehearses in detail the con-

tents of S. Mark xvi. 9—20 \

It would be easy to prolong this enumeration of Patristic

authorities ; as, by appealing to Gregentius in the vi*^ century,

and to Gregory the Great, and Modestus, patriarch of Con-

stantinople in the vii*"^ ;—to Ven. Bede and John Damascene

in the viii*^ ;—to Theophylact in the xi*'^ ;—to Euthymius

in the xii*^"^ : but I forbear. It would add no strength to ray

argument that I should by such evidence support it; as the

reader will admit when he has read my X*^ chapter.

It will be observed then that t/iree competent Patristic

witnesses of the ii"^*^ century,

—

-four of the iii'*^,

—

six of the

iv*,

—

four of the v*^,—and two (of uncertain date, but pro-

bably) of the vi*^,—have admitted their familiarity with

these " last Twelve Verses." Yet do they not belong to one

particular age, school, or country. They come, on the con-

trary, from every part of the ancient Church : Antioch and

'' Athanasii Ojyp. vol. ii. p. 181 F, 182 A. See the Prcefat., pp. vii., viii.

' In dismissing tins enumeration, let me be allowed to point out tliat there

must exist many more Patristic citations which I have overlooked. The neces-

sity one is under, on occasions like the present, of depending to a great extent

on "Indices," is fatal; so scandalously inaccm-ate is almost every Index of

Texts that can be named. To judge from the Index in Oehler's edition of

Tertullian, that Father quotes these twelve verses not less than eight times.

According to the Benedictine Index, Ambrose does not quote them so much

as once. Ambrose, nevertheless, quotes five of these verses no less than four-

teen times ; while Tertullian, as far as I am able to discover, does not quote

S. Mark xvi. 9—20 at all.

Again. One hoped that the Index of Texts in Dindorf's new Oxford ed. of

Clemens Alex, was going to remedy the sadly defective Index in Potter's ed.

But we are still exactly where we were. S. John i. 3 (or 4), so remarkably

quoted in vol. iii. 433, 1. 8 : S. John i. 18, 50, memorably represented in vol. iii.

412, 1. 26 : S. Mark i. 13, interestingly referred to in vol. iii. 455, lines 5, 6, 7 :

•—are nowhere noticed in the Index. The Voice from Heaven at our Savioub'S

Baptism,—a famous misquotation (vol. i. 145, 1. 14),—does not appear in the

Index of quotations from S.Matthew (iii. 17), S.Mark (i. 11), or S.Luke

(iii. 22.)

•* Gregentius apud Galland. xi. 653 E.—Greg. Mag. (llom. xxix. in Evang.)

—Modestus apud Photium cod. 275.—Johannis Damasceni 0pp. (ed. 1712)

vol. i. 608 E.—Bede, and Theophylact (who quotes all the verses) and Euthy-

mius in loc.
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Constantinople^—Hierapolis, Csesarea and Edessa,—Carthage,

Alexandria and Hippo,—Eome and Portus, And thus, up-

wards of nineteen early codexes have been to all intents and

purposes inspected for us in various lands by unprejudiced

witnesses,

—

seven of them at least of more ancient date than

the oldest copy of the Gospels extant.

I propose to recur to this subject for an instant when the

reader has been made acquainted with the decisive testimony

which ancient Versions supply. But the Versions deserve

a short Chapter to themselves.



CHAPTER IV.

THE EARLY VERSIONS EXAMINED, AND POUND TO YIELD
UNFALTERING TESTIMONY TO THE GENUINENESS OF
THESE VERSES.

The Peshito,—the Curetonian Syriac,—and the Recension of Thomas

of Hharkel (p. 33.)

—

The Vulgate (p. M)—and the Fetus Itala

(p. 35)

—

the Gothic (p. 35)

—

and the Egyptian Versions (p. 35).

—

Review of the Evidence up to this point, (p. 36).

It was declared at the outset that when we are seeking to

establish in detail the Text of the Gospels, the testimony

of Manuscripts is incomparably the most important of all.

To early Versions, the second place was assigned. To Pa-

tristic citations, the third. But it was explained that when-

ever (as here) the only question to be decided is whether

a considerable portion of Scripture be genuine or not, then.

Patristic references yield to no class of evidence in import-

ance. To which statement it must now be added that second

only to the testimony of Fathers on such occasions is to be

reckoned the evidence of the oldest of the Versions. The

reason is obvious, {a.) We know for the most part the ap-

proximate date of the principal ancient Versions of the New
Testament :

—

{h.) Each Version is represented by at least one

very ancient Codex :— and (c.) It may be safely assumed that

Translators were never dependant on a single copy of the

original Greek when they executed their several Transla-

tions. Proceed we now to ascertain what evidence the oldest

of the Versions bear concerning the concluding verses of

S. Mark^s Gospel : and first of all for the Syriac.

I. " Literary history," (says Mr. Scrivener,) " can hardly

afibrd a more powerful case than has been established for

the identity of the Version of the Syriac now called the

* PESHrro * with that used by the Eastern Church long be-

fore the great schism had its beginning, in the native land
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of the blessed Gospel." The Peshito is referred by common

consent to the ii"*^ century of our sera ; and is found to con-

tain the verses in question.

II. This, however, is not all. Within the last thirty years,

fragments of another very ancient Syriac translation of the

Gospels, (called from the name of its discoverer " The Cure-

TONiAN Syriac,") have come to light ^
: and in this transla-

tion also the verses in question are found ^. This frag-

mentary codex is referred by Cureton to the middle of the v''^

century. At what earlier date the Translation may have

been executed,—as well as how much older the original Greek

copy may have been which this translator employed,—can

of course only be conjectured. But it is clear that we are

listening to another truly primitive witness to the genuine-

ness of the text now under consideration;— a witness (like

the last) vastly more ancient than either the Vatican

Codex B, or the Sinaitic Codex s ; more ancient, therefore,

than any Greek copy of the Gospels in existence. "We shall

not be thought rash if we claim it for the iii^<^ century.

III. Even this, however, does not fully represent the sum
of the testimony which the Syriac language bears on this

subject. Philoxenus, Monophysite Bishop of Mabug (Hiera-

polis) in Eastern Syria, caused a revision of the Peshito

Syriac to be executed by his Chorepiscopus Polycarp, a.d.

508 ; and by the aid of three "^ approved and accurate Greek

manuscripts, this revised version of Polycarp was again re-

vised by Thomas of Hharkel, in the monastery of Antonia

at Alexandria, a.d. 616. The Hharklensian Revision, (com-

monly called the " Philoxenian,") is therefore an extra-

ordinary monument of ecclesiastical antiquity indeed : for,

being the Revision of a revised Translation of the New
Testament known to have been executed fiom MSS. which

must have been at least as old as the v*'^ century, it ex-

" Dr. Wriglit informs me (1871) that some more leaves of this Version have

just been recovered.

*" By a happy providence, one of the fragments contains the last four

verses.

•= In the margin, against S. Matth. xxviii. 5, Thomas writes,—" In tribus

codicihus Greeds, et in uno Syriaco antiquse versionis, non inventum est

nomen, ' Nazarenus.' "—Cf. ad xxvii. 35.—Adler's N. T. Verss. Syrr., p. 97.

D
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hibits the result of what may be called a collation of copies

made at a time when only four of our extant uncials were

in existence. Here, then, is a singularly important accumu-

lation of manuscript evidence on the subject of the verses

which of late years it has become the fashion to treat as

spurious. And yet, neither by Polycarp nor by Thomas

of Hharkel, are the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel

omitted ^.

To these, if I do not add the " Jerusalem version,"— (as

an independent Syriac translation of the Ecclesiastical Sec-

tions, perhaps of the v^'^ century, is called ®,)—it is because

our fourfold Syriac evidence is already abundantly sufficient.

In itself, it far outweighs in respect of antiquity anything

that can be shewn on the other side. Turn we next to the

Churches of the West.

IV. That Jerome, at the bidding of Pope Damasus (a.d.

382), was the author of that famous Latin version of the

Scriptures called The Yulgate, is known to all. It seems

scarcely possible to overestimate the critical importance of

such a work,—executed at such a time,—under such auspices,

—and by a man of so much learning and sagacity as Jerome.

"When it is considered that we are here presented with the

results of a careful examination of the best Greek Manu-

scripts to which a competent scholar had access in the

middle of the fourth century,—(and Jerome assures us that

'' That among the 437 various readings and marginal notes on the Gospels

relegated to the Philoxenian margin, should occur the worthless supplement

which is only found besides in Cod. L. (see ch. viii.)—is not at all surprising.

Of these 437 readings and notes, 91 are not found in White's Edition ; while

105 (the supplement in question being one of them) are found in White only.

This creates a suspicion that in part at least the Philoxenian margin must

exhibit traces of the assiduity of subsequent critics of the Syriac text. (So

Adler on S. Matth. xxvi. 40.) To understand the character of some of those

marginal notes and annotations, the reader has but to refer to Adler's learned

work, (pp. 79—134) and examine the notes on the following places :— S. Matth.

XV. 21 : XX. 28 ( = D) : xxvi. 7. S. Mk. i. IG : xii. 42. S. Lu. x. 17 (= B D) :

42 ( = B N L) : xi. 1 : 53. S. Jo. ii. 1 [3] (= S) : iii- 26 : vii. 39 (partly

= B) : X. 8, &c. &c.

" This work has at last been published in 2 vols. 4to., Verona, 1861-4,

under the following title :

—

Evangeliarium Hierosolymitanum ex Codice Vati-

cano Palaestino demprompsit, edidit, Latine vertit, Prolegomenis et Olossario

adornavit, Comes Fkanciscus Miniscalchi Ekizzo.
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lie consulted several,)—we learn to survey with diminislied

complacency our own slender stores (if indeed any at all

exist) of corresponding antiquity. It is needless to add

that the Yulgate contains the disputed verses : that from

no copy of this Version are they away. Now, in such

a matter as this, Jerome's testimony is very weighty indeed.

Y. The Vulgate, however, was but the revision of a much

older translation, generally known as the Vetus Itala.

This Old Latin, which is of African origin and of almost

Apostolic antiquity, (supposed of the ii'^'^ century,) conspires

with the Vulgate in the testimony which it bears to the

genuineness of the end of S. Mark's Gospel ^ :—an emphatic

witness that in the African province, from the earliest time,

no doubt whatever was entertained concerning the genuine-

ness of these last twelve verses.

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

version of the Gothic Bishop Ulphilas,

—

a.d. 350. Himself

a Cappadocian, Ulphilas probably derived his copies from

Asia Minor. His version is said to have been exposed to

certain corrupting influences ; but the unequivocal evidence

which it bears to the last verses of S. Mark is at least un-

impeachable, and must be regarded as important in the

highest degree^. The oldest extant copy of the Gothic of

Ulphilas is assigned to the v'^ or early in the vi^'^ century :

and the verses in question are there also met with.

VII. and VIII. The ancient Egyptian versions call next

for notice : their testimony being so exceedingly ancient

and respectable. The Memphitic, or dialect of Lower

Egypt, (less properly called the " Coptic" version), which

is assigned to the iv*^^ or v*^ century, contains S. Mark xvi.

9—20.—Fragments of the Thebaic, or dialect of Upper

Egypt, (a distinct version and of considerably earlier date,

' It does not sensibly detract from tho value of this evidence tbat one

ancient codex, the " Codex Bohbiensis" (k), which Tregelles describes as

" a revised text, in which the influence of ancient MSS. is discernible,"

\_Printed text, &c. p. 170.] and which therefore may not be cited in the present

controversy,—exhibits after ver. 8 a Latin translation of the spurious words

which are also found in Cod. L.

B " Quod Gothicum testimonium baud scio an critici satis aguoverint, vel

pro dignitate aestimaverint." Mai, Nova Fatt. Biil. iv. 256.

d2
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less properly called the " Sahidic,") survive in MSS. of

very nearly the same antiquity : and one of these frag-

ments happily contains the last verse of the Gospel accord-

ing to S. Mark. The Thebaic version is referred to the

iii*"^ century.

After this mass of evidence, it will be enough to record

concerning the Armenian version, that it yields inconstant

testimony : some of the MSS. ending at ver. 8 ; others

putting after these words the subscription, {evayyeXtov Kara

MdpKov,) and then giving the additional verses with a new

subscription : others going on without any break to the

end. This version may be as old as the v*^ century ; but

like the Ethiopic [iv—vii ?] and the Georgian [vi ?] it

comes to us in codices of comparatively recent date. All

this makes it impossible for us to care much for its testi-

mon)\ The two last-named versions, whatever their dis-

advantages may be, at least bear constant witness to the

genuineness of the verses in dispute.

1. And thus we are presented with a mass of additional

evidence, — so various, so weighty, so multitudinous, so

venerable,—in support of this disputed portion of the Gos-

pel, that it might well be deemed in itself decisive.

2. For these Versions do not so much shew what indi-

viduals held, as what Churches have believed and taught

concerning the sacred Text,—mighty Churches in Syria

and Mesopotamia, in Africa and Italy, in Palestine and

Egypt.

3. We may here, in fact, conveniently review the progress

which has been hitherto made in this investigation. And
in order to bar the door against dispute and cavil, let us

be content to waive the testimony of Papias as precarious,

and that of Justin Martyr as too fragmentary to be decisive.

Let us frankly admit that the citation of Vincentius d

Thibari at the vii*^' Carthaginian Council is sufficiently in-

exact to make it unsafe to build upon it. The "Acta Pi-

lati" and the " Apostolical Constitutions," since their date

is somewhat doubtful, shall be claimed for the iv*'' century

only, and not for the iii""''. And now, how will tlie evi-

dence stand for the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's Gospel ?
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[a) In the v**^ century, to which Codex A and Codex C
are referred, (for Codex D is certainly later,) at least three

famous Greeks and the most illustrious of the Latin Fathers,

—[four authorities in all,)—are observed to recognise these

verses.

{h) In the iv'^ century, (to which Codex B and Codex N

probably belong, five Greek writers, one Syriac, and two

Latin Fathers,—besides the Vulgate, Gothic and Mem-
phitic Versions,

—

[eleven authorities in all,)—testify to fami-

liar acquaintance with this portion of S. Mark^s Gospel.

(c) In the iii''^ century, (and by this time MS. evidence

•has entirely forsaken us,) we find Hippolytus, the Curetonian

Syriac, and the Thebaic Version, bearing plain testimony

that at that early period, in at least three distinct provinces

of primitive Christendom, no suspicion whatever attached

to these verses. Lastly,

—

{d) In the ii"^"^ century, Irenseus, the Peshito, and the

Italic Version as plainly attest that in Gaul, in Meso-

potamia and in the African province, the same verses

were unhesitatingly received within a century (more or

less) of the date of the inspired autograph of the Evan-

gelist himself.

4. Thus, we are in possession of the testimony of at least

six independent witnesses, of a date considerably anterior to

the earliest extant Codex of the Gospels. They are all of

the best class. They deliver themselves in the most un-

equivocal way. And their testimony to the genuineness of

these Verses is unfaltering.

5. It is clear that nothing short of direct adverse evidence

of the weightiest kind can sensibly afiect so formidable an

array of independent authorities as this. What must the

evidence be which shall set it entirely aside, and induce us

to believe, with the most recent editors of the inspired Text,

that the last chapter of S. Mark's Gospel, as it came from

the hands of its inspired author, ended abruptly at ver. 8 ?

The grounds for assuming that his " last Twelve Verses"

are spurious, shall be exhibited in the ensuing chapter.



CHAPTER V,

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

The mistahe concerning Gregory of Nyssa {p. 39).

—

The tm'scon-

ccption concerning Eusehius {p. 41).

—

The oversight concerning

Jerome {^p. 51);

—

also concerning Hesychius of Jerusalem, (or else

Severus of Antioch) (p. 51);— and concerning Victor of Aniioch

{p. 59).

It would naturally follow to shew that manuscript evi-

dence confirms the evidence of the ancient Fathers and .of

the early Versions of Scripture. But it will be more satis-

factory that I should proceed to examine without more

delay the testimony, which, (as it is alleged,) is borne by

a cloud of ancient Fathers against the last twelve verses of

I

S. Mark. " The absence of this portion from some, from

• many, or from most copies of his Gospel, or that it was not

! written by S. Mark himself," (says Dr. Tregelles,) " is at-

I

tested by Eusebius, Gregory of Nyssa, Victor of Antioch,

Severus of Antioch, Jerome, and by later writers, especially

Greeks'*." The same Fathers are appealed to by Dr. David-

. son, who adds to the list Euthymius ; and by Tischendorf and

Alford, who add the name of Hesychius of Jerusalem. They
also refer to " many ancient Scholia." " These verses

"

(says Tischendorf) "are not recognised by the sections of

Ammonius nor by the Canons of Eusebius : Epiphanius and

Ca)sarius bear witness to the fact**." "In the Catena) on

Mark" (proceeds Davidson) " the section is not explained.

Nor is there any trace of acquaintance with it on the part of

Clement of Rome or Clement of Alexandria ;"—a remark

which others have made also ; as if it were a surprising cir-

cumstance that Clement of Alexandria, who appears to have

no reference to the last chapter of S. Matthew's Gospel, should

• Account of Uie Printed Text, p. 247. '' Gr. Test. p. 322.
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be also without any reference to the last chapter of 8. Mark's :

as if, too, it were an extraordinary, thing that Clement of

Rome should have omitted to quote from the last chapter of

S.Mark, — seeing that the same Clement does not quote

from S. Mark's Gospel at all. . . . The alacrity displayed by

learned writers in accumulating hostile evidence, is certainly

worthy of a better cause. Strange, that their united industry

should have been attended with such very unequal success

when their object was to exhibit the evidence in favour of

the present portion of Scripture.

(1) Eusebius then, and (2) Jerome; (3) Gregory of Nyssa

and (4) Hesychius of Jerusalem
; (5) Severus of Antioch,

(6) Victor of Antioch, and (7) Euthymius :—Do the accom-

plished critics just quoted,—Doctors Tischendorf, Tregelles,

and Davidson, really mean to tell us that "it is attested" by

these seven Fathers that the concluding section of S. Mark's

Gospel "was not written by S. Mark himself?" Why, there

is not one of them who says so : while some of them say the

direct reverse. But let us go on. It is, I suppose, because

there are Twelve Verses to be demolished that the list is

further eked out with the names of (8) Ammonius, (9) Epi-

phanius, and (10) Csesarius,—to say nothing of (11) the

anonymous authors of Catenae, and (12) " later writers, es-

pecially Greeks."

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

be convenient in the first instance to call attention to the

evidence borne by,

Gregory of Nyssa.

This illustrious Father is represented as expressing himself

as follows in his second " Homily on the Resurrection '^ :"

—

" In the more accurate copies, the Gospel according to Mark
has its end at 'for they were afraid.' In some copies, how-

ever, this also is added,— ' Now when He was risen early the

first day of the week. He appeared first to Mary Magdalene,

out of whom He had cast seven devils.'

"

' 'Ec iifv Tols aHpifieffTepots avTLypd<pois rh Kara MdpKOv (vayyiXiov jwe'xpt

Tov icpo^ovvTo yap, ex^' '''^ Te\os. eV Se rtcri irpdcTKeiTat /coi TaCro ai/acrras Sh

irput irptinri aa^fidTuv (sic) 4(t>dvr] -rrpwTov Mapia, rp KayBa\T}v^ d</)' ^s CK/Se/SA^-

Kei tTTTa datfJL6i'ta. 0pp. (ed, 1638) iii. 4X1 B.
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That this testimony should have been so often appealed

to as proceeding from Gregory of Nyssa '^, is little to the

credit of modern scholarship. One would have supposed

that the gravity of the subject,—the importance of the issue,

—the sacredness of Scripture, down to its minutest jot and

tittle,—would have ensured extraordinary caution, and in-

duced every fresh assailant of so considerable a portion of

the Gospel to be very sure of his ground before reiterating

what his predecessors had delivered. And yet it is evident

that not one of the recent writers on the subject can have

investigated this matter for himself. It is only due to their

known ability to presume that had they taken ever so little

pains with the foregoing quotation, they would have found

out their mistake.

(1.) For, in the first place, the second " Homily on the

Resurrection" printed in the iii'^'^ volume of the works of

Gregory of Nyssa, (and which supplies the critics with

their quotation,) is, as every one may see who will take the

trouble to compare them, word for loord the same Homily

which Combefis in his " Novum Auctarium," and Gallandius

in his "Bibliotheca Patrum^' printed as the work of Hesy-

chius, and vindicated to that Father, respectively in 1648

and 1776*. Now, if a critic chooses to risk his own reputa-

tion by maintaining that the Homily in question is indeed

by Gregory of Nyssa, and is not by Hesychius,

—

well and

good. But since the Homily can have had but one author,

it is surely high time that one of these two claimants should

be altogether dropped from this discussion.

(2.) Again. Inasmuch as page after page of the same

Homily is observed to reappear, word for toord, under the

name of "Severus of Antioch," and to be unsuspiciousl}'^

printed as his by Montfaucon in his " Bibliotheca Coisli-

niana" (1715), and by Cramer in his "Catena'^" (1844),—

although it may very reasonably become a question among
critics whether Hesychius of Jerusalem or Severus of An-

" Tregelles, Printed Text, p. 248, also in Home's Introd. iv. 434-6. So Nor-

ton, Alford, Davidson, and the rest, following Wetstein, Gricsbach, Scholz, &c.

* Nov. Aiict. i. 743-74.—5J6Z. Vett. PP. xi. 221-6.

' Bibl. CoisL pp. 68-75.— Catena, i. 243-51.
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tioch was the actual author of the Homily in question ^, yet

it is plain that critics must make their election between the

two names; and not bring them both forward. No one,

I say, has any right to go on quoting " Severus" and " Hesy-

chius,"—as Tischendorf and Dr. Davidson are observed to

do:—"Gregory of Nyssa" and "Severus of Antioch,"—as

Dr. Tregelles is found to prefer.

(3.) In short, here are three claimants for the authorship

of one and the same Homily. To whichever of the three

we assign it,— (and competent judges have declared that

there are sufficient reasons for giving it to Hesychius rather

than to Severus,—while no one is found to suppose that

Gregory of Nyssa was its author,)

—

ivho will not admit that

no further mention must be made of the other two ?

(4.) Let it be clearly understood, therefore, that henceforth

the name of "Gregory of Nyssa" must be banished from

this discussion. So must the name of " Severus of Antioch."

The memorable passage which begins,—" In the more ac-

curate copies, the Gospel according to Mark has its end

at * for they were afraid,' "—is found in a Homily which

was probably written by Hesychius, presbyter of Jerusalem,—
a ivriter of the vi^^ century. I shall have to recur to his work

by-and-by. The next name is

EUSEBTTJS,

II. With respect to whom the case is altogether dif-

ferent. What that learned Father has delivered concerning

the conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel requires to be examined

with attention, and must be set forth much more in detail.

And yet, I will so far anticipate what is about to be oflfered,

as to say at once that if any one supposes that Eusebius has

anywhere plainly " stated that it is wanted in many MSS. ^,"

—he is mistaken. Eusebius nowhere says so. The reader's

attention is invited to a plain tale.

It was not until 1825 that the world was presented by

' Dionysius Syrus (i.e. the Monophysite Jacobus Bar-Salibi [see Dean Payne

Smith's Cat. of Syrr. MSS. p. 411] who died a.d. 1171) in his Exposition of

S. Mark's Gospel (published at Dublin by Dudley Loftus, 1672, 4to.) seems

(at p. 59) to give this homily to Severus.—I have really no independent opi-

nion on the subject. * Alford, Greek Test. i. p. 433.
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Cardinal Angelo Mai** with a few fragmentary specimens

of a lost work of Eusebius on the (so-called) Inconsistencies

in the Gospels, from a MS. in the Vatican \ These, the

learned Cardinal republished more accurately in 1847, in

his " Nova Patrum Bibliotheca ^ •" and hither we are in-

variably referred by those who cite Eusebius as a witness

against the genuineness of the concluding verses of the

second Gospel.

It is much to be regretted that we are still as little as

ever in possession of the lost work of Eusebius. It appears

to have consisted of three Books or Parts ; the former two

(addressed "to Stephanus") being discussions of difficulties

at the beginning of the Gospel,—the last ("to Marinus")

relating to difficulties in its concluding chapters ^ The

Author's plan, (as usual in such works), was, first, to set

forth a difficulty in the form of a Question ; and straight-

way, to propose a Solution of it,—which commonly assumes

the form of a considerable dissertation. But whether we are

at present in possession of so much as a single entire speci-

men of these " Inquiries and Resolutions " exactly as it came

from the pen of Eusebius, may reasonably be doubted. That

'' Scriptorum Vett. Nova Collectio, 4to. vol. i. pp. 1—101.

' At p. 217, {ed. 1847), Mai designates it as " Codex Vat. Palat. cxx pul-

cherrimus, sseculi ferme x." At p. 268, he numbers it rightly,—ccxx. We
are there informed that the work of Eusebius extends from fol. 61 to 96 of

the Codex.

^ Vol. iv. pp. 219—309.

' See Nova P. P. Bibliotheca, iv. 255.—That it was styled " Inquiries with

their Ilesolutions " (ZijT^^uaTo koI Avaeis), Eusebius leads us to suppose by

himself twice referring to it under that name, (Demonstr. Evang. lib. vii. 3

:

also in the Preface to Marinus, Mai, iv. 255 :) which his abbreviator is also

observed to employ {Mai, iv. 219, 255.) But I suspect that he and others so

designate the work only from the nature of its contents ; and that its actual

title is correctly indicated by Jerome,

—

De Evangeliorum Diaphonid :
" Edi-

dit" (he says) "de Evangeliorum Diaphonia," {De Scriptt. Illustt. c. 81.)

Again, Aia<po}vla Kvayye\iwv, {Hieron. in Matih. i. 16.) Consider also the

testimony of Latinus Latinius, given below, p. 44, note (q). ' Indicated * by

Jerome, I say : for the entire title was probably, IlepJ ttjs SoKovarjs ip toIs

fiiayyeKlois K.r.\. Siapwvlas. The Author of the Catena on S. Mark edited by

Cramer (i. p. 266), quotes an opinion of Eusebius iv rdfi irphs MapTi/of irfpl Trjs

SoKovarjs iv roTs €vayyc\{ois nepl ttjs avacrrdcrews Sta(p(i)vias : words which are

extracted from the same MS. by Simon, Hist. Crit. N. T. p. 89.
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the work which Mai has brought to light is but a highly-

condensed exhibition of the original, (and scarcely that,) its

very title shews ; for it is headed,—" An abridged selection

from the ' Inquiries and Resolutions [of difficulties] in the

Gospels' by Eusebius™." Only some of the original Ques-

tions, therefore, are here noticed at all : and even these have

been subjected to so severe a process of condensation and

abridgment, that in some instances amputation would pro-

bably be a more fitting description of what has taken place.

Accordingly, what were originally two Books or Parts, are

at present represented by XYI. " Inquiries," &c., addressed

" to Stephanus ;" while the concluding Book or Part is re-

presented by IN. more, " to Marinus,"—of which, the first

relates to our Lord's appearing to Mary Magdalene after

His Resurrection. Now, since the work which Eusebius ad-

dressed to Marinus is found to have contained " Inquiries,

with their Resolutions, concerning our Saviour's Death and

Resurrection","— while a quotation professing to be de-

rived from "the thirteenth chapter" relates to Simon the

Cyrenian bearing our Saviour's Cross ° ;—it is obvious that

the original work must have been very considerable, and

that what Mai has recovered gives an utterly inadequate

idea of its extent and importance p. It is absolutely neces-

™ 'E(c\o77j iv crvvrSfiCj} eK rwf (TwredevTuv vnh Evcre^iov wphs 'Zricpavov [and

irphs Map7uov^ irepl rSiu iv Tois Evayye\lois lr]Trifia.Twv Kol Xvaewv. Ibid.

pp. 219, 255.—(See the plate of fac-siuailes facing the title of vol. i. ed. 1825.)

" Eii(T6/3tos .... if Toiis irphs Motpiuov eVJ raxs irepl tov deiov irddovs Kol rrjs

avaa-rda-ecos ^riT-qaeai Koi fK\v(re<Ti, k.t.\, I quote the place from the less

known Catena of Cramer, (ii. 389,) where it is assigned to Severus of Antioch :

but it occurs also in Corderii Cat. in Joan, p, 436. (See Mai, iv. 299.)

° This passage is too grand to be withheld :

—

Ov yap ^v &^i6s rts iv ttj irSKet

'lovSai<vv, {S>s (prjcnv Eucre'/3ios KecpaXaicp ly' irphs Map7vov,) rb Kara tov Sia86\ov

Tp6Traiov rhu aravphu ^aaTaaac ctA\' 6 €| aypov, hs /xri^eu eiriKeKoivcivriKe ry

Kara XpicTTOv fitaKpovia. (Possini Cat. in Marcum, p. 343.)

p Mai, iv. p. 299.—The Catenae, inasmuch as their compilers are observed

to have been very curious in such questions, are evidently full of disjecta mem-

bra of the work. These are recognisable for the most part by their form ; but

sometimes they actually retain the name of their author. Accordingly, Catenae

have furnished Mai with a considerable boJy of additional materials ; which (as

far as a MS. Catena of Nicetas on S. Luke, [Cod. A. seu Vat. 1611,] enabled

him,) he has edited with considerable industry ; throwing them into a kind of

Supplement. (Vol. iv. pp. 268—282, and pp. 283—298.) It is only surprising
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sary that all this should be clearly apprehended by any one

who desires to know exactly what the alleged evidence of

Eusebius concerning the last chapter of S. Mark's Gospel is

worth,— as I will explain more fully by-and-by. Let it,

however, be candidly admitted that there seems to be no

reason for supposing that whenever the lost work of Euse-

bius comes to light, (and it has been seen within about

300 years ^,) it will exhibit anything essentially diflferent

from what is contained in the famous passage which has

given rise to so much debate, and which may be exhibited

in English as follows. It is put in the form of a reply to

one " Marinus," who is represented as asking, first, the fol-

lowing question :

—

"How is it, that, according to Matthew [xxviii. 1], the

Saviour appears to have risen ' in the end of the Sabbath ;'

but, according to Mark [xvi. 9], ' early the first day of the

week' ?"— Eusebius answers,

" This difiiculty admits of a twofold solution. He who is for

that with the stores at his command, Mai has not contrived to enlighten us

a little more on this curious subject. It would not he difficult to indicate sun-

dry passages which he has overlooked. Neither indeed can it be denied that

the learned Cardinal has executed his task in a somewhat slovenly manner.

He does not seem to have noticed that what he quotes at pp. 357-8—262—283

—295, is to be found in the Catena of Corderius at pp. -148-9—4i9—i50—457.

—He quotes (p. 300) from an unedited Homily of John Xiphilinus,
( Cod. Vat.

p. 160,) what he might have found in Possinus ; and in Cramer too, (p. 446.)

He was evidently unacquainted with Cramer's work, though it had been pub-

lished 3 (if not 7) years before his own,—else, at p. 299, instead of quoting

Simon, he would have quoted Cramer's Catena, i. 266.— It was in his power to

solve his own shrewd doubt, (at p. 299,—concerning the text of a passage in

Possinus, p. 343,) seeing that the Catena which Possinus published was tran-

scribed by Corderius from a MS. in the Vatican. (Possiiii Prrrfat. p. ii.) In

the Vatican, too, he might have found the fra2;ment he quotes (p. 300) from

p. 364 of the Catena of Possinus. In countless places he might, by such refer-

ences, have improved his often manifestly faulty text.

1 Mai quotes the following from Latiims Latinius {Opp. ii. 116.) to Andreas

Masius. Sirletus (Cardinalis) " scire te vult in SiciliS, inventos esse . . . libros

tres Eusebii Cajsariensis de Evangeliorum Dlaphonid, qui ut ipse sperat brevi

in lucem prodibunt." The letter is dated 1563.

I suspect that when the original of this work is recovered, it will be found

that Kusebius digested his " Questions" under heads : e.g. vtpl rov rdpov, Hal

T^s boKoii(rr]S Sia(paiviai- (p. 264) : irtp] ttjj SoKOvaris irepl rris avaaTaatais 5ia-

(piiiy'iai. (y. 299.)
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getting rid of the entire passage*", will say that it is not met

with in all the copies of Mark's Gospel : the accurate copies,

at all events, making the end of Mark's narrative come after

the words of the young man who appeared to the women
and said, ' Fear not ye ! Ye seek Jesus of Nazareth,' &c. :

to which the Evangelist adds,— * And when they heard it,

they fled, and said nothing to any man, for they were

afraid/ For at those words, in almost all copies of the

Gospel according to Mark, comes the end. What follows,

(which is met with seldom, [and only] in some copies, cer-

tainly not in all,) might be dispensed with ; especially if it

should prove to contradict the record of the other Evange-

lists. This, then, is what a person will say who is for

evading and entirely getting rid of a gratuitous problem.

"But another, on no account daring to reject anything

whatever which is, under whatever circumstances, met with

in the text of the Gospels, will say that here are two read-

ings, (as is so often the case elsewhere ;) and that both are to

be received,—inasmuch as by the faithful and pious, this

reading is not held to be genuine rather than that ; nor that

than this"

It will be best to exhibit the whole of what Eusebius has

written on this subject,—as far as we are permitted to know
it,—continuously. He proceeds :

—

" "Well then, allowing this piece to be really genuine, our

business is to interpret the sense of the passage ^. And cer-

tainly, if I divide the meaning into two, we shall find that

it is not opposed to what Matthew says of our Saviour's

having risen 'in the end of the Sabbath.' For Mark's ex-

I translate according to the sense,—the text being manifestly corrupt.

TTjr rovTo (j>d(7Kuvcrau irepiKoir-t)v is probably a gloss, explanatory of rh K€<pa.\aiov

avT6. In strictness, the K€(pd\aiov begins at ch. xv. 42, and extends to the end

of the Gospel. There are 48 such Ki<pd\ata in S. Mark. But this term was

often loosely employed by the Greek Fathers, (as "capitulum " by the Latins,)

to denote a passage of Scripture, and it is evidently so used here. UeptKoni},

on the contrary, in this place seems to have its true technical meaning, and to

denote the liturgical section, or " lesson."

• 'Kvayvaifffia (like TrepiKo-n-r], spoken of in the foregoing note,) seems to be

here used in its technical sense, and to designate the liturgical section, or

" lectio." See Suicer, in voce.
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pression, (' Now when He was risen early the first day of the

week/) we shall read with a pause, putting a comma after

* Now when He was risen,'—the sense of the words which

follow being kept separate. Thereby, we shall refer [Mark's]

• when He was risen' to Matthew's 'in the end of the Sab-

bath/ (for it was then that He rose) ; and all that comes

after, expressive as it is of a distinct notion, we shall con-

nect with what follows
;
(for it was * early, the first day of the

week/ that ' He appeared to Mary Magdalene.') This is in

fact what John also declares ; for he too has recorded that

' early,' * the first day of the week,' [Jesus] appeared to

the Magdalene. Thus then Mark also says that He ap-

peared to her early : not that He rose early, but long before,

(according to that of Matthew, ' in the end of the Sabbath :'

for though He rose then, He did not appear to Mary then,

but * early/) In a word, two distinct seasons are set before

us by these woi'ds : first, the season of the Resurrection,

—

which was ' in the end of the Sabbath / secondly, the season

of our Saviour's Appearing,—which was ' early/ The for-

mer*, Mark writes of when he says, (it requires to be read

with a pause,)— ' Now, when He was risen/ Then, after

a comma, what follows is to be spoken,— ' Early, the first

day of the week. He appeared to Mary Magdalene, out of

whom He had cast seven devils".'"— Such is the entire pas-

sage. Little did the learned writer anticipate what bitter

fruit his words were destined to bear !

1. Let it be freely admitted that what precedes is calcu-

lated at first sight to occasion nothing but surprise and

perplexity. For, in the first place, there really is no problem

to solve. The discrepancy suggested by " Marinus" at the

outset, is plainly imaginar}^ the result (chiefly) of a strange

misconception of the meaning of the Evangelist's Greek,

—as in fact no one was ever better aware than Eusebius

himself. " These places of the Gospels would never have

occasioned any difficulty," he writes in the very next page,

* The text of Eusebius seems to have experienced some disarrangement

and depravation here.

" Mai, Bi/A. P.P. Nova, iv. 255-7. For purposes of reference, the original

of this passage is given in the Appendix (B).
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(but it is the commencement of his reply to the second ques-

tion of Marinus,)—"if people would but abstain from as-

suming that Matthew's phrase (oi/re cra^^aTcov) refers to

the evening of the Sabbath-day : whereas, (in conformity with

the established idiom of the language,) it obviously refers

to an advanced period of the ensuing night \" He pro-

ceeds :
—

" The self-same moment therefore, or very nearly

the self-same, is intended by the Evangelists, only under

different names : and there is no discrepancy whatever be-

tween Matthew's,— * in the end of the Sabbath, as it began

to dawn toward the first day of the week,' and John's

—

' The first day of the week cometh Mary Magdalen early,

when it was yet dark/ The Evangelists indicate by dif-

ferent expressions one and the same moment of time, but

in a broad and general way." And yet, if Eusebius knew
all this so well, why did he not say so at once, and close the

discussion ? I really cannot tell ; except on one hypothesis,

—which, although at first it may sound somewhat extraordi-

nary, the more I think of the matter, recommends itself to my
acceptance the more. I suspect, then, that the discussion

we have just been listening to, is, essentially, not an original

production : but that Eusebius, having met with the sugges-

tion in some older writer, (in Origen probably,) reproduced

it in language of his own,—doubtless because he thought

it ingenious and interesting, but not by any means because

he regarded it as true. Except on some such theory, I am
utterly unable to understand how Eusebius can have written

so inconsistently. His admirable remarks just quoted, are

obviously a full and sufficient answer,—the proper answer

in fact,—to the proposed difficulty : and it is a memorable

circumstance that the ancients generally were so sensible

of this, that they are found to have invariably ^ substituted

' Mai, iv. 257. So far, I have given the substance only of what Eusebius

delivers with wearisome prolixity. It follows,

—

(iare rhu ahrhv crxeSJu' voila-

6at Kaipbv, ^ r}jv (T<p6Spa eyyvs, Trapa to7s evayyeKicrrals Sta<p6puis 6v6fj.acri TfTTjp?;-

fxivov. /UTjSeV re Sia(pepeii' MarBaTov IpTjKora " oi//e

—

rdcpov' [xxviii. 1.] 'Iwavvov

<pi)CTavTos "
rfj Se /uia

—

en oij(Tr)s aKorias." [xx. 1.] irXaTVKws yap '4va koX rhif

avrhv Sr)\ovffi xpo^o" StacpSpois prjixaai.—For the principal words in the text,

see the Appendix (B) ad fin.

* I allude to the following places :—Combefis, Ifovum Auctarium, col. 780.
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what Eusebius wrote in reply to the second question of

Marinus for what he wrote in reply to the first ; in other

words, for the dissertation which is occasioning us all this

difficulty.

2. But next, even had the discrepancy been real, the

remedy for it which is here proposed, and which is advo-

cated with such tedious emphasis, would probably prove

satisfactory to no one. In fact, the entire method advocated

in the foregoing passage is hopelessly vicious. The writer

begins by advancing statements which, if he believed them

to be true, he must have known are absolutelj'' fatal to the

verses in question. This done, he sets about discussing the

possibility of reconciling an isolated expression in S. Mark's

Gospel with another in S. Matthew's : just as if on that

depended the genuineness or spuriousness of the entire con-

text : as if, in short, the major premiss in the discussion

were some such postulate as the following :
—" Whatever

in one Gospel cannot be proved to be entirely consistent

with something in another Gospel, is not to be regarded

as genuine." Did then the learned Archbishop of Caesarea

really suppose that a comma judiciously thrown into the

empty scale might at any time suffice to restore the equili-

brium, and even counterbalance the adverse testimony of

almost every MS. of the Gospels extant ? Why does he not

at least deny the truth of the alleged facts to which he

began by giving currency, if not approval ; and which, so

long as they are allowed to stand uncontradicted, render all

further argumentation on the subject simply nugatory ? As

before, I really cannot tell,—except on the hypothesis which

has been already hazarded.

3. Note also, (for this is not the least extraordinary fea-

ture of the case,) what vague and random statements those

are which we have been listening to. The entire section

—Cod. Mosq. 138, (printed by Matthaei, Anectt. Grac. ii. 62.)—also Cod.

Mosq. 139, (see N. T. ix. 223-4.)—Cod. Coislin. 195/o/. 165.—Cod. Coislin. 23,

(pul)lished by Cramer, Catt. i. 251.)—Cod. IJodl. ol. Mcerman Auct. T. i. 4,

fol. 169.—Cod. Bodl. Liiud. Gr. 33, fol. 79.—Any one desirous of knowing

more on this subject will do well to begin by reading Siuion Hist. Crit. du

N. T. p. 89. See Mai's foot-note, iv. p. 257.
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(S. Mark xvi. 9—20,) ^^ is not met ivith in all the copies:" at

all events 7iot " in the accurate^' ones. Nay, it is ^' met with

seldom." In fact, it is absent from "almost all" copies. But,

—Which of these four statements is to stand? The first is

comparatively unimportant. Not so the second. The last

two, on the contrary, would be absolutely fatal,—if trust-

worthy ? But are they trustworthy ?

To this question only one answer can be returned. The

exaggeration is so gross that it refutes itself Had it been

merely asserted that the verses in question were wanting in

many of the copies,—even had it been insisted that the best

copies were without them,—well and good : but to assert that,

in the beginning of the fourth century, from "almost all"

copies of the Gospels they were away,—is palpably untrue.

"What had become then of the MSS. from which the Syriac,

the Latin, all the ancient Versions were made ? How is the

contradictory evidence of every copy of tJte Gospels in exist-

ence hut two to be accounted for ? With Irenaeus and Hip-

polytus, with the old Latin and the Vulgate, with the Syriac,

and the Gothic, and the Egyptian versions to refer to, we

are able to assert that the author of such a statement was

guilty of monstrous exaggeration. We are reminded of the

loose and random way in which the Fathers,— (giants in

Interpretation, but very children in the Science of Textual

Criticism,)—are sometimes observed to speak about the state

of the Text in their days. We are reminded, for instance,

of the confident assertion of an ancient Critic that the true

reading in S. Luke xxiv. 13 is not "three-score" but "an

hundred and three-score ;" for that so "the accurate copies"

used to read the place, besides Origen and Eusebius. And

yet (as I have elsewhere explained) the reading eKarov koI

e^rjKovra is altogether impossible. "Apud nos mixta sunt

omnia," is Jerome's way of adverting to an evil which,

serious as it was, was yet not nearly so great as he repre-

sents ; viz. the unauthorized introduction into one Gospel

of what belongs of right to another. And so in a multitude

of other instances. The Fathers are, in fact, constantly ob-

served to make critical remarks about the ancient copies

which simply cannot be correct.

E
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And yet the author of the exaggeration under review, be it

observed, is clearly not Eusehius. It is evident that he has

nothing to say against the genuineness of the conclusion of

S. Mark's Gospel. Those random statements about the copies

with which he began, do not even purport to express his

own sentiments. Nay, Eusebius in a manner repudiates

them ; for he introduces them with a phrase which separates

them from himself: and, "This then is what a person will

say,"—is the remark with which he finally dismisses them.

It would, in fact, be to make this learned Father stultify

himself to suppose that he proceeds gravely to discuss a

portion of Scripture which he had already deliberately re-

jected as spurious. But, indeed, the evidence before us

effectually precludes any such supposition. " Here are two

readings," he says, "(as is so often the case elsewhere:)

both of which are to be received,—inasmuch as by the faith-

ful and pious, this reading is not held to be genuine rather

than that ; nor that than this" And thus we seem to be

presented with the actual opinion of Eusebius, as far as it

can be ascertained from the present passage,—if indeed he

is to be thought here to offer any personal opinion on the

subject at all ; which, for my own part, I entirely doubt.

But whether we are at liberty to infer the actual sentiments

of this Father from anything here delivered or not, quite

certain at least is it that to print only the first half of the

passage, (as Tischendorf and Tregelles have done,) and then

to give the reader to understand that he is reading the

adverse testimony of Eusebius as to the genuineness of the

end of S. Mark's Gospel, is nothing else but to misrepresent

the facts of the case; and, however unintentionally, to de-

ceive those who arc unable to verify the quotation for

themselves.

It has been urged indeed that Eusebius cannot have re-

cognised the verses in question as genuine, because a scho-

lium purporting to be his has been cited by Matthaei from

a Catena at Moscow, in which he appears to assert that

" according to Mark," our Saviour " is not recorded to have

appeared to His Disciples after His Resurrection :" whereas

in S. ]\Iark xvi. 14 it is plainly recorded that " Afterwards
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He appeared unto the Eleven as they sat at meat." May
I be permitted to declare that I am distrustful of the pro-

posed inference, and shall continue to feel so, until I know
something more about the scholium in question ? Up to the

time when this page is printed I have not succeeded in ob-

taining from Moscow the details I wish for : but they must

be already on the way, and I propose to embody the result

in a " Postscript" which shall form the last page of the

Appendix to the present volume.

Are we then to suppose that there was no substratum of

truth in the allegations to which Eusebius gives such pro-

minence in the passage under discussion ? By no means.

The mutilated state of S. Mark's Gospel in the Vatican

Codex (B) and especially in the Sinaitic Codex (m) suffi-

ciently establishes the contrary. Let it be freely conceded,

(but in fact it has been freely conceded already,) that there

must have existed in the time of Eusebius many copies of

S. Mark's Gospel which were without the twelve concluding

verses. I do but insist that there is nothing whatever in
;

that circumstance to lead us to entertain one serious doubt
'

as to the genuineness of these verses. I am but concerned

to maintain that there is nothing whatever in the evidence

which has hitherto come before us,—certainly not in the

evidence of Eusebius,—to induce us to believe that they arei

a spurious addition to S. Mark's Gospel. \
III. We have next to consider what

Jerome

has delivered on this subject. So great a name must needs

command attention in any question of Textual Criticism :

and it is commonly pretended that Jerome pronounces em-

phatically against the genuineness of the last twelve verses

of the Gospel according to S.Mark. A little attention to

the actual testimony borne by this Father will, it is thouglit,

suffice to exhibit it in a wholly unexpected light ; and in-

duce us to form an entirely diffi^rent estimate of its prac-

tical bearing upon the present discussion.

It will be convenient that I should premise that it is in

one of his many exegetical Epistles that Jerome discusses

this matter. A lady named Hedibia, inhabiting the furthest

E 2
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extremity of Gaul, and known to Jerome only by the ardour

of her piety, had sent to prove him with hard questions.

He resolves her difficulties from Bethlehem ^ : and I may
be allowed to remind the reader of what is found to have

been Jerome^s practice on similar occasions,— which, to

judge from his writings, were of constant occurrence. In

fact, Apodemius, who brought Jerome the Twelve problems

from Hedibia, brought him Eleven more from a noble

neighbour of hers, Algasia'. Once, when a single mes-

senger had conveyed to him out of the African province

a quantity of similar interrogatories, Jerome sent two Egyp-

tian monks the following account of how he had proceeded

in respect of the inquiry,— (it concerned 1 Cor. xv. 51,)

—

which they had addressed to him :
—" Being pressed for

time, I have presented j^ou with the opinions of all the

Commentators; for the most part, translating their very

words ; in order both to get rid of your question, and to

put you in possession of ancient authorities on the subject."

This learned Father does not even profess to have been in

the habit of delivering his own opinions, or speaking his

own sentiments on such occasions. " This has been hastily

dictated," he says in conclusion,— (alluding to his constant

practice, which was to dictate, rather than to write,)

—

" in order that I might lay before you what have been the

opinions of learned men on this subject, as well as the argu-

ments by which they have recommended their opinions.

My own authority, (who am but nothing,) is vastly inferior

to that of our predecessors in the Lord." Then, after spe-

cial commendation of the learning of Origcn and Eusebius,

and the valuable Scriptural expositions of many more,

—

" My plan," (he says,) " is to read the ancients ; to prove

all things, to hold fast that which is good ; and to abide

stedfast in the faith of the Catholic Church.—I must now
dictate replies, either original or at second-hand, to other

Questions which lie before me"." We are not surprised,

after this straightforward avowal of what was the method

y Ep. cxx. Opera, (ed. Vallars.) vol. i. pp. 811— 43.

' Ibid. p. 8M.
« Ibid. p. 793—810. Sec especially pp. 794, 809, 810.
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on such occasions with this learned Father, to discover that,

instead of hearing Jerome addressing Hedibia,— (who had

interrogated him concerning the very problem which is at

present engaging our attention,)—we find ourselves only

listening to Eusebhis over again, addressing Marinus.

" This difficulty admits of a two-fold solution/' Jerome

begins ; as if determined that no doubt shall be entertained

as to the source of his inspiration. Then, (making short

work of the tedious disquisition of Eusebius,)—'* Either we
shall reject the testimony of Mark, which is met with in

scarcely any copies of the Gospel,—almost all the Greek

codices being without this passage :— (especially since it

seems to narrate what contradicts the other Gospels :)—or

else, we shall reply that both Evangelists state what is true :

Matthew, when he says that our Lord rose 'late in the

week :' Mark,—when he says that Mary Magdalene saw Him
' early, the first day of the week.' For the passage must be

thus pointed,— ' When He was risen :' and presently, after

a pause, must be added,— ' Early, the first day of the week,

He appeared to Mary Magdalene.' He therefore who had

risen late in the week, according to Matthew,—Himself,

early the first day of the week, according to Mark, appeared

to Mary Magdalene. And this is what John also means,

shewing that it was early on the next day that He ap-

peared."—To understand how faithfully in what precedes

Jerome treads in the footsteps of Eusebius, it is absolutely

necessary to set the Latin of the one over against the Greek

of the other, and to compare them. In order to facilitate

this operation, I have subjoined both originals at foot of the

page : from which it will be apparent that Jerome is here

not so much adopting the sentiments of Eusebius as simply

translating his words ^.

^ "Hujus qusestionis duplex solutio est. [Tovtov dtrrh Uv ttri v Autris.] Aut

enim non recipimus Marci testimonium, quod in raris fertur {^mravlus ^v rtai

(ptpSfj-fva^ Evangeliis, omnibus Grsecise libris pene hcc capitulum [rb KecpdXaiov

ouT^] in fine non habentibus
;

[eV rovr^ yap a^i^hv 4v a-jracn to?s 6.i/Tiypd<pois

Tov Kara MapKov eiiayyeXlou irepiyfypaTrrai rh reAos] ; prsesertim cum diversa

atque contraria Evangelistis ceteris narrare videiitur [juaAtffTo etirep €x<««»'

o«'TtAo7ia«' rfj riov Koi-nSiv (vayye\i(TTwv fiapTvpla.^ Aut hoc respondendum,

quod uterqne verum dixerit [evoTf'poi' irapaSiKTeav inrdpxfn'...<njyx<^poyfJi-evov
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This, however, is not by any means the strangest feature of

the case. That Jerome should have availed himself ever so

freely of the materials which he found ready to his hand in

the pages of Eusebius cannot be regarded as at all extra-

ordinary, after what we have just heard from himself of his

customary method of proceeding. It would of course have

suggested the gravest doubts as to whether we were here

listening to the personal sentiment of this Father, or not

;

but that would have been all. What are we to think, how-

ever, of the fact ^that Hedihia's question to Jerome proves on

inspection to be nothing more than a translation of the very

question ivhich Marinus had long before addressed to Eusehiiis ?

We read on, perplexed at the coincidence ; and speedily

make the notable discovery that her next question, and her

next, are also translations tcord for word of the next two of

Marinus. For the proof of this statement the reader is again

referred to the foot of the page^ It is at least decisive:

el^ai dATjfloCj.] MatthsDUS, quando Dominus surrexerit vespere sabbati : Mar-

cus autem, quando turn viderit Maria Magdalena, id est, mane prima sabbati.

Ita enim distinguendum est, Cum autem resuri'exisset : [/uera SiacToA^s cti'a-

yvccffrdov 'Ayaaras 8e :] et, parumper, spiritu coarctato inferendum, Prima

sabbati mane apparuit Mariae Magdalenaj : [elra v-jroffTi^avTes l>r\Tiov, ripoit t^

fiia Tuv (Ta^^d-TCtiv e<pd.vr] Mapia rp Mo75a\rjc^.] Ut qui vespere sabbati, juxta

Matthseum surrexerat, [Trapa t^ Mardaiq!, d\pf ffa^fiarwv' ton yap eyfiyepro.^

ipse inane prima sabbati, juxta Marcum, apparuerit Mariaj Magdalense. \_wpa)t

yap rf fxia rod (ra^^arov i(pdvr] Mapia rfj MaySa\r]v^.^ Quod quidem et Jo-

annes Evangelista significat, mane Eum alterius diei visum esse demonstrans."

[tovto yovv eSTjAcocre KOi 6 'Icodvvris Trpcot Kal avrhs rrj /xta rod ffa^^arov aipdat

ai/rhv /uaprup'^o'as.]

For the Latin of the above, see Mieronifmi Opera, (ed. Vallars.) vol. i.

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

' iipwras rh irpurop,—Tlws irapa. fihv T(fi Marfloiy oi//t ffafifidroiv (palverai

iyeytpfievos 6 "SaiT^jp, wapa Se rcf MdpK(fi Trpait t^ /^.tS. rwv aa^^drwi' ; [Eusebius

ad Marinum, (Mai, iv. 255.)]

Primum quaris,—Cur Matthicus dixerit, vespere autem Sabbati illucescente

in una Sabbate Dominura resurrexisse ; et Martins mane resurrectionem ejus

factam esse connuemorat. [Ilieronynius ad Uedihiam, (Oj)p. i. 818-9.)]

riws, KUTa rhu Marddloy, oi|/€ aa^fidrusv t] MaySa\r]vri redeafxtvr] rr)" avdnraaiv,

Kara rhu 'loxii'j'Tjf 7] avT^ eTTwffa K\alfi irapa T<p (xv-qudtf) Ttj fiia rov craPfiarov.

[ Ut supra, p. 257.]

Quumodo, juxta Matthajum, vespere Sabbati, Maria Magdalene vidit Domi-

uum resurgeutem ; et Joannes Evangelista refert eaui mane una sabbati

juxta sepulcrum flere ? [Ut suprd, p. 819.]
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and the fact, which admits of only one explanation, can be

attended by only one practical result. It of course shelves

the whole question as far as the evidence of Jerome is con-

cerned. Whether Hedibia was an actual personage or not,

let those decide who have considered more attentively than

it has. ever fallen in my way to do that curious problem,

—

What was the ancient notion of the allowable in Fiction ?

That different ideas have prevailed in different ages of the

world as to where fiction ends and fabrication begins ;—that

widely discrepant views are entertained on the subject even

in our own age ;—all must be aware. I decline to investi-

gate the problem on the present occasion. I do but claim

to have established beyond the possibility of doubt or cavil

that what we are here presented with is not the testimony of

Jerome at all. It is evidont that this learned Father amused

himself with translating for the benefit of his Latin readers

a part of the (lost) work of Eusebius
;
(which, by the way,

he is found to have possessed in the same abridged form in

which it has come down to ourselves :)—and he seems to

have regarded it as allowable to attribute to " Hedibia" the

problems which he there met with. (He may perhaps have

known that Eusebius before him had attributed them, with

just as little reason, to " Marinus.") In that age, for aught

that appears to the contrary, it may have been regarded as

a graceful compliment to address solutions of Scripture diflEl-

culties to persons of distinction, who possibly had never

heard of those difficulties before ; and even to represent the

Interrogatories which suggested them as originating with

themselves. I offer this only in the way of suggestion, and

am not concerned to defend it. The only point I am con-

cerned to establish is that Jerome is here a translator, not

an original author : in other words, that it is Eusebius who
here speaks, and not Jerome. For a critic to pretend that it

n&js, Ka7h. rhv MarOaiov, 6\f^s aa^^drwu t) MaySaAriui] fxera ttjs JiAXtj? Maplas

aipafxevri rwv TroSoiv rov 2coTrjpos, 7) avr^ irptot ttJ fj.ia rod caSfloTOu UKOvei fjiA] fiov

8,irrov, Kara Thu 'Iwdvvrjv. [Ut supra, p. 262.]

Quomodo, juxta MatthaDutn, Maria Magdalene vespere Sabbati cum altera

Maria advoluta sit pedibus Salvatoris ; cum, secundum Joannem, audierlt a

Domino, Noli me tangere. [ Ut supra, p. 821.]
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is in any sense the testimony of Jerome which we are here

presented with ; that Jerome is one of those Fathers " who,

even though they copied from their predecessors, were yet

competent to transmit the record of a facf^,"—is entirely to

misunderstand the case. The man who translates,—not

adopts, but translates,—the problem as well as its solution :

who deliberately asserts that it emanated from a Lady inha-

biting the furthest extremity of Gaul, who nevertheless was

demonstrably not its author : who goes on to propose as

hers question after question rerhatim as he found them written

in the pages of Eusehius ; and then resolves them one by one

in the very language of the same Father

:

—such a writer has

clearly conducted us into a region where his individual re-

sponsibility quite disappears from sight. We must hear no

more about Jerome, therefore, as a witness against the genu-

ineness of the concluding verses of S. Mark's Gospel.

[

On the contrary. Proof is at hand that Jerome held these

Terses to be genuine. The proper evidence of this is supplied

by the fact that he gave them a place in his revision of the

old Latin version of the Scriptures. If he had been indeed

persuaded of their absence from ''almost all the Greek codices,'*

does any one imagine that he would have suffered them to

stand in the Vulgate? If he had met with them in "scarcely

any copies of the Gospel,"—do men really suppose that he

would yet have retained them ? To believe this would, again,

be to forget what was the known practice of this Father

;

who, because he found the expression " without a cause"

{dK-q,—S. Matth. V. 22,) only "in certain of his codices," but

not "in the true ones," omitted it from the Vulgate. Because,

however, he read "righteousness" (where we read "alms")
in S. Matth. vi. 1, he exhibits '\justitiam" in his revision of

the old Latin version. On the other hand, though he knew
of MSS. (as he expressly relates) which read " works" for

"children" {epycov ior rUvwy) in S. Matth. xi. 19, he does

not admit that (manifestly corrupt) reading,—which, how-
ever, is found both in the Codex Vaticanus and the Codex
Sinaiticus. Let this suffice. I forbear to press the matter

further. It is an additional proof that Jerome accepted the

'' Tr.'gelles, Printed Text, p. 247.
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conclusion of S. Mark's Grospel that he actually quotes it,

and on more than one occasion : but to prove this, is to prove

more than is here required ^ I am concerned only to demo-

lish the assertion of Tischendorf, and Tregelles, and Alford,

and Davidson, and so many more, concerning the testimony of

Jerome ; and I have demolished it. I pass on, claiming to

have shewn that the name of Jerome as an adverse witness

must never again appear in this discussion,

IV. and V. But now, while the remarks of Eusebius are

yet fresh in the memory, the reader is invited to recal for

a moment what the author of the " Homily on the Resur-

rection," contained in the works of Gregory of Nyssa (above,

p. 39), has delivered on the same subject. It will be re-

membered that we saw reason for suspecting that not

Severus of Antioch, but

Hesychius of Jerusalem,

(both of them writers of the vi''^ century,) has the better

claim to the authorship of the Homily in question ^,—which,

however, cannot at all events be assigned to the illustrious

Bishop of Nyssa, the brother of Basil the Great. " In the

more accurate copies," (says this writer,) " the Gospel ac-

cording to Mark has its end at ' for they were afraid.' In

some copies, however, this also is added,—' Now when He
was risen early the first day of the week. He appeared first

to Mary Magdalene, out of whom He had cast seven devils.'

This, however, seems to contradict to some extent what we
before delivered ; for since it happens that the hour of the

night when our Saviour rose is not known, how does it come

to be here written that He rose * early ?' But the saying

will prove to be no ways contradictory, if we read with skill.

We must be careful intelligently to introduce a comma after,

' Now when He was risen :' and then to proceed,— ' Early in

the Sabbath He appeared first to Mary Magdalene :' in order

that ' when He was risen ' may refer (in conformity with

what Matthew says) to the foregoing season ; while ' early

'

is connected with the appearance to Mary."*—I presume it

would be to abuse a reader's patience to ofier any remarks

on all this. If a careful perusal of the foregoing passage

* See above, p. 28. ' See above, p. 40-1. * See the Appendix (C) § 2.
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does not convince him that Hesychius is here only reproduc-

ing what he had read in Eusebius, nothing that I can say

will .persuade him of the fact. The words indeed are by

no means the same ; but the sense is altogether identical.

He seems to have also known the work of Victor of Antioch.

However, to remove all doubt from the reader's mind that

the work of Eusebius was in the hands of Hesychius while

he wrote, I have printed in two parallel columns and trans-

ferred to the Appendix what must needs be conclusive ^
; for

it will be seen that the terms are only not identical in which

Eusebius and Hesychius discuss that favourite problem with

the ancients,—the consistency of S. MattheVs o-v/re tmv aa/3-

^aroav with the Trpan of S. Mark.

It is, however, onl}'^ needful to read through the Homily

in question to see that it is an attempt to weave into one

piece a quantity of foreign and incongruous materials. It is

in fact not a Homily at all, (though it has been thrown into

that form;) but a Dissertation,— into which, Hesychius,

(who is known to have been very curious in questions of

that kind'^,) is observed to introduce solutions of most of

those famous difficulties which cluster round the sepulchre of

the world's Redeemer on the morning of the first Easter

Day'; and which the ancients seem to have delighted in

discussing,—as, the number of the Marys who visited the

sepulchre ; the angelic appearances on the morning of the

Resurrection ; and above all the seeming discrepancy, already

adverted to, in the Evangelical notices of the time at which

our Lord rose from the dead. I need not enter more par-

ticularly into an examination of this (so-called) ' Homily *

:

but I must not dismiss it without pointing out that its author

K See the Appendix (C) § 1.—For the statement in line 5, see § 2.

* In the Eccl. Orac. Monumenta of Cotelerius, (iii. 1—53,) may be seen the

discussion of 60 problems, headed,

—

Ivvaym'/ii aTropiSiv koI iin\v<r(oiv, iK\ty(1a<\

iv iiriTufiij iK T^s (vayyfXtKTJs avixipoivias rov ayiov 'Hffvxiov wpfCT$vTfpov

'lepoffo\vft<ov. From this it appears that Hesychius, following the cxanijile of

Eusebius, wrote a work on " Gospel Harmony,"—of which nothing but an

abridgment has come down to us.

' He says that he writes,

—

Tlphs t^v tov viroKfintvou irpo^KrifxaTOs Kvffiv, Kal

TU'i> itWcoc Tuv Kara rijv i^^raciv tuv prjTwv kva<pvo^(vo>v ^7)Ti)(T(o»Vf K.r.K.

Greg. Nyss. 0pp. iii. 400 c.
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at all events cannot be thought to have repudiatefl the con-

cluding verses of S. Mark : for at the end of his discourse,

he quotes the 19th verse entire, without hesitation, in con-

firmation of one of his statements, and declares that the

words are written by S. Mark ^.

I shall not be thought unreasonable, therefore, if I contend

that Hesychius is no longer to be cited as a witness in this

behalf: if I point out that it is entirely to misunderstand

and misrepresent the case to quote a passing allusion of his to

what Eusehius had long before delivered on the same subject, as

if it exhibited his own individual teaching. It is demon-

strable ' that he is not bearing testimony to the condition of

the MSS. of S. Mark's Gospel in his own age : neither, in-

deed, is he bearing testimony at all. He is simply amusing

himself, (in what is found to have been his favourite way,)

with reconciling an apparent discrepancy in the Gospels

;

and he does it by adopting certain remarks of Eusebius.

Living so late as the vi*^** century ; conspicuous neither for

his judgment nor his learning ; a copyist only, so far as his

remarks on the last verses of S, Mark's Gospel are con-

cerned ;—this writer does not really deserve the space and

attention we have been compelled to bestow upon him.

VI. We may conclude, by inquiring for the evidence

borne by

Victor of Antioch.

And from the familiar style in which this Father's name

is always introduced into the present discussion, no less than

from the invariable practice of assigning to him the date

" A.D. 401," it might be supposed that " Victor of Antioch"

is a well-known personage. Yet is there scarcely a Com-

mentator of antiquit}^ about whom less is certainly known.

Clinton (who enumerates cccxxii "Ecclesiastical Authors"

from A.D. 70 to a.u. 685 '^') does not even record his name.

The recent "Dictionary of Greek and Roman Biography"

is just as silent concerning him. Cramer (his latest editor)

"*
dfj.oia>s be Ka\ rb irapa, Tif MapKCf> yeypa/jLUfvov' 'O fxev oiv Kvpios, k.t.K.

Greg. Nyss. 0pp. iii. 415 D.—See above, p. 29, note (g).

' See below, chap. X.
"' Fasti Romani, vol. ii. Appendix viii. pp. 395—495.
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r calls his very existence in question
;
proposing to attribute

'his Commentary on S. Mark to Cyril of Alexandria °. Not

to delay the reader needlessly,—Victor of Antioch is an in-

teresting and unjustly neglected Father of the Church

;

whose date,— (inasmuch as he apparently quotes sometimes

from Cyril of Alexandria who died a.d. 444, and yet seems

to have written soon after the death of Chrysostom, which

took place a.d. 407), may be assigned to the first half of the

v*^ century,—suppose a.d. 425—450. And in citing him

I shall always refer to the best (and most easily accessible)

edition of his work,—that of Cramer (1840) in the first

volume of his " Catenae."

But a far graver charge is behind. From the confident

air in which Victor's authority is appealed to by those who

deem the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel spurious,

it would of course be inferred that his evidence is hostile

jto the verses in question; whereas his evidence to their

r genuineness is the most emphatic and extraordinary on

record. Dr. Tregelles asserts that " his testimony to the

absence of these twelve verses from some or many copies,

stands in contrast to his own opinion on the subject." But

Victor delivers no " opinion :" and his " testimony " is the

direct reverse of what Dr. Tregelles asserts it to be. This

learned and respected critic has strangely misapprehended

the evidence °.

I must needs be brief in this place. I shall therefore

confine myself to those facts concerning " Victor of Antioch,"

or rather concerning his work, which are necessary for the

purpose in hand p.

Now, his Commentary on S. Mark^s Gospel,—as all must

see who will be at the pains to examine it,—is to a great

extent a compilation. The same thing may be said, no

doubt, to some extent, of almost every ancient Commentary
in existence. But I mean, concerning this particular work,

" Vol. i. Prafat. p. xxviii. See below, note (p).

" "Victor Antiochenus" (writes Dr. Tregelles in his N. T. vol. i. p. 214.)
" dicit tin vfv6devTai 7h Ttapa MapKefi rt\fVTa7op tv ricri <pfp6^i(vov."

•" For additional details concerning Victor of Antioch, and liis work, the

studious in such matters are referred to the Appendix (D).
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that it proves to have been the author's plan not so much
to give the general results of his acquaintance with the

writings of Origen, ApoUinarius, Theodorus of Mopsuestia,

Eusebius, and Chrysostom ; as, with or without acknow-

ledgmentj to transcribe largely (but with great license)

from one or other of these writers. Thus, the whole of his

note on S. Mark xv. 38, 39, is taken, without any hint that

it is not original, (much of it, word for ivord,) from Chry-

sostom's 88th Homily on S. Matthew's Gospel i. The

same is to be said of the first twelve lines of his note on

S. Mark xvi. 9. On the other hand, the latter half of the

note last mentioned professes to give the substance of what

Eusebius had written on the same subject. It is in fact an

extract from those very " Quaestiones ad Marinum" con-

cerning which so much has been offered already. All this,

though it does not sensibly detract from the interest or the

value of Victor's work, must be admitted entirely to change

the character of his supposed evidence. He comes before

us rather in the light of a Compiler than of an Author : his

work is rather a " Catena" than a Commentary ; and as

such in fact it is generally described. Quite plain is it, at

all events, that the sentiments contained in the sections last

referred to, are not Victor's at all. For one half of them,

no one but Chrysostom is responsible : for the other half, no

one but Eusebius.

But it is Victor's familiar use of the writings of Eusebius,

—especially of those Resolutions of hard Questions " concern-

ing the seeming Inconsistencies in the Evangelical accounts

of the Resurrection," which Eusebius addressed to Marinus,

—on which the reader's attention is now to be concentrated.

Victor cites that work of Eusebius b// name in the very first

page of his Commentary. That his last page also contains

a quotation from it, (also hi/ name), has been already pointed

ouf. Attention is now invited to what is found concerning

S. Mark xvi. 9—20 in the last page but one (p. 444) of

1 0pp. vol. vii. p. 825 E—826 B : or, iu Field's edition, p. 527, line 3 to 20.

' Cramer, i. p. 266, lines 10, 11,

—

<!>$ (p7\(nv Evcre^ios 6 Kaiarapeias if r^ irphs

Map7vov K.T,\. And at p. 446, line 19,

—

Ev(Te0i6s <p-r}(Tiv 6 Kaiirapeias k.t.K.
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Victor's work. It shall be given in English ; because I will

convince unlearned as well as learned readers. Yictor, (after

quoting four lines from the 89* Homily of Chrysostom ^),

reconciles (exactly as Eusebius is observed to do*) the notes

of time contained severally in S. Matth. xxviii. 1, S. Mark

xvi. 2, S. Luke xxiv. 1, and S. John xx. 1. After which,

he proceeds as follows :

—

" In certain copies of Mark's Gospel, next comes,— ' Now
when [Jesus] was risen early the first day of the week, He
appeared to Mary Magdalene ;'—a statement which seems

inconsistent with Matthew's narrative. This might be met

by asserting, that the conclusion of Mark's Gospel, though

found in certain copies, is spurious, However, that we may
not seem to betake ourselves to an off-hand answer, we
propose to read the place thus :

—
' Now when [Jesus] was

risen:' then, after a comma, to go on,— 'early the first day

of the week He appeared to Mary Magdalene.' In this

way we refer [Mark's] ' Now when [Jesus] was risen' to

Matthew's * in the end of the sabbath,' (for then we believe

Him to have risen;) and all that comes after, expressive as

it is of a different notion, we connect with what follows.

Mark relates that He who ' arose (according to Matthew) in

the end of the Sabbath/ was seen by Mary Magdalene ' early!

This is in fact what John also declares ; for he too has re-

corded that 'early,' 'the first day of the week,' [Jesus]

appeared to the Magdalene. In a word, two distinct seasons

are set before us by these words: first, the season of the

Resurrection,— which was ' in the end of the Sabbath
;

'

secondly, the season of our Saviour's Appearing,— which

was 'early".'

"

No one, I presume, can read this passage and yet hesitate

to admit that he is here listening to Eusebius "ad Mari-

num" over again. But if any one really retains a particle

of doubt on the subject, he is requested to cast his eye to

the foot of the present page ; and even an unlearned reader,

" Compare Cramer's Vict. Ant. i. p. ill, line G—0, with Field's Chrys. iii.

p. 539, line 7—21.
' Mai, iv. p. 257-8.

" Cramer, vol. i. p. 444, line 19 to p. 445, line 4.
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surveying the originals with attention, may easily convince

himself that Victor is here nothing eke but a copyist ^. That

the work in which Eusebius reconciles " seeming discrepan-

cies in the Evangelical narratives/' was actually lying open

before Victor while he wrote, is ascertained beyond dispute.

He is observed in his next ensuing Comment to quote from

it, and to mention Eusebius as its author. At the end of

the present note he has a significant allusion to Eusebius :

—

* The following is the oi'iginal of what is given above :
—

'EiretSr; 5e ev riffi

Tuv avTiypa<p(iiv irp6(rKeiTai t^J irapSvTi evayy(\i(f, " avaarras Se rij fiia tov aafi-

fidrov wpwt, icpdi/f] (see below *) Mapla rrj MaySaAriffj," SoKeT Se tovto SiacbuveTi'

Tifi inrh Mardaiov elprj/xei^ii!, ipov/xev ais Swarhf /u«^ elTre7i' on vfv6deuTai rh irapa

MdpKCj) TeKfvTOiof tv tkti cpepSufVOf. ttAtJz/ 'lua fx^ SS^ai/xev iirl rh '4toijxov Kara-

(pivynv, ouTws avayuaiffSfifda' " avacrras Se," Kal inroffrl^avres iTrayw/xev, " irpwi

Tjj nia TOV craBBdrou i<pdvri Mapia r^ MaySa\r]v^." 'Iva \_The extract from

ViCTOE is continued below in the right

hand coltimn : the left exhibiting the

text of Eusebius ' ad Marinum.'']

(Victor.)

rh fx\v " waaras," avaTreixif/oo/xev eirl

7^1/ napa t^ MaTdalo) " 6\pe (TaBISdrccf."

(Eusebius.)

rh fxev " avaaras," at'l^aireiJ.fpaifieu ?]

67rl T^v irapa rcfi Maj6alef> " 6\pf aaB-

fidrwv." (t({t€ yap iyriyfpTo.) rh Se (rSre yap iyriyepdai avrhv iriaTevo-

€|^r, ere'pas hu Siafoias vnoaTaTiKhv, (Jt-ev.) rh Se e^rjs, ere'pas ov Stavoias

irapacrTUTLKhv, (rvvdypuifiev roTs iTriKeyo-

fievois'

(rbi' yap " o^/e ffa^BaTODv" Kara Mar-

Qa7ov iyqyepfxfvov taropel " Trpwt " kw
paKivai Mapiav tt/c MaySaXrju-fiv.)

TOVTO yovv eSriAcocre Kal 'laidyvris,

"Ttpait" Kal avTbs "rp jm^ twc (TaB-

avvd^f/ufiei' to7s iniXeyofiiVois.

{"irpait" yap " Ty /xta rod aafi^aTov

etpdpf] Mapla ttj MaySaXrivrj .")

TOVTO yovu iSTi\ai(re Kal 6 'Iwdvvrjs

" irpui" Kal avrhs "rp fiia tov (Tafi-

fiaTov" 3>(f)6ai avThv rfj May5a\-r}i'^ Bdroou" SicpBai avThv ttj May5a\7]vp

fiapTvpriaas. fiapTvpr^aas.

[31 words are here omitted.]

ais iraplffTatrOai iv tovtois Kaipovs ws TrapicrTaiidai iv tovtois Kaipovs

Svo' Thv fjiiv yap T-qs afaaTdaews Thv Svo' tov fiev ttjs dvaendffiws, Thv " 64/^

" 6\pe TOV ffaBBdTov." Thv Se Trjs tov tov (raBPdTOv'" rhv 5e rfjs tov 'SaiTTJpos

S&JT'^pos evifpavelas, Thv " irpwi'." iTCKpaveias, rb " irpoot"

[Eusebius, apud Mai, iv. p. 256.] [Victoe Antioch., ed. Cramer, i. p.

444-5 : (witJi a few slight emenda-

tions of the text from Evan. Cod,

Reg. 178.)]

* Note, that Victor ttcice omits the word irpCiTov, and twice reads rfj ijlm toO (ro)3j3aTov,

(instead of vpuiTrj a-afiparov), only because Eusebius had inadvertently (three times) done

the same thing in the place from which Victor is copying. See Mai Nova P.P. Bibl. iv.

p. 256, line 19 and 26 : p. 257 line 4 and 5.
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** I know very well," be saj's, " what has been suggested by

those tcho are at the pains to remove the apparent inconrntcneiea

in this placed." But when writing on S. Mark xvi. 9—20,

he docs more. After abridging, (as his manner is,) what

Eusebius explains with such tedious emphasis, (giving the

substance of five columns in about three times as many

lines,) he adopts the exact expressions of Eusebius,—follows

him in his very mistakes,—and finally transcribes his words.

! The reader is therefore requested to bear in mind that what

he has been listening to is not the testimony of Victor at all

:

but the testimony of Eusebius. This is but one more echo

Uherefore of a passage of which we are all beginning by this

time to be weary ; so exceedingly rash are the statements

with which it is introduced, so utterly preposterous the pro-

posed method of remedying a difficulty which proves after

all to be purely imaginary.

What then is the testimony of Victor ? Does he ojQfer any

independent statement on the question in dispute, from

which his own private opinion (though nowhere stated) may

be lawfully inferred ? Yes indeed. Victor, tliough fre-

quently a Transcriber only, is observed every now and then

to come forward in his own person, and deliver his in-

dividual sentiment^. But nowhere throughout his work

does he deliver such remarkable testimony as in this place.

Hear him !

" Notwithstanding that in very many copies of the present

Gospel, the passage beginning, ' Now when [Jesus'] was risen

early the first day of the weeh. He appeared first to Mary Mag-

dalene,' be not found,— {certain individuals having supposed it to

be spurious,)—yet wi:, at all events, inasmuch as in very

MANY WE have DISCOVEKED IT TO EXIST, HAVE, OUT OF ACCU-

RATE COPIES, SUBJOINED ALSO THE ACCOUNT OF OUR LoRD's

ASCKNSION, (following THE WORDS *FOR THEY WERE AFRAMI,')

i IN CONFORMITY WITH THE PALESTINIAN EXEMPLAR OF MaRK

y ovK iiyvou 5f ws Bia<t>6povs ovraalai ytyfvrierOai <paaiv ol riju SoKovaav S«o-

tpufiav SioAuiTot mrovZd^ofTfs. Vict. Ant. ed. Cramer, vol. i. p. 445, 1. 23-5 :

referring to what Eusebius says aj}ud Mai, iv. 264 and 265 (§ iiii) : 287—290

(§§ V, vi, vii.)

' e.g. in the passage hist (juoted.
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WHICH EXHIBITS THE GosPEL VERITY : THAT IS TO SAY, FROM

THE WORDS, 'Now WHEN [JeSUs] WAS RISEN EARLY THE

FIRST DAY OF THE WEEK,' &C., DOWN TO ' WITH SIGNS FOL-

LOWING, Amen ^."—Aiid with these words Victor of Antioch

brings his Commentary on S. Mark to an end.

Here then we find it roundly stated by a highly intel-

ligent Father, writing in the first half of the v*'^ century,

—

(1.) That the reason why the last Twelve Verses of S.Mark
are absent from some ancient copies of his Gospel is because

they have been deliberately omitted by Copyists :

(2.) That the ground for such omission was the subjective

Judgment of individuals,

—

not the result of any appeal to

documentary evidence. Victor, therefore, clearly held that

the Verses in question had been expunged in consequence of

their (seeming) inconsistency with what is met with in the

other Gospels

:

(3.) That he, on the other hand, had convinced himself

by reference to " very many" and " accurate" copies, that

the verses in question are genuine :

(4.) That in particular the Palestinian Copy, which en-

joyed the reputation of " exhibiting the genuine text of

S. Mark," contained the Verses in dispute.—To Opinion,

therefore, Victor opposes Authority. He makes his appeal

to the most trustworthy documentary evidence with which

he is acquainted; and the deliberate testimony which he

delivers is a complete counterpoise and antidote to the loose

phrases of Eusebius on the same subject

:

(5.) That in consequence of all this, following the Pales-

tinian Exemplar, he had from accurate copies furnished his

own icork tcith the Twelve Verses in dispute

;

—which is a cate-

gorical refutation of the statement frequently met with that

the work of Victor of Antioch is without them.

"We are now at liberty to sum up ; and to review the pro-

gress which has been hitherto made in this Inquiry.

Six Fathers of the Church have been examined who are

commonly represented as bearing hostile testimony to the

last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's Gospel ; and they have been

* For the original of this remarkable passage the reader is referred to the

Appendix (E).

F
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easily reduced to one. Three of them, (Hesyehius, Jerome,

Victor,) prove to be echoes, not voices. The remaining two,

(Gregory of Nyssa and Severus,) are neither voices nor

echoes, but merely names : Gregory of Nyssa having really

no more to do with this discussion than Philip of Macedon

;

and "Severus" and "Hesyehius" representing one and the

same individual. Only by a Critic seeking to mislead his

reader will any one of these five Fathers be in future cited

as witnessing against the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9—20.

Eusebius is the solitary witness who survives the ordeal of

exact inquiry ''. But,

I. Eusebius, (as we have seen), instead of proclaiming his

distrust of this portion of the Gospel, enters upon an elabo-

rate proof that its contents are not inconsistent with what

is found in the Gospels of S. Matthew and S. John. His

testimony is reducible to two innocuous and wholly uncon-

nected propositions : the first,—That there existed in his

day a vast number of copies in which the last chapter of

S. Mark's Gospel ended abruptly at ver. 8 ;
(the correlative

of which of course would be that there also existed a vast

number which were furnished with the present ending.) The

second,—That by putting a comma after the word 'AvacrTci';,

S. Mark xvi. 9, is capable of being reconciled with S. Matth.

xxviii. 1 '^.\. . . I profess myself unable to understand how
it can be pretended that Eusebius would have subscribed to

the opinion of Tischendorf, Tregelles, and the rest, that the

Gospel of S. Mark was never finished by its inspired Author,

or was mutilated before it came abroad ; at all events, that

the last Twelve Verses are spurious.

'' How shrewdly was it remarked by Mattliaei, eighty years ago,—" Scholia

certe, in quibus de integritate hujus loci dubitatur, omnia ex uno fonte pro-

manarunt. Ex eodem fonte Hieronymum etiam hausisse intelligitur ex ejus

loco quern laudavit Wetst. ad ver. 9.—Similiter Scholiasta? omues in principio

hujus Evangelii in disputatione de loctione eV riadtci t^ npo<pT]Tri ex uno pen-

dent. Fortasse Ongenes auctor est hujus duh itation is." (N. T. vol. ii. p. 270.)

— The reader is invited to remember what was oflered above in p. 47

(line 23.)

"= It is not often, I think, that one finds in MSS. a point actually inserted

after 'hvaaTas 5e. Such a point is found, however, in Cod. 34 (^^Coisl. 195,)

and Cod. 22 (= Reg. 72.) and doubtless in many other copies.
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II. The observations of Eusebius are found to have been

adopted, and in part transcribed, by an unknown writer of

the vi*^ century,—whether Hesychius or Severus is not cer-

tainly known : but if it were Hesychius, then it was not

Severus ; if Severus, then not Hesychius. This writer, how-

ever, (whoever he may have been,) is careful to convince us

that individually he entertained no doubt lohatever about the

genuineness of this part of Scripture, for he says that he

writes in order to remove the (hypothetical) objections of

others, and to silence their (imaginary) doubts. Nay, he

freely quotes the verses as genuine, and declares that they were

read in his day on a certain Sunday night in the public

Service of the Church. ... To represent such an one,— (it

matters nothing, I repeat, whether we call him " Hesychius

of Jerusalem" or " Severus of Antioch,")—as a hostile wit-

ness, is simply to misrepresent the facts of the case. He is,

on the contrary, the strenuous champion of the verses which

he is commonly represented as impugning.

III. As for Jerome, since that illustrious Father comes

before us in this place as a translator of Eusebius only, he is

no more responsible for what Eusebius says concerning

S. Mark xvi. 9—20, than Hobbes of Malmesbury is respon-

sible for anything that Thucydides has related concerning

the Peloponnesian war. Individually, however, it is certain

that Jerome was convinced of the genuineness of S. Mark
xvi. 9—20 : for in two diflPerent places of his writings he not

only quotes the 9th and 14th verses, but he exhibits all the

twelve in the Vulgate.

IV. Lastly, Victor of Antioch, who wrote in an age when
Eusebius was held to be an infallible oracle on points of

Biblical • Criticism,— having dutifully rehearsed, (like the

rest,) the feeble expedient of that illustrious Father for har-

monizing S.Mark xvi. 9 with the narrative of S.Matthew,

—is observed to cite the statements of Eusebius concerning

the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark, only in order to refute

them. Not that he opposes opinion to opinion,— (for the

opinions of Eusebius and of Victor of Antioch on this be-

half were probably identical ;) but statement he meets with

counter-statement,—fact he confronts with fact. Scarcely

f2
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can anything be imagined more emphatic than his testimonj'-,

or more conclusive.

For the reader is requested to observe that here is an

Ecclesiastic, writing in the first half of the v*^ century, who
expressly witnesses to the genuineness of the Verses in dispute.

He had made reference, he says, and ascertained their

existence in very man)'' MSS. (co? eV TrXeto-rot?). He had

derived his text from " accurate" ones : (e| aKpi^wv avrt-

ypdipcov.) More than that : he leads his reader to infer that

he had personally resorted to the famous Palestinian Cop}',

the text of which was held to exhibit the inspired verity,

and had satisfied himself that the concluding section of S.

Mark's Gospel tvas there. He had, therefore, been either to Je-

rusalem, or else to Caesarea ; had inquired for those venerable

records which had once belonged to Origen and Pamphilus**

;

and had inspected them. Testimony more express, more

weight}^,—I was going to say, more decisive,—can scarcely

be imagined. It may with truth be said to close the present

discussion.

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

may I. I submit that nothing whatever which has hitherto

1

1 come before us lends the slightest countenance to the modern

1

1 dream that S. Mark's Gospel, as it left the hands of its in-

spired Author, ended abruptly at ver. 8. Neither Eusebius

nor Jerome ; neither Severus of Antioch nor Hesychius of

Jerusalem ; certainly not Victor of Antioch ; least of all

Gregory of Nyssa,—yield a particle of support to that mon-

istrous fancy. The notion is an invention, a pure imagina-

ition of the Critics ever since the days of Griesbach.

It remains to be seen whether the MSS. will prove some-

what less unaccommodating.

VII. For it can be of no possible avail, at this stage of

the discussion, to appeal to

EUTHYMIUS ZiGABENUS,

the Author of an interesting Commentary, or rather Compi-

lation on the Gospels, assigned to a.d. 1110. Euth)'mius lived,

in fact, full five.hundred years too late for his testimony to

be of the slightest importance. Such as it is, however, it is

'' Scrivener's Introduction, pp.47, 125, 4.31.
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not unfavourable. He says,—" Some of the Commentators

state that here," (viz. at ver. 8,) "the Gospel according to

Mark finishes ; and that what follows is a spurious addi-

tion." (Which clearly is his version of the statements of one

or more of the four Fathers whose testimony has already

occupied so large a share of our attention.) " This portion we
must also interpret, however," (Euthymius proceeds,) " since

there is nothing in it prejudicial to the truth *"."—But it is

idle to linger over such a writer. One might almost as well

quote " Poli Synopsis" and then proceed to discuss it. The

cause must indeed be desperate which seeks support from

a quarter like this. What possible sanction can an Eccle-

siastic of the xii*"^ century be supposed to yield to the hypo-

thesis that S. Mark's Gospel, as it left the hands of its in-

spired Author, was an unfinished work ?

It remains to ascertain what is the evidence of the MSS.

on this subject. And the MSS. require to be the more

attentively studied, because it is to them that our opponents

are accustomed most confidently to appeal. On them in

fact they rely. The nature and the value of the most ancient

Manuscript testimony available, shall be scrupulously in-

vestigated in the next two Chapters.

^ <J>a(Ti Se Tives ruv i^riynrooy ipravBa avfj.Tr\7ipova6ai ih Kara. MapKOv evay-

ye\tov rd. Se ((pe^rjs izpo(TQ^]K7)v i1va,i, fisTayeyeaTepav. Xpri 5e (col TOi/TTjf

ipixTjuevaai jUTjSef ttj aATjSeict Avfiaivofiivtiv.—Euthym. Zig. {ed. Matthaei, 1792),

in loc.



CHAPTER VI.

MANUSCRIPT TESTIMONY SHEWN TO BE OVERWHELM-
INGLY IN FAVOUR OE THESE VERSES.—Part I.

S. Mark xvi. 9—20, contained in every MS. in tJie world except two.—
Irrational Claim to Infallibility/ set tip on hehalf of Cod. B (p. 73)

and Cod. s (p-75).—These two Codices shewn to be full ofgross

Omissions (p. 78),

—

Interpolations (p. 80),

—

Corruptions of the

Text (p. 81),

—

and Perversions of the Truth (p. 83).

—

TJie testi-

mony of Cod. B to S. Mark xvi. 9— 20, sheivyi to he favorable,

notwithstanding (p. 86).

The two oldest Copies of the Gospels in existence are the

famous Codex in the Vatican Library at Rome, known as

" Codex B ; " and the Codex which Tischendorf brought from

Mount Sinai in 1859, and which he designates by the first let-

ter of the Hebrew alphabet (s). These two manuscripts are

probably not of equal antiquity ^. An interval of fifty years

at least seems to be required to account for the marked dif-

ference between them. If the first belongs to the beginning,

the second may be referred to the middle or latter part of

the iv*** century. But the two Manuscripts agree in this,

—

that they are without the Imt twelve verses of 8. Mark's Gospel.

In both, after e^o^ovvro yap (ver. 8), comes the subscription:

in Cod. B,— kata mapkon; in Cod. s,— ETArrEAioN rata

MAPKON.

Let it not be supposed that we have any f)iore facts of this

class to produce. All has been stated. It is not that the

evidence of Manuscripts is one,—the evidence of Fathers

and Versions another. The very reverse is the case. Manu-

scripts, Fathers, and Versions alike, are only not unanimous

in bearing consistent testimony. But the consentient witness

• For some remarks on this subject the reader is referred to the Ap-

pendix (F).
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of the MSS. is even extraordinary. With the exception of

the two uncial MSS. which have just been named, there is

not one Codex in existence, uncial or cursive,—(and we are

acquainted with, at least, eighteen other uncials '', and about

six hundred cursive Copies of this Gospel,)—which leaves out

the last twelve verses of S. Mark.

The inference which an unscientific observer would, draw

from this fact, is no doubt in this instance the correct one.

He demands to be shewn the Alexandrine (A) and the Pari-

sian Codex (C),—neither of them probably removed by much
more than fifty years from the date of the Codex Sinaiticus,

and. both unquestionably derived from different originals;—
and he ascertains that no countenance is lent by either of

those venerable monuments to the proposed omission of this

part of the sacred text. He discovers that the Codex Bezae

(D), the only remaining very ancient MS. authority,—not-

withstanding that it is observed on most occasions to exhibit

an extraordinary sympathy with the Vatican (B),—here sides

with A and C against B and S. He inquires after all the

other uncials and all the cursive MSS. in existence, (some

of them dating from the x^^ century,) and requests to have it

explained to him why it is to be suj^osed that all these

many witnesses,—belonging to so many diiferent patriarch-

ates, provinces, ages of the Church,— have entered into

a grand conspiracy to bear false witness on a point of this

magnitude and importance ? But he obtains no intelligible

answer to this question. How, then, is an unprejudiced

student to draw any inference but one from the premisses ?

That single peculiarity (he tells himself) of bringing the

second Gospel abruptly to a close at the 8th verse of the

xvi*^** chapter, is absolutely fatal to the two Codices in ques-

tion. It is useless to din into his ears that those Codices

are probably both of the iv*'* century,—unless men are pre-

pared to add the assurance that a Codex of the iv^"^ century

is of necessity a more trustworthy witness to the text of the

Gospels than a Codex of the v*^. The omission of these

twelve verses, I repeat, in itself, destroys his confidence in

" Viz. A, C [v] ; D [vi] ; E, L [viii] ; F, K, M, V, r, A, A (quaere), n [ix]
j

G, H, X, S, U [ix, x].
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Cod. B and Cod. s : for it is obvious tliat a copy of the Gos-

pels whicli has been so seriously mutilated in one place may
have been slightly tampered with in another. He is willing

to suspend his judgment, of course. The two oldest copies of

the Gospels in existence are entitled, to great reverence be-

cause of their high antiquity. They must be allowed a most

patient, most unprejudiced, most respectful, nay, a most

indulgent hearing. But when all this has been freely ac-

corded, on no intelligible principle can more be claimed for

any two MSS. in the world.

The rejoinder to all this is sufficiently obvious. Mistrust

will no doubt have been thrown over the evidence borne to

the text of Scripture in a thousand other places by Cod. B
and Cod. s, after demonstration that those tivo Codices exhibit

a mutilated text in the present place. But what else is this

but the very point requiring demonstration? Why may
not these two be right, and all the other MSS. wrong ?

I propose, therefore, that we reverse the process. Proceed

we to examine the evidence borne by these two witnesses

on certain other occasions which admit of no difference of

opinion ; or next to none. Let us endeavour, I say, to as-

certain the character of the Witnesses by a patient and unpre-

judiced examination of their Evidence,—not in one place,

or in two, or in three ; but on several important occasions,

and throughout. If we find it invariably consentient and

invariably truthful, then of course a mighty presumption

will have been established, the ver}^ strongest possible, that

their adverse testimony in respect of the conclusion of

S. Mark's Gospel must needs be worthy of all acceptation.

But if, on the contrary, our inquiries shall conduct us to

the very opposite result,—what else can happen but that

our confidence in these two MSS. will be hopelessly shaken ?

We must in such case be prepared to admit that it is just

as likely as not that this is only one more occasion on which

these "two false witnesses" have conspired to witness falsely.

If, at this juncture, extraneous evidence of an entirely trust-

worthy kind can be procured to confront them : above all,

if some one ancient witness of unin)peachable veracity can

be found who shall boar contradictory evidence : what other
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alternative will be left us but to reject theii* testimony in

respect of S. Mark xvi. 9—20 with something like indigna-

tion ; and to acquiesce in the belief of universal Christen-

dom for eighteen hundred years that these twelve verses are

just as much entitled to our unhesitating acceptance as any
other twelve verses in the Gospel which can be named ?

T. It is undeniable, in the meantime, that for the last

quarter of a century, it has become the fashion to demand
for the readings of Codex B something very like absolute

deference. The grounds for this superstitious sentiment,

(for really I can describe it in no apter waj',) I profess

myself unable to discover. Codex B comes to us without

a history : without recommendation of any kind, except that

of its antiquit3^ It bears traces of careless transcription in

every page. The mistakes which the original transcriber

made are of perpetual recurrence. " They are chiefly omis-

sions, of one, two, or three words; but sometimes of half

a verse, a whole verse, or even of several verses .... I hesi-

tate not to assert that it would be easier to find a folio con-

taining three or four such omissions than to light on one

which should be without any*^." In the Gospels alone,

Codex B leaves out words or whole clauses no less than

1,491 times'^: of which by far the largest proportion is

found in S. Mark's Gospel. Many of these, no doubt, are

to be accounted for by the proximity of a "like ending ^"

The Vatican MS. (like the Sinaitic ^) was originally de-

' Vercellone, — Del antichissimo Codice Vaticano della Slbbia Qreca,

Roma, 1860. (pp. 21.)

* Dublin Univ. Mag. (Nov. 1859,) p. 620, quoted by Scrivener, p. 93.

^ 6/j.oiOTf\evTov.

' See Scv'ivener's^ Introduction to his ed. of the Codex Bezse, p. xxiii. Tlie

passage referred to reappears at the end of his Preface to the 2nd ed. of liis

Collation of the Cod. Sinaiticiis.—Add to his instances, this from S. Matth.

xxviii. 2, 3 :

—

KAl eKA0HTO e

nANO) ATTOT [HN A€
H eiAfA ATTOT] CCC

ACTPAOH
It is plain why the scribe of S vvrote eirapui avrov cos atrrpairri.—The next

is from S. Luke xxiv. 31 :

—

AIHNTrH
CAN 01 O*0AAMOI
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rived from an older Codex whicli contained about twelve

or thirteen letters in a line^. And it will be found that

some of its omissions which have given rise to prolonged

KAi [enerNcocAN atto

KAT] ATTOC A*AN
TOG erfNexo

Hence the omission of ««< eireyrweroi/ outov in S-—The following explains

the omission from J^ (and D) of the Ascension at S. Luke xxiv. 52 :

—

AH AYTCON KAI [AN
e*epeTo eic ton
OYPANON KAI] AT
TOT nPOCKTNHCA

The next explains why S reads KipiKoXxj-i/a.vTis (wrjpwrwv avrov in S. Luke
xxii. 64 :

—

ACPONTec KAI ne
PIKAAT^ANXeC 6

[TTnXON ATTOT TO
npocconoN kai e]

nHPft)Tft)N ATTo
The next explains why the words /coi iras eis avT7)v fiia^erai are absent

in S (and G) at S. Luke xvi. 16 :

—

eTArre

AIZ6TAI [KAI HAC
eiC ATTHN BI

AZeTAl] CTKOnO)

TCPON Ae €CTIN To
K In this way, (at S. John xvii. 15, 16), the obviously corrupt reading of

Cod. B (fj'a TTjpTjcTTjj avTovs (K Tov Koff/^ov)—which, however, was the reading

of the copy used by Athanasius (0pp. p. 1035 : al. ed. p. 825)—is explained :

—

6K TOT [nONHPOT.

€K TOT] KOCMOT
OTK eiCIN KAeOJC

Thus also is explained why B (with S, A, D, L) omits a precious clause in

S. Luke xxiv. 42 :

—

OHTOT MfPOC KAI
[AnO MeAICCI

OT KHPIOT KAI]

AABWN eNWniON
And why the same MSS. (all but A) omit an important clause in S. Luke

xxiv. 53 :

—

CN Tft) I6PW [AIN

OTNTCC KAI] eTAG

rOTNTCC TON 0N
And why B (with S> L) omits an important clause in the history of the Temp-

tation (S. Luke iv. 5) :

—

KAI ANAFArOON AT
TON [eiC OPOC TVH
AON] 6AIEeN ATTO)
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discussion are probably to be referred to nothing else but tbe

oscitancy of a transcriber with such a codex before him ^

:

without having recourse to any more abstruse hypothesis;

without any imputation of bad faith;— certainly without

siqyposing that the words omitted did not exist in the inspired

mdograph of the Evangelist. But then it is undeniable that

some of the omissions in Cod. B are not to be so explained.

On the other hand, I can testify to the fact that the codex

is disfigured throughout with reijetitions. The original scribe

is often found to have not only written the same words twice

over, but to have failed whenever he did so to take any
notice with his pen of what he had done.

What then, (I must again inquire,) are the grounds for

the superstitious reverence which is entertained in certain

quarters for the readings of Codex B ? If it be a secret

known to the recent Editors of the New Testament, they

have certainly contrived to keep it wondrous close.

II. More recently, a claim to co-ordinate primacy has

been set up on behalf of the Codex Sinaiticus. Tischendorf

is actually engaged in remodelling his seventh Leipsic edi-

tion, chiefly in conformity with the readings of his lately

discovered MS. ^ And yet the Codex in question abounds

with " errors of the eye and pen, to an extent not un-

paralleled, but happily rather unusual in documents of first-

rate importance." On many occasions, 10, 20, 30, 40 words

are dropped through very carelessness ^. " Letters and

words, even whole sentences, are frequently written twice

• In this way the famous omission (S, B, L) of the word SevrfpoirpuT(f), in

S. Luke vi. 1, is (to say the least) capable of being explained :

—

ercNexo a e cn cab
BAT&) A[€TTePO

upcoTCo AjiAnopere
C0AI

and of viov Bapaxtov (S) in S. Matth. xxvii. 35 :

—

AIMATOC ZAXAPIOT

[TIOT BAPAXIOT]

ON e*oNeTCATe
' He has reached the 480th page of vol. ii. (1 Cor. v. 7.)

^ In this way 14 words have been omitted from Cod. S in S. Mark xv. 47

—

xvi. 1 :—19 words in S. Mark i. 32-4 :—20 words in S. .John xx. 5, 6 :—39 words

in S.John xix. 20, 21.



76 The claim to co-ordinate Primacy recently [chap.

over, or begun and immediately cancelled : while thut gross

blunder . . . whereby a clause is omitted because it happens to

end in the same words as the clause preceding, occurs no less

than 115 times in the New Testament. Tregelles has freely

pronounced that 'the state of the text, as proceeding from

the first scribe, may be regarded as very roughly But

when "the first scribe" and his "very rough" performance

have been thus unceremoniously disposed of, one would

like to be informed what remains to command respect in

Codex N? Is, then, maniiscrijjt authority to be confounded

with editorial caprice,—exercising itself upon the corrections

of " at least ten different revisers," who, from the vi'^ to the

xii* century, have been endeavouring to lick into shape

a text which its original author left " very rough .^"

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

within the last few years, has been claimed for Codex B
and Codex W, threatens to grow into a species of tyranny,

—

from which I venture to predict there will come in the end

an unreasonable and unsalutar}^ recoil. It behoves us, there-

fore, to look closely into this matter, and to require a reason

for what is being done. The text of the sacred deposit is

far too precious a thing to be saciificed to an irrational, or

at least a superstitious devotion to two MSS.,—simply be-

cause they may possibly be older b}'' a hundred years than

any other which we possess. " Id verius quod prius," is an

axiom which holds every bit as true in Textual Criticism as

in Dogmatic Truth. But on that principle, (as 1 have already

shewn,) the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel are fully

established ™ ; and by consequence, the credit of Codd. B
and N sustains a severe shock. Again, " Id verius quod

prius ;" but it does not of course follow that a Codex of

the iv^'' century shall exhibit a more correct text of Scrip-

ture than one written in the v'^, or even than one written

in the x"\ For the proof of this statement, (if it can be sup-

posed to require proof,) it is enough to appeal to Codex D.

That venerable copy of the Gospels is of the vi"' century.

' Scrivenei-'s Full Cvllalioti, &.c., \). w.; (iiioting Trogeilus' N. T. Part II.

page ii.)

" Sec Chiip. IV. p. 37.
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It is, in fact, one of our five great uncials. No older MS. of

the Greek Text is known to exist,—excepting always A, B, C
and s. And yet no text is more thoroughly disfigured by

corruptions and interpolations than that of Codex D. In the

Acts, (to use the language of its learned and accurate Editor,)

"it is hardly an exaggeration to assert that it reproduces

the textus recepiu^ much in the same way that one of the

best Chaldee Targums does the Hebrew of the Old Testa-

ment : so wide are the variations in the diction, so constant

and inveterate the practice of expanding the narrative by

means of interpolations which seldom recommend themselves

as genuine by even a semblance of internal probability"."

Where, then, is the d priori probability that two MSS. of the

iv*'^ century shall have not only a superior claim to be heard,

but almost an exclusive right to dictate which readings are

to be rejected, which retained ?

How ready the most recent editors of the New Testament

have shewn themselves to hammer the sacred text on the

anvil of Codd. B and K,—not unfrequently in defiance of the

evidence of all other MSS., and sometimes to the serious

detriment of the deposit,—would admit of striking illustra-

tion were this place for such details. Tischendorf's English

" New Testament,"—" with various readings from the three

most celebrated manuscripts of the Greek Text" translated

at the foot of every page,—is a recent attempt (1869) to

popularize the doctrine that we have to look exclusively to

two or three of the oldest copies, if we would possess the

Word of God in its integrity. Dean Alford's constant appeal

in his revision of the Authorized Version (1870) to " the

oldest MSS.," (meaning thereby generally Codd. « and B
with one or two others °), is an abler endeavour to fami-

liarize the public mind with the same belief. I am bent on

shewing that there is nothing whatever in the character of

either of the Codices in question to warrant this servile

deference.

{a) And first,—Ought it not sensibly to detract from our

" Scrivener's Introduction to Con. Bezae, p. liv.

"
e.ff. in S.John i. 42 (meaning only j.^, B, L): iv. 42 (S, B, C) : v. 12

(N, B, C, L) : vi. 22 (A, B, L), &c.
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opinion of the value of their evidence to discover that it is

easier to find tiro eonsecutive verses in which the ttcoMSS. differ,

the one from the other, than tioo consecutive verses in which they

entirely agree ? Now this is a plain matter of fact, of which

any one who pleases may easily convince himself. But the

character of two witnesses who habitually contradict one

another has been accounted, in every age, precarious. On
every such occasion, only one of them can possibly be speak-

ing the truth. Shall I be thought unreasonable if I con-

fess that these perpetual inconsistencies between Codd. B
and s,—grave inconsistencies, and occasionally even gross

ones,—altogether destroy my confidence in either ?

(^) On the other hand, discrepant as the testimony of

these two MSS. is throughout, they yet, strange to say,

conspire every here and there in exhibiting minute cor-

ruptions of such an unique and peculiar kind as to betray

a (probably not very remote) common corrupt original.

These coincidences in fact are so numerous and so extra-

ordinary as to establish a real connexion between those two

codices ; and that connexion is fatal to any claim which

might be set up on their behalf as wholly independent

witnesses p.

(c) Further, it is evident that both alike have been sub-

jected, probably during the process of transcription, to the

same depraving influences. But because such statements

require to be established by an induction of instances, the

reader's attention must now be invited to a ^e."^ samples of

the grave blemishes which disfigure our two oldest copies

of the Gospel.

1. And first, since it is the omission of the end of S.Mark's

Gospel which has given rise to the present discussion, it

becomes a highly significant circumstance that the original

P e.g. S. Matth. x. 25; xii. 24, 27: S.Luke xi. 15, 18, 19 (3e«^/3oi;A).—

1 Cor. xiii. 3 (/cai/xiJca'M"')*—^' Ji"^*^s i. 17 (a7ro(T(C(0(T/uaTO$).—Acts i. 5 (««/ itv.

fiair. ay.).—S.Mark vi. 20 (rjiropsi).—S. Mutth. xiv. 30 (iffxvpov).—S. Luke iii.

32 (ra>/3»)\).—Acts i. 19 (iS/a omitted).—S. Mutth. xxv. 27 (ra apyvpia).—

S. Matth. xvii. 22 {<TvffTp«pofx(i>wv).—S. Luke vi. 1 {5(vTfpoirpwT(f omitted).

—

See more in Tischeudorfs Proletjomena to his dto. reprint of the Cod. Sin.

p. xxxvi. On this head the reader is also referred to Scrivener's very inter-

esting Collation of the Cod. Sinaiticus, Introductiou, p. xliii. seq.
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scribe of Cod. s liad also omitted the end of the Gospel accord-

ing to S. John ^. In this suppression of ver. 25, Cod. w stands

alone among MSS. A cloud of primitive witnesses vouch

for the genuineness of the verse. Surely, it is nothing else

but the reductio ad ahsurdum of a theory of recension, (with

Tischendorf in his last edition,) to accommodate our printed

text to the vicious standard of the original penman of Cod. n,

and bring the last chapter of S. John's Gospel to a close

at ver. 24 !

Cod. B, on the other hand, omits the whole of those two

solemn verses wherein S. Luke describes our Lord's " Agony
and bloody Sweat," together with the act of the ministering

Angel ^. As to the genuineness of those verses, recognised

as they are by Justin Martyr, Irenseus, Hippolytus, Epipha-

nius, Didymus, Gregory of JSTazianzus, Chrysostom, Theo-

doret, by all the oldest versions, and by almost every MS.
in existence, including Cod. S,—it admits of no doubt. Here

then is proof positive that in order to account for omissions

from the Gospel in the oldest of the uncials, there is no need

whatever to resort to the hypothesis that such portions of

the Gospel are not the genuine work of the Evangelist.

" The admitted error of Cod. B in this place," (to quote the

words of Scrivener,) " ought to make some of its advocates

more chary of their confidence in cases where it is less

countenanced by other witnesses than in the instance be-

fore us."

Cod. B (not Cod. s) is further guilty of the " grave error"

(as Dean Alford justly styles it,) of omitting that solemn

record of the Evangelist :
—" Then said Jesus, Father, for-

give them ; for they know not what they do." It also with-

holds the statement that the inscription on the Cross was
" in letters of Greek, and Latin, and Hebrew ^" Cod N, on

the other hand, omits the confession of the man born blind

(6 he ecfjT], TTLcrTeiKO Kvpie' kol TrpoaeKvvijaev avrwi) in S. John

ix. 38.—Both Cod, s and Cod. B retain nothing but the

i See Tischendorf's note in his reprint of the Cod. Sin., Prolegg. p. lix.

"
''CI(j)6t] 5e avTCfi &yye\os—KaTafiaivopra inl -rriv yrjv. S. Luke xxii. 43, 44.

' 6 Be 'Irjaovs—rt iroiovcri, (xxiii. 34) .—ypdfifj.affii' 'EWtjvikoIs koI 'PaifiaiKoTs

Kal 'EPpaiKo'is, (xxiii. 38.)
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word vlov of the expression rov vlov avrijy rov TrpwroroKOV,

in S. Matth. i. 25 ; and suppress altogether the important

doctrinal statement 6 mv ev tw ovpavM, in S. John iii. 13 :

as well as the clause BieXOoyv Sea fieaou avrcov Koi Trapyjyev

ovTco'i, in S. John viii. 59. Concerning all of which, let it

be observed that I am neither imputing motives nor pre-

tending to explain the design with which these several serious

omissions were made. All that is asserted is, that they can-

not be imputed to the carelessness of a copyist, but were

intentional : and I insist that they effectually dispose of the

presumption that when an important passage is observed to

be wanting from Cod. B or Cod. N, its absence is to be ac-

counted for by assuming that it was also absent from the

inspired autograph of the Erangclist.

2. To the foregoing must be added the many places where

the text of B or of s, or of both, has clearly been interpolated.

There does not exist in the whole compass of the New Testa-

ment a more monstrous instance of this than is furnished

by the transfer of the incident of the piercing of our Re-

deemer's side from S. John xix. 24 to S. Matth. xxvii., in

Cod. B and Cod. S, where it is introduced at the end of

,ver. 49,— in defiance of reason as well as of authority*.

"This interpolation" (remarks Mr. Scrivener) "which would

represent the Saviour as pierced while yet living, is a good

example of the fact that some of our highest authorities

may combine in attesting a reading unquestionabl}' false ".**

Another singularly gross specimen of interpolation, in my
judgment, is supplied by the purely apocryphal statement

which is met with in Cod. «, at the end of S. Matthew's ac-

count of the healing of the Centurion's servant,

—

Kai viro-

arpe^fras a eKarovTap'y^of; eis rov olkov avrov ev avjrj tyj apa,

eupev Tov iraiha vyiacvovra (viii. 13.)—Nor can anything
well be weaker than the substitution (for varepijaavTa otvov,

in S. John ii. 3) of the following "•', which is found onl// in

Cod.N:

—

OLvov ouk ^L'^ov, oti avveTeXecrdrj o oivo<i rov <yaixov.

' oAAos 5e Ka$oou fioyxv fvv^tv avrov rr)v irMvpav, nai t^ri\dev vSup koi aifxa.

Yet B, C, L and N contain this

!

" Coll. of the Cod. Sin., p. xlvii.

" So, in the margin of tlie Hharklensian revision.



VI.] in Codex B and Codex s. 81

But the inspired text has been depraved in the same

licentious way throughout, by the responsible authors of

Cod. B and Cod. «, although such corruptions have attracted

little notice from their comparative unimportance. Thus,

the reading (in s) rjixa^; Set €pya^6a6ac ra epya tov irefx-^av-

Tos 7]fia<; (S, John ix. 4) carries with it its own sufficient

condemnation ; being scarcely rendered more tolerable by

B's substitution of /xe for the second T/ytta?.—Instead of reOe-

/leXicoTo yap eVt ttjv Trejpav (S. Luke vi. 48) , B and s pre-

sent us with the insipid gloss, hia to /cdX(o<; oiKoSofieLaOai

avTrjv.— In the last-named codex, we find the name of

"Isaiah" (rja-aLov) thrust into S. Matth. xiii. 35, in defiance

of authority and of fact.—Can I be wrong in asserting that

the reading o /novoyevrjs decs (for vlos) in S. John i. 18,

(a reading found in Cod. B and Cod. s alike,) is undeserving

of serious attention ?—May it not also be confidently de-

clared that, in the face of all MS. evidence-^, no future

Editors of the New Testament will be found to accept the

highly improbable reading o avOpwiro^ o Xeyo/xevos Irjaovs,

in S. John ix. 11, although the same two Codices conspire

in exhibiting it ?—or, on the authority of one of them (s),

to read ev avrw ^cotj ecrriv^ (for iv avrw ^corj r]v) in S. John

i. 4?—Certain at least it is that no one will ever be found

to read (with B) e^Sofirj/covra Bvo in S. Luke x. 1,—or

(with s) o e/cXe/CT09 tov deov (instead of o vlo<i tov Oeov) in

S. John i. 34.

—

But let me ask, With what show of reason

can the pretence of InfalUhiUtu, (as well as the plea of

Primacy), be set up on behalf of a pair of MSS. licentiously

corrupt as these have already been proved to be ? For the

readings above enumerated, be it observed, are either criti-

cal depravations of the inspired Text, or else unwarrantable

interpolations. They cannot have resulted from careless

transcription.

3. Not a few of the foregoing instances are in fact of a kind

* Note, that it is a mistake for the advocates of this reading to claim the

Latin versions as allies. 'ATreKpiOri iKiivos, "Ai'dpunros Xeyofxevoi 'ItjctoCs /c.t.A.

is not "Eespoiidit, Ille homo qui dicitur Jesus," (as both Tischendorf and

Tregelles assume ;) but " Respondit ille. Homo," &c.,—as in verses 25 and 36.

y This reading will be found discussed in a footnote (p) at the end of

Chap. Vll.,-p. 110.

G
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to convince me that the text with which Cod. B and Cod. m

were chiefly acquainted, must have been once and again

subjected to a clumsy process of revision. Not unfrequently,

as may be imagined, the result (however tasteless and in-

felicitous) is not of serious importance ; as when, (to give

examples from Cod. «,) for rov o'xXov eiriKelcrOai, avrcp (in

S. Luke V. 1) we are presented with crvva-)(^97]vac rov o)(Xov :

—

when for ^cov dacorais (in S. Luke xv. 13) we read et? X^P^^
fiUKpav ; and for oi i^ovaidl^ovTes avroiv (in S. Luke xxii. 25),

we find ot apxovTe<i tcov [eOvcov] e^ova-ia^ovcriv avrwv, Kai,

(which is only a weak reproduction of S. Matth. xx. 25) :

—

when again, for a-Korla jjSr] iyeyovet (in S. John vi. 17), we

are shewn KareXa^ev Se avrovs tj aKona : and. when, for

KoX Tis icTTLv 6 TTapaSooacov avrov (in S. John vi. 64) we are

invited to accept Kat ri'i rjv a /jieWwv avrov TrapahcSovat'-.

But it requires very little acquaintance with the subject to

foresee that this kind of license may easily assume serious

dimensions, and grow into an intolerable evil. Thus, when

the man born blind is asked by the Holy One if he believes

eVt rov vlov rov &eov (S. John. ix. 35), we are by no means

willing to acquiesce in the proposed substitute, rov viov rov

avOpcoTTOv : neither, when the Saviour says, ytveoaKo/jiat viro

roiv efiwv (S. John x. 14) are we at all willing to put up

with the weak equivalent ytvcoa-Kovai /xe ra e/xa. Still less is

Kai e/jioi avTov<; eSoiKas any equivalent at all for /cat ra ifxa

irdvTa ad icm, Koi rd ad i/j,d, in S. John xvii. 10 : or, aWot

' The following may be added from Cod. M :

—

fxeydKoi auTwy (in S.Mark x.

42) changed into ^atriKfis : titr^v (in S. Mark xiv. 58) substituted for ^^«?$

ijKovffafiei' avrov Xiyovros : e^So/xrjKoyTa Tecrffapcev (in S. Lu. ii. 3/) for 6ySor]K :

and €<i)paKev ae (in S. Jo. viii. 57) for ecipaKw: :—in all which four readings

Cod. S is without support. [Scrivener, Coll. Cod. Sin. p. li.] The epithet

fityav, introduced (in the same codex) before A/0oc in S. Mark xv. 46 ; and km

irarpias inserted into the phrase i^ oIkov Aa/3/S in S. Lu. i. 27,—are two more

specimens of mistaken officiousness. In the same infelicitous spirit. Cod. B
and Cod. S concur in omitting l^xvpiv (S. Matt. xiv. 30), and in substituting

•KvKva for TTuynfj, and pafTiaoifTai for j8o7rTi(ra>»Taj in S. Mark vii. 3 and 4 :—

•

while the interpolation of raffffo/xfvos after t^ovcriav in S. Matth. viii. 9, because,

of the parallel place in S.Luke's Gospel; and the substitution of avOpwiros

ouffTrjpos €1 (from S. Lxike xix. 21) for aKKjjpos eJ ivOpwiros in S. Matth. xxv. 24,

arc proofs that yet another kind of corrupting influence has been here at work

besides those which have been already bpccified.
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^coaovaiv ere, kul TToitjaovaiv aot oaa ov deXeis, for aWo<; ae

^(ocrec. Kol otaeu ottov ov diXeis, in S. John xxi. 18. Indeed,

even when our Lord is not the speaker, such licentious

depravation of the text is not to be endured. Thus, in

S. Luke xxiii. 15, Cod. B and Cod. s conspire in substituting

for dveTre/ii'^Ira yap vfMa<; Trpos avrov,—aveirefi-^ev yap avTOv

irpos rj/xa'i ; which leads one to suspect the copyist was

misled by the narrative in ver. 7. Similar instances might

be multiplied to an indefinite extent.

Two yet graver corruptions of the truth of the Gospel,

(but they belong to the same category,) remain to be spe-

cified. Mindful, I suppose, of S.James' explanation "how
that by works a man is justified," the author of the text of

Codices B and s has ventured to alter our Lord's assertion

(in S. Matth. xi. 19,) " Wisdom is justified of her c/u'ldren,"

into "Wisdom is justified by her works;" and, in the case

of Cod. s, his zeal is observed to have so entirely carried

him away, that he has actually substituted epycov for reKvcov

in the parallel place of S. Luke's Gospel,—The other ex-

ample of error (S. Matth. xxi. 31) is calculated to provoke

a smile. Finding that our Saviour, in describing the con-

duct of the two sons in the parable, says of the one,

—

varepov Se {xerafiek'qdeis aTrrjXdev, and of the other,

—

Kal

ovK anrrjkOev ; some ancient scribe, (who can have been but

slenderly acquainted with the Greek language,) seems to

have conceived the notion that a more precise way of iden-

tifying the son who " afterwards repented and went," would

be to designate him as 6 vcrrepos. Accordingly, in reply to

the question,

—

tls e/c rcav Svo iiroirjo-ev to 6e\7]^a rov ira-

Tpos; we are presented (but only in Cod. B) with the as-

tonishing information,

—

Xeyovaiv a varepos. And yet, see-

ing clearly that this made nonsense of the parable, some

subsequent critic is found to have transposed the order of the

two sons : and in that queer condition the parable comes

down to us in the famous Vatican Codex B.

4. Some of the foregoing instances of infelicitous tamper-

ing with the text of the Gospels are, it must be confessed,

very serious. But it is a yet more fatal circumstance in

connexion with Cod. B and Cod. s that they are convicted

g2
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of certain perversions "of the truth of Scripture which must

have been made with deliberation and purpose. Thus, in

S. Mark xiv, they exhibit a set of passages—(verses 30, 68,

72)—"which bear clear marks of wilful and critical correction,

thoroughly carried out in Cod. m, only partially in Cod. B
;

the object being so far to assimilate the narrative of Peter's

denial with those of the other Evangelists, as to suppress

the fact, vouched for by S. Mark only, that the cock crowed

twice. (In Cod. S, ^is is omitted in ver. 30,"—e/c hevTepov

and 8/9 in ver. 72,—" and koX aXeKTCop icf^covrjae in ver. 68

:

the last change being countenanced by B ^.") One such

discovery, I take leave to point out, is enough to destroy

all confidence in the text of these two manuscripts : for it

proves that another kind of corrupting influence,—besides

carelessness, and accident, and tasteless presumption, and

unskilful assiduity,—has been at work on Codices B and s-

We are constrained to approach these two manuscripts with

suspicion in all cases where a supposed critical difficulty in

harmonizing the statements of the several Evangelists will

account for any of the peculiar readings which they ex-

hibit.

Accordingly, it does not at all surprise me to discover

that in both Codices the important word e^eXdoixrai (in

S. Matth. xxviii. 8) has been altered into airekdovaai. I

recognise in that substitution of airo for e| the hand of one

who was not aware that the women, when addressed by the

Angel, were inside the sepulchre; but who accepted the be-

lief (it is found to have been as common in ancient as in

modern times) that they beheld him " sitting on the stone ''."

—In consequence of a similar misconception, both Codices

are observed to present us with the word " wine" instead of

" vinegar" in S. Matthew's phrase 6^09 fiera %oX^y fxefiiy-

fi€vov : which results from a mistaken endeavour on the

part of some ancient critic to bring S. Matth. xxvii. 34 into

• Scrivener, Coll. Cod. Sin. p. xlvii.

'' Add to the authorities commonly appealed to for i^t\e. Chrj-s. *^^ (twice,)

(also quoted in Cramer's Cat.-^^). The mistake adverted to in the text is at

least as old as the time of Eusebius (Mai, iv. p. 264 = 287), who asks,—Ilwj

irapd rtf MarOoiy t} Via-yha\-r}VT) Maf>ia /x(Ta Trjs &\\i}S Maplas f^ai tov jUCT^/xaTOS

idpaKfv rhv eVa liyyeKov iiriKa6-i]ft.tvov T<f \ld<f rov fiviinaros, K.r.K.
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harmony with S. Mark xv. 23. The man did not perceive

that the cruel insult of the "vinegar and gall" (which the

Saviour tasted but would not drink) was quite a distinct

thing from the proflFered mercy of the " myrrhed wine"

which the Saviour put away from Himself altogether.

So again, it was in order to bring S. Luke xxiv. 13 into

harmony with a supposed fact of geography that Cod. s
states that Emmaus, (which Josephus also places at sixty

stadia from Jerusalem), was "an hundred and sixty" stadia

distant. The history of this interpolation of the text is

known. It is because some ancient critic (Origen probably)

erroneously assumed that Nicopolis was the place intended.

The conjecture met with favour, and there are not wanting

scholia to declare that this was the reading of " the accu-

rate" copies,—notwithstanding the physical impossibility

which is involved by the statement =.—Another geographical

misconception under which the scribe of Cod. s is found to

have laboured was that Nazareth (S. Luke i. 26) and Caper-

naum (S. Mark i. 28) were in Judaa. Accordingly he has

altered the text in both the places referred to, to suit his

private notion''.—A yet more striking specimen of the pre-

posterous method of the same scribe is supplied by his sub-

stitution of Kaiaapias for Sa/xapeias in Acts viii. 5,

—

evidently misled by what he found in viii. 40 and xxi. 8.

— Again, it must have been with a view of bringing Reve-

lation into harmony with the (supposed) facts of physical

Science that for the highly significant Theological record

Kol ia-KOTiaBv o 7]\ios at the Crucifixion % has been sub-

stituted both in B and «, rov rfKiov €K\i,7rovTo<i,—a state-

' Tischendorf accordingly is forced, for once, to reject the reading of his

oracle ^,—witnessed to though it be by Origen and Eusebius. His discussion

of the text in this place is instructive and even diverting. How is it that such

an instance as the present does not open the eyes of Prejudice itself to the

danger of pinning its faith to the consentient testimony even of Origen, of

Eusebius, and of Cod. j,^ ? . . . . The reader is reminded of what was offered

above, in the lower part of p. 49.

^ A similar perversion of the truth of Scripture is found at S. Luke iv. 44,

(cf. the parallel place, S. Matth. iv. 23 : S. Mark i. 39). It does not mend the

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

' S. Lu. xxiii. 45 :

—

Sirep ovStTrore irpdrepov avvi^y), aW' ^ eV Alyvirrcfi ij-dvov,

Sre rh iraax"- TeAelcrSat e/ueAXe" koX yap iKuva tovtuv tvttos ^u. (Chrys.vii.824 C.)
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ment which (as the ancients were perfectly well aware ^)

introduces into the narrative an astronomical contradiction.

—It may be worth adding, that Tischendorf with singular

inconsistency admits into his text the astronomical contra-

diction, while he rejects the geographical impossibility.

—

And this may suffice concerning the text of Codices B
and s.

III. We are by this time in a condition to form a truer

estimate of the value of the testimony borne by these two

manuscripts in respect of the last twelve verses of S. Mark's

Gospel. If we were disposed before to regard their omission

of an important passage as a serious matter, we certainly

cannot any longer so regard it. We have by this time seen

enough to disabuse our minds of every prejudice. Codd. B
and s are the very reverse of infallible guides. Their de-

flections from the Truth of Scripture are more constant, as

well as more licentious by far, than those of their younger

bi'ethren : their unauthorized omissions from the sacred text

are not only far more frequent but far more flagrant also.

And yet the main matter before us,

—

their omission of the last

twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel,—when rightly understood,

proves to be an entirely difierent phenomenon from what an

ordinary reader might have been led to suppose. Attention

is specially requested for the remarks which follow.

ly. To say that in the Vatican Codex (B), which is un-

questionably the oldest we possess, S. Mark's Gospel ends

abruptly at the 8th verse of the xvi*^ chapter, and that the

' Sttuis 5e /j^ eiTTwffl rivts eK\fi.\piv flvai rh yeyeyTtfiivoy, iv rfj TfCTcrapfffKaiSe-

Karri rj/xipa ttjs (Ti\i\vris yiyove -rh aK6Tos :—(ire iKMi^iv avufirji/ai afx^ixavov.

So Victor of Antioch, in his Catena on S. Mark (ed. Pussin.) He makes the

remark twice : first (p. 351) in the midst of an abridgment of the beginning of

Chrysostom's 88th Homily on S. Matthew : next (p. 352) more fully, after quot-

ing " the great Dionysius " of Alexandria. See also an interesting passage on

the same subject in Cramer's Catena in Mattk. i. p. 237,— from whom de-

rived, I know not ; but professing to be from Chrysostom. (Note, that the

10 lines i^ aviiriypa^ov, beginning p. 23G, line 33 = Chrys. vii. 824, D, E.)

The very next words in Chrysostom's published Homily (p. 825 A.) are as fol-

lows :

—

"On yap ovk -fiv e«Aenf/(y, a\\' opyq t€ koI ayavAKT-qris, ovk ivrtvOfv

fidvov SrjXov -fiv, dA.Aa Ka\ o.irh rov Kaipov' rpfh yap Stpas irapifxtiViV, i) 5e fK\iiy\)is

iv ixia ylffTttL Kaipov ponij.—Anyone who would investigate this matter further

should by all means read Matthaei's long note on S. Luke xxiii. 45.
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customary subscription (kata mapkon) follows,—is true ; but

it is far from being the whole truth. It requires to be stated

in addition that the scribe, whose plan is found to have been

to begin every fresh book of the Bible at the top of the next

ensuing column to that which contained the concluding words

of the preceding book, has at the close of S. Mark's Grospel

deviated from his else invariable practice. He has left in

this place one column entirely vacant. It is the only vacant

column in the whole manuscript ;—a blank space abundantly

sufficient to contain the twelve verses which he nevertheless with-

held. Why did he leave that column vacant ? Wliat can have

induced the scribe on this solitary occasion to depart from

his established rule ? The phenomenon,— (I believe I was the

first to call distinct attention to it,)—is in the highest de-

gree significant, and admits of only one interpretation. The

older MS. from which Cod. B was copied must have infallibly

contained the twelve verses in dispute. The copyist was in-

structed to leave them out,—and he obeyed : but he pru-

dently left a blank space in memoriam rei. Never was blank

m.ore intelligible ! Never was silence more eloquent ! By
this simple expedient, strange to relate, the Vatican Codex

is made to refute itself even while it seems to be bearing tes-

timony against the concluding verses of S. Mark's Gospel,

by withholding them : for it forbids the inference which,

under ordinary circumstances, must have been drawn from

that omission. It does more. By leaving room for the

verses it omits, it brings into prominent notice at the end of

fifteen centuries and a half, a more ancient witness than itself.

The venerable Author of the original Codex from which

Codex B was copied, is thereby brought to view. And thus,

our supposed adversary (Codex B) proves our most useful

ally : for it procures us the testimony of an hitherto unsus-

pected witness. The earlier scribe, I repeat, unmistakably

comes forward at this stage of the inquiry, to explain that

he at least is prepared to answer for the genuineness of these

Twelve concluding Yerses with which the later scribe, his

copyist, from his omission of them, might unhappily be

thought to have been unacquainted.

It will be perceived that nothing is gained by suggesting
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that the scribe of Cod. B. 7nay have copied from a MS. which
exhibited the same phenomenon which he has himself re-

produced. This, by shifting the question a little further

back, does but make the case aj^ainst Cod. s the stronger.

But in truth, after the revelation which has been already

elicited from Cod. B, the evidence of Cod. s may be very

summarily disposed of. I have already, on independent

grounds, ventured to assign to that Codex a somewhat later

date than is claimed for the Codex Vaticanus^. My opinion

is confirmed by observing that the Sinaitic contains no such,

blank space at the end of S. Mark's Gospel as is conspicuous

in the Vatican Codex. I infer that the Sinaitic was copied

from a Codex which had been already mutilated, and re-

duced to the condition of Cod. B ; and that the scribe, only

because he knew not what it meant, exhibited S. Mark's

Grospel in consequence as if it really had no claim to those

twelve concluding verses which, nevertheless, every authority

we have hitherto met with has affirmed to belong to it

of right.

Whatever may be thought of the foregoing suggestion,

it is at least undeniable that Cod. B and Cod. N are at vari-

ance on the main point. They contradict one another concern-

ing the twelve concluding verses of S. Mark's Gospel. For

while Cod. s refuses to know anything at all about those

verses. Cod. B admits that it remembers them well, by vo-

lunteering the statement that they were found in the older

codex, of which it is in every other respect a faithful repre-

sentative. The older and the better manuscript (B), there-

fore, refutes its junior (s). And it will be seen that logically

this brings the inquiry to a close, as far as the evidence of

the manuscripts is concerned. We have referred to the

oldest extant copy of the Gospels in order to obtain its testi-

mony : and,—" Though without the Twelve Verses concern-

ing which you are so solicitous," (it seems to say,) " I yet

hesitate not to confess to you that an older copy than myself,

—the ancient Codex from which I was copied,—actually did

contain them."

The problem may, in fact, be briefly stated as follows. Of

« See above, p. 70, and the Appendi.\ (F).
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the four oldest Codices of the Gospels extant,—B, «, A, C,

—

two (B andw) are without these twelve verses : two (A and C)

are with them. Are these twelve verses then an unautho-

rized addition to A and C? or are they an unwarrantable

omission from B and N ? B itself declares plainly that from

itself they are an omission. And B is the oldest Codex of

the Gospel in existence. What candid mind will persist in

clinging to the solitary fact that from the single Codex N

these verses are away, in proof that " S. Mark's Gospel was

at first without the verses which at present conclude it ?
"

Let others decide, therefore, whether the present discus-

sion has not already reached a stage at which an unpre-

judiced Arbiter might be expected to address the prosecuting

parties somewhat to the following eifect :

—

" This case must now be dismissed. The charge brought

by yourselves against these Verses was, that they are an un-

authorized addition to the second Gospel ; a spurious ap-

pendix, of which the Evangelist S. Mark can have known

nothing. But so far from substantiating this charge, you

have not adduced a single particle of evidence which ren-

ders it even probable.

" The appeal was made by yourselves to Fathers and to

MSS. It has been accepted. And with what result ?

[a) " Those many Fathers whom you represented as hos-

tile, prove on investigation to be reducible to one, viz. Euse-

bius : and Eusebius, as we have seen, does not say that the

verses are' spurious, but on the contrary labours hard to

prove that they may very well be genuine. On the other

hand, there are earlier Fathers than Eusebius who quote

them without any signs of misgiving. In this way, the

positive evidence in their favour is carried back to the ii"^*^

century.

[h) " Declining the testimony of the Versions, you insisted

on an appeal to MSS. On the MSS., in fact, you still make

your stand,—or rather you rely on the oldest of them ; for,

(as you are aware,) every MS. in the world except the two

oldest are against you.

" I have therefore questioned the elder of those two MSS.

;

and it has volunteered the avowal that an older MS. than
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itself

—

the Codex from lohich it was cojjied—was furnistied

with those very Verses which you wish me to believe that

some older MS. still must needs have been without. What
else can be said, then, of your method but that it is frivo-

lous ? and of your charge, but that it is contradicted by

the evidence to which you yourselves appeal ?

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

" For it is high time to point out that even if it so hap-

pened that the oldest known MS. was observed to be without

these twelve concluding verses, it would still remain a thing

unproved (not to say highly improbable) that from the auto-

graph of the Evangelist himself they were also away. Sup-

posing, further, that no Ecclesiastical writer of the ii"'^ or

iii""'^ century could be found who quoted them : even so, it

would not follow that there existed no such verses for a pri-

mitive Father to quote. The earliest of the Versions might

in addition yield faltering testimony ; but even so, who would

be so rash as to raise on such a slender basis the monstrous

hypothesis, that S. Mark's Gospel when it left the hands of

its inspired Author was without the verses which at present

conclude it ? How, then, would you have proposed to ac-

count for the consistent testimony of an opposite kind yielded

by every other known document in the world?
" But, on the other hand, what are the facts of the case ?

(1) The earliest of the Fathers,— (2) the most venerable of

the Versions,—(3) the oldest MS. of which we can obtain

any tidings,— a/l are observed to recof/iu'ze these Verses.

* Cadit quaestio' therefore. The last shadow of pretext has

vanished for maintaining with Tischendorf that 'Mark the

Evangelist knew nothing of these verses :—with Tregelles

that * The book of Mark himself extends no further than

i(f}o^ovvTO ^dp :'—with Griesbach that ' the last leaf of the

oriyinal Gospel was probably torn aimy.' ... It is high time,

I say, that this case were dismissed. But there are also costs

to be paid. Cod. B and Cod. n are convicted of being ' two

false witnesses,' and must be held to go forth from this in-

quiry with an injured reputation."

This entire subject is of so much importance that I must

needs yet awhile crave the reader's patience and attention.



CHAPTER VII.

MANUSCRIPT TESTIMONY SHEWN TO BE OVERWHELM-
INGLY IN EAVOUR OF THESE VERSES.—Paet II.

The other chiefpeculiarity of Codices B and M {viz. the omission of the

words iv '£^€(70) from Ej^hes. i. 1) considered. — Antiquity un-

favourable to the omission of those words (p. 93).

—

The Moderns

infelicitous in their attempts to account for their omission (p. 100).

—

Marcion prolahly the author of this corruption of the Text of Scrip-

ture (p. 106).— Other peculiarities of Codex M disposed of (p. 109).

The subject which exclusively occupied our attention

throughout the foregoing chapter admits of apt and power-

ful illustration. Its vast importance will be a sufficient

apology for the particular disquisition which follows, and

might have been spared, but for the plain challenge of the

famous Critic to be named immediately.

" There are two remarkable readings," (says Tischendorf,

addressing English readers on this subject in 1868,) " which

are very instructive towards determining the age of the

manuscripts [n and B], and their authority." He proceeds

to adduce,

—

1. The absence from both, of the last Twelve Verses of

S. Mark's Gospel,—concerning which, the reader probably

thinks that by this time he has heard enough. Next,

—

2. He appeals to their omission of the words ev 'Ecpea-cp

from the first verse of S. PauFs Epistle to the Ephesians,

—

another peeuUarity, in which Codd. S and B stand quite alone

among 3ISS.

I. Here is an extraordinary note of sympathy between

two copies of the New Testament indeed. Altogether unique

is it : and that it powerfully corroborates the general opinion
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of their higli antiquity, no one will deny. But how about

"their authority"? Does the coincidence also raise our

opinion of the trustworthiness of the Text, which these two

MSS, concur in exhibiting? for that is the question which

has to be considered,—the only question. The ancientuess of

a reading is one thing : its genuineness, (as I have explained

elsewhere,) quite another. The questions are entirely dis-

tinct. It may even be added that while the one is really of

little moment, the latter is of all the importance in the

world. I am saying that it matters very little whether

Codd. S and B were written in the beginning of the iv***

century, or in the beginning of the v*^ : whereas it matters

much, or rather it matters everything, whether they exhibit

the Word of God faithfully, or occasionally with scandalous

license. How far the reading which results from the sup-

pression of the last two words in the phrase to2s dyiOL<i rols

ovaiv ev 'E(})€a(p, is critically allowable or not, I forbear to

inquire. That is not the point which we have to determine.

The one question to be considered is,—May it possibly be

the true reading of the text after all ? Is it any way
credible that S. Paul began his Epistle to the Ephesians as

follows :

—

IIav\o9 aTroaroXa 'Irjaov XpLO-rov Sia dekrjfiaTO^

Qeov, r6l<i ar^ioL<i rols ovac koI Triaroc^ ev Xpiaroi 'Irjcrov ? . .

.

If it be eagerly declared in reply that the thing is simply

incredible : that the words iv ^E^eaa> are required for the

sense ; and that the commonly received reading is no doubt

the correct one : then,—there is an end of the discussion.

Two extraordinary notes of sympathy between two Manu-

scripts will have been appealed to as crucial proofs of the

trustworthiness of the Text of those Manuscripts : (for of their

high Antiquity, let me say it once more, there can be no

question whatever :) and it will have been proved in one

case,—admitted in the other,—that the omission is unwar-

rantable.—If, however, on the contrary, it be maintained that

the words iv 'E(peaq) probably had no place in the original

copy of this Epistle, but are to be regarded as an unauthorized

addition to it,—then, (as in the case of the Twelve Verses

omitted from the end of S. Mark's Gospel, and which it was

also pretended are an uiuiuthorized supplement,) we demand
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to be shewn the evidence on the strength of which this

opinion is maintained, in order that we may ascertain what

it is precisely worth.

Tischendorf,—the illustrious discoverer and champion of

Codex s, and who is accustomed to appeal triumphantly to

its omission of the words ev ^Effjeaa) as the other conclusive

proof of the trustworthiness of its text,—may be presumed to

be the most able advocate it is likely to meet with, as well

as the man best acquainted with what is to be urged in its

support. From him, we learn that the evidence for the

omission of the words in question is as follows :
—" In the

beginning of the Epistle to the Ephesians we read, ' to the

saints which are at Ephesus ;' but Marcion (a.d. 130—140),

did not find the words ' at Ephesus ' in his copy. The same

is true of Origen (a.d. 185—254) ; and Basil the Great

(who died a.d. 379), affirmed that those words were wanting

in old copies. And this omission accords very well with

the encyclical or general character of the Epistle. At the

present day, our ancient Greek MSS., and all ancient Yer-

sions, contain the words * at Ephesus ;' yea [sic], even Jerome

knew no copy with a different reading. Now, only the

Sinaitic and the Vatican correspond with the old copies of

Basil, and those of Origen and ISIarcion ^."—This then is

the sum of the evidence. Proceed we to examine it some-

what in detail.

(1) And first, I take leave to point out that the learned

writer is absolutely without authority for his assertion that

"Marcion did not find the words ev 'Eipeacp in his copy" of

S. Paul's Epistle to the Ephesians. Tischendorfs one pre-

tence for saying so is Tertullian's statement that certain

heretics, (Marcion he specifies by name,) had given to

S. Paul's "Epistle to the Ephesians" the unauthorized title

of " Epistle to the Laodiceans ^." This, (argues Tischendorf,)

Marcion could not have done had he found iv 'Ecf>ea(p in the

first verse''. But the proposed inference is clearly invalid.

" Tiscliendorf's "Introduction" to his (Tauchnitz) edition of the English

N. T., 1869,—p. xiii.

'• " Epistola quam nos ' ad Ephesios ' prsBScriptaui habemus, hseretici vero

'ad Laodicenos.' " Ado. Marcion. lib. v. c. xi, p. 309 (ed. Oehler.)

•^
"

' Titulum ' enim ' ad Laodicenos' ut addidissc accusatur a TertuUiauo,
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For, with what show of reason can Marcion,—whom Ter-

tullian taxes with having dared " tittdam intopolare" in the

case of S. Paul's " Epistle to the Ephesians/'—be therefore,

assumed to have read the first verse differently from our-

selves ? Rather is the directly opposite inference sug-

gested by the very language in which Tertullian (who

was all but the contemporary of Marcion) alludes to the

circumstance '^

Those, however, who would really understand the work

of the heretic, should turn from the African Father,— (who

after all does but say that Marcion and his crew feigned

concerning S. Paul's Epistle to the Ephesians, that it was

addressed to the Laodiceans,)—and betake themselves to the

pages of Epiphanius, who lived about a century and a half

later. This Father had for many years made Marcion's

work his special study % and has elaborately described it,

as well as presented us with copious extracts from it^. And

ita in salutatione verba eV 'Eip4acfi omnino non legisse censendus est." (N. T.

in loc.)

'' "Ecclesia} quidem veritate Epistolam istam 'ad Ephesios' babemus emis-

sam, non * ad Laodicenos ;' sed Marcion ei titulum abquando interpolare ges-

tiit, quasi et in isto diligentissimus explorator." Adv. Marcion. lib. v. c. xvii,

pp. 322-3 (ed. Oehler.)

" awh irS>u Ikuvup. (Epiphan. Ojyp. i. 310 C.)

' He describes its structure minutely at vol. i. pp. 309—310, and from pp.

312-7 ; 318—321. [Note, by tbe way, tlie gross blunder wbich bas crept

into tbe printed text of Epipbanius at p. 321 D : pointed out long since by

Jones, On the Canon, ii. 38.] His plan is excellent. Marcion bad rejected

every Gospel except S. Luke's, and of 8. Paul's Epistles bad retained only

ten,—viz. (1st) Galatians, (2nd and 3rd) I and II Corintbians, (4tb) Romans,

(5th and 6th) I and II Thessalonians, (7th) Ephesiayis, (Stb) Colossians, (9th)

Philemon, (10th) Pbilippians. Even these he bud mutilated and depraved.

And yet out of that one mutilated Gospel, Epiphanius selects 78 passages,

(pp. 312-7), and out of those ten mutilated Epistles, 40 passages more (pp. 318

—21); by means of wbich 118 texts be undertakes to refuse the heresy of

Marcion. (pp. 322—50: 350—71.) [It will be perceived that Tertullian goes

over Marcion's work in much the same way.] . . Very beautiful, and well worthy

of tbe student's attention, (tliougb it comes before us in a somewhat incorrect

form,) is the remark of Epiphanius concerning tbe living energy of God's Word,

even when dismembered and exhibited in a fragmentary shape. "OAoi' fap rov

ad/xaTos fwi/Tos, iis flrrf7v, rrji 6(las ypa<pris, troTov tjvptaKf (sc. Marcion) /x«Aos

vfKphv Kara Trji> aiiTuv yvwixrif, 'Iva irapfKraydyr) i|/ei/Sos Kara rris a.\r}6fias ; ....

•KapfKn^i TToWa rwu fxfXwv, Kariffx^ 5e fvia. Tiva irap' tavr^' Koi aura St ra

KOTarrxeSfTa en fcDi/ra ov SvvaTai ufxpojcrOai, aA\' (Kf? fifv rh ^uTiKhv rfis

i/x(pdata)!, K&v t« fxvplois trap" avjtf Kara AeTrrbr a.vo7pr)0tirj. (p. 375 B.)
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the account in Epiphaniiis proves that Tischendorf is mis-

taken in the statement which he addresses to the English

reader, (quoted above ;) and that he would have better con-

sulted for his reputation if he had kept to the ''ut videtur"

with which (in his edition of 1859) he originally broached

his opinion. It proves in fact to be no matter of opinion

at all. Epiphanius states distinctly that the JEpistk to the

Ephcsians was one of the ten Epistles of S. Paul which

Marcion retained. In his " Apostolicon," or collection of

the (mutilated) Apostolical Epistles, the " Epistle to the

Ephesians," (identified by the considerable quotations which

Epiphanius makes from it^,) stood (he says) seventh in

order ; while the (so called) " Epistle to the Laodiceans,"

—

a distinct composition therefore,—had the eleventh, that is, the

last place assigned to it '\ That this latter Epistle contained

a corrupt exhibition.of Ephes, iv. 5 is true enough. Epi-

phanius records the fact in two places \ But then it is to

be borne in mind that he charges Marcion with having

derived that quotation from the Apocryphal Epistle to the

Laodiceans^ ; instead of taking it, as he ought to have done,

from the genuine Epistle to the Ephesians. The passage,

when faithfully exhibited, (as Epiphanius points out,) by

its very form refutes the heretical tenet which the context

of Marcion's spurious epistle to the Laodiceans was intended

to establish ; and which the verse in question, in its inter-

polated form, might seem to favour ^—I have entered into

He seems to say of Marcion,

—

Fool ! to suppose tliy shallow wits

Could quench a life like that. Go, learn

That cut into ten thousand bits

Yet every bit would breathe and burn !

B He quotes Ephes. ii. 11, 12, 13, 14 : v. 14 : v. 31. (See Epiphanius,

0pp. i. p. 318 and 371-2.)

h Ihid. p. 318 c (= 371 b), and 319 a (= 374 a.)

' Ibid. p. 319 and 374. But note, that through error in the copies, or else

through inadvertence in the Editor, the depravation commented on at p. 374

B, c, is lost sight of at p. 319 b.

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

' npo(re'96TO Se ev t^ lotcfi 'ATrocr-roXtKCfi KaXovfxepcf) /cat ttjs KaXovixivris nphs

AaoSifceas;
—"Efs Kvpios, fiia Ttiffris, eV fidirrKT/xa, eis Xpiarhs, els &eos, Kal

TlaT^p irdfTCiiv, 6 iwl ivd.vrcov Koi 5ia -KavToiv Koi tV iracnv." (Epiphan. Opp.

vol. i. p. 374.) Here is obvioitsly a hint of rpiSiv a.va.px<^v apxoof Siacpopas irpbs
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this whole question more in detail perhaps than was ne-

cessary : but I was determined to prove that Tischendorf's

statement that "Marcion (a.d. 130—140) did not find the

words 'at Ephesus' in his copy,"—is absolutely without

foundation. It is even contradicted by the known facts of

the case. I shall have something more to say about Marcion

by-and-by; who, it is quite certain, read the text of Ephes.

i. 1 exactly as we do.

(2.) The only Father who so expresses himself as to war-

rant the inference that the words iv ^E^ecru) were absent

from his copy, is Origen, in the beginning of the third cen-

tury. "Only in the case of the Ephesians," (he writes),

" do we meet with the expression * the Saints which are :'

and we inquire,—Unless that additional phrase be simply

redundant, what can it possibly signify ? Consider, then,

whether those who have been partakers of His nature who
revealed Himself to Moses by the Name of I am, may not,

in consequence of such union with Him, be designated as

* those which are ;' persons, called out, of a state of not-

being, so to speak, into a state of being ™."—If Origen had

read rols dylois tois ovcriv iv 'Ecfiia-o) in his cop\', it is

to me incredible that he would have gone so very far out

of his way to miss the sense of such a plain, and in fact,

a\\r]\as e'xoi'O'ait' : [Map/cioji/os 70^ tov fxaraiStppovoi SiSay/iia, els Tpus apxas

TTJs /xofapx'ias to)x7]v koi Siatpecriy. Atliaiias. i. 231 E.] but, (snys Kpiplianius),

oiix ovTois eX" V '''"^ aylov 'AiroCTjAou vn66f<ris Kal T)atpa\i(7fji4vov Kr)puyfia.

aWa SWcus irapa rh ahv iroiriTevfia. Then he contrasts with the ' fabricat'on
'

of Marcion, the inspired verity,—Eph. iv. 5 : declaring eVo Qehv, rhv avrhi/

TTOTfpa -noivTuv,—rhv avrhv ^irl Trdprtcy, Koi 4v waffi, k.t.\.—p. ST-i C.

Kpiphanius reproaches Marcion witli having obtained materials ^Krhs tov

Evayyf\lov Koi tov 'AirotrToAow ov yap tSo^e toS f\(eivoTa,Tw MapKiaivi awh Trjs

TTphs 'E<pfaiovs TavTTjp Tr)!/ fxapTvplav Ktyeiv, (sc. the words quoted above,) dAAo

Tris irphs AaoSiKtos, ttjs nrj oijarji (v T<f 'AiroaT6Kcf!. (p. 37o A.) (Kpiphanius

here uses 'AttJotoAos in its technical sense,—viz. as synonymous with S. Paul's

Epistles.)

™ 'Cipiyivr}i Sf <py)(Ti,
—

'EirJ ixSvccv 'Eipeaiaiv tvpofxfv Kfifift'ou rb " ToZy ayiois

To7s oZat'" Kal ^T}TOVfj.ev, el /lit) irapeKKei TrpoffKelixevov ri "to7s irvloii Tois oZai,"

Ti Suroraj ar)pia(veiv ; '6pa oiv el /xi] Sxnrep if rfi 'EfJSy tivond (pTjffiv eavTov 6

;CpT;/itaTifw»' Mwcrt't rb ""HN ovtws 01 fieTexofTfi tov ovtos yivovTai " ovre^," KaXoi-

fievoi olovel 4k tov fir/ thai els t)) elvai. " 4^e\e^aT0 yap 6 Qehs to. ni] ovTa,"

^r)a\v 6 axnhs Xlav\os, " tea tu oi/ra KaTapyr}(rri."—Cramer's Catena in Ephes.

i. 1,— vol. vi. p. 1U2.
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unmistakable an expression. Bishop Middleton, and Mi-
chaelis before him,

—

reasoning however only from the place in

Basil, (to be quoted immediately,)—are unwilling to allow-

that the words iv ^E^eacp were ever away from the text. It

must be admitted as the obvious inference from what Jerome

has delivered on this subject [infra, p. 98 note (s) ) that he, too,

seems to know nothing of the reading (if reading it can be

called) of Codd. B and s.

(3) The influence which Origen's writings exercised over

his own and the immediately succeeding ages of the Church,

was prodigious. Basil, bishop of Csesarea in Cappadocia,

writing against the heresy of Eunomius about 150 years

later,—although he read ev 'Ecfyeaw in his own copy of

S. Paul's Epistles,—thought fit to avail himself of Origen's

suggestion. It suited his purpose. He was proving the

eternal existence of the Son of God. Even not to know God
(he remarks) is not to be : in proof of which, he quotes

S. Paul's words in 1 Cor. i. 28 :
—" Things which are not,

hath God chosen." " Nay," (he proceeds,) the same S. Paul,

" in his Epistle to the Ephesians, inasmuch as he is address-

ing persons who by intimate knowledge were truly joined

to Him who ' is,' designates them specially as * those which

are :' saying,— ' To the Saints which are, and faithful in

Christ Jesus.' " That this fancy was not original, Basil

makes no secret. He derived it, (he says,) from "those

who were before us;" a plain allusion to the writings of

Origen. But neither was the reading his own, either. This

is evident. He had found it, he says,—(an asseveration in-

dispensable to the validity of his argument,)—but only after

he had made search ",—" in the old copies °." No doubt,

Origen's strange fancy must have been even unintelligible to

Basil when first he met with it. In plain terms, it sounds to

this day incredibly foolish,—when read apart from the muti-

lated text which alone suggested it to Origen's fervid ima-

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

° 'AA.Aa KoX To7s 'Ecpecriois iinffriWuiv us yi^ricrloos rjvwiJ.fvois t^ Ovrt Si' €7ri-

yvdcius, "ofTas" avroiis iSia^dvTus wudfxacrev, eliruv' " to7s ayiois to7s oi/ffi,

Kol iri(jTo7s iv XpLaT<^ 'IrjcroO." ovtw yap Kot ol irph rifiwv TrapaSeSdiKacri, koI 7jfj.e7s if

To7s Tra\aio7s rwv ayriypdcpuv evpi]Kap.iv. Note also what immediately follows.

(Basil 0pp. i. p. 254 E, 255 A.)

H



98 W//af Jerome says on tins subject. [chap.

gination.—But what there is in all tliis to induce us to

suspect that Origen's reading was after all the right one,

and ours the wrong, I profess myself wholly at a loss to

discover. Origen himself complains bitterly of the depraved

state of the copies in his time ; and attributes it (1) to the

carelessness of the scribes : (2) to the rashness of correctors

of the text : (3) to the licentiousness of individuals, adopt-

ing some of these corrections and rejecting others, according

to their own private caprice ^.

(4) Jerome, a man of severer judgment in such matters

than either Origen or Basil, after rehearsing the preceding

gloss, (but only to reject it,) remarks that " certain persons"

had been "over-fanciful" in putting it forth. He alludes

probably to Origen, whose Commentary on the Ephesians,

in three books, he expressly relates that he employed >
: but

he does not seem to have apprehended that Origen's text

was without the icords ev ^E(piaQ). If he was acquainted with

Origen's text, (of which, however, his writings afford no indi-

cation,) it is plain that he disapproved of it. Others, he sa3's,

understand S. Paul to say not " the Saints which are ;" but,

—"the Saints and faithful which are at Ephesus^.*^

(5) The witnesses have now all been heard : and I submit

that there has been elicited from their united evidence no-

thing at all calculated to shake our confidence in the uni-

versally received reading of Ephesians i. 1. The facts of the

case are so scanty that they admit of being faithfully stated

in a single sentence. Two MSS. of the iv*^ century, (ex-

hibiting in other respects several striking notes of vicious

sympathy,) are found to conspire in omitting a clause in

Ephesians i. 1, which, (necessary as it is to the sense,) may
be inferred to have been absent from Origen's copy : and

1 See the places quoted by Scrivener, Introd. pp. 381—91 j
particularly

p. 385. ' Hieron. 0pp. vol. vii. p. 543 :
—" Illud quoque iu Praefatione

comtnoneo, ut sciatis Origenem tria voluinina iu banc Epistolam conscripsisse,

quem ct nos ex parte sequuti sumus."

' " Quidani euriosius quam necesse est putant ex co quod Moysi dictum est

' Haec dices filiis Israel, Qui est misit inc,' etiain eos qui pji>hesi sunt [Note

ibis. Cf. "qui sunt Epbesi," Vulg.'] sancti et fideles, essentiae vocabulo nun-

cupates : ut . . . ab Eo ' qui est,' bi ' qui sunt ' appcllentur .... Alii vero sini-

pliciter, non ad eos ' qui sint,' sed ' qui Epbesi sancti et fideles siut ' scriptum

arbitrantur." Hieron. 0pp. rii. p. 545 A, B.
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Basil testifies that it was absent from " the old copies" to

which he himself obtained access. This is really the whole

of the matter : in which it is much to be noted that Origan

does not say that he approved of this reading. Still less does

Basil. They both witness to the fact that the words eV

'E(}3eaai were omitted from some copies of the iii^*^ century,

just as Codd. B and s witness to the same fact in the iv^\

But what then ? Origen is known occasionally to go out

of his way to notice readings confessedly worthless; and,

why not here ? For not only is the text all but U7i-

intelligihle if the words ev ^E^eacp be omitted : but (what is

far more to the purpose) the direct evidence of all the copies,

whether uncial or cursive*,—and of all the Versions,—is

against the omission. In the face of this overwhelming mass

of unfaltering evidence to insist that Codd. B and N must

yet be accounted right, and all the rest of Antiquity wrong,

is simply irrational. To uphold the authority, in respect of

this nonsensical reading, of two MSS. confessedly untrust-

worthy in countless other places,—against all the MSS.

—

all the Versions,—is nothing else but an act of vulgar pre-

judice. I venture to declare,—(and with this I shall close

the discussion and dismiss the subject,)

—

that there does not

exist one single instance in the lohole of the New Testament of

a reading even probably correct in which the four following

notes of spurious origin concur,—which nevertheless are ob-

served to attach to the two readings which have been chiefly

discussed in the foregoing pages : viz.

1. The adverse testimony of all the uncial MSS. except

two.

2. The adverse testimony of all, or very nearly all, the

cursive MSS.

' The cursive "Cod. N°. 67 **" (or "67^") is improperly quoted as "omit-

ting " (Tisch.) these words. The reference is to a MS. in the Imperial Library

at Vienna, (Nessel 302 : Lambec. 34, which = our Paul 67), collated by Alter

(N. T. 1786, vol. ii. pp. 415—558), who says of it (p. 496),—"cod. iv icpfffq)

punctis notat." The MS. must have a curious history. H. Treschow de-

scribes it in his Tentamen Descrlptionis Codd. aliquot Oraece, &c. Havn.

1773, pp. 62—73.—Also, A. C. Hwiid in his Lihellus Criticus de indole Cod.

MS. Oraeci N. T. Lamhec, xxxiv. &c. Havn. 1785.—It appears to have been

corrected by some Critic,—perhaps from Cod. B itself.

h2
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3. The adverse testimony of all the Versions, without ex-

ception,

4. The adverse testimony of the oldest Ecclesiastical Writers.

To which if I do not add, as I reasonably might,

—

5. The highest inherent itnprohahiUtij,—
it is only because I desire to treat this question purely as

one of Evidence.

II. Learned men have tasked their ingenuity to account

for the phenomenon on which we have been bestowing so

many words. The endeavour is commendable ; but I take

leave to remark in passing that if we are to set about dis-

covering reasons at the end of fifteen hundred years for

every corrupt reading which found its way into the sacred

text during the first three centuries subsequent to the death

of S. John, we shall have enough to do. Let any one take

up the Codex Bezae, (with which, by the way. Cod. B shews

marvellous sympathy ",) and explain if he can why there

is a grave omission, or else a gross interpolation, in almost

every page ; and how it comes to pass that Cod. D " re-

produces the ' textus receptus' of the Acts much in the same

way that one of the best Chaldee Targums does the Hebrew
of the Old Testament ; so wide are the variations in the

diction, so constant and inveterate the practice of expound-

ing the narrative by means of interpolations which seldom

recommend themselves as genuine by even a semblance of

internal probability ^" Our business as Critics is not to

invent theories to account for the errors of Copyists; but

rather to ascertain where they have erred, where not. What
with the inexcusable depravations of early Heretics,—the

preposterous emendations of ancient Critics,—the injudicious

assiduity of Harmonizers,—the licentious caprice of indi-

viduals ;—what with errors resulting from the inopportune

recollection of similar or parallel places, — or from the

familiar phraseology of the Ecclesiastical Lections,—or from

the inattention of Scribes,— or from marginal glosses ;

—

however arising, endless are the corrupt readings of the

oldest MSS. in existence ; and it is by no means safe to

" So indeed does Cod. S occasionally. See Scrivener's Collation, p. xlix.

* Scrivener's Introduction to Codex Bezae, p. liv.
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follow up the detection of a depravation of the text with

a theory to account for its existence. Let me be allowed to

say that such theories are seldom satisfactory. Guesses only

they are at best.

Thus, I profess myself wholly unable to accept the sugges-

tion of Ussher,—(which, however, found favour with Gar-

nier (Basil's editor), Bengel, Benson, and Michaelis ; and

has since been not only eagerly advocated by Conybeare aud

Howson following a host of German Critics, but has even

enjoyed Mr. Scrivener's distinct approval ;)—that the Epistle

to the Ephesians " was a Circular addressed to other Asiatic

Cities besides the capital Ephesus,—to Laodicea perhaps

among the rest (Col. iv. 16) ; and that while some Codices

may have contained the name of Ephesus in the first verse,

others may have had another city substituted, or the space after

rots ovaiv left utterly void^." At first sight, this conjecture

has a kind of interesting plausibility which recommends it

to our favour. On closer inspection,— (i) It is found to be

not only gratuitous ; but (ii) altogether unsupported and un-

sanctioned by the known facts of the case ; and (what is

most to the purpose) (iii) it is, as I humbly think, demon-

strably erroneous. I demur to it,

—

(1) Because of its exceeding Improbability : for (a) when

S. Paul sent his Epistle to the Ephesians we know that

Tychicus, the bearer of it ^, was charged with a distinct

Epistle to the Colossians ^
: an Epistle nevertheless so singu-

larly like the Epistle to the Ephesians that it is scarcely

credible S. Paul would have written those two several Epis-

tles to two of the Churches of Asia, and yet have sent only

a duplicate of one of them, [that to the Ephesians,) furnished

with a different address, to so large and important a place

as Laodicea, for example, (b) Then further, the provision

which S. Paul made at this very time for communicating with

the Churches of Asia which he did not separately address is

found to have been different. The Laodiceans were to read

in their public assembly S.Paul's "Epistle to the Colossians"

which the Colossians were ordered to send them. The Colos-

y Scrivener, Coll. of Cod. Sin. p. xlv.

' Eph. vi. 21, 22. ' Coloss. iv. 7, 16.
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sians in like manner were to read the Epistle,— (to whom
addressed, we know not),—which S. Paul describes as rrjv Ik

AaohiKeias ^. If then it had been S. Paul's desire that the

Laodiceans (suppose) should read publicly in their Churches

his Epistle to the Ephesians, surely, he would have charged

the Ephesians to procure that his Epistle to them should he

read in the Church of the Laodiceans. Why should the

Apostle be gratuitously assumed to have simultaneously

adopted one method with the Churches of Colosse and Lao-

dicea,—another with the Churches of Ephesus and Laodicea,

—in respect of his epistolary communications ?

(2) {a) But even supposing, for argument's sake, that

S. Paul did send duplicate copies of his Epistle to the Ephe-
sians to certain of the principal Churches of Asia Minor,

—

why should he have left the salutation blank, (" carta bianca,"

as Bengel phrases it^) for Tychicus to fill up when he got

into Asia Minor ? And yet, by the hypothesis, nothing short

of this would account for the reading of Codd. B and s.

(b) Let the full extent of the demand which is made on
our good nature be clearly appreciated. "We are required to

believe that there was (1) A copy of what we call S. Paul's

" Epistle to the Ephesians " sent into Asia Minor by S. Paul

with a blank address ; i.e. " with the space after tois ovcriv

left utterly void:" (2) That Tychicus neglected to fill up

that blank : and, (what is remarkable) (3) That no one was
found to fill it up for him. Next, (4) That the same copy

became the fontal source of the copy seen by Origen, and

(5) Of the " old copies" seen by Basil ; as well as (6) Of
Codd, B and s. And even this is not all. The same hypo-

thesis constrains us to suppose that, on the contrary, (7) One
other copy of this same " Encyclical Epistle," filled up with

the Ephesian address, became the archetype of every other

copy of this Epistle in the world But of what nature,

(I would ask,) is the supposed necessity for building up such

a marvellous structure of hypothesis,—of which the top story

overhangs and overbalances all the rest of the edifice ? The
thing which puzzles us in Codd. B and N is not that we find

the name of another City in the salutation of S. Paul's "Epis-

'' l/bi svpra. < Gnomon, in Kphcs. i. 1, ad iuit.
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tie to the Ephesians/' but that we find the name of no city

at all ; nor meet with any vacant space there.

(c) On the other hand, supposing that S. Paul actually did

address to different Churches copies of the present Epistle,

and was scrupulous (as of course he was) to fill in the ad-

dresses himself before the precious documents left his hands,

—then, doubtless, each several Church would have received,

cherished, and jealously guarded its own copy. But if tJtis had

been the case, (or indeed if Tychicus had filled up the blanks

for the Apostle,) is it not simply incredible that we should

never have heard a word about the matter until now ? unac-

countable, above all, that there should nowhere exist traces

of conflicting testimony as to the Church to which S. Paul's

Epistle to the Ephesians was addressed ? whereas all the

most ancient writers, without exception,—(Marcion himself

[a.d.140'^], the ''Muratorian^' fragment [a.d. 170 or earlier],

Irenaeus [a.d. 175], Clemens Alexandrinus, Tertullian, Origen,

Dionysius Alexandrinus, Cyprian, Eusebius,)— and all copies

wheresoever found, give one unvarying, unfaltering witness.

Even in Cod, B. and Cod. k, (and this is much to be noted,)

the superscription of the Epistle attests that it was addressed

"to the Ephesians." Can we be warranted (I would respect-

fully inquire) in inventing facts in the history of an Apostle's

practice, in order to account for what seems to be after all

only an ordinary depravation of his text ^ ?

^ See above, pp. 93—6. As for the supposed testimony of Ignatius {ad Ephes,

c. xii.), see the notes, ed. Jacobson. See also Lardner, vol. ii.

^ Let it be clearly understood by the advocates of this expedient for account-

ing for the state of the text of Codd. B. and S, that uothing whatever is gained

for the credit of those two MSS. by their ingenuity. Even if we grant them

all they ask, the Codices in question remain, by their own admission, defective.

Quite plain is it, by the very hypothesis, that one of two courses alone re-

mains open to them in editing the text : either (1) To leave a blank space after

rols ovaiv : or else, (2) To let the words iy 'E^eVij) stand,—which I respectfully

suggest is the wisest thing they can do. [For with Conybeare and Howson

(Life and Letters of S.Paul, ii. 491), to eject the words "at Ephesus" from

the text of Ephes. i. 1, and actually to substitute in their room the words " in

Laodicea,"—is plainly abhorrent to every principle of rational criticism. The

remarks of C. and H. on this subject (pp. 486 fi') have been faithfully met and

sufl5ciently disposed of by Dean Afford (vol. iii. Prolegg. pp. 13-8) ; who infers,

" in accordance with the prevalent belief of the Church in all ages, that this

Epistle was veritably addressed to the Saints in Ephesus, and to no other
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(3) But, in fact, it is high time to point out that such

"a Circular" as was described above, (each copy furnished

with a blank, to be filled up with the name of a different

City,) would be a document without parallel in the annals of

the primitive Church. It is, as far as I am aware, essen-

tially a modern notion. I suspect, in short, that the sugges-

tion before us is only another instance of the fatal misappre-

hension which results from the incautious transfer of the

notions suggested by some familiar word in a living language

to its supposed equivalent in an ancient tongue. Thus, be-

cause KVKkio<i or ijKVKXLos confessedly signifies " circularis,"

it seems to be imagined that iyKVKXios iina-roki^ may mean
" a Circular Letter." Whereas it really means nothing of

the sort ; but—" a Catholic Epidle K"

An "Encyclical," (and that is the word which has been

imported into the present discussion), was quite a difi'erent

document from what we call "a Circular." Addressed to

no one Church or person in particular, it was Catholic or

General,—the common property of all to whom it came.

The General (or Catholic) Epistles of S. James, S. Peter,

S. John are "Encyclicals." So is the well-known Canonical

Epistle which Gregory, Bp. of Neocsesarsea in Pontus, in the

middle of the third century, sent to the Bishops of his

province ^ As for " a blank circular" to be filled up with

Church."'\ In the former case, they will be exhibiting a curiosity ; viz. they

will be shewing us how (they think) a duplicate ("carta bianca") copy of the

Epistle looked with " the space after rots oixri left utterly void :" in the latter,

they will be representing the archetypal copy which was sent to the Metro-

politan see of Ephesus. But by printing the text thus,

—

toIs ayiois rois oZcnv

[eV 'E<pi(rcfi] Koi iriffTOis k.t.K., they are acting on an entirely different theory.

They are merely testifying their mistrust of the text of evtry MS. in the world

except Codd. B and S- This is clearly to forsake the " Encyclical " hypothesis

altogether, and to put Ephes. i. 1 on the same footing as any other disputed

text of Scripture which can be named.

' 'E-yKVKKiou iiri<TTo\'i\v, vel iyKVK\ia ypdnnara Christophorsonus et alii inter-

pretantur literas circulares : ego cum viris doctis malim Epistolas vel literas

puhlicas, ad omnes fideles pertinentes, quas Gra;ci alii\s vocant imaToKas

KadoAiKds.—Suicer i)i voce.

^ Ka6o\iKa\ Xiyovrai aurai, olovel iyKvKMoi.—See Suicer in voce, 'EyniKKtos.

'' Routh's lieliqui(e,vo\. iii. p. 266.
—"Tum ex Conciliis, tum ex aliis Patrum

scriptis notum est, consuevisse primes Kcclesiac Patres acta et decreta Conci-

liorum passim ad omnes Dei Ecclcsias mittcrc per cpistolas, <]uas non uni
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the words " in Ephesus," " in Laodicea," «&c.,—its like (I re-

peat) is wholly unknown in the annals of Ecclesiastical

Antiquity. The two notions are at all events inconsistent

and incompatible. If S. Paul's Epistle to the Ephesians

was " a Circular," then it was not " Encyclical :" if it was

"Encyclical" then it was not "a Circular."

Are we then deliberately to believe, (for to this necessity

we are logically reduced,) that the Epistle which occupies

the fifth place among S. Paul's writings, and which from

the beginning of the second century,— that is, from the

very dawn of Historical evidence,— has been known as

"the Epistle to the Ephesians," was an "Encyclical," "Ca-

tholic " or " General Epistle,"—addressed toI^ a^lot'^ To2<i

ovac, Kol Tnarols ev Xpiaru) 'Ir^aov ? There does not live

the man who will accept so irrational a supposition. The

suggestion therefore by which it has been proposed to ac-

count for the absence of the words ev 'Ecjiiaw in Ephes. i. 1

is not only in itself in the highest degree improbable, and

contradicted by all the evidence to which we have access

;

but it is even inadmissible on critical grounds, and must

be unconditionally surrendered i. It is observed to collapse

before every test which can be applied to it.

privatim dicarunt, sed publice describl ab omnibus, dividi passim et pervulgaii,

atque cum omnibus populis communic;iri volueruut. Hac igitur epistolae

iyKVK\toi vocatae sunt, quia KVK\6(Te, quoquo versum et in omnem partem

mittebantur."—Suicer in voc.

' " On the whole," says Bishop Middleton, {Doctrine of the GreeTc Art.

p. 355) " I see nothing so probable as the opinion of Macknight (on Col. iv. 16,)

—'that the Apostle sent the Ephesians word by Tychicus, who carried their

letter, to send a copy of it to the Laodiceans ; with an order to them to com-

municate it to the Colossians. '
"—This suggestion is intended to meet another

difficulty, and leaves the question of the reading of Ephes. i. 1 untouched.

It proposes only to explain what S. Paul means by the enigmatical expression

which is found in Col. iv. 16.

Macknight's suggestion, though it has found favour with many siabsequent

Divines, appears to me improbable in a high degree. S. Paul is found not to

have sent the Colossians "word by Tychicus, who carried their letter, to send

a copy of it to the Laodiceans." He charged them, himself, to do so. Why;

at the same instant, is the Apostle to be thought to have adopted two such

different methods of achieving one and the same important end ? And why,

instead of this roundabout method of communication, were not the Ephesians

ordered,— if not by S.Paul himself, at least by Tychicus,— to send a copy of
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III. Altogether marvellous in the meantime it is to me,

—

if men must needs account for the omission of the words

Iv 'E(f)ea(p from this place,—that they should have recourse

to wild, improbable, and wholly unsupported theories, like

those which go before ; while an easy,—I was going to say

the obvious,—solution of the problem is close at hand, and

even solicits acceptance.

Marcion the teretic, (a.d. 140) is distinctl}'- charged by

TertuUian (a.d. 200), and by Jerome a century and a half

later, witli having abundantly mutilated the text of Scrip-

ture, and of S. Paul's Epistles in particular. Epiphanius

compares the writing which Marcion tampered with to

a moth-eaten coat*". "Instead of a stylus," (says Tertul-

lian,) " Marcion employed a knife." " What wonder if he

omits syllables, since often he omits whole pages^?" S. Paul's

Epistle to the Ephesians, TertuUian even singles out by

name; accusing Marcion of having furnished it with a new

title. All this has been fully explained above, from page 93

to page 96.

Now, that Marcion recognised as S. Paul's Epistle " to

the Ephesians" that Apostolical writing which stands fifth

in our Canon, (but which stood seventh in his,) is just as

certain as that he recognised as such S. Paul's Epistles to

the Galatians, Corinthians, Romans, Thessalonians, Colos-

thcir Epistle to Colosse direct ? And why do we find the Colossians charged

to read publicly tV «« AaoStKeias, which (by the hypothesis) would have been

only a copy,—instead of tV «! 'E>p4aov, which, (by the same hypothesis,) would

have been the original ? Nay, why is it not designated by S. Paul, tV ""P^s

'Ecpeciovs,— (if indeed it was his Epistle to the Ephesiaus which is alluded to,)

instead of Trjv tK AaoSiKeias ; which would hardly be an intelligible way of

indicating the document ? Lastly, why are not the Colossians ordered to com-

municate a copy of their Epistle to the illustrious Church of the Ephrsians

also, which had been originally addressed by S. Paul ? If the Colossians must

needs read the Epistle (so like their own) wliich the Apostle had just written

to the Ephesians, surely the Ephesians umst also be supposed to have required

a sight of the Epistle which S. Paul had at the same time written to the

Colossians

!

^ Epiphan. 0pp. i. 311 D.

' " Marcion exerte et palam machara non stilo usus est, quoniam ad mate-

riam suam ca;dem Scripturaruni confccit" (TertuUian Pmscript. Har. c. 38,

p. 50.) "Non miror si syllabas subtrahit, cum paginas totas plerumque sub-

ducat." [Adv. Marcion. lib. v, c. xvii, p. 155.)
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sians, Philippians. All this has been fully explained in

a preceding page ".

But it is also evident that Marcion put forth as S. Paul's

another Epistle,—of which all we know for certain is, that it

contained portions of the Epistle to the Ephesians, and pur-

ported to be addressed by S. Paul " to the Laodiceans." To
ascertain with greater precision the truth of this matter at the

end of upwards of seventeen centuries is perhaps impossible.

Nor is it necessary. Obvious is it to suspect that not only

did this heretical teacher at some period of his career prefix

a new heading to certain copies of the Epistle to the Ephe-

sians, but also that some of his followers industriously erased

from certain other copies the words eV ^Ecf^ia-o) in ver. 1,—as

being the only two tvords in the entire Epistle which efiectually

refuted their Master. It was not needful, (be it observed,)

to multiply copies of the Epistle for the propagation of

Marcion's deceit. Only two words had to be erased,

—

the

very two ivords whose omission we are trying to account for,—
in order to give some colour to his proposed attribution of

the Epistle, (" quasi in isto diligentissimus explorator/')—to

the Laodiceans. One of these mutilated copies will have

fallen into the hands of Origen,—who often complains of the

corrupt state of his text : while the critical personages for

whom Cod. B and Cod. s were transcribed will probably

have been acquainted with other such mutilated copies. Are

we not led, as it were by the hand, to take some such view

of the case ? In this way we account satisfactorily, and on

grounds of historic evidence, for the omission which has

exercised the Critics so severely.

I do not lose sight of the fact that the Epistle to the

Ephesians ends without salutations, without personal notices

of any kind. But in this respect it is not peculiar ". That,

—^joined to a singular absence of identifjang allusion,—suf-

ficiently explains why Marcion selected this particular Epis-

tle for the subject of his fraud. But, to infer from this cir-

cumstance, in defiance of the Tradition of the Church Uni-

versal, and in defiance of its very Title, that the Epistle is

" See above p. 95, and see note (f) p. 94.

" »See, by all means, Alford on this subject, vol. iii. Prolegg. pp. 13—15.
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'Encyclical/ in the technical sense of that word ; and to go

on to urge this characteristic as an argument in support of

the omission of the words ev ^Etpeao),—is clearly the device of

an eager Advocate ; not the method of a calm and unpre-

judiced Judge. True it is that S. Paul,—who, writing to

the Corinthians from Ephesus, says " the Churches of Asia

salute you," (1 Cor. xvi. 19,)—may have known very well

that an Epistle of his " to the Ephesians," would, as a mat-

ter of course, be instantly communicated to others besides

the members of that particular Church : and in fact this

may explain why there is nothing specially "Ephesian" in

the contents of the Epistle. The Apostle,— (as when he

addressed "the Churches of Gralatia,")—may have had cer-

tain of the other neighbouring Churches in his mind while

he wrote. But all this is wholly foreign to the question

before us : the one out// question being this,—Which of the

three following addresses represents what S. Paul must be

considered to have actually written in the first verse of his

*' Epistle to the Ephesians " ?

—

(1) T0i9 ayioi<i rols ovaiv ev ^Ecjiiao) koI iriaroi'i ev X. 'I.

(2) Toty dyloLs T0t9 ovcriv ev Kal TrtcrTOt? iv X. 'I.

(3) Toc<i dyloi^ Tois oven, Kal iricrrol'i iv X. 'I.

What I have been saying amounts to this : that it is abso-

lutely unreasonable for men to go out of their way to invent

a theory wanting every element of probability in oi'der to

account for the omission of the words ev 'E^eaw from

S. Paul's Epistle to the Ephesians ; while they have under

their eyes the express testimony of a competent witness of

the ii"*^ century that a certain heretic, named Marcion, "pre-

sumed to prefix an imauthorized title to that very Epistle,"

(" Marcion ei titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit,")—which

title obviously could not stand unless those two ivords were -first

erased from the text. To interpolate that new title, and to

erase the two words which were plainly inconsistent with it,

were obviously correlative acts which must always have been

performed together.

But however all this may be, (as already pointed out,)

the only question to be determined by us is,—whether it

be credible that the words ev ^E(f)ea(p arc an unauthorized
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addition ; foisted into the text of Ephes. i. 1 as far back as

the Apostolic age : an interpolation which, instead of dying

out, and at last all but disappearing, has spread and esta-

blished itself, until the words are found in every copy,—are

represented in every translation,—have been recognised in

every country,—witnessed to by every Father,—received in

every age of the Church ? I repeat that the one question

which has to be decided is, not liow the words eV 'E(f)eaq) came

to be put in, or came to be left out ; but simply whether, on

an impartial review of the evidence, it be reasonable (with

Tischendorf, Tregelles, Conybeare and Howson, and so many
more,) to suspect their genuineness and enclose them in

brackets ? Is it credible that the words iv 'E(j)iaa) are a spu-

rious and unauthorized addition to the inspired autograph

of the A-postle ? . . . We have already, as I think, obtained

a satisfactory answer to this question. It has been shewn,

as conclusively as in inquiries of this nature is possible, that

in respect of the reading of Ephesians i. 1, Codd. B and M

are even most conspicuously at fault.

IV. But if these two Codices are thus convicted of error

in respect of the one remaining text which their chief up-

holders have selected, and to which they still make their

most confident appeal,—what remains, but to point out that

it is high time that men should be invited to disabuse their

minds of the extravagant opinion which they have been so

industriously taught to entertain of the value of the two

Codices in question? It has already degenerated into an

unreasoning prejudice, and threatens at last to add one more

to the already overgrown catalogue of " vulgar errors.
'^

V. I cannot, I suppose, act more fairly by Tischendorf

than by transcribing in conclusion his remarks on the four

remaining readings of Codex s to which he triumphantly

appeals : promising to dismiss them all with a single remark.

He says, (addressing unlearned readers,) in his " Introduc-

tion" to the Tauchnitz (English) New Testament":

—

" To these examples, others might be added. Thus, Origen

says on John i. 4, that in some copies it was written, 'in

Him is life,' for 'in Him was life.' This is a reading which

" p. xiv.—See above, pp. 8, 9, note (f).
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we find in sundry quotations before the time of OrigenP;

but now, among all known Greek MSS. it is onli/ in the

Sinaitic, and the famous old Codex Bezae, a copy of tke

Gospels at Cambridge
;
yet it is also found in most of the

early Latin versions, in the most ancient Syriac, and in

the oldest Coptic.—Again, in Matth. xiii. 35^ Jerome ob-

P One is rather surprised to find the facts of the case so unfairly represented

in addressing unlearned readers ; who are entitled to the largest amount of

ingenuousness, and to entire sincerity of statement. The facts are these :

—

(1) Valentt. {apud Irenffium), (2) Clemens Alex., and (3) Theodotus {apud

Clem.) read ((jti : but then (1) Irenseus himself, (2) Clemens Alex., and

(3) Theodotus (apud Clem.) also read ^v. These testimonies, therefore, clearly

neutralize each other. Cyprian also has both readings.—Hippolytus, on the

other hand, reads ian ; but Origen, (though he remarks that iffn is "perhaps

not an improbable reading,") reads ijv ten or eleven times. ^Hv is also the read-

ing of Eusebius, of Chrysostom, of Cyril, of Nonnus, of Theodoret,— of the

Vulgate, of the Memphitic, of the Pesliito, and of the Philoxenian Versions

;

as well as of B, A, C,—in fact of all the MSS. in the tvorld, except of S and D.

All that remains to be set on the other side are the Thebaic and Curetou's

Syriac, together with most copies of the early Latin.

And now, with the evidence thus all before us, will any one say that it is

lawfully a question for discussion which of these two readings must exhibit the

genuine text of S. John i. 4 ? (For I treat it as a question of authority, and

reason from the evidence,—declining to import into the argument what may be

called logical considerations ; though I conceive them to be all on my side.)

I suspect, in fact, that the inveterate practice of the primitive age of reading

the place after the following strange fashion,

—

% y4yopev iv avTCf (wr) ^v, was

what led to this depravation of the text. Cyril in his Commentary [heading of

lib. i, c. vi.] so reads S. John i. 3, 4. And to substitute earl (for ^y) in such

a sentence as that, was obvious. . . . Chi-ysostom's opinion is well known, " Let

us beware of putting the full stop" (he says) " at the words olSe et;—as do the

heretics." [He alludes to Valentiims, Heracleon (Orig. 0pp. i. 130), and to

Theodotus {apud Clem. Alex.). But it must be contVssed that Ircnajus, Hippo-

lytus (Itouth, Opiisc. i. 68), Clemens Alex., Origen, Concil. Antioch. (a.d. 269,

Routh iii. 293), Theophilus Antioch., Athanasius, Cyril of Jer.,—besides of the

Latins, TertuUian, Lactantius, Victorinus {liouth iii. 459), and Augustine,

—

point the place in the same way. " It is worth our observation," (says Pear-

son,) " that Eusebius citing the place of S. John to prove that the Holy Ghost

was made by the Son, leaves out those words twice together by which the

Catholics used to refute that heresy of the Arians, viz. t yiyoviv."^

Chrysostom proceeds,—" In order to make out that the Si'IKIT is a crea-

ture, they read "O yiyovt, iv avTCfi ^wij ijv ; by which means, the Evangelist's

language is made unintelligible." {Opp.x'm. 10.)—This puiictuatitm is never-

theless adopted by Tr.'gellcs,—but not by Tischeiulorf. The Poshito, Ejjipha-

nius (quoted in Pearson's note, referred to infra), Cyprian, Jerome and the

Vulgate divide the sentence as we do.—See by all means on this sulyect Pear-

son's note (2), Art. viii, (ii. p. 262 ed. Burton). Also Routh's Opusc. i. 88-9.
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serves that in the third century Porphyry, the antagonist

of Christianity, had found fault with the Evangelist Matthew

for having said, * which was spoken by the prophet Esaias.'

A writing of the second century had already witnessed to

the same reading; but Jerome adds further that well-

informed men had long ago removed the name of Esaias.

Among all our MSS. of a thousand years old and upwards,

there is not a solitary example containing the name of Esaias in

the text referred to,—except the Sinaitic, to which a few of

less than a thousand years old may be added.—Once more,

Origen quotes John xiii. 10 six times ; but only the Sinaitic

and several ancient Latin MSS. read it the same as Origen :

'He that is washed needeth not to wash, but is clean every

whit.'—In John vi. 51, also, where the reading is very diffi-

cult to settle, the Sinaitic is alone among all Greek copies in-

dubitably correct ; and Tertullian, at the end of the second

century, confirms the Sinaitic reading :
' If any man eat of

my bread, he shall live for ever. The bread that I will give

for the life of the world is my flesh.' We omit to indicate

further illustrations of this kind, although there are many
others like them i."

Let it be declared without ofience, that there appears to

1 It may not be altogether useless that I should follow this famous Critic

of the text of the N. T. over the ground which he has himself chosen. He
challenges attention for the four following readings of the Codex Sinaiticus :

—

(1.) S. John i. 4: fv avTU ^wr) ea-riv.—(2.) S. Matth. xiii. 35 : to pTjSer 5ia

7]<TaCov Tov Trpo<pr]Tov.—(3.) S. JoHN xiii. 10 : o KeAovfxeyos ovx fX' XP*'"** '''*('«'''"

6ai.—(4.) S. John vi. 51 : av ns (payri €k rov e/xov aprov, fyjcret ets tov aiuva'—
o apros ov eyco Saxro) vnep rjjj tov KOCfiov ^wrjs rj """pl H-ov eaTiv. (And this,

Dr. Tischendorf asserts to be " indubitably correct.")

On inspection, these four readings prove to be exactly what might have been

anticipated from the aunouucement that they are almost the private property

of the single Codex S. The last three are absolutely worthless. They stand

self-condemned. To examine is to reject them : the second (of which Jerome

says something veri/ different from what Tiscb. pretends) and fourth being only

two more of those unskilful attempts at critical emendation of the inspired

Text, of which this Codex contains so many sorry specimens : the third being

clearly nothing else but the result of the carelessness of the transcriber.

Misled by the like ending (6ixowTe\evTov) he has dropped a line : thus :

—

OTX exi xpeiAN [ei

MH TOTC nOAAC] NX

^ACQAI AAAA eCTIN

The first, I have discussed briefly in the foregoing footnote (p) p. 110.
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exist in the mind of this illustrious Critic a hopeless con-

fusion between the antiquity of a Codex and the value of its

readings. I venture to assert that a reading is valuable or

the contrary, exactly in proportion to the probability of its

being true or false. Interesting it is sure to be, be it what

it may, if it be found in a very ancient codex,—interesting

and often instructive : but the editor of Scripture must

needs bring every reading, wherever found, to this test at

last :—Is it to be thought that what I am here presented

with is what the Evangelist or the Apostle actually wrote ?

If an answer in the negative be obtained to this question,

then, the fact that one, or two, or three of the early Fathers

appear to have so read the place, will not avail to impart to

the rejected reading one particle of value. And yet Tischen-

dorf thinks it enough in all the preceding passages to assure

his reader that a given reading in Cod. s was recognised by

Origen, by TertuUian, by Jerome. To have established this

one point he evidently thinks sufficient. There is implied in

all this an utterly false major premiss : viz. That Scriptural

quotations found in the writings of Origen, of TertuUian, of

Jerome, must needs be the ipsissima verba of the Spirit.

Whereas it is notorious " that the worst corruptions to which

the New Testament has ever been subjected originated within

a hundred years after it was composed : that Irenaeus and

the whole Western, with a portion of the Syrian Church,

used far inferior manuscripts to those employed by Stunica,

or Erasmus, or Stephens, thirteen centuries later, when

moulding the Textus Receptus ''." And one is astonished

that a Critic of so much sagacity, (who of course knows

better,) should deliberately put forth so gross a fallacy,

—

not only without a word of explanation, a word of caution,

but in such a manner as inevitablj' to mislead an unsuspect-

ing reader. Without offence to Dr. Tischendorf, I must be

allowed to declare that, in the remarks we have been con-

sidering, ho shews himself far more bent on glorifying the

"Codex Sinaiticus" than in establishing the Truth of the

pure Word of God. He convinces me that to have found

" Scrivener's Introduction, p. 386. The whole Chapter deserves careful study.
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The opposite page exhibits an exact Facsimile, obtained by

Photography, of fol. 113 of Evan. Cod. L, (" Codex Regius,"

No. 62,) at Paris; containing S. Mark xvi. 6 to 9 ;—as ex-

plained at pp. 123-4. The Text of that MS. has been pub-

lished by Dr. Tischendorf in his "Monumenta Sacra Inedita,"

(1846, pp. 57—399.) See p. 206.

The original Photograph was executed (Oct. 1869) by the

obliging permission of M. de Wailly, who presides over the

Manuscript Department of the " Bibliotheque." He has my

best thanks for the kindness with which he promoted ray

wishes and facilitated my researches.

It should perhaps be stated that the margin of " Codex L"

is somewhat ampler than can be represented in an octavo

volume ; each folio measuring very nearly nine inches, by

very nearly six inches and a half.
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an early uncial Codex, is every bit as fatal as to have " taken

a gift." Verily, " it doth blind the eyes of the wise^."

And with this, I shall conclude my remarks on these two

famous Codices. I humbly record my deliberate conviction

that when the Science of Textual Criticism, which is at pre-

sent only in its infancy, comes to be better understood
;
(and

a careful collation of every existing Codex of the New Testa-

ment is one indispensable preliminary to its being ever

placed on a trustworthy basis;) a very different estimate

will be formed of the importance of not a few of those read-

ings which at present are received with unquestioning sub-

mission, chiefly on the authority of Codex B and Codex N.

On the other hand, it is perfectly certain that no future colla-

tions, no future discoveries, will ever make it credible that

the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's Gospel are a spurious

supplement to the Evangelical Narrative ; or that the

words iv 'E^ea-w are an unauthorized interpolation of the

inspired Text.

And thus much concerning Codex B and Codex s.

I would gladly have proceeded at once to the discussion

of the " Internal Evidence," but that the external testimony

commonly appealed to is not yet fully disposed of. There re-

main to be considered certain ancient " Scholia" and "Notes,"

and indeed whatever else results from the critical inspection

of ancient MSS,, whether uncial or cursive : and all this

may reasonably claim one entire Chapter to itself.

' Deut. xvi. 19.



CHAPTER VIIL

THE PURPORT OF ANCIENT SCHOLIA, AND NOTES IN MSS.

ON THE SUBJECT OE THESE VERSES, SHEWN TO BE
THE REVERSE OE WHAT IS COMMONLY SUPPOSED.

Later Editors of the Nexo Testament the victims of their predecessors''

inaccuracies.—BircKs unfortunate mistake (p. 117).

—

Schoh' seri-

ous blunders (p. 119 and p-p.\20-l).— Griesbach^s sweeping mis-

statement {^^-p. 121-2).

—

The grave misapprehension which has re-

sultedfrom all this inaccuracy of detail (pp. 122-3).

Codex L (p. 123).

—

Ammonius not the author of the so-called '^ Am-
monian'^ Sections {-p. 125).

—

JEpiphanius (p. 132).—" Caesarius,"

a misnomer.—" The Catenae," misrepresented (p. 133).

In the present Chapter, I propose to pass under review-

whatever manuscript testimony still remains unconsidered
;

our attention having been hitherto exclusively devoted to

Codices B and s. True, that the rest of the evidence may

be disposed of in a single short sentence :

—

The Twelve Verses

under discussion are found in every copy of the Gospels in ex-

istence with the exception of Codices B and K. But then,

I. We are assured,—(by Dr. Tregelles for example,)—that

"a Note or a Scholion stating the absence of these verses

from many, from most, or from the most correct copies (often

from Victor or Severus) is found in twenty-five other cursive

Codices^" Tischendorf has nearly the same words: "Scholia"

(he says) " in very many MSS. state that the Gospel of ]\Iark

in the most ancient (and most accurate) copies ended at the

ninth verse." That distinguished Critic supports his asser-

tion by appealing to seven MSS. in particular,—and refer-

ring generally to " about twenty-five others." Dr. Davidson

adopts every word of this blindfold.

1, Now of course if all that precedes were true, this de-

partment of the Evidence would become deserving of serious

• Printed Text, p. 254.
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attention. But I simply deny the fact. I entirely deny that

the " Note or Scholion" which these learned persons affirm to

be of such frequent occurrence has any existence whatever,

—except in their own imaginations. On the other hand,

I assert that notes or scholia which state the exact reverse,

(viz. that *'in the older" or "the more accurate copies" the

last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel are contained,) recur

even perpetually. The plain truth is this :—These eminent

persons have taken their information at second-hand,

—

partly from Griesbach, partly from Scholz^—without sus-

picion and without inquiry. But then they have slightly

misrepresented Scholz ; and Scholz (1830) slightly misunder-

stood Griesbach ; and Griesbach (1796) took liberties with

Wetstein ; and Wetstein (1751) made a few serious mis-

takes. The consequence might have been anticipated. The

Truth, once thrust out of sight, certain erroneous statements

have usurped its place,—which every succeeding Critic now

reproduces, evidently to his own entire satisfaction ; though

not, it must be declared, altogether to his own credit. Let

me be allowed to explain in detail what has occurred.

2. Griesbach is found to have pursued the truly German

plan of setting down all the twenty-five MSS.^ and all the

five Patristic authorities which up to his time had been

cited as bearing on the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9—20 :

giving the former in numerical order, and stating generally

concerning them that in one or other of those authorities

it would be found recorded " that the verses in question

were anciently wanting in some, or in most, or in almost

all the Greek copies, or in the most accurate ones :—or else

that they were found in a few, or in the more accurate

copies, or in many, or in most of them, specially in the

Palestinian Gospel." The learned writer (who had made

up his mind long before that the verses in question are to

be rejected) no doubt perceived that this would be the most

convenient way of disposing of the evidence for and against

:

but one is at a loss to understand how English scholars can

have acquiesced in such a slipshod statement for well nigh

•> Viz. Codd. L, 1, 22, 24, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41,-^108, 129, 137, 138,

143, 181, 186, 195, 199, 206, 209, 210, 221, 222.

i2
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a hundred years. A very little study of the subject would

have shewn them that Griesbach derived the first eleven of

his references from Wetstein ", the last fourteen from Birch *.

As for Scholz, he unsuspiciously adopted Griesbach's fatal

enumeration of Codices; adding five to the number; and

only interrupting the series here and there, in order to

insert the quotations which Wetstein had already supplied

from certain of them. With Scholz, therefore, rests the

blame of everything which has been written since 1830

concerning the MS. evidence for this part of S. Mark's

Gospel ; subsequent critics having been content to adopt his

statements without acknowledgment and without examina-

tion. Unfortunately Scholz did his work (as usual) in such

a slovenly style, that besides perpetuating old mistakes he

invented new ones ; which, of course, have been reproduced

by those who have simply translated or transcribed him.

And now I shall examine his note " {z) ^", with which prac-

tically all that has since been delivered on this subject

by Tischendorf, Tregelles, Davidson, and the rest, is iden-

tical.

(1.) Scholz (copying Griesbach) first states that in two

MSS. in the Vatican Library ^ the verses in question " are

marked with an asterisk." The original author of this

statement was Birch, who followed it up by explaining the

fatal signification of this mark ^. From that day to this,

the asterisks in Codd. Vatt. 756 and 757 have been reli-

giously reproduced by every Critic in turn ; and it is uni-

versally taken for granted that they represent two ancient

<= Wetstein quoted 11 Codices in all : but (Jricsluich makes no use of his

reference to Reg. 28G8, 1880, and 2282 (leg. 2242 ?) which = Evan. 15, 19,

299 (?) respectively.

^ Variae Lectiones, &c. (1801, p. 225-6.)—He cites Codd. Vatt. 358, 756,

757, 1229 (=our 129, 137, 138, 143) : Cod. Zelada (= 181): Laur. vi. 18, 34

(=186, 195): Yen. 27 (=-210): Vind. Lamb. 38, 39, Kol. 4 (=221, 222,

108): Cjd. iv. {leg. 5?) S. Muriaj lionod. Flor. (= 109) : Codd. Ven. 6,10
(= 206, 209.)

"= Nov. Test. vol. i. p. 199.

' Vat. 756, 757 = our Evan. 137, 138.

K Quo signo tamquam censoria virgula usi sunt librarii, qua Evangelistarum

narrationes, in omnibus Codicibus non obvias, tamquam dubias notarent.

—

Variae Lectiones, &c, p. 225.
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witnesses against the genuineness of the last twelve verses of

the Gospel according to S. Mark.

And yet, (let me say it without offence,) a very little

attention ought to be enough to convince any one familiar

with this subject that the proposed inference is absolutely

inadmissible. For, in the first place, a solitary asterisk (not

at all a rare phenomenon in ancient MSS.*^) has of necessity

no such signification. And even if it does sometimes in-

dicate that all the verses which follow are suspicious, (of

which, however, I have never seen an example,) it clearly

could not have that signification here,—for a reason which

I should have thought an intelligent boy migbt discover.

"Well aware, however, that I should never be listened to,

with Birch and Griesbach, Scholz and Tischendorf, and in-

deed every one else against me,—I got a learned friend at

Rome to visit the Vatican Library for me, and inspect th.e

two Codices in question*. That he would find Birch right

in his facts, I had no reason to doubt ; but I much more

than doubted the correctness of his proposed inference from

them. I even felt convinced that the meaning and purpose

of the asterisks in question would be demonstrably different

from what Birch had imagined.

Altogether unprepared was I for the result. It is found

that the learned Dane has here made one of those (venial,

but) unfortunate blunders to which every one is liable who

registers phenomena of this class in haste, and does not

methodize his memoranda until he gets home. To be brief,

—there proves to be no asterisk at all,—either in Cod. 756,

or in Cod. 757.

On the contrary. After ecpopoOvTO rap> the former Codex

has, in the text of S. Mark xvi. 9 {fol. 150 b), a plain cross,

— {not an asterisk, thus -fir or -^ or ^i^ or ^, but a cross,

thus -}-),—the intention of which is to refer the reader to

an annotation on fol. 151 6, (marked, of course, with a cross

also,) to the effect that S. Mark xvi. 9— 20 is undoubtedly

^ In Cod. 264 (= Paris 65) for instance, besides at S. Mk. xvi. 9, ^ occurs

at xi. 12, xii. 38, and xiv. 12. On the other hand, no such sign occurs at the

pericope de adidterd. * Further obligations to the same

friend are acknowledged in the Appendix (D).
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1ffenuine\ The evidence, therefore, not only breaks hope-

lessly down ; but it is discovered that this witness has been

I
by accident put into the wrong box. This is, in fact, a witness

: not for the plaintiff, but /or the defendant !—As for the other

;' Codex, it exhibits neither asterisk nor cross ; but contains

I the same note or scholion attesting the genuineness of the

last twelve verses of S. Mark.

I suppose I may now pass on : but I venture to point

out that unless the Witnesses which remain to be examined

are able to produce very different testimony from that borne

by the last two, the present inquiry cannot be brought to

a close too soon. (" I took thee to curse mine enemies, and,

behold, thou hast blessed them altogether.")

(2.) In Codd. 20 and 300 (Scholz proceeds) we read as

follows :
—" From here to the end forms no part of the text

in some of the copies. In the ancient cojnes, hoivever, it all

forms part of the text ''." Scholz (who was the first to adduce

this important testimony to the genuineness of the verses

now under consideration) takes no notice of the singular cir-

cumstance that the two MSS. he mentions have been exactly

assimilated in ancient times to a common model ; and that

they correspond one with the other so entirely ^ that the

foregoing rubrical annotation appears in the wrong place in

both of them, viz. at the close of ver. 15, where it interrupts

the text. This was, therefore, once a scholion written in

the margin of some very ancient Codex, which has lost its

way in the process of transcription
;

(for there can be no

doubt that it was originally written against ver. 8.) And
let it be noted that its testimony is express ; and that it

avouches for the fact that " in the ancient copies" S. Mark
xvi. 9—20 ^^formed part of the text."

' Similarly, in Cod. Coisl. 20, in the Paris Library, (which = our 36,)

against S. Mark xvi. 9, is this sign ^. It is intended (like an asterisk in a

modern book) to refer the reader to the self-same annotation which is spoken

of in the text as occurring in Cod. Vat. 756, and which is observed to occur

in the margin of the Paris MS. also.

IvreuGev toic toC tIaouc tv tigi toov dvTirpd96ov ou

Ke^iai" ev be toIc dp)(aioic, ndivra ctnapdAtmTa Keliai.

—(^Codd. 20 and 300 = Paris 188, 186.)

' See more concerning this matter in the Appendix (D), ad Jin.
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(3.) Yet more important is the record contained in the

same two MSS., (of which also Scholz says nothing,) viz.

that they exhibit a text which had been " collated with the

ancient and approved copies at Jerusalem""." What need to

point out that so remarkable a statement, taken in conjunc-

tion with the express voucher that " although some copies of

the Gospels are without the verses under discussion, yet that

in the ancient copies all the verses are found," is a critical

attestation to the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9 to 20, far out-

weighing the bare statement (next to be noticed) of the un-

deniable historical fact that, " in some copies," S. Mark ends

at ver. 8,—but " in many does not" ?

(4.) Scholz proceeds:—"In Cod. 22, after etpopouvro rap

+ TeAoc is read the following rubric :"

—

ev Tioi Toov dvTirpa9(JL)v ea>c cobe nAHpoOrai 6 euarreAio-

THC €v noAAoic be kqi TaCra cpeperai".

And the whole of this statement is complacently copied by

all subsequent Critics and Editors,—cross, and "TeAoc," and

all,—as an additional ancient attestation to the fact that

" The End" (jeAoc) of S. Mark's Gospel is indeed at ch. xvi. 8.

Strange,—incredible rather,—that among so many learned

persons, not one should have perceived that " jeAoc " in this

place merely denotes that here a well-known Ecclesiastical sec-

tion comes to an end ! ... As, far, therefore, as the present dis-

cussion is concerned, the circumstance is purely irrelevant "

;

» At the end of S. Matthew's Gospel in Cod. 300 (at fol. 89) is found,—

etarreAiov Kara MarGmov erpdcpH kqi avTepAHOH 6k

Twv 'lepoaoAujuoic naAaiwv dvTirpd9oov, ev gtixoic Rmib
and at tlie end of S. Mark's, (at fol. 147 b)—

etarreAiov Kajct MdpKov erpdcpH Kai avrepAHOH Ojuoiooc

Ik toov esnoubacjjuevoov otixoic acpc; KecpaAaioic ca£

This second colophon (though not the first) is found in Cod. 20. Both reap-

pear in Cod. 262 ( = Paris 53), and (with an interesting variety in the former

of the two) in [what I suppose is the first half of] the uncial Codex A. See

Scrivener's Introduction, p. 125.

° = Paris 12, fol. 107 h. He might have added, (for Wetstein had pointed

it out 79 years before,) that the same note precisely is found between verses 8

and 9 in Cod. 15 ( = Paris 64,)/o/. 98 b.

° See more at the very end of Chap. XI.
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and, (as I propose to shew in Chapter XT,) the less said

about it by the opposite party, the better.

(5.) Scholz further states that in four, (he means three,)

other Codices very nearly the same colophon as the preced-

ing recurs, with an important additional clause. In Codd. 1,

199, 206, 209, (he says) is read,—
" In certain of the copies, the Evangelist finishes here

;

up to which place Eusebius the friend of Paniphilus canonized.

In other copies, however, is found as follows p." And then

comes the rest of S. Mark's Gospel,

I shall have more to say about this reference to Eusebius,

and what he " canonized," by-and-by. But what is there in

all this, (let me in the meantime ask), to recommend the

opinion that the Gospel of S. Mark was published by its

Author in an incomplete state ; or that the last twelve

verses of it are of spurious origin ?

(6.) The reader's attention is specially invited to the im-

posing statement which follows. Codd. 23, 34, 39, 41, (says

Scholz,) " contain these words of Severus of Antioch :

—

" In the more accurate copies, the Gospel according to

Mark has its end at ' for they were afraid/ In some copies,

however, this also is added,

—

' Now when He was risen,'

&c. This, however, seems to contradict to some extent

what was before delivered," &c.

It may sound fabulous, but it is strictly true, that every

word of this, (unsuspiciously adopted as it has been by ever//

Critic who has since gone over the same ground,) is a mere

tissue of mistakes. For first, — Cod. 23 contains nothing

whatever pertinent to the present inquiry. (Scholz, evidently

through haste and inadvertence, has confounded Jus own

p Cod. 1. (at Basle), and Codd. 206, 209 (which = Venet.Gand 10) contain

as follows :

—

'<v TiGi ]U€V Toov dvTirpc(9<Jiv €600 wbe nAHpoOrai 6 Euar-

reAiGTHC, eoic oC kqi ' Eucepioc 6 TTajucpiAou eKavovioev tv

dAAoic be xaura 9epeTar dvaoTdc, k.t.A.

But Cod. I'jy (which = S. Marine Benedict. Flor. Cod. IV. \_lege 5], accord-

ing to Birch (p. 226) who supplies the quotation, has only this :

—

€v Tioi Toov dvTirpd90L)v ou KeTvrai [?] raOra.
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"23" with ''CoisL 23," but " Coisl. 23" is his "39,"—of
which by-and-by. This reference therefore has to be can-

celled.)—Cod. 41 contains a scholion of preckely the opposite

tendency : I mean, a scholion which avers that the accurate

copies of 8. Mark's Gospel contain these Jast twelve verses.

(Scholz borrowed this wrong reference from Wetstein,—who,

by an oversight, quotes Cod. 41 three times instead of twice.)

—There remain but Codd. 34 and 39 ; and in neither of

those two manuscripts, from the first page of S. Mark's Gos-

pel to the last, does there exist any " scholion of Severus

of Antioch" whatever. Scholz, in a word, has inadvertently

made a gross misstatement ** ; and every Critic who has since

written on this subject has adopted his words,— without

acknowledgment and without examination Such is the

evidence on which it is proposed to prove that S. Mark did

not write the last twelve verses of his Gospel

!

(7.) Scholz proceeds to enumerate the following twenty-

two Codices :—24, 34, 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, 108, 129, 137,

138, 143, 181, 186, 195, 199, 206, 209, 210, 221, 222. And
this imposing catalogue is what has misled Tischendorf,

Tregelles and the rest. They have not perceived that it is

a mere transcript of Grieshach's list ; which Scholz interrupts

only to give from Cod. 24, (imperfectly and at second-hand,)

the weighty scholion, (Wetstein had given it from Cod. 41,)

which relates, on the authority of an eye-witness, that

S. Mark xvi. 9—20 existed in the ancient Palestinian Copy.

(About that Scholion enough has been offered already ''.)

Scholz adds that very nearly the same words are found in

374.—What he says concerning 206 and 209 (and he might

have added 199,) has been explained above.

But when the twenty MSS. which remain ® undisposed of

have been scrutinized, their testimony is found to be quite

1 It originated in this way. At the end of S. Matthew's Gospel, in both

Codices, are found those large extracts from the " 2nd Horn, on the Resurrec-

tioii " which Montfaucon published in the Bihl. Coisl. (pp. 68—75), and which

Cramer has since reprinted at the end of his Catena in S. Maith. (i. 243

—

251.) In Codd. 34 and 39 they are ascribed to " Severus of Antioch." See

above (p. 40.) See also pp. 39 and 57.

See above, pp. 64, 65. ^ 22—3 (199, 206, 209) = 19 + 1 (374) = 20,
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different from what is commonly supposed. One of them

(N". 38) has been cited in error : while the remaining nine-

teen are nothing else but copies of Victor of Antioch's com-

mentary on S. Mark,—no less than sixteen of which contain

the famous attestation that in most of the accurate cojnes, and

in particular the authentic Palestinian Codex, the last ttrelve

verses of S. Mark's Gospel were found. (See above, pp. 64

and 65.) .... And this exhausts the evidence.

(8.) So far, therefore, as " Notes" and " Scholia'' in MSS.
are concerned, the sum of the matter proves to be simply

this:

—

(a) Nine Codices* are observed to contain a note to

the effect that the end of S. Mark's Gospel, though want-

ing "in some," was yet found "in others,"—"in many,"
—" in the ancient copies."

[h) Next, four Codices * contain subscriptions vouching

for the genuineness of this portion of the Gospel by de-

claring that those four Codices had been collated with ap-

proved copies preserved at Jerusalem.

(c) Lastly, sixteen Codices, — (to which, besides that

already mentioned by Scholz ", I am able to add at least

five others, making twenty-two in all-'',)—contain a weighty

critical scholion asserting categorically that in " very many"
and " accurate copies," specially in tbe " true Palestinian

exemplar," these verses had been found by one who seems to

have verified the fact of their existence therefor himself.

(9.) And now, shall I be thought unfair if, on a review

of the premisses, I assert that I do not see a shadow of

reason for the imposing statement which has been adopted

by Tischendorf, Tregelles, and the rest, that " there exist

about thirty Codices which state that from the more ancient

and more accurate copies of the Gospel, the last twelve

verses of S. Mark were absent ?" I repeat, there is not so

much as one single Codex which contains such a scholion

;

""""
" V"' -

' viz. Codd. L, 1, 199, 206, 209 :—20, 300:—15, 22.

* Cod. A, 20, 2G2, 300.

" Evan. 374.

» viz. Evan. 24, 36, 37, 40, 41 (Wetstein.) Add Evan. 108, 129, 137, 138,

148, 181, 186, 195, 210, 221, 222. (Birch Farr. Lectt. p. 225.) Add Evan.

374 (Scholz.) Add Evan. 12, 129, 299, 329, and the Moscow Codex (qu. Evan.

253 ?) employed liy Matthaci.
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while twenty-four >' of those commonly enumerated state

the exact reverse.—We may now advance a step : but the

candid reader is invited to admit that hitherto the sup-

posed hostile evidence is on the contrary entirely in favour

of the verses under discussion. ("I called thee to curse

mine enemies, and, behold, thou hast altogether blessed them

these three times.")

II. Nothing has been hitherto said about Cod. L.* This

is the designation of an uncial MS. of the viii*'^ or ix*'^

century, in the Library at Paris, chiefly remarkable for the

correspondence of its readings with those of Cod. B and

with certain of the citations in Origen ; a peculiarity which

recommends Cod. L, (as it recommends three cursive Codices

of the Gospels, 1, 33, 69,) to the especial favour of a school

with which whatever is found in Cod. B is necessarily

right. It is described as the work of an ignorant foreign

copyist, who probably wrote with several MSS. before him

;

but who is found to have been wholly incompetent to deter-

mine which reading to adopt and which to reject. Certain

it is that he interrupts himself, at the end of ver. 8, to

write as follows :

—

" Something to this effect

is also met with :

"All that was commanded them they immediately rehearsed

unto Peter and the rest. And after these things, from East

even unto "West, did Jesus Himself send forth by their means

the holy and incorruptible message of eternal Salvation.

" But this also is met with after

the words, ' for thet were afraid :'

" Now, when He was risen early, the first day of the

weekV' &c.

r 2 (viz. Evan. 20, 200) + 16 + 1 + 5 (enumerated in the preceding note)

= 24, * Paris 62, olim, 2861 and 1558.

^ See the facsimile.—The original, (which knows nothing of Tischendorf's

crosses,) reads as follows :

—

*epeTe nor
KAI TATTA -

T-TA'NTA AC TA HAPH

rreAMENA xoic

n€Pi TON neTPON
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It cannot be needful that I should delay the reader with

any remarks on such a termination of the Gospel as the

foregoing. It was evidently the production of some one

who desired to remedy the conspicuous incompleteness of

his own copy of S. Mark's Gospel, but who had imbibed so

little of the spirit of the Evangelical narrative that he could

not in the least imitate the Evangelist's manner. As for the

scribe who executed Codex L, he was evidently incapable

of distinguishing the grossest fabi'ication from the genuine

text. The same worthless supplement is found in the margin

of the Hharklensian Syriac (a.d. 616), and in a few other

quarters of less importance ^.—I pass on, with the single

remark that I am utterly at a loss to understand on

what principle Cod. L,—a solitary MS. of the ^-iii"' or ix^**

century which exhibits an exceedingly vicious text,—is to

CTNTOMtOC eHH

rriAAN - MCTA
A^ TATTA KAI ATTOC
6 ic, 'Ano Anatoahc
KAI 'AXPI ATCeCOC

'6HAneCTIA6N AI

ATTCON TO iePON

KAI 'A*0APTON KH
PTrMA - THC Aia>

NIOT CCOTHPIAC -

eCTHN Ae KAI

TATTA *ePO
MeNA MeTA TO

^*OBOTNTO
TAP -

A nactAc a^ npo)!

nPCOTH CABBAT^

t.e :
—iptpfrai irov kol ravra.

Tldfra St to Trapriy'y€\ix(fa rois irepl rhv TlfTpov cvvTOfj-uis f^rjyyfiXaf fifra 5*

toCto Kol avrhs d 'IjjeroDs anh acoToAijs Kal &Xf" ^vaews f^aTrfareiKfi/ Si" auTwv rh

Uphv Kol &(p6apTov KTipvyfxa ttjs ataifiot; ffwrripiM.

EtTTLf Se Kal Tavra (pipdjxeva /xfrii rh 4(po^ovvro ydp.

'Aj'oo'Tcbj 5e irpait Ttpury aalSffdrov.

As, the Codex IJobbieiisis (k) of the old Latin, and tlie margin of two

^thiopic MSS.—I am unable to understand what Scholz and his copyists have

said concerning Cod. 27-4. I was assured again and again at Paris that they

knew of no such codex as "Reg, 70"," which is Scholz' designation {Prolegg.

p. Ixxx.) of the Cod. Evan, which, after him, wc number " 274."
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be thought entitled to so much respectful attention on the

present occasion, rebuked as it is for the fallacious evidence

it bears concerning the last twelve verses of the second Gos-

pel by all the seventeen remaining Uncials, (three of which

are from 300 to 400 years more ancient than itself;) and by

every cursive copy of the Gospels in existence. Quite certain

at least is it that not the faintest additional probability is

established by Cod. L that S. Mark's Gospel when it left

the hands of its inspired Author was in a mutilated con-

dition. The copyist shews that he was as well acquainted

as his neighbours with our actual concluding Verses : while

he betrays his own incapacity, by seeming to view with

equal favour the worthless alternative which he deliberately

transcribes as well, and to which he gives the foremost

place. Not S. Mark's Gospel, hut Codex L is the suflPerer

by this appeal.

III. I go back now to the statements found in certain

Codices of the x*^^ century, (derived probably from one of

older date,) to the effect that " the marginal references

to the Eusebian Canons extend no further than ver. 8 :"—for

so, I presume, may be paraphrased the words, (see p. 120,)

€000 ou Euoepioc 6 rTajU9iAou cKavovioev, which are found

at the end of ver. 8 in Codd. 1, 206, 209.

(1.) Now this statement need not have delayed us for

many minutes. But then, therewith, recent Critics have

seen fit to connect another and an entirely distinct pro-

position : viz. that

Ammonius

also, a contemporary of Origen, conspires with Eusebius in

disallowing the genuineness of the conclusion of S. Mark's

Gospel. This is in fact a piece of evidence to which recently

special prominence has been given : every Editor of the

Gospels in turn, since Wetstein, having reproduced it ; but

no one more emphatically than Tischendorf. " Neither by

the sections of Ammonius nor yet by the canons of Euse-

bius are these last verses recognised''." " Thus it is seen,"

'' Nee Ammonii Sectionibus, nee Eusebii Canonibus, agnoscuntur ultiml

versus.—Tisch. Nov. Test. {ed. Sva), p. 40G.
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proceeds Dr. Tregelles, " that just as Eusebius found these

verses absent in his day from the best and most nume-

rous copies {sic), so was also the case with Ammoniiis when
he formed his Harmony in the preceding century '^."

A new and independent authority therefore is appealed

to,—one of high antiquity and evidently very great im-

portance,—Ammonius of Alexandria, a.d. 220. But Ammo-
nius has left behind him no known writings u-hatsoevcr. AVhat

then do these men mean when they appeal in this confident

way to the testimony of " Ammonius ?"

To make this matter intelligible to the ordinary English

reader, I must needs introduce in this place some account

of what are popularly called the " Ammonian Sections " and

the ** Eusebian Canons :" concerning both of which, how-

ever, it cannot be too plainly laid down that nothing what-

ever is known beyond what is discoverable from a careful

study of the " Sections'' and "Canons" themselves; added

to what Eusebius has told us in that short Epistle of his

" to Carpianus,"—which I suppose has been transcribed

and reprinted more often than any other uninspired Epistle

in the world.

Eusebius there explains that Ammonius of Alexandria

constructed with great industry and labour a kind of Evan-

gelical Harmony; the peculiarity of which was, that, re-

taining S. Matthew's Gospel in its integrit}^ it exhibited

the corresponding sections of the other three Evangelists

by the side of S. Matthew's text. There resulted this in-

evitable inconvenience; that the sequence of the narrative,

in the case of the three last Gospels, was interrupted

throughout ; and their context hopelessly destroyed '^.

The " Diatessaron " of Ammonius, (so Eusebius styles it),

has long since disappeared ; but it is plain from the fore-

going account of it by a competent witness that it must

' Printed Text, p. 248.

'' The render is invited to test the accuracy of what precedes for himself:

—

'Afincofios fiev d ' AXe^afSpfvs, iroXKriv, dis UKhs, (ptXonovlay wa! (Tirovdhv elffayrio-

X^s, Th SiO, Tfcradpaiv T)fiiv KaTaXiXotinv fvayytXiof, T<j> Kara MaTBatov toj

dfio(p(iyovs rSiv Xonrwv tvayyi\i<TTwv TrfpiKoirca TrapaOds, ws ^f kvayKrjs ffv/xfifivai

Thv riji a.Ko\ov6ias flpixhv twv rpiSiv ^ia<pdaprivai, iaov M Tif v<pfi rrjs &.va-

yVltXTiOlS.
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have been a most unsatisfactory performance. It is not

easy to see how room can have been found in such a scheme

for entire chapters of S. Luke's Gospel ; as well as for the

larger part of the Gospel according to S. John : in short, for

anything which was not capable of being brought into some

kind of agreement, harmony, or correspondence with some-

thing in S. Matthew's Gospel.

How it may have fared with the other Gospels in the

work of Ammonius is not in fact known, and it is profitless

to conjecture. What we know for certain is that Eusebius,

availing himself of the hint supplied by the very imperfect

labours of his predecessor, devised an entirely diflPerent ex-

pedient, whereby he extended to the Gospels of S. Mark,

S. Luke and S. John all the advantages, (and more than all,)

which Ammonius had made the distinctive property of the

first Gospel®. His plan was to retain the Four Gospels in

their integrity ; and, besides enabling a reader to ascertain

at a glance the places which S. Matthew has in common
with the other three Evangelists, or with any two, or with

any one of them, (which, I suppose, was the sum of what

had been exhibited by the work of Ammonius,)—to shew

which places S.Luke has in common with S.Mark,—which

with S. John only ; as well as which places are peculiar to

each of the four Evangelists in turn. It is abundantly clear

therefore what Eusebius means by sajang that the la-

bours of Ammonius had "suggested to him" his own*. The

sight of that Harmony of the other three Evangelists with

S. Matthew's Gospel had suggested to him the advantage

of establishing a series of parallels throughout all the Four

Gospels. But then, whereas Ammonius had placed along-

side of S. Matthew the dislocated sections themselves of the

' "Iva 5e (Tci3^ofj.4i/ov Ka\ tov twv Xoittwv 5j' o\ov auiixaros re Kol flp/j.ov, etSevai

exots rovi o'lKeiovs eKcicrrov fva.yye\t<rTov t6 irovs, eV oTs kuto, twv avTwv i\viX'

Oy^aav (piXa\T)dws eiiruv, fK tov trovriiuLaTos tov npoiip-t\fJiivov avSphs il\r]<pitis a.(pop-

jucts, /co9' erepav fXiQo^ov Kavofas 5e/ca rhf apid^hv Si6x«pa|a aot tovs viroje-

rajixevovs.

* This seems to represent exactly what Eusebius means in this place. The

nearest English equivalent to a(pop/j.-li is " a hint." Consider Euseb. Sist. Eccl.

V. 27. Also the following :—ttoAArs Kafi6vTes OKpopix&s. (Andreas, Proleg. in

Apooalyps.).—Kafi6vTis rds acpopfids. (Anastasius Sin., RouWs Eell. i. 15.)
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other three Evangelists which are of corresponding purport,

Eusebius conceived the idea of accomplishing the same

object by means of a system of double numerical references.

He invented X Canons, or Tables : he subdivided each of the

Four Gospels into a multitude of short Sections. These he

numbered
;

(a fresh series of numbers appearing in each

Gospel, and extending from the beginning right on to the

end;) and immediately under every number, he inserted,

in Vermillion, another numeral (I to X) ; whose office it was

to indicate in which of his X Canons, or Tables, the reader

would find the corresponding places in any of the other

Gospels ^ (If the section was unique, it belonged to his last

or X*^ Canon.) Thus, against S. Matthew's account of the

Title on the Cross, is written ^^ : but in the I** Canon

(which contains the places common to all four Evangelists)

parallel with 335, is found,—214, 324, 199: and the Sec-

tions of S. Mark, S. Luke, and S. John thereby designated,

(which are discoverable by merely casting one's eye down

the margin of each of those several Gospels in turn, until

the required number has been reached,) will be found to

contain the parallel record in the other three Gospels.

All this is so purely elementary, that its very introduc-

tion in this place calls for apology. The extraordinary

method of the opposite party constrains me however to

establish thus clearly the true relation in which the fami-

liar labours of Eusebius stand to the unknown work of

Ammonius.

' Kavdvat .... StfX'*P'*l'* ""*" fo^^ viroTeraytxtyovs. This at least is decisive

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

nius,

—

" Evangelicos canones excogitavit quos postea secutus est Eusebius

Caisariensis," {Be Viris Illust. c. Iv. vol. ii. p. 881,) we learn the amount of

attention to which such off-hand gain statements of this Father are entitled.

What else can be inferred from the account which Eusebius gives of the

preseut sectional division of tlie Gospels but that it was also his own ?

—

Auttj

ufv oiv 7) rij* virortTayfj.ei'aii' KaySvaiv {irT69iaiS' i) 66 crapijs aiTwi' Sitj^tjotis,

iffTii' i}56. 'E<p' kKaartf ruf reaadpuv (vayye^ioif apidfios tis npOKurai Kara

H«pos, apx^tiivos airb rov irpurov, dra Sivrtpov, nal rplrov, Kat KaOf^rii irpo'iwv

Si" S\ov fifXP^ "^"^ Tf\ovs Tov Pifi\lov. lie proceeds to explain how the sections

thus numbered are to be referred to his X Canons :

—

Kaff fKaatov St apiOfxhu

vTro(Triix(iu(ris 5io Kivva^dpfws irpdKfnat, SrjXovaa iv iroiw rwy 5f'/co Kavivwf k(1-

fjLfvos 6 apiOfjibs Tvyx^vii.
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For if that earlier production be lost indeed ^,—if its pre-

cise contents, if tlie very details of its construction, can at

this distance of time be only conjecturally ascertained,

—

what right has any one to appeal to "the Sections ofAm-
monius," as to a known document ? Why above all do

Tischendorf, Tregelles, and the rest deliberately claim " Am-
monius" for their ally on an occasion like the present

;

seeing that they must needs be perfectly well aware that

they have no means whatever of knowing (except from the

precarious evidence of Catenae) what Ammonius thought

about any single verse in any of the four Gospels ? At every

stage of this discussion, I am constrained to ask myself,

—

Do then the recent Editors of the Text of the New Testa-

ment really suppose that their statements will nei^er be ex-

amined? their references never verified? or is it thought

that they enjoy a monopoly of the learning (such as it is)

which enables a man to form an opinion in this department

of sacred Science ? For,

(1st.) Where then and what are those " Sections of Am-
monius" to which Tischendorf and Tregelles so confidently

appeal ? It is even notorious that when they sa^ the " Sec-

tions of Ammonius," what they mean are the " Sections of

Eusehius."—But, (2dly.) Where is the proof,—where is even

the probability,—that these two are identical ? The Critics

cannot require to be reminded by me that we are absolutely

ff "Frustra ad Ammonium aut Tatianum in Harmoniis provocant. Qusb

supersunt vix quicquam cum Ammouio aut Tatiano commune babent." (Tis-

cbendorf on S.Mark xvi. 8).—Dr. Mill (1707),—because be assumed tbat tlie

anonymous work whicb Victor of Capua brougbt to ligbt in the vi"' century,

and conjecturally assigned to Tatian, was the lost work of Ammonius, {Proleg.

p. 63, § 660,)—was of course warranted in appealing to the authority of Am-
monius in smpport of the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel. But in truth

Mill's assumption cannot be maintained for a moment, as Wetstein has con-

vincingly shewn. {Proleg. p. 68.) Any one may easily satisfy bimse'f of the

fact who will be at the pains to examine a few of the chapters with attention,

bearing in mind what Eusebius has said concerning the work of Ammonius.

Cap. Ixxiv, for instance, contains as follows :—Mtt. xiii. 33, 34. Mk. iv. 33.

Mtt. xiii. 34, 35 : 10, 11. Mk. iv. 34. Mtt. xiii. 13 to 17. But here it is

S.Matthew's Gospel which is dislocated,—for verses 10, 11, and 13 to 17 of

eh. xiii. come after verses 33—35 ; while ver. 12 has altogether disappeared.

The most convenient edition for reference is Schmeller's,

—

Ammonii Alex-

andrini qucB et Tatiani dicitur Harmonia Evangeliorum. (Vienna, 1841.)

K
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without proof that so much as one of the Sections of Am-
monius corresponded with one of those of Eusebius ; and yet,

(3dl3\) "Who sees not that unless the Sections of Amraonius

and those of Eusebius can be proved to have corresponded

throughout, the name of Ammonius has no business what-

ever to be introduced into such a discussion as the present ?

They must at least be told that in the entire absence of

proof of any kind,—(and certainly nothing that Eusebius

says warrants any such inference^,)— to reason from the

one to the other as if they were identical, is what no sincere

inquirer after Truth is permitted to do.

It is time, however, that I should plainly declare that it

happens to be no matter of opinion at all whether the lost

Sections of Ammonius were identical with those of Eusebius

or not. It is demonstrable that they cannot have been so

;

and the proof is supplied by the Sections themselves. It is

discovered, by a careful inspection of them, that they innjlij

and presuppose the Ten Canons ; being in many places even

meaningless,— nugatory, in fact, (I do not of course say

that thej'- zccq practicalli) without use^—except on the theory

that those Canons were already in existence ^ Now the

Canons are confessedly the invention of Eusebius. Ho dis-

tinctly claims themJ. Thus much then concerning the sup-

posed testimony of Ammonius. It is nil.—And now for

what is alleged concerning the evidence of Eusebius.

The starting-point of this discussion, (as I began by re-

marking), is the following memorandum found in certain

ancient MSS. :
—" Thus far did Eusebius canonize ^ ;" which

' Only by the merest license of interpretation can eiAijt^iy a(popf/.a.s be

assumed to mean that Eusebius had found the four Gospels ready divided to

his hand by Ammonius into exactly 11G5 sections,—every one of which he had
simply adopted for his own. Mill, (who nevertheless held this strange opinion,)

was obliged to invent the wild hypothesis that Eusebius, besides the work of

Ammonius which he describes, must have found in the library at Cajsarea the

private copy of the Gospels which belonged to Ammonius,—an unique volume,

in which the last-named Father (as he assumes) will have numbered the Sections

and made them exactly 1165. It is not necessary to discuss such a notion.

We are dealing with facts,—not with fictions.

' Eor proofs of what is stated above, as well as for several remarks on the

(so-called) " Ammonian" Sections, the reader is referred to the Appendix (G).
i See above, p. 128, note (f). ^ Sec above, p. 125.
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means either : (1) That his Canons recognise no section of

S. Mark's Gospel subsequent to § 233, (which number is

commonly set over against ver. 8 :) or else, (which comes to

the same thing,)— (2) That no sections of the same Gospel,

after § 233, are referred to any of his X Canons.

On this slender foundation has been raised the following

precarious superstructure. It is assumed,

(1st.) That the Section of S. Mark's Gospel which Eusebius

numbers " 233," and which begins at our ver. 8, cannot have

extended beyond ver. 8 ;—whereas it may have extended, and

probably did extend, down to the end of ver. 11.

(2dly.) That because no notice is taken in the Eusebian

Canons of any sectional number in S. Mark's Gospel sub-

sequent to § 233, no Section (with, or without, such a sub-

sequent number) can have existed :—whereas there may
have existed one or more subsequent Sections all duly num-

bered \ This notwithstanding, Eusebius, (according to the

memorandum found in certain ancient MSS.), may have

canonized no further than § 233.

I am not disposed, however, to contest the point as far as

Eusebius is concerned. I have only said so much in order

to shew how unsatisfactory is the argumentation on the

other side. Let it be assumed, for argument sake, that the

statement "Eusebius canonized no farther than ver. 8" is

equivalent to this,

—

"Eusebius numbered no Sections after

ver. 8 ;" (and more it cannot mean :)—What then ? I am at

a loss to see what it is that the Critics propose to themselves

by insisting on the circumstance. For we knew before,

—

it was in fact Eusebius himself who told us,—that Copies

of the Gospel ending abruptly at ver. 8, were anciently of

frequent occurrence. Nay, we heard the same Eusebius re-

mark that one way of shelving a certain awkward pro-

blem would be, to plead that the subsequent portion of

S. Mark's Gospel is frequently wanting. What more have we

learned when we have ascertained that the same Eusebius

allowed no place to that subsequent portion in his Canons ?

The new fact, (supposing it to be a fact,) is but the correla-

' As a matter of fact, Codices abound in whicli the Sections are noted toith-

out the Canons, throughout. See more on this subject in the Appendix (G).

k2
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tive of tlie old one ; and since it was Eusebius who was the

voucher for that, what additional probability do we esta-

blish that the inspired autograph of S. Mark ended abruptly

at ver. 8, by discovering that Eusebius is consistent with

himself, and omits to "canonize" (or even to "sectionize")

what he had already hypothetically hinted might as well be

left out altogether ? (See above, pp. 44-6.)

So that really I am at a loss to see that one atom of pro-

gress is made in this discussion by the further discovery

that, (in a work written about a.d. 373,)

Epiphanius

states casually that " the four Gospels contain 1162 sec-

tions™." From this it is argued" that since 355 of these

are commonly assigned to S. Matthew, 342 to S. Luke, and

232 to S. John, there do but remain for S. Mark 233 ; and

the 233rd section of S. Mark's Gospel confessedly begins at

ch. xvi. 8.—The probability may be thought to be thereby

slightly increased that the sectional numbers of Eusebius

extended no further than ver. 8 : but—Has it been rendered

one atom more probable that the inspired Evangelist him-

self ended his Gospel abruptly at the 8th verse ? That fact

— (the only thing which our opponents have to establish)

—

remains exactly where it was ; entirely unproved, and in the

highest degree improbable.

To conclude, therefore. When I read as follows in the

pages of Tischendorf :
—" These verses are not recognised by

the Sections of Ammonius, nor by the Canons of Eusebius

:

Epiphanius and Ca^sarius bear witness to the fact ;"— I am
constrained to remark that the illustrious Critic has drawn

upon bis imagination for three of his statements, and that

the fourth is of no manner of importance.

(1.) About the "Sections of Ammonius," he really knows

no more than about the lost Books of Livy. lie is, therefore,

without excuse for adducing them in the waj' of evidence.

'" Tfcrcrapd dan' ivayy(\ia Kfcpa\aiwv ^iKionv eKorbc (^jjKovraSvo. The words

are most unexpectedly, (may I not say sicspiciousli/ f), found in Epiphanius,

Ancor. 50, (0pp. ii. 54 B.)

° By Tischendorf, copying Mill's Proleg. p. 63, § 662 :—the foutal source,

by the way, of the twin references to " Epiphanius and Cajiarius."
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(2.) That Epiphanius bears no witness whatever either

as to the " Sections of Ammonius'' or to " Canons of Euse-

bius/* Tischendorf is perfectly well aware. So is my reader.

(3.) His appeal to

C^SARIUS

is worse than infelicitous. He intends thereby to designate

the younger brother of Gregory of Nazianzus ; an eminent

physician of Constantinople, who died a.d. 368; and who,

(as far as is known,) never ivrote anything. A work called

Heuaeu^, (which in the x*^ century was attributed to Caesa-

rius, but concerning which nothing is certainly known ex-

cept that Caesarius was certainly not its author,) is the com-

position to which Tischendorf refers. Even the approxi-

mate date of this performance, however, has never been

ascertained. And yet, if Tischendorf had condescended to

refer to it, (instead of taking his reference at second-hand,)

he would have seen at a glance that the entire context in

which the supposed testimony is found, is nothing else hut

a condensed paraphrase of that part of Epiphanim, in which

the original statement occurs °.

Thus much, then, for the supposed evidence of Ammonius,

of Epiphanius, and of C^sarius on the subject of the last

Twelve Yerses of S. Mark's Gospel. It is exactly nil. In

fact Pseudo-Caesarius, so far from " bearing witness to the

fact" that the concluding verses of S. Mark's Gospel are

spurious, actually quotes the 16th verse as genuine p.

(4.) As for Eusebius, nothing whatever has been added

to what we knew before concerning his probable estimate

of these verses.

lY. "We are now at liberty to proceed to the only head

of external testimony which remains undiscussed. I allude

to the evidence of

The Catena.
" In the Catenae on Mark," (crisply declares Dr. David-

son,) " there is no explanation of this section *."

° Comp. Epiph. (Ancor. 50,) Opp, ii. 53 c to 55 a, with Galland. Bihl. vi.

26 c to 27 A. P Galland. Bibl. vi. 147 A.

1 Vol. i. 165 (ii. 112).—It is only fair to add that Davidson is not alone in

this statement. In substance, it has become one of the common-places of those

who undertake to prove that the end of S. Mark's Gospel is spurious.
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" The Catenae on Mark :" as if they were quite common

things,—"plenty, as bkekberrics !" But,— Which of " the

Catenae" may the learned Critic be supposed to have ex-

amined ?

1. Not the Catena which Possinus found in the library of

Charles de Montchal, Abp. of Toulouse, and which forms

the basis of his Catena published at Rome in 1673 ; because

that Codex is expressly declared by the learned Editor to be

defective from ver. 8 to the end*".

2. Not the Catena which Corderius transcribed from the

Vatican Library and communicated to Possinus; because

in that Catena the 9th and 12th verses are distinctly com-

mented on *.

3. Still less can Dr. Davidson be thought to have inspected

the Catena commonly ascribed to Victor of Antioch,—which

Peltanus published in Latin in 1580, but which Possinus

was the first to publish in Grreek (1673). Dr. Davidson,

I say, cannot certainly have examined that Catena; inas-

much as it contains, (as I have already largely shewn, and,

in fact, as every one may see,) a long and elaborate disser-

tation on the best way of reconciling the language of S. Mark
in ver. 9 with the language of the other Evangelists '.

4. Least of all is it to be supposed that the learned Critic

has inspected either of the last two editions of the same

' See Possini Cat. p. 363.

* 'E(pdvri irpaJTOf Mopi'a rfj May5a\r}vrj. [= ver. 9.] Tavrrji' Eutre'/Sws eV tojs

irphs Map7uou erepau \fyet Mapiav napa rrjv OiacrafXivriv Thv viaviaKOV. ^ koX

aix(p6Tepai (k ttjs Ma.ySa\r]vrjs ^aav. juera 5e raCra Svalv e| avTwv TnpnraTovai.

Ka\ ra e^rjs [= ver. 12.] robs aij.(pl rhv KKfoirau, /coflccis 6 AovKas Icrropf?, (Pos-

sini Cat. p. 364) :—Where it will be seen that Text (Keifiefov) and Interpreta-

tion (epfirivila) are confusedly thrown together. "Anonymus [Vaticanus]"

also quotes S. Mark xvi. 9 at p. 100, ad Jin.—Mutthaei (N. T. ii. 269),—over-

looking the fact thai " Ano»i/mits Vaticanus" (or simply "^ho«^;h?<*") and

"Anonymus Tolosamis" (or simply " Tolosanus") denote two distinct Codices,

—falls into a mistake himself while contradicting our learned countryman Mill,

who says,—" Certe Victor Antioch. ac Anonymus Tolosanus hue usque [sc.

ver. 8] nee ultra commentantur."—Scholz' dictum is,
—

" Commontatorum qui

in catenis SS. Patrum ad Marcum hiudantur, nulla explicatio hujus pericopaa

exhibetur."

' Sec above pp. 62-3. The Latin of Peltanus may be seen in such Collections

as the Maijna Bibliothcca Vett. PP. (1618.) vol. iv. p. 330, col. 2 E, F.—For

the (Jreek, see Possini Catena, pp. 359— 61.
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Catena : viz. that of Matthaei, (Moscow 1775,) or that of

Cramer, (Oxford 1844,) from MSS. in the Royal Library ;

at Paris and in the Bodleian. This is simply impossible,

because (as we have seen), in these is contained the famous ,'

passage which categorically asserts the genuineness of the (

last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's Gospel". I

Now this exhausts the subject.

To which, then, of " the Catenae on Mark," I must again

inquire, does this learned writer allude ?—I will venture to

answer the question myself ; and to assert that this is only

one more instance of the careless, second-hand (and third-

rate) criticism which is to be met with in every part of

Dr. Davidson's book : one proof more of the alacrity with

which worn-out objections and worthless arguments are fur-

bished up afresh, and paraded before an impatient generation

and an unlearned age, whenever [tanquatn vile corpus) the

writings of Apostles or Evangelists are to be assailed, or the

Faith of the Church of Christ is to be unsettled and under-

'mined.

Y. If the Reader will have the goodness to refer back to

p. 39, he will perceive that I have now disposed of every

witness whom I originally undertook to examine. He will

also, in fairness, admit that there has not been elicited one

particle of evidence, from first to last, which renders it in

the slightest degree probable that the Gospel of S. Mark, as

it originally came from the hands of its inspired Author,

was either an imperfect or an unfinished work. Whether

there have not emerged certain considerations which render

such a supposition in the highest degree iiiilikely,—I am
quite content that my Reader shall decide.

Dismissing the external testimony, therefore, proceed we

now to review those internal evidences, which are con-

fidently appealed to as proving that the concluding Yerses

of S. Mark's Gospel cannot be regarded as really the work

of the Evangelist.

" See above, pp. 64-5, aud Appendix (E).



CHAPTER IX,

INTERNAL EVIDENCE DEMONSTRATED TO BE THE VERY

REVERSE OF UNFAVOURABLE TO THESE VERSES.

The " Style^' and "Phraseology^' of these Verses declared hy Critics

to he not S. Marie's.—Insecurity of such Criticism (p. 140).

—

The

" Style^'' of chap. xvi. 9—20 shewn to he the same as the style of

chap. i. 9—20 (p. 142).

—

The "Phraseology'^ examined in twenty-

seven pa/rticulars, and shewn to he suspicious in none (p. 145),

—

hut in twenty-seven particulars shewn to he the reverse (p. 170).

—

Such Remarlis fallacious (p. 173).

—

Judged of hy a truer^ a more

delicate and philosophical Test, these Verses proved to he most pro-

hahly genuine (p. 175).

A DISTINCT class of objections remains to be considered.

An argument mucb relied on by those who deny or doubt

the genuineness of this portion of S. Mark's Gospel, is de-

rived from considerations of internal evidence. In the judg-

ment of a recent Editor of the New Testament,—These

twelve verses " bear traces of another hand from that which

has shaped the diction and construction of the rest of the

Gospels" They are therefore "an addition to the narra-

tive,"—of which "the internal evidence will be found to

preponderate vastly against the authorship of Mark."—"A
difference," (says Dr. Tregelles,) " has been remarked, and

truly remarked, between the phraseology of this section and

the rest of this Gospel."—According to Dr. Davidson,

—

" The phraseology and style of the section are unfavourable

to its authenticity." " The characteristic peculiarities which

pervade Mark's Gospel do not appear in it ; but, on the con-

trary, terms and expressions," " phrases and words, are in-

troduced which Mark never uses ; or terms for which he

employs others ^"— So Meyer,—"With ver. 9, we suddenly

come upon an excerpting process totally different from the

previous mode of narration. The passage contains none of

Mark's peculiarities (no evdecos, no ttoXlv, &c., but the bald-

" Alford on S.Mark xvi. 9—20. '' Introduction, &c. ii. p. 113.
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ness and lack of clearness which mark a compiler ;) while in

single expressions, it is altogether contrary to Mark's man-

ner."—" There is" (says Professor Norton) " a difference so

great between the use of language in this passage, and its

use in the undisputed portion of Mark's Gospel, as to furnish

strong reasons for believing the passage not genuine."—No
one, however, has expressed himself more strongly on this sub-

ject than Tischendorf." " Singula" (he says) " multifariama

Marci ratione abhorrent"." . . . Here, then, is something very

like a consensus of hostile opinion : although the terms of the

indictment are somewhat vague. Difference of " Diction and

Construction,"—difference of "Phraseology and Style,"

—

difference of "Terms and Expressions,"—difference of " Words
and Phrases;"— the absence of S. Mark's "characteristic

peculiarities." I suppose, however, that all may be brought

under two heads,—(I.) Style, and (II.) Phraseology : mean-

ing by "Style" whatever belongs to the Evangelist's man-

ner; and by "Phraseology" whatever relates to the words

and expressions he has employed. It remains, therefore,

that we now examine the proofs by which it is proposed to

substantiate these confident assertions, and ascertain exactly

what they are worth by constant appeals to the Gospel.

Throughout this inquiry, we have to do not with Opinion

but with Fact. The unsupported dicta of Critics, however

distinguished, are entitled to no manner of attention.

1. In the meantime, as might have been expected, these

confident and often-repeated asseverations have been by no

means unproductive of mischievous results :

Like ceaseless droppings, which at last are known

To leave their dint upon the solid stone.

I observe that Scholars and Divines of the best type (as

the Rev. T. S. Green '^) at last put up with them. The wisest

however reproduce them under protest, and with apology.

The names of Tischendorf and Tregelles, Meyer and David-

son, command attention. It seems to be thought incredible

that they can all be entirely in the wrong. They impose

upon learned and unlearned readers alike. " Even Barnabas

" Nov. Test. Ed. 8" i. p. 406. ^ Develojjed Crit. pp. 51-2.
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has been carried away with their dissimulation." He has

(to my surprise and regret) two suggestions :

—

(«) The one,— That this entire section of the second

Gospel may possibly have been written long after the rest

;

and that therefore its verbal peculiarities need not perplex

or trouble us. It was, I suppose, (according to this learned

and pious writer,) a kind of after-thought, or supplement,

or Appendix to S. Mark's Gospel. In this way I have seen

the last Chapter of S. John once and again accounted for.

—

To which, it ought to be a sufficient answer to point out

that there is no appearance whatever of any such interval

having been interposed between S. Mark xvi. 8 and 9 : that

it is highly improbable that any such interval occurred

:

and that until the " verbal peculiarities" have been ascer-

tained to exist, it is, to say the least, a gratuitous exercise of

the inventive faculty to discover reasons for their existence.

Whether there be not something radically unsound and

wrong in all such conjectures about " after-thoughts," " sup-

plements," "appendices," and "second editions" when the

everlasting Gospel of Jesus Christ is the thing spoken of,

—

a confusing of things heavenly with things earthly which

must make the Angels weep,—I forbear to press on the pre-

sent occasion. It had better perhaps be discussed at another

opportunity. But ^i\oi civSpes'^ will forgive my freedom in

having already made my personal sentiment on the subject

sufficiently plain.

(b) His other suggestion is,—That this portion may not

have been penned by S. Mark himself after all. By which

he clearly means no more than this,—that as we are content

not to know who wrote the conclusion of the Books of

Deuteronomy and Joshua, so, if needful, we may well be

content not to know who wrote the end of the Gospel of

S. Mark.—In reply to which, I have but to say, that after

cause has been shewn why we should indeed believe that not

S. Mark but some one else wrote the end of S. Mark's Gos-

pel, we shall be perfectly willing to acquiesce in the new

fact:—but not till then.

" ayL(po'ip yap uvtwv <p{\oii', Zaiov upoTi^av rrjv a\ijdiiay.—Arist. m/i, Nic.

I. iii.
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2. True indeed it is tliat here and there a voice has been

lifted up in the way of protest^ against the proposed in-

ference from the familiar premisses ; (for the self-same state-

ments have now been so often reproduced, that the eye grows

weary at last of the ever-recurring string of ofiending voca-

bles:)—but, with one honorable exception^, men do not seem

to have ever thought of calling the premisses themselves in

question : examining the statements one by one : contesting

the ground inch by inch : refusing absolutely to submit to

any dictation whatever in this behalf: insisting on bringing

the whole matter to the test of severe inquiry, and making

every detail the subject of strict judicial investigation. This

is what I propose to do in the course of the present Chapter.

I altogether deny the validity of the inference which has

been drawn from " the style," " the phraseology," *' the dic-

tion" of the present section of the Gospel. But I do more.

I entirely deny the accuracy of almost every individual state-

ment from which the unfavourable induction is made, and the

hostile inference drawn. Even this will not nearly satisfy

' To the honour of the Rev. F. H. Scrivener be it said, that he at least

absolutely refuses to pay any attention at all " to the argument against these

twelve verses arising from their alleged difference in style from the rest of

the Gospel." See by all means his remarks on this subject. {Introduction,

pp. 431-2.)—One would have thought that a recent controversy concerning

a short English Poem,—which some able men were confident might have

been written by Milton, while others were just as confident that it could not

possibly be his,—ought to have opened the eyes of all to the precarious nature

of such Criticism.

s Allusion is made to the Rev. John A. Broadus, D.D.,—" Professor of In-

terpretation of the New Testament in the Southern Baptist Theological

Seminary, Greenville, S.C.,"—the author of an able and convincing paper

entitled "Exegetical Studies" in "The Baptist Quarterly" for July, 1869

(Philadelphia), pp. 355—62 : in which "the words and phrases" contained in

S. Mark xvi. 9—20 are exclusively examined.

If the present volume should ever reach the learned Professor's hands, he will

perceive that I must have written the present Chapter before I knew of his

labours : (an advantage which I owe to Mr. Scrivener's kindness :) my treat-

ment of the subject and his own being so entirely difiei'ent. But it is only

due to Professor Broadus to acknowledge the interest and advantage with

which I have compared my lucubrations with his, and the sincere satisfac-

tion with which I have discovered that we have everywhere independently

arrived at precisely the same result.
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me. I insist that one only result can attend the exact

analysis of this portion of the Gospel into its elements

;

namely, a profound conviction that S. Mark is most cer-

tainly its Author,

3. Let me however distinctly declare beforehand that

remarks on "the style" of an Evangelist are singularly

apt to be fallacious, especially when (as here) it is proposed

to apply them to a very limited portion of the sacred narra-

tive. Altogether to be mistrusted moreover are they, when
(as on the present occasion) it is proposed to make them

the ground for possibly rejecting such a portion of Scripture

as spurious. It becomes a fatal objection to such reasoning

that the style may indeed be exceedingly diverse, and yet

the Author be confessedly one and the same. How exceed-

ingly dissimilar in style are the Revelation of S. John and

the Gospel of S. John ! Moreover, practically, the promised

remarks on ''style," when the Authorship of some portion

of Scripture is to be discussed, are commonly observed to

degenerate at once into what is really quite a different thing.

Single words, perhaps some short phrase, is appealed to,

which (it is said) does not recur in any part of the same

book ; and thence it is argued that the Author can no longer

be the same. *' According to this argument, the recurrence

of the same words constitutes identity of style; the want

of such recurrence implies difference of style ;—difference

: of style in such a sense as compels us to infer diversity of

i authorship. Each writer is supposed to have at his disposal

[ a limited number of * formulae' within the range of which

he must work. He must in each chapter employ these

formulse, and these only. He must be content with one

small portion of his mother-tongue, and not dare to venture

across the limits of that portion,—on pain of losing his

identity ^"

4. How utterly insecure must be every approximation to

'' Dr. Kay's Crisis Hupfeldiana, p. 34,—the most masterly and instructivo

exposure of Bp. Colenso's incompetence and presumption which has ever ap-

peared. Intended specially of his handling of the writings of Moses, the

remarks in the text are equally iippHcable to much which has been put forth

concerning the authorship of the end of S.Mark's Gospel.
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such a method of judging about the Authorship of any
twelve verses of Scripture which can be named, scarcely

requires illustration. The attentive reader of S. Matthew's

Gospel is aware that a mode of expression which is six times

repeated in his viii*^ and ix*'» chapters is perhaps only once

met with besides in his Gospel,—viz. in his xxi®*^ chapter ^

The "style" of the 17th verse of his i^*^ chapter may be

thought unlike anything else in S. Matthew. S. Luke's five

opening verses are unique, both in respect of manner and

of matter. S. John also in his five opening verses seems to

me to have adopted a method which is not recognisable

anywhere else in his writings ;
" rising strangely by de-

grees," (as Bp. Pearson expresses it ^,) " making the last

word of the former sentence the first of that which fol-

loweth."

—

"He knoweth that he saith true," is the language

of the same Evangelist concerning himself in chap. xix. 35.

But, " tee know that his testimony is true," is his phrase in

chap. xxi. 24. Twice, and twice only throughout his Gospel,

(viz. in chap. xix. 35 : xx. 31), is he observed to address his

readers, and on both occasions in the same words : (" that

ye may believe.") But what of all this ? Is it to be sup-

posed that S. Matthew, S. Luke, S. John are not the authors

of those several places ? From facts like these no inference

whatever is to be drawn as to the genuineness or the spuri-

ousness of a writing. It is quite to mistake the Critic's

vocation to imagine that he is qualified, or called upon, to

pass any judgment of the sort.

5. I have not said all this, of course, as declining the pro-

posed investigation. I approach it on the contrary right

willingly, being confident that it can be attended by only

one residt. With what is true, endless are the harmonies

which evolve themselves : from what is false, the true is

equally certain to stand out divergent ^ And we all desire

nothing but the Truth.

' S. Matth. viii. 1 {Kara^avn avrcf) :—5 {u(re\d6v7i rip 'I.) :—23 (ifxPdvTi

avT^) :—28 {4\66vti aiir^) :—ix. 27 (TrapdyovTi t# 'I.):—28 (iKeSfTi) :—xxi. 23

'' On the Creed, Art. ii. (vol. i. p. 155.)

' Tip /uef yap a\7]6u iravra trvj'oESet ra i/ndpxovTa, tijJ Se yj/evSe? rax^ Sia<j>a)i>t7

Ta\f}d4s. Aristot. Uth. Nic. I. c. vi.
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I. To begin then with the "Style and manner" of

S. Mark in this place.

1. We are assured that "instead of the graphic, detailed

description by which this Evangelist is distinguished, we

meet with an abrupt, sententious manner, resembling that

of brief notices extracted from larger accounts and loosely

linked together'"." Surely if this be so, the only lawful

inference would be that S. Mark, in this place, Jtas " ex-

tracted brief notices from larger accounts, and loosely linked

them together :" and unless such a proceeding on the part

of the Evangelist be judged incredible, it is hard to see

what is the force of the adverse criticism, as directed against

the genuineness of the passage now under consideration.

2. But in truth, (when divested of what is merely a gra-

tuitous assumption,) the preceding account of the matter

is probably not far from the correct one. Of S. Mark's

practice of making " extracts," I know nothing : nor Dr.

Davidson either. That there existed any "larger accounts"

which would have been available for such a purpose, (except

the Gospel according to S. Matthew,) there is neither a par-

ticle of evidence, nor a shadow of probability. On the other

hand, that, notwithstanding the abundant oral information

to which confessedly he had access, S. Mark has been di-

vinely guided in this place to handle, in the briefest manner,

some of the chiefest things which took place after our Lokd's

Resurrection,—is simply undeniable. And without at all

admitting that the style of the Evangelist is in consequence

either "abrupt" or "sententious"," I yet recognise the

"• Diivklson's InfroduHion, &c. i. 170.

" And yet, if it were ever so "sententious," ever so "abrupt;" and if his

"brief notices" were ever so "loosely linked together;"—these, according to

Dr. Davidson, would only be indications that S. Mark actually was their

Author. Hear him discussing S. Mark's "characteristics," at p. 151:—"In

the consecution of his narrations, Mark puis them together very loosely."

"Mark is also characterisi'd by a conciseness and apparent incomjiletoness of

delineation which are allied to the obscure." "The abrupt introduction"

of many of his details is again and again ai)poalcd to by Dr. Davidson, and

illustrated by references to the Gospel. What, in the name of common sense,

is the Viilue of such criticism as this ? What is to be thought of a gentleman

who blows hot and cold in the same breath : denying at p. 170 the genuineness
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inevitable consequence of relating many dissimilar things

within very narrow limits ; namely, that the transition from

one to the other forces itself on the attention. What wonder

that the same phenomenon should not be discoverable in

other parts of the Gospel where the Evangelist is not ob-

served to be doing the same thing ?

3. But wherever in his Gospel S. Mark is doing the same

thing, he is observed to adopt the style and manner which

Dr. Davidson is pleased to call "sententious" and "abrupt."

Take twelve verses in his first chapter, as an example.

Between S. Mark xvi. 9—20 and S. Mark i. 9—20, I profess

myself unable to discern any real difference of style. I pro-

ceed to transcribe the passage which I deliberately propose

for comparison ; tJie twelve corresponding verses, namely, in

S. Mark's first chapter, which are to be compared with the

twelve verses already under discussion, from his last; and

they maj^ be just as conveniently exhibited in English as

in Greek:

—

[S. Mark i. 9—20.)

(ver. 9.) " And it came to pass in those days, that Jesus

" came from Nazareth of Galilee, and was baptized of John
" in Jordan. (10.) And straightway coming up out of the

" water, He saw the heavens opened, and the Spirit like

" a dove descending upon Him : (11.) and there came a

" voice from heaven saying, Thou art My beloved Son, in

" whom I am well pleased. (12.) And immediately the

" Spirit driveth Him into the wilderness. (13.) And He
" was there in the wilderness forty days, tempted of Satan

;

" and was with the wild beasts ; and the Angels ministered

" unto Him. (14.) Now after that John was put in prison,

*' Jesus came into Galilee, preaching the gospel of the

" kingdom of God, (15.) and saying. The time is fulfilled,

" and the Kingdom of God is at hand : repent ye, and be-

" lieve the Gospel. (16.) Now, as He walked by the sea

" of Galilee, He saw Simon and Andrew his brother casting

" a net into the sea : for they were fishers. (17.) And Jesus

of a certain portion of Scripture because it exhibits the very peculiarities

which at p. 151 he had volunteered the information are characteristic of

its reputed Author ?
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" said unto them, Come ye after Me, and I will make you
" to become fishers of men. (18.) And straightway they

" forsook their nets, and followed Him. (19.) And when
" He had gone a little farther thence, He saw James the

" son of Zebedee, and John his brother, who also were in

" the ship mending their nets. (20.) And straightway He
" called them ; and they left their father Zebedee in the

" ship with the hired servants, and went after Him."

4. The candid reader must needs admit that precisely the

self-same manner is recognisable in this first chapter of

S. Mark's Gospel which is asserted to be peculiar to the last.

Note, that from our Saviour's Baptism (which occupies

the first three verses) the Evangelist passes to His Temp-

tation, which is dismissed in two. Six months elapse. The

commencement of the Ministry is dismissed in the next two

verses. The last five describe the call of four of the Apo-

stles,—without any distinct allusion to the miracle which

was the occasion of it. . . . How was it possible that when
incidents considerable as these had to be condensed within

the narrow compass of twelve verses, the same " graphic,

detailed description" could reappear wliich renders S. Mark's

description of the miracle performed in the country of the

Gadarenes (for example) so very interesting ; where a single

incident is spread over twenty verses, although the action

did not perhaps occupy an hour ? I rejoice to observe that

" the ahnqjt transitions of this section" (ver, 1—13) have

also been noticed by Dean' Alford : who very justly accounts

for the phenomenon by pointing out that here " Mark
appears as an ahridger of'previously well-known facts°'' But

then, I want to know what there is in this to induce us to

suspect the (jenuineness of either the beginning or the end of

S. Mark's Gospel ?

5. For it is a mistake to speak as if "graphic, de-

tailed description" invariably characterise the second Gospel.

S. Mark is quite as remarkable for his practice of occa-

sionally exhibiting a considerable transaction in a highly

abridged form. The opening of his Gospel is singularly

concise, and altogether sudden. His account of John's preach-

" N. T. vol. i. Proh'gg. p. 38.
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ing (i. 1—8) is the shortest of all. Very concise is his ac-

count of our Saviour's Baptism (ver. 9—11). The brevity

of his description of our Lord's Temptation is even extra-

ordinary (ver. 12, 13.)—I pass on
;
premising that I shall

have occasion to remind the reader by-and-by of certain

peculiarities in these same Twelve Verses, which seem to

have been hitherto generally overlooked.

II. Nothing more true, therefore, than Dr. Tregelles' ad-

mission "that arguments on stijie are often very fallacious, and

that by themselves they prove very little. But" (he proceeds)

" when there does exist external evidence ; and when in-

ternal proofs as to style, manner, verbal expression, and con-

nection, are in accordance with such independent grounds of

forming a judgment ; then, these internal considerations pos-

sess very great weight."

I have already shewn that there exists no such external

evidence, as Dr. Tregelles supposes. And in the absence of

it, I am bold to assert that since nothing in the " Style" or

the " Phraseology " of these verses ever aroused suspicion in

times past, we have rather to be on our guard against suffer-

ing our judgment to be warped by arguments drawn from

such precarious considerations now. As for determining

from such data the authorship of an isolated passage ; assert-

ing or denying its genuineness for no other reason but

because it contains certain words and expressions which do

or do not occur elsewhere in the Gospel of which it forms

part ;—let me again declare plainly that the proceeding is

in the highest degree uncritical. We are not competent

judges of what words an Evangelist was likely on any given

occasion to employ. We have no positive knowledge of the

circumstances under which any part of any one of the four

Gospels was written ; nor the influences which determined

an Evangelist's choice of certain expressions in preference to

others. We are learners,—we can be only learners here.

But having said all this, I proceed (as already declared)

without reluctance or misgiving to investigate the several

charges which have been brought against this section of the

Gospel ; charges derived from its Phraseology ; and which

will be found to be nothing else but repeated assertions that

L
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a certain "Word or Phrase,— (there are about twenty-four

such words and phrases in all p,)
—" occurs nowhere in the

Gospel of Mark ;" with probably the alarming asseveration

that it is " abhorrent to Mark's manner." .... The result of

the inquiry which follows will perhaps be not exactly what
is commonly imagined.

The first difficulty of this class is very fairly stated by

one whose name I cannot write without a pang,—the late

Dean Alford :

—

(I.) The expression Trptorr] aa^^drov, for the " first day of

the week" (in ver. 9) "is remarkable" (he says) "as occur-

ring so soon after" /ita o-a^fidrwv (a precisely equivalent

expression) in ver. 2.—Yes, it is remarkable.

Scarcely more remarkable, perhaps, than that S. Luke
in the course of one and the same chapter should four times

designate the Sabbath ro adjSjSaTov, and twice ra a-d^jBara :

again, twice, to adfi^arov,—twice, ?; rjixepa tov aa/B^drov,—

p It may be convenient, in this place, to enumerate the several words and
expressions about to be considered :

—

(i.) irpdoTT) (ra^^drov (ver. 9.)—See above,

(ii,) a(p' ?is iK$e$\T)Kei eirra Saifiduia (ver. 9.)—See p. 152.

(iii.) iK^dWety aTr6 (ver. 9.)—See p. 153.

(iv.) nopeveadai (vers. 10, 12, 15.)

—

Ibid.

(v.) at /xer' avrov yeySfieuoi (ver. 10.)—See p. 155.

(vi.) eeZardat (ver. 11 and 14.)—See p. 156.

(vii.) deaerjvat inr6 (ver. 11.)—See p. 158.

(viii.) aiziffruv (ver. 11 and 16.)

—

Ibid.

(ix.) n^ra TavTU (ver. 12.)—See p. 159.

(x.) 'drepos (ver. 12.)—See p. 160.

(xi.) varepov (ver. 14.)

—

Ibid.

(xii.) ^KaTTTuu (ver. 18.)—Ibid.
(xiii.) navraxov (ver. 20.)—See p. 161.

(xiv. and xv.) (ruvepy(7v—$el3atovv (wr. 20.)—Ibid.
(xvi.) TToo-o f) Krims (ver. 15.)

—

Ibid.

(xvii.) ^v TCf ov6ixarl fxov (ver. 17-)—See p. 162.

(xviii. and xix.) TrapaKoXovdfTv—inaKoKovee^f (ver. 17 and 19.)—Sec p. 163.
(xx.) xf'pas €irj0e?//ai iirt riva. (ver. 18.)—See p. 164.

(xxi. and xxii.) ix\v oli>—6 Kvpws (ver. 19 and 20.)—Ibid.
(xxiii.) a.va\rr)(perivai (ver. 19.)—See p. 166.

(xxiv.) iKf'ivos used in a peculiar way (verses 10, 11 [and 13 ?].)

—

Ibid.

(xxv.) " Verses without a copulative," (verses 10 and l'^.)—Ibid.

(xxvi. and xxvii.) Absence of iheiws and TroAi*'.—See p. 168.
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and once, ra a-a^^ara i. Or again, that S. Matthew should

m one and the same chapter five times call the Sabbath, to.

o-a/3/3aTa, and three times, ro ad^^arov^. Attentive readers

will have observed that the Evangelists seem to have been

fond in this way of varying their phrase ; suddenly intro-

ducing a new expression for something which they had de-

signated difierently just before. Often, I doubt not, this is

done with the profoundest purpose, and sometimes even with

manifest design ; but the phenomenon, however we may
explain it, still remains. Thus, S. Matthew, (in his account

of our Lord's Temptation,—chap, iv.,) has 6 BLdl3o\o<; in

ver. 1, and 6 Treipd^cov in ver. 3, for him whom our Saviour

calls Xaravas in ver. 10.—S. Mark, in chap. v. 2, has rd

fivrjjjbeia,—but in ver. 5, rd /j,vr]fiaTa.—S. Luke, in xxiv. 1, has

TO fivrjfia ; but in the next verse, to fjbvrjfjbelov.—'Eiri with an

accusative twice in S. Matth. xxv. 21, 23, is twice exchanged

for iirC with a genitive in the same two verses : and epK^oL

(in ver. 32) is exchanged for ipt(j)ia in ver. 33.—Instead of

ap^oiv rrjs cvva'yw<yr}<i (in S. Luke viii. 41) we read, in ver. 49,

dp')(t(Tvvd'yoo'yos : and for ol aTroaroXot (in ix. 10) we find

ol BcoBeKa in ver. 13.

—

Ov<; in S.Luke xxii. 50 is exchanged for

wTiov in the next verse.—In like manner, those whom S. Luke

calls ol vecorepoi in Acts v. 6, he calls veavla-Kot in ver. 10. . .

.

All such matters strike me as highly interesting, but not in

the least as suspicious. It surprises me a little, of course,

that S. Mark should present me with Trpcorr) a-a^^drov (in

ver. 9) instead of the phrase fila aa^^drayv, which he had

employed just above (in ver. 2.) But it does not surprise me
much,—when I observe that /Mia aa^^drwv occurs only once

in each of the Four Gospels ^. Whether surprised much or

little, however,—Am I constrained in consequence, (with

Tischendorf and the rest,) to regard this expression (TTpcoTrj

aa/S^drov) as a note of spuriousness ? That is the only thing

1 S. Luke vi. 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 9 : xiii. 10, 14, 15, 16. S. Luke has, in fact, all

the four different designations for the Sabbath which are found in the Sep-

tuagint version of the 0. T. Scriptures : for, in the Acts (xiii. 14 : xvi. 13), he

twice calls it fi fjfiepa tup ffa^^wTUv.

' S. Matth. xii. 1, 2, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12.

* It occurs in S. Matth. xxviii. 1. S. Mark xvi. 2. S. Luke xxiv. 1. S. John

XX. i. 19. Besides, only in Acts xx. 7.

l2
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I have to consider. Am I, with Dr. Davidson, to reason as

follows :
—" irpdoTT], Mark would scarcely have used. It should

have been fiia, &c. as is proved by Mark xvi. 2, Sec. The

expression could scarcely have proceeded from a Jew. It

betrays a Gentile author ^" Am I to reason thus ? . . . I pro-

pose to answer this question somewhat in detail.

(1.) That among the Greek-speaking Jews of Palestine,

in the da3's of the Gospel, ?) fila twv aa/S^drcov was the esta-

blished method of indicating " the first day of the week," is

plain, not only from the fact that the day of the Resurrec-

tion is so designated by each of the Four Evangelists in

turn^
;

(S. John has the expression twice ;) but also from

S. Paul's use of the phrase in 1 Cor. xvi. 2. It proves,

indeed, to have been the ordinary Hellenistic way of exhi-

biting the vernacular idiom of Palestine^. The cardinal

{/jllo) for the ordinal {Trpcorr}) in this phrase was a known

Talmudic expression, which obtained also in Syriac ^. Xd^-
^arov and ad/S^ara,—designations in strictness of the Sab-

hath-day,—had come to be also used as designations of the

iceeh. A reference to S. Mark xvi. 9 and S. Luke xviii. 12

establishes this concerning a-d/S/Sarov : a reference to the

six places cited just now in note (^) establishes it concerning

cra/SySara. To see how indifferently the two forms {adS-

^arov and a-d^/Sara) were employed, one has but to notice

that S. Matthew, in the course of one and the same chapter, five

times designates the Sabbath as to, crd^^ara, and three

times as to ad^^aTov^. The origin and history of both

words will be found explained in a note at the foot of the

page ^.

' Introduction, kc. i. 169. " See the foregoing note (s).

* Sec Buxtorf's Lexicon Talmudicum, p. 2323.

y Lightfoot (on 1 Cor. xvi. 2) remarks concerning S. Paul's phrase Kara /xlav

aa^^aruv,— " mW'D. 1X12 [h'had b'shaUath,'] 'In the fust [lit. one] of the

Sabbath,' would the Talmudists say."—Professor Gandell writes,—"in Syriac,

the days of the week are similarly named. Sec Bernstein s. v. )S *^i •

. > •>*& ]&s^t > jcutA ^it > [siJkS f»» [lit. one in the Sabbath, two in

tlie tSaObulk, three in the tiuoOath.^"

" S. Mark xii. 1, 2, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12.

' The Sabbath-day, in the Old Testament, is invariably HSti? {shabbatJi) -.

a word which the Greeks could not exhibit more nearly than by the word
ffdfifiarov . The Chaldco form of this word is NTlStt? (shabhatha

: ) the
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(2.) Confessedly, then, a double Hebraism is before us,

which must have been simply unintelligible to Gentile readers.

Mia roiv aa^^drcov sounded as enigmatical to an ordinary

Greek ear, as " tma sabbaforum" to a Roman. A convinc-

ing proof, (if proof were needed,) hovr abhorrent to a Latin

reader was the last-named expression, is aflPorded by the old

Latin versions of S. Matthew xxviii. 1 ; where 6^|re aa/3-

/Sdrcov, rf) eTTK^ooa-icovar) et? ^ilav aa^^drcov is invariably

rendered, "Yespere sahhati, quae lucescit in prima sahbati."

(3.) The reader will now be prepared for the suggestion,

that when S. Mark, (who is traditionally related to have

written his Gospel at Rome^,) varies, in ver. 9, the phrase

final S {a) being added for emphasis, as in Abba, Aceldama, Bethesda,

Cepba, Pascha, &c. ; and this form,—(I owe the information to my friend

Pi'ofessor Gandell,)—because it was so familiar to the people of Palestine, (who

spoke Aramaic,) gave rise to anotherform of the OreeJc namefor the Sabbath,

—viz. aaff^ara : which, naturally enough, attracted the article (to) into agree-

ment with its own (apparently) plural form. By the Greek-speaking popula-

tion of Judaja, the Sabbath day was therefore indifferently called rh ad^fia-

rov and to. (rdp^ara : sometimes again, t] Tjfxepa rod aa^fidrov, and sometimes

7) fjfjLfpa Twv aa^^drcov.

Idp^ara, although plural in sound, was strictly singular in sense. (Ac-

cordingly, it is invariably rendered " Sabbattcm " in the Vulgate.) Thus, in

Exod. xvi. 23,

—

adfiPara avdiravffis ayia t<^ Kvpiqi : and 25,

—

so-tj yap ffd^^ara

avdwavffts tw Kvpiw. Again,

—

rf) Se ri/xepa ttj e/SSo/x?? ad^fiara. (Exod. xvi.

26 : xxxi. 14. Levit. xxiii. 3.) And in the Gospel, what took place on one

definite Sdbhath-day, is said to have occurred eV Tots adfifiaai (S. Luke xiii. 10.

S. Mark xii. 1.)

It will, I believe, be invariably found that the form ev to7s (rdfiPaai is strictly

equivalent to iv t^ (Taff^dTcp ; and was adopted for convenience in contradis-

tinction to eV To7s a-a^^drois (1 Chron. xxiii. 31 and 2 Chron. ii. 4) where

Sabbath days are spoken of.

It is not correct to say that in Levit. xxiii. 15 ninStJ? is put for " weeks ;"

though the Septuagint translators have (reasonably enough) there rendered the

word el2SoiJ.dSas. In Levit. xxv. 8, (where the same word occurs twice,) it is

once rendered avairavaeis ; once, efiSofxdSfs. Quite distinct is IJ-l^tt? (shavood)

i.e. efiSofids ; nor is there any substitution of the one word for the other. But

inasmuch as the recurrence of the Sabbath-day was what constituted a loeelc ;

in other words, since the essential feature of a week, as a Jewish division of

time, was the recurrence of the Jewish day of rest ;

—

rh (rdfi^arov or tcJ tra/S-

jSora, the Hebrew name for the day of rest, became transferred to the week.

The former designation, (as explained in the text,) is used once by S. Mark,

once by S. Luke ; while the phrase fiia tSov aa^jidTuv occurs in the N.T., in

all, six times.

'' So Eusebius (Eccl Hist. ii. 15), and Jerome (Z>e Viris Illust. ii. 827), on
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« he had employed in ver. 2, he does so for an excellent and

indeed for an obvious reason. In ver. 2, he had conformed

to the prevailing usage of Palestine, and followed the exam-

ple set him by S. Matthew (xxviii. 1) in adopting the enig-

matical expression, ?; /ubia aa^/Sdrcov. That this would be

/ idiomatically represented in Latin by the phrase " prima

sabbati,^' we have already seen. In ver. 9, therefore, he is

solicitous to record the fact of the Eesurrection afresh ; and

this time, his phrase is observed to be the Greek equivalent

for the Latin '^prima sabhati ;'* viz. Trpcorr) aa^^drov. How
strictly equivalent the two modes of expression were felt to

be by those who were best qualified to judge, is singularly

illustrated by the fact that the Sijriac rendering of both

places is identical.

(1.) But I take leave to point out that this substituted

" phrase, instead of being a suspicious circumstance, is on the

I contrary a striking note of genuineness. For do we not

! recognise here, in the last chapter of the Gospel, the very

) same hand which, in the first chapter of it, was careful to

inform us, just for once, that " Judoea," is " o. country,"

{-q ^lovSaia 'x^oopa,)—and "Jordan," "a, river," (6 ^lopSdvrjs

I irorafios) ?—Is not this the very man who explained to his

readers (in chap. xv. 42) that the familiar Jewish designa-

tion for " Friday," 77 irapaaKevq, denotes " the day before

the Sabbath^ ?"—and who was so minute in informing us (in

chap. vii. 3, 4) about certain ceremonial practices of " the

Pharisees and all the Jews ?" Yet more,—Is not the self-

same writer clearly recognisable in this xvi*"^ chapter, who
in chap. vi. 37 presented us with cnreKovXaTwp (the Latin

spiculator) for " an executioner ?" and who, in chap. xv. 39,

for "a centurion," wrote

—

not eKaT6vTapxo<i, but—Kevrv-

pioiv ?—and, in chap. xii. 42, explained that the two Xeirrd

the authority of Clemens Alex, and of Papias. See also Euseb. Jlist. JEccl. vi.

14.—The colophon in the Syriac Version shews that the same traditional

belief prevailed in the Eastern Church. It also finds record in the Synopsis

ScripturcE (wrongly) ascribed to Athanasius.

' irapacTKixrij, '6 icrTi ivpoaa^fiarov.—Our E. V. "preparation" is from Augus-

tine,—" Parasceue Latino pra)paratio est."—See Pearson's interesting note

on the word.
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which the poor widow cast into the Treasury were equiva-

lent to KoBpdvTTjs, the Latin quadrans ?—and in chap. vii.

4, 8, introduced the Roman measure sextariiis, {^earrjs) ?

—and who volunteered the information (in chap. xv. 16) that

avXrj is only another designation of Trpaircopiov {Prceto-

rium) ?—Yes. S. Mark,—who, alone of the four Evangelists,

(in chap. xv. 21,) records the fact that Simon the Cyrenian

was " the father of Alexander and Mufiis," evidently for the

sake of his Latin readers* : S. Mark,—who alone ventures

to write in Greek letters {ova,—chap. xv. 29,) the Latin in-

terjection "Vah /"—obviously because he was writing where

that exclamation was most familiar, and the force of it best

understood '^
: S. Mark,—who attends to the Roman division

of the day, in relating our Lord's prophecy to S. Peter ^ :

—

5. Mark, I say, no doubt it was who,—having conformed

himself to the precedent set him by S. Matthew and the

familiar usage of Palestine ; and having written rrjs /uuias

aa^^drcov, (which he knew would sound like " una sabha-

tornni V) in ver. 2 ;—introduced, also for the benefit of his

Latin readers, the Greek equivalent for "jyrima sahhati"

(viz. irpcoTT] a-afS^drov,) in ver. 9.—This, therefore, I repeat,

so far from being a circumstance " unfavourable to its au-

thenticity," (by which, I presume, the learned writer means

its genuineness), is rather corroborative of the Church's con-

stant belief that the present section of S. Mark's Gospel is,

equally with the rest of it, the production of S. Mark. " Not

only was the document intended for Gentile converts :"

(remarks Dr. Davidson, p. 149,) " but there are also appear-

ances 'of its adaptation to the use of Roman Christians in

particular." Just so. And I venture to say that in the

whole of "the document" Dr. Davidson will not find a more

striking " appearance of its adaptation to the use of Roman
Christians,"

—

and therefore of its genuineness,—than this.

I shall have to request my reader by-and-by to accept it as

one of the most striking notes of Divine origin which these

verses contain.—For the moment, I pass on.

* Consider Rom. xvi. 13. * Townson's Discourses, i. 172. « Ihid.

* See the Vulgate transl. of S. Mark xvi. 2 and of S. John xx. 19. In the

same version, S. Luke xxiv. 1 and S. John xx. 1 are rendered " una sahlati."
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(II.) Less excusable is the coarseness of critical percep-

tion betrayed by the next remark. It has been pointed out

as a suspicious circumstance that in ver. 9, " the phrase

a<^' ri<i iK^ej3\rjKei eirra Bacju,6via is attached to the name of

Mary Magdalene, although she had been mentioned three

times before without such appendix. It seems to have been

taken from Luke viii. 2 s."—Strange perversity, and yet

stranger blindness !

(L) The phrase cannot have been taken from S. Luke

;

because S. Luke's Gospel was written after S. Mark's. It

was not taken from S. Luke ; because there a^' -^9 Sai/juovia

eiTTa i^eXrjXvOei,—here, a(^' rjs CK^e^'XtjKet kirja Saifiovia

is read.

(2.) More important is it to expose the shallowness and

futility of the entire objection. — Mary Magdalene " had
been mentioned three times before, without such appendix."

Well but,—What then ? After twice (ch. xiv. 54, 66) using

the word avX'q without any " appendix," in the very next

chapter (xv. 16) S. Mark^ adds, o eVrt Trpaircopiov.—The
beloved Disciple having mentioned himself without any
" appendix" in S. John xx. 7, mentions himself with a very

elaborate " appendix " in ver. 20. But what of it ?—The
sister of the Blessed Virgin, having been designated in chap.

XV. 40, as MapCa rj 'IaKco/3ov rov fJbiKpov koX 'Iwarj fX'^rijp;

is mentioned with one half of that " appendix," (Mapla ij

'Icoarj) in ver. 47, and in the very next verse, with the other

half (Mapla r] rov 'laKco^ov.)—I see no reason why the

Traitor, who, in S. Luke vi. 16, is called 'lovSas ^IcKapuonTqs,

should be designated as 'lovZav rov eirLKoKovixevov 'laKU-

picoTTjv in S. Luke xxii. 3.—I am not saying that such " ap-

pendices" are either uninteresting or unimportant. That

I attend to them habitually, these pages will best evince.

I am only insisting that to infer from such varieties of ex-

pression that a diflferent author is recognisable, is abhorrent

to the spirit of intelligent Criticism.

(3.) But in the case before us, the hostile suggestion is pe-

culiarly infelicitous. There is even inexpressible tenderness

and beauty, the deepest Gospel significancy, in the reserva-

' Davidson's Introduction, &c. i. 169, ed. 1848 : (ii. 113, ed. 1868.)
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tion of the clause "out of whom He had cast seven devils,'^

for this place. The reason, I say, is even obvious why an
" appendix," which would have been meaningless before, is

introduced in connexion with Mary Magdalene's august

privilege of being the first of the human race to behold
,

the risen Saviour. Jerome (I rejoice to find) has been

beforehand with me in suggesting that it was done, in order

to convey by an example the tacit assurance that " where

Sin had abounded, there did Grace much more abound^."

Are we to be cheated of our birthright by Critics' who,

entirely overlooking a solution of the difficulty {if difficulty

it be) Divine as this, can see in the circumstance grounds

only for suspicion and cavil ? "Airaye.

(III.) Take the next example.—The very form of the

" appendix" which we have been considering (o.^* rjs eK/3e^-

XrjK€i eTTTo. Sai/xSvia) breeds offence. " Instead of eK^dWecv

aTTo," (oracularly remarks Dr. Davidson,) " Mark has eK^aX-

\eiv iK ^.''

Nothing of the sort, I answer. S. Mark once has iK/3d\'

Xeiv iK^, and once eK(3akX€iv airo. So has S.Matthew,

(viz. in chap. vii. 4 and 5) : and so has S. Luke, (viz. in

chap. vi. 42, and in Acts xiii. 50.)—But what of all this ?

Who sees not that such Criticism is simply nugatory ?

(IV.) We are next favoured with the notable piece of

information that the word 'jropeveadai,, "never used by

S. Mark, is three times contained in this passage ;" (viz. in

verses 10, 12 and 15.)

(1.) Yes. The uncompounded verb, never used elsewhere

by S. Mark, is found here three times. But what then ?

The compounds of nropevecrOai, are common enough in his

Gospel. Thus, short as his Gospel is, he alone has etV-

'TTopevecrOai, eK-iropeveaOat, crvfi-TropeveaOai,, irapa-iropeveadai,,

oftener than all the other three Evangelists put together,—viz.

twenty-four times against their nineteen : while the com-

' " Maria Magdalene ipsa est * a qua septem daemonia expulerat' : ut ubi

dbundaverat peccativm, superabundaret gratice." (Hieron. 0pp. i. 327.)

' So Tiscliendorf,—" CoUatis prioribus, parum apte adduntur verba a(p' iis

eK^f^KriKei I. 5." (p. 322.) I am astonished to find the same remark reiterated

by most of the Critics : e.g. Rev. T. S. Green, p. 52.

•' Introduction, &c. vol. i. p. 169. ' viz. in chap. vii. 26.
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pound irpoa-TTopeveaOaL is peculiar to his Gospel—I am there-

fore inclined to suggest that the presence of the verb iropev-

eaOat in these Twelve suspected Yerses, instead of being an

additional element of suspicion, is rather a circumstance

slightly corroborative of their genuineness.

(2.) But suppose that the facts had been different. The
phenomenon appealed to is of even perpetual recurrence,

and may on no account be represented as suspicious. Thus,

irapovaia, a word used only by S. Matthew among the Evan-

gelists, is by him used four times; yet are all those four

instances found in one and the same chapter. S. Luke alone

has 'yapi^eaOai,, and he has it three times : but all three

cases are met with in one and the same chapter. S. John
alone has Xvttij, and he has it four times : but all the four

instances occur in one and the same chapter.

(3.) Such instances might be multiplied to almost any

extent. Out of the fifteen occasions when S. Matthew uses

the word rdXavTov, no less than fourteen occur in one

chapter. The nine occasions when S. Luke uses the word

fjivd all occur in one chapter. S. John uses the verb dvia-

rdvac transitively only four times : but all four instances

of it are found in one chapter.—Now, these three words

(be it observed) are peculiar to the Gospiels in which they

severally occur.

(4.) I shall of course be reminded that rdXavTov and yu.m

are unusual words,—admitting of no substitute in the places

where they respectively occur. But I reply,—Unless the

Critics are able to shew me which of the ordinary compounds

of TTopevofiai S. Mark could possibly have employed for the

uncompounded verb, in the three places which have sug-

gested the present inquiry, viz. :

—

ver. 10 :

—

eKeivq iropevdelaa diryjyyetXe T0i9 /xer' avrov

yevoixevois.

ver. 12 :

—

hvcrlv i^ avrcov . . . iropevo/jbivocs els dypov.

ver. 13 :

—

TropevOevre'i el^ rbv Koafxav diravra, Krjpv^are

TO evayyiXiov

;

—
their objection is simply frivolous, and the proposed adverse

reasoning, worthless. Such, in fact, it most certainly is ; for

it will be found that TropevOetaa in ver. 10,

—

iropevopLevois in
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ver. 12,

—

7rop€v6evTe<; in ver. 15,

—

also "admit of no sub-

stitute in the places where they severally occur;" and there-

fore, since the verb itself is one of S. Mark's favourite verbs,

not only are these three places above suspicion, but they

may be fairly adduced as indications that the same hand was

at work here which wrote all the rest of his Gospel ^.

(Y.) Then further,—the phrase rols ^er' avrov yevo/xe-

V019 (in ver. 10) is noted as suspicious. "Though found in

the Acts (xx. 18) it never occurs in the Gospels : nor does the

word fjuaOrjTal in this passage."

(1.) The phrase ol fier' avrov yevoixevoi occurs nowhere

in the Acts or in the Gospels, except here. But,
—

"Why
should it appear elsewhere ? or rather,—How could it ? Now,

if the expression be (as it is) an ordinary, easy, and obvious

one,

—

wanted in this place, where it is met with ; but not

met with elsewhere, simply because elsewhere it is not

wanted ;—surely it is unworthy of any one calling himself

a Critic to pretend that there attaches to it the faintest

shadow of suspicion

!

(2.) The essence of the phrase is clearly the expression

ol yLier' avrov. (The aorist participle of ylvoixat is added of

necessity to mark the persons spoken of. In no other, (cer-

tainly in no simpler, more obvious, or more precise) way

could the followers of the risen Saviour have been desig-

nated at such a time. For had He not just now "overcome

the sharpness of Death^^ ?) But this expression, which occurs

four times in S. Matthew and four times in S. Luke, occurs

also four times in S, Mark : viz. in chap. i. 36 ; ii. 25 ; v. 40,

and here. This, therefore, is a slightly corroborative circum-

stance,—not at all a ground of suspicion.

(3.) But it seems to be implied that S. Mark, because he

mentions rov'i fMa67]rd<; often elsewhere in his Gospel, ought

to have mentioned them here.

{a) I answer :—He does not mention rovs fxaO'qrds nearly

so often as S. Matthew ; while S. John notices them twice

as often as he does.

{b) Suppose, however, that he elsewhere mentioned them

five hundred times, because he had occasion five hundred

"* Professor Broadus has some very good remarks on this subject.
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times to speak of them ;—what reason would that be for his

mentioning them here, where he is not speaking of them ?

(c) It must be evident to any one reading the Gospel

with attention that besides ol fiadtjrai,—(by which expres-

sion S. Mark always designates the Tivelre Apostles,)—there

was a considerable company of believers assembled together

throughout the first Easter Day°. S.Luke notices this

circumstance when he relates how the Women, on their

return from the Sepulchre, " told all these things unto the

Eleven, and to all the rest," (xxiv. 9) : and again when he

describes how Cleopas and his companion {hvo e| avrcov as

S. Luke and S. Mark call them) on their return to Jeru-

salem, "found the Eleven gathered together, and them that

were with them." (xxiv. 33.) But this was at least as well

known to S. Mark as it was to S.Luke. Instead, therefore,

of regarding the designation " them that had been with Him"
with suspicion,—are we not rather to recognise in it one

token more that the narrative in which it occurs is unmis-

takably genuine ? What else is this but one of those delicate

discriminating touches which indicate the hand of a great

Master; one of those evidences of minute accuracy which

stamp on a narrative the impress of unquestionable Truth ?

(YI.) We are next assured by our Critic that dedadai " is

unknown to Mark;" but it occurs twice in this section, (viz.

in ver. 11 and ver. 14.) Another suspicious circumstance !

(1.) A strange way (as before) of stating an ordinary

fact, certainly ! What else is it but to assume the thing

which has to be proved? If the learned writer had said

instead, that the verb deaaOai, here twice employed by
S. Mark, occurs noivltere else in his Gospel, — he would

have acted more loyally, not to say more fairly by the

record : but then he would have been stating a strictly

ordinary phenomenon,—of no significancy, or relevancy to

the matter in hand. He is probabl}'^ aware that irapa^aiveLv

in like manner is to be found in two consecutive verses of

S. Matthew's Gospel ; irapaKoveiv, twice in the course of one

° Consider the little society which was assembled on tLc occasion alluded

to, in Acts i. 13, 14. Note also what is clearly implied by ver. 21—6, as to

the persons who were habitually present at such gatherings.
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verse : neither word being used on any other occasion either

by S. Matthew, or by any other Evangelist. The same thing

precisely is to be said of dva^Tjrelv and dvTaTroBcSovai,, of

avTiirapepx^f^^f^i' and SLaridecrdai, in S. Luke : of dvLardvat

and ^covvvvat in S. John. But who ever dreamed of in-

sinuating that the circumstance is suspicious ?

(2.) As iov OedaOai, we should have reminded our Critic

that this verb, which is used seven times by S. John, and

four times by S. Matthew, is used only three times by

S. Luke, and only twice by S. Mark. And we should have re-

spectfully inquired,—What possible suspicion does dedaOat

throw upon the last twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel ? i

(3.) None whatever, would have been the reply. But in

the meantime Dr. Davidson hints that the verb ought to have

been employed by S. Mark in chap. ii. 14 °.—It is, I presume,

sufficient to point out that S. Matthew, at all events, was

not of Dr. Davidson's opinion p : and I respectfully submit

that the Evangelist, inasmuch as he happens to be here

writing about himself, must be allowed, just for once, to be

the better judge.

(4.) In the meantime,—Is it not perceived that OedaOai,

is the very word specially required in these two places,

—

though nowhere else in S. Mark's Gospel ^ ? The occasion is

one,—viz. the 'beholding' of the person of the risen Saviour.

Does not even natural piety suggest that the uniqueness of

such a 'spectacle' as that might well set an Evangelist on

casting about for a word of somewhat less ordinary occur-

rence ? The occasion cries aloud for this very verb OedaOat
;

and I can hardly conceive a more apt illustration of a

darkened eye,—a spiritual faculty perverted from its lawful

purpose,—than that which only discovers " a stumbling-block

and occasion of falling" in expressions like the present which

" should have been only for their wealth," being so mani-

festly designed for their edification.

° S. Luke (v. 27) has e'eeaVaro TeKd>vr)v. S.Matthew (ix. 9) and S.Mark

(ii. 14) have preferred el^sv dvOpuirov (^Aevti/ rhv rov 'AXcpaiov) Kadr^fievov iirl

Th reKwviov. p See S. Matth. ix. 9.

' One is reminded that S. Matthew, in like manner, carefully reserves the

verb Qewpuv (xxvii. 55 : xxviii. 1) for the contemplation of the Savioue'S

Cross and of the Saviouk'S Sepulchre.
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(YII.) But,— (it is urged by a Critic of a very diflPerent

stamp,)

—

idedOr] vtt' avrr]<; (ver. 11) "is a construction only

found here in the New Testament."

(1.) Very likely ; but what then? The learned writer has

evidently overlooked the fact that the passive OeaaOai occurs

but three times in the New Testament in all'i. S. Matthew, on

the two occasions when he employs the word^ connects it with

a dative ^'. "What is there suspicious in the circumstance that

OeaaOab vtto should be the construction preferred by S.Mark ?

The phenomenon is not nearly so remarkable as that S. Luke,

on one solitary occasion, exhibits the phrase firj ^o^elaOe

amb %—instead of making the verb govern the accusative, as

he does three times in the very next verse ; and, indeed, eleven

times in the course of his Gospel. To be sure, S. Luke in

this instance is but copying S. Matthew, who also has /x^

^o/3€La6e diro once * ; and seven times makes the verb govern

an accusative. This, nevertheless, constitutes no reason

whatever for suspecting the genuineness either of S. Matth.

X. 28 or of S. Luke xii. 4.

(2.) In like manner, the phrase e^o^r^Qriaav ^o^ov fjue'yav

will be found to occur once, and once only, in S. Mark,

—

once, and once only, in S. Luke" ; although S, Mark and S.

Luke use the verb (^o^eiaOat upwards of forty times. Such

facts are interesting. They may prove important. But no one

who is ever so little conversant with such inquiries will pre-

tend that they are in the least degree suspicious.—I pass on.

(VIII.) It is next noted as a suspicious circumstance that

airicrrelv occurs in ver. 11 and in ver. 16 ; but nowhere else

in the Gospels,—except in S. Luke xxiv. 11, 14.

But really, such a remark is wholly without force, as an

argument against the genuineness of the passage in which

the word is found : for,

(1.) Where else in the course of this Gospel could dTnarelv

have occurred? Now, unless some reason can be shewn why
the word should, or at least might have been employed else-

where, to remark upon its introduction in this place, where it

1 S. Matth. vi. 1 : xxiii. 5. S. Mark xvi. 11.

' Xlphs Th 8fa6rivai uvto7s, (vi. 1) ; and rols avdpwirois, xxiii. 5).

• S. Luke xii. 4. « S. Matth. x. 28. " S.Mark iv. 41. S. Luke ii.9.
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could scarcely be dispensed loith, as a ground of suspicion, is

simply irrational. It might just as well be held to be a sus-

picious circumstance, in respect of verses 3 and 4, that the

verb aTTOKvXl^eiv occurs there, and there only, in this Gospel.

Nothing whatever follows from the 'circumstance. It is, in

fact, a point scarcely deserving of attention.

(2.) To be sure, if the case of a verb exclusively used by

the two Evangelists, S. Mark and S. Luke, were an unique,

or even an exceedingly rare phenomenon, it might have been

held to be a somewhat suspicious circumstance that the phe-

nomenon presented itself in the present section. But nothing

of the sort is the fact. There are no fewer than forty-five

verbs exclusively used by S. Mark and S. Luke. And why

should not uTriaTetv be, (as it is,) one of them ?

(3.) Note, next, that this word is used twice, and in the

course of his last chapter too, also by S. Luke. Nowhere

else does it occur in the Gospels. It is at least as strange

that the word aTriarelv should be found twice in the last

chapter of the Gospel according to S. Luke, as in the last

chapter of the Gospel according to S. Mark. And if no

shadow of suspicion is supposed to result from this circum-

stance in the case of the third Evangelist, why should it in

the case of the second ?

(4.) But, lastly, the noun aTncrria (which occurs in S. Mark

xvi. 14) occurs in two other places of the same Gospel. And
this word (which S. Matthew uses twice,) is employed by

none of the other Evangelists.—What need to add another

word ? Do not many of these supposed suspicious circum-

stances,

—

this one for example,—prove rather, on closer in-

spection, to be confirmatory facts ?

(IX.) We are next assured that ixera ravra (ver. 12) "is

not found in Mark, though many opportunities occurred for

using it."

(1.) I suppose that what this learned writer means, is this
;

that if S. Mark had coveted an opportunity for introducing

the phrase fjuera ravra earlier in his Gospel, he might have

found one. (More than this cannot be meant : for nowhere

before does S. Mark employ any other phrase to express

"after these things," or "after this," or "afterwards.")
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But what is the obvious inference from the facts of the case,

as stated by the learned Critic, except that the blessed Evan-

gelist must be presumed to have been unconscious of any desire

to introduce the expression under consideration on any other oc-

casion except the present ?

(2.) Then, further, it is worth observing that while the

phrase p,eTa ravra occurs five times in S. Luke's Gospel, it is

found only twice in the Acts; while S. Matthew never em-

2)Ioys it at all. Why, then,—I would respectfully inquire

—

n-hy need S.Mark introduce the phrase more than once ? Why,
especially, is his solitary use of the expression to be repre-

sented as a suspicious circumstance ; and even perverted into

an article of indictment against the genuineness of the last

twelve verses of his Gospel ? " Would any one argue that

S. Luke was not the author of the Acts, because the author

of the Acts has employed this phrase only twice,—' often as

he could have used it?' (Meyer's phrase here''.)"

(X.) Another objection awaits us.

—

"Erepo<i also "is un-

known to Mark," says Dr. Davidson ;—which only means

that the word occurs in chap. xvi. 12, but not elsewhere in

his Gospel.

It so happens, however, that erepos also occurs once only

in the Gospel of S. John. Does it therefore throw suspicion

on S. John xix. 37 ?

(XL) The same thing is said of varepov (in ver. 14) viz.

that it "occurs nowhere" in the second Gospel.

But why not state the case thus?

—

"Ta-repov, a word which

is twice employed by S. Luke, occurs only once in S. Mark
and once in S. John.

—

That would be the true way of stating

the facts of the case. But it would be attended with this

inconvenient result,—that it would make it plain that the

word in question has no kind of bearing on the matter in

hand.

(XII.) The same thing he says of ^XaTrretv (in ver. 18).

But what is the fact ? The word occurs only twice in the

Gosj)cls,—viz. in S. Mark xvi. 18 and S. Luke iv. 35. It is

one of the eighty-four words which are peculiar to S. Mark

' Professor Broadus, ubi supra.
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and S. Luke. What possible significancy would Dr. David-

son attach to the circumstance ?

(XIII.) Once more.

—

" iravTa-^^^ov" (proceeds Dr. David-

son) "is unknown to Mark;" which (as we begin to be

aware) is the learned gentleman's way of stating that it is

only found in chap. xvi. 20.

Tischendorf, Tregelles, and Alford insist that it also occurs

in S. Mark i. 28. I respectfully differ from them in opinion :

but when it has been pointed out that the word is only used

besides in S. Luke ix. 6, what can be said of such Criticism but

that it is simply frivolous ?

(XIV. and XV.) Yet again :

—

a-vvepyelv and ^e^aiovv are

also said by the same learned Critic to be " unknown to

Mark."

S. Mark certainly uses these two words only once,—viz. in

the last verse of the present Chapter : but what there is sus-

picious in this circumstance, I am at a loss even to divine.

He could not have used them oftener ; and since one hundred

and fifty-six words are peculiar to his Gospel, why should

not (Tvvep'yelv and ^e^aiovv be two of them ?

(XVI.) " Haaa KTiacs is Pauline," proceeds Dr. Davidson,

(referring to a famous expression which is found in ver. 15.)

(1.) All very oracular,—to be sure: but whij Trdaa Kriats

should be thought "Pauline" rather than " Petrine," I really,

once more, cannot discover ; seeing that S. Peter has the ex-

pression as well as S. Paul^

(2.) In this place, however, the phrase is iraaa tj KTicn<i.

But even this expression is no more to be called "Pauline"

than "Marcine;" seeing that as S.Mark uses it once and

once only, so does S. Paul use it once and once only, viz.

in Pom. viii. 22.

(3.) In the meantime, how does it come to pass that the

learned Critic has overlooked the significant fact that the

word KTLo-is occurs besides in S. Mark x. 6 and xiii. 19 ; and

that it is a word which S. Mark alone of the Evangelists uses ?

Its occurrence, therefore, in this place is a circumstance the

very reverse of suspicious.

(4.) But lastly, inasmuch as the opening words of our

y Col. i. 15, 23. 1 S. Pet. ii. 13.

M
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Lord's Ministerial Commission to the Apostles are these,

—

KTipv^are ro euayyiXiov Trdarj rrj KTiaei (ver. 15):

inasmuch, too, as S. Paul in his Epistle to the Colossians

(i. 23) almost reproduces those very words; speaking of the

Hope rov evayyeXlov . . . rod Ktjpv^^OevTos iv irdcrr)

[t^] Krlaei rfj viro top ovpavov :"—Is it not an allowable

conjecture that a direct reference to that place in. S. Mark's

Gospel is contained in this place of S. Paul's Epistle ? that

the inspired Apostle " beholding the universal tendency of

Christianity already realized," announces (and from imperial

Rome !) the fulfilment of his Lord's commands in. his Lord's

own words as recorded by the Evangelist S. Mark?
I desire to be understood to deliver this only as a conjec-

ture. But seeing that S. Mark's Gospel is commonly thought

to have been written at Rome, and under the eye of S. Peter

;

and that S. Peter (and therefore S. Mark) must have been at

Rome before S. Paul visited that city in a.d. 61;— seeing,

too, that it was in a.d. 61-2 (as Wordsworth and Alford are

agreed) that S. Paul wrote his Epistle to the Colossians, and

wrote it from Rome

;

—I really can discover nothing unrea-

sonable in the speculation. If, however, it be well founded,

—(and it is impossible to deny that the coincidence of ex-

pression may be such as I have suggested,)—then, what an

august corroboration would thin be of " the last Twelve

Verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark !"
. . . If, indeed,

the great Apostle on reaching Rome inspected S. Mark's

Gospel for the first time, with what awe will he have recog-

'nised in his own recent experience the fulfilment of his

Saviour's great announcement concerning the "signs which

should follow them that believe !" Had he not himself " cast

out devils ?
"—" spoken with tongues more than they all ?

"

—

and at Melita, not only " shaken off the serpent into the fire

and felt no harm," but also "laid hands on the sick" father

of Publius, " and he had recovered ?" ... To return, however,

to matters of fact ; with an apology (if it be thought neces-

sary) for what immediately goes before.

(XVII.) Next,

—

ev TcS upo/xaTc [lov (ver. 17) is noticed as

another suspicious peculiarity. The phrase is supposed to occur

only in this place of S. Mark's Gospel ; the Evangelist else-
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where employing the preposition iiri:— (viz. in ix. 37 : ix. 39 :

xiii. 6.)

(1.) Now really, if it were so, the reasoning would be nu-

gatory. S. Luke also once, and once only, has ev Ta> ovo/jbarC

<Tov : his usage elsewhere being, (like S. Mark's) to use eVt.

Nay, in two consecutive verses of ch. ix, eVt tcS ovofiarl fiov

—aov is read: and yet, in the very next chapter, his Gospel

exhibits an unique instance of the usage of iv. Was it

ever thought that suspicion is thereby cast on S. Lake x. 17 ?

(2.) But, in fact, the objection is an oversight of the

learned (and generally accurate) objector. The phrase recurs

in S. Mark ix. 38,—as the text of that place has been revised

by Tischendorf, by Tregelles and by himself. This is there-

fore a slightly corroborafive, not a suspicious circumstance.

(XVIII. and XIX.) We are further assured that irapaKo-

Xovdecv (in ver. 17) and iiraKoXovdelv (in ver. 20) " are both

foreign to tlie iUctlon of Marh."

(1.) But what can the learned author of this statement

possibly mean ? He is not speaking of the uncompounded

verb aKoXovOeiv, of course; for S.Mark employs it at least

twenty times. He cannot be speaking of the compounded

verb J for avvaKokovOelv occurs in S. Mark v. 37. He can-

not mean that TrapaKoXovOelv, because the Evangelist uses

it only once, is suspicious ; for that would be to cast a slur

on S. Luke i. 3. He cannot mean generally that verbs com-

pounded with prepositions are " foreign to the diction of

Mark ;" for there are no less than forty-two such verbs

which are even peculiar to S. Mark's short Gospel,—against

thirty which are peculiar to S. Matthew, and seventeen

which are peculiar to S. John. He cannot mean that verbs

compounded with irapd and iiri have a suspicious look ; for

at least thirty-three such compounds, (besides the two be-

fore us,) occur in his sixteen chapters ^. What, then, I must

' napa^6.KMiv\\ quote from the Textus Eeceptus of S. Mark iv. 30,—confirmed

as it is by the Pesbito and tlie Pbiloxenian, the Vetus and the Vulgate, the

Gothic and the Armenian versions,—besides Codd. A and D, and all the other

uncials (except B, L, A, j^,) and almost every cursive Codex. The evidence of

Cod. C and of Origen is doubtful. Who would subscribe to the diflerent read-

ing adopted on countless similar occasions by the most recent Editors of the

N. T. ?] : TtapayytWeiv : irapdyeii' : irapayipecrOai ; -rrapaSidivat : nrapaAa/i^at/eiv '.

m2
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really ask, can the learned Critic possibly mean ?—I re-

spectfully pause for an answer.

(2.) In the meantime, I claim that as far as such evidence

goes,—(and it certainly goes a very little way, yet, as far as

if goes,)—it is a note of S. Mark's authorship, that within the

compass of the last twelve verses of his Gospel these two

compounded verbs should be met with.

(XX.) Dr. Davidson points out, as another suspicious cir-

cumstance, that (in ver. 18) the phrase %et/3a9 iTriTidevai

iiTi TLva occurs ;
" instead of ')(etpa<; eTTLTidivat rivt,."

(1.) But on the contrary, the phrase "is in Mark^s man-

ner," says Dean Alford: the plain fact being that it occurs

no less than three times in his Gospel,—viz. in chap. viii.

25 : X. 16 : xvi. 18. (The other idiom, he has four times ^.)

Behold, then, one and the same phrase is appealed to as

a note of genuineness and as an indication of spurious origin.

What can be the value of such Criticism as this ?

(2.) Indeed, the phrase before us supplies no unapt illus-

tration of the precariousness of the style of remark which

is just now engaging our attention. Within the space of

three verses, S. Mark has both expressions,—viz. iiriOels ra?

p^etpa? avTQ) (viii. 23) and also eviOrjKe ra<; ')(e'tpas e-Tri (ver.

25.) S. l^Iatthew has the latter phrase once ; the former,

twice''. Who will not admit that all this (so-called) Criti-

cism is the veriest trifling ; and that to pretend to argu e

about the genuineness of a passage of Scripture from such

evidence as the present is an act of rashness bordering o n

folly ? . . . The reader is referred to what was ofiered abo ve

on Art. YII.

(XXI. and XXII.) Again: the words fxev ovv—o Kvptos

(ver. 19 and ver. 20) are also declared to be "foreign to the

diction of Marh^ I ask leave to examine these two charges

separately.

irapaTrjpfTv : TrapariOfvai : irapaptpdv : naptpxiaBai : Traptxftv : TropKTToi'ai.

—

iwayyfWfcrOai : iwaicTX'^i'fcrOat : iiravicrraaQai : tirtpttnav : iwifiiWuv : iiriyiviii'

aKfif : iiriypaipdv : 4ni^r)rilu : iirLKafi.ffdi'eaOai : iiriKavQivfadai : iiriXvitv : iiri-

irlirTfiv : iiri^fidirTeiv : iTriaKtd^eii' : iwt(rTpi<piiV ; inkavvayav : inKTuvrpix^^" '•

ftririaffiiv : inmOivai : iiririnav : iinrpiiTfiv.

• S. Mark v. 23 : vi. 5 : vii. 32 : viii. 23.

^ S.Matth. ix. 18:—xix. 13, 15.
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(1.) fiev ovv occurs only once in S. Mark's Gospel, truly :

but then it occurs only once in S.Lulie {iii. 18) ;—only twice

in S. John (xix. 24 : xx. 30) :—in S, Matthew, never at all.

What imaginable plea can be made out of such evidence

as this, for or against the genuineness of the last Twelve

Verses of S. Mark's Gospel ?—Once more, I pause for an

answer.

(2.) As for o Kvpio<i being ''foreign to the diction of Mark
in speaking of the Lord,"—I really do not know what

the learned Critic can possibly mean ; except that he finds

our Lord nowhere called 6 Kvpios by S. Mark, except in this

place.

But then, he is respectfully reminded that neither does

he find our Lord anywhere called by S. Mark " Jesus

Christ," except in chap. i. 1. Are we, therefore, to suspect

'

the beginning of S. Mark's Gospel as well as the end of it?

By no means, (I shall perhaps be told :) a reason is assign-

able for the use of that expression in chap. i. 1. And so,

I venture to reply, there is a fully sufficient reason assign-

able for the use of this expression in chap. xvi. 19''.

(3.) By S. Matthew, by S. Mark, by S. John, our Lord
is called 'Irjcrov'i Xptaros,—but on/y in the first Chai^ter of

their respective Gospels. By S. Luke nowhere. The ap-

pellation may,—or may not,—be thought " foreign to the

diction" of those Evangelists. But surely it constitutes no

reason whatever why we should suspect the genuineness

of the beginning of the first, or the second, or the fourth

Gospel.

(4.) S.John three times in the first verse of his first Chapter

designates the Eternal Son b}^ the extraordinary title o

^0709; but noivhere else in his Gospel, (except once in ver.

14,) does that Name recur. Would it be reasonable to re-

present this as a suspicious circumstance ? Is not the Divine

fitness of that sublime appellation generally recognised and,

admitted '^ ?—Surely, we come to Scripture to be learners

only : not to teach the blessed Writers how they ought to

have spoken about God ! When will men learn that " the

" See btlow, pp. 184-6.

^ See Pearson on the Creed, (eil. Barton), vol. i. p. 151.
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Scripture-phrase, or Jangmuje of the Holy Ghost ^ " is as

mucli above them as Heaven is above Earth ?

(XXIII.) Another complaint :

—

avaXrjcjiO fjvai., which is

found in ver. 19, occurs nowhere else in the Gospels.

(1.) True. S. Mark has no fewer than seventy-four verbs

which " occur nowhere else in the Gospels :" and this hap-

pens to be one of theni ? What possible inconvenience can

be supposed to follow from that circumstance ?

(2.) But the remark is unreasonable. 'AvaXrj^O fjvat, and

dva.\rjyln<; are words proper to the Ascension of our Lord into

Heaven. The two Evangelists who do not describe that

event, are without these words : the tw^o Evangelists who do

describe it, hare them ^ Surely, these arc marks of genuine-

ness, not grounds for susj)icion !

It is high time to conclude this discussion.—Much has

been said about two other minute points :

—

(XXIV.) It is declared that eKelvos " is nowhere found

absolutely used by S. Mark :" (the same thing may be said

of S. Matthew and of S. Luke also :)
" but always empha-

tically : whereas in verses 10 and 11, it is absolutely used^."

Another writer says,
—"The use of eKelvos in verses 10, 11,

and 13 (twice) in a manner synonymous with 6 Be, is

peculiar '\"

(1.) Slightly peculiar it is, no doubt, but not very, that

an Evangelist who employs an ordinary word in the ordi-

nary way about thirty times in all, should use it " absolutely"

in two consecutive verses.

(2.) But really, until the Critics can agree among them-

selves as to ivhich are precisely the offending instances,

—

(for it is evidently a moot point w'hethcr eKelvos be em-

phatic in ver. 13, or not,)—we may bo excused from a pro-

longed discussion of such a question. I shall recur to the

subject in the consideration of the next Article (XXV.)

(XXV.) So again, it may be freely admitted that " in the

10th and 14th verses there are sentences without a copula-

' Ibid. p. 183,—at the bepjinning of the exposition of " Our Lord."

' S. Mark xvi. 19. S. Luke ix. 51. Acts i. 2.

^ Alfoid. '' D.-ivid8on.
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tive : whereas Mark always has the copulative in such cases,

particularly Kai" But then,

—

(1.) Unless we can be shewn at least two or three other

sections of S. Mark's Gospel resembling the present,— (I mean,

passages in which S. Mark summarizes many disconnected

incidents, as he does here,)—is it not plain that such an

objection is wholly without point ?

(2.) Two instances are cited. In the latter, (ver. 14),

Lachmann and Tregelles read varepov Si: and the reading

is not impossible. So that the complaint is really re-

duced to this,—That in ver. 10 the Evangelist begins

^EKelvT] iropevOelaa, instead of saying Ka\ iKeivq iropev-

Oelaa. And (it is implied) there is something so abhorrent

to probability in this, as slightly to strengthen the suspicion

that the entire context is not the work of the Evangelist.

(3.) Now, suppose we had S. Mark back among us : and

suppose that he, on being shewn this objection, were to be

heard delivering himself somewhat to the following effect :

—

"Aye. But men may not find fault with that turn of phrase.

I derived it from Simon Peter's lips. I have always sus-

pected that it was a kind of echo, so to say, of what he

and 'the other Disciple' had many a time rehearsed in the

hearing of the wondering Church concerning the Magda-

lene on the morning of the Besurrection," And then we

should have remembered the familiar place in the fourth

Gospel :

—

^vvab t/ KKaleis; riva i^rjTels; 'ekeinh SoKovaa k.t.X.

After which, the sentence would not have seemed at all

strange, even though it be "without a copulative :"

—

d(ji rjs eK^e^\i-jKeL eirra Satfxovia. 'EKEfNH iropevOelcra K.r.X.

(4.) For after all, the only question to be asked is,—Will

any one pretend that such a circumstance as this is sus-

picious ? Unless that be asserted, I see not what is gained by

raking together,

—

(as one easily might do in any section of any

of the Gospels,)—every minute peculiarity of form or expres-

sion which can possibly be found within the space of these

twelve verses. It is an evidence of nothing so much as

an incorrigible coarseness of critical fibre, that every slight

variety of manner or language should be thus pounced upon
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and represented as a note of spuriousness,—in the face of

(«) the unfaltering tradition of the Church universal that

the document has never been hitherto suspected : and

{h) the known proclivity of all writers, as free moral and

intellectual agents, sometimes to deviate from their else

invariable practice.—May I not here close the discussion ?

There will perhaps be some to remark, that however suc-

cessfully the foregoing objections may seem to have been

severally disposed of, j^et that the combined force of such

a multitude of slightly suspicious circumstances must be not

only appreciable, but even remain an inconvenient, not to

say a formidable fact. Let me point out that the supposed

remark is nothing else but a fallacy ; which is detected the

instant it is steadily looked at.

For if there really had remained after the discussion of

each of the foregoing XXV Articles, a slight residuum of

suspiciousness, then of course the aggregate of so many frac-

tions would have amounted to something in the end.

But since it has been proved that there is absolutely

nothing at all suspicious in an)/ of the alleged circumstances

which have been hitherto examined, the case becomes alto-

gether different. The sura of ten thousand nothings is still

nothing ^ This may be conveniently illustrated by an appeal

to the only charge which remains to be examined.

(XXVI. and XXVII.) The absence from these twelve

verses of the adverbs evdews and irdXiv,— (both of them

favourite words with the second Evangelist,)—has been

pointed out as one more suspicious circumstance. Let us

I
.take the words singly :

—

j
(a) The adverb evdews (or evOvs) is indeed of rerij frequent

' loccurrence in S. Mark's Gospel. And yet its absence from

' Exactly so Professor Broadus :—" Now it will not do to say tliat while

no one of these peculiarities would itself prove the style to be foreign to Mark,

the whole of them combined will do so. It is very true that the multiplication

of liltles may amount to mucli ; but not so the multiplication of nothings.

And how many of the exjjressions which are cited, appear, in the lij^ht of our

examination, to retain tlie slightest real force as proving diUcrence of author-

ship ? Is it not true that most of them, and those the most important, are

rcflnced to absolutely nothing, while the roinaiiider possess scarcely any ap-

preciable significance?"— p. 3G0, (see above, p. i;)l), note g.)
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chap, xvi is jyrored to be in no degree a suspicious circum- 1

stance, from the discovery that though it occurs as many as
\

12 times in chap, i

;

and 6 ,, chap, v
;

chap, iv, vi;

chap, ii, ix, xiv

;

chap, vii, xi

;

chap, iii, viii, x, xv ;

chap, xii, xiii, xvi.

and 5

and 3

and 2

it yet occurs only 1

while it occurs

(b) In like manner, irdXiv, which occurs as often as

6 times in chap, xiv

;

and 5 „ chap, x

;

and 3 „ chap, viii, xv
;

and 2 ,, chap, ii, iii, vii, xi, xii

;

and 1 ,, chap, iv, v;

occurs „ chap, i, vi, ix, xiii. xvi.^

(1.) Now,—How can it possibly be more suspicious that

irdkiv should be absent from the last twelve verses of S. Mark,

than that it should be away from tJie first forty-Jive ?

(2.) Again. Since evOeas is not found in the xii^^ or the

xiii"' chapters of this same Gospel,—nor irakcv in the i^', vi'^^

ix*'', or xiii'*^ chapter,— (for the sufficient reason that neither

word is ivanted in any of those 2)lcices,)—what possible " sus-

piciousness^* can be supposed to result from the absence of

both words from the xvi*'' chapter also, where also neither

of them is wanted ? TFJ/y is the xvi*'' chapter of S. Mark's

Gospel,—or rather, why are "the last twelve verses" of it,

—to labour under such special disfavor and discredit ?

(3.) Dr. Tregelles makes answer,—" I am well aware that

arguments on style are often very fallacious, and that by them-

selves they prove very little : but when there does exist ex-

ternal evidence, and when internal proofs as to style, manner,

verbal expression, and connection, are in accordance with

such independent grounds of forming a judgment; then these

internal considerations possess very great weight '."—For all

'' S. John has iraA.iv (47 times) much oftener than S. Mark (29 times). And 1

yet, irdXiv is not met with in the ii"'', or the iii'"*, or the v'"', or the vii"', or .

the xv'\ or the xvii"" chapter of S. John's Gospel, j

' Printed Text, p. 256.
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rejoinder, the respected writer is asked,— {a) But when
there does not exist any such external evidence : what then ?

Next, he is reminded {b) That whether there does, or does

not, it is at least certain that not one of those " proofs as to

style," &c., of which he speaks, has been able to stand

the test of strict examination. Not only is the precarious-

ness of all such Criticism as has been brought to bear against

the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9—20 excessive, but the

supposed facts adduced in evidence have been found out to

be every one of them mistakes;—being either, (1) demon-

strably without argumentative cogency of any kind;—or

else, (2) distinctly corroborative and confirmatory circum-

stances : indications that this part of the Gospel is indeed by

S. Mark,

—

not that it is probably the work of another hand.

And thus the formidable enumeration of twenty-seven

grounds of suspicion vanishes out of sight : fourteen of them

proving to be frivolous and nugatory ; and thirteen, more or

less clearly witnessing in favour of the section"^.

III. Of these thirteen expressions, some are even eloquent

in their witness. I am saying that it is impossible not to be

exceedingly struck by the discovery that this portion of the

Gospel contains (as I have explained already) so many in-

dications of S. Mark's undoubted manner. Such is the refer-

ence to 7] /cTUTi? (in ver. 15) :—the mention of aTnaTta (in

ver. 14) :—the occurrence of the verb iropevecrOai (in ver. 10

and 12),—of the phrase iv ra> ovo^iari fiov (in ver. 17),—and

of the phrase ')(€ipas iTrtTiOe'vac iirl rcva (in ver. 18) :—of the

Evangelical term for our Lord's Ascension, viz. aveXycpdij

(in ver. 19) :—and lastly, of the compounds TrapaKoXovOeiv

and eiraKokovOelv (in verses 17 and 20.)

To these Thirteen, will have to be added all those other

notes of identity of authorship,—such as they are,—whicli

result from recurring identity of phrase, and of which the

assailants of this portion of the Gospel have prudently said

nothing. Such are the following :

—

(xiv.) ^Avia-ravai, for rising from the dead ; which is one

" It will be found tliat of the former class (1) are the following :—Article iii

:

vii: ix: x: xi : xii : xiii : xiv: xv : xxi : xxiv : xxv : xxvi : xxvii. Of the

latter (2) :—Art. i : ii : iv : v: vi : viii : xvi: xvii : xviii : xix : xx : xxii : xxiii.
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of S, Mark's words. Taking into account the shortness of

his Gospel, he has it thrice as often as S. Luke; twelve Jimes

as often as S. Matthew or S. John.

(xv.) The idiomatic expression iropevofievois et? a'ypov,

of which S. Matthew does not present a single specimen
;

but which occurs three times in the short Gospel of S.Mark"^,

—of which ver. 12 is one.

(xvi.) The expression irpwi (in ver. 9,)— of which S. Mark
avails himself six times : i.e. (if the length of the present

Gospel be taken into account) almost five times as often as

either S.Matthew or S.John,—S.Luke never using the word

at all. In his first chapter (ver. 35), and here in his last

/(ver. 2^, S. Mark uses \iav in connexion with irpwi.

'"
(xvii.) The phrase Krjpvcraeiv to evayyiXiov (in ver. 15) is

J...
another of S. Mark's phrases. Like S. Matthew, he employs

^^^ it four times (i. 14 : xiii. 10 : xiv. 9 : xvi. 15) : but it occurs

neither in S. Luke's nor in S. John's Gospel.

(xviii.) The same words singly are characteristic of his

Gospel. Taking the length of their several narratives into

account, S. Mark has the word Ktjpvaaeiv more than twice as

often as S. Matthew : three times as often as S. Luke.

(xix.) evayyeXtov,—a word which occurs only in the first

two Gospels,—is found twice as often in S. Mark's as in

S. Matthew's Gospel : and if the respective length of their

Gospels be considered, the proportion will be as three to one.

It occurs, as above stated, in ver. 15.

(xx.) If such Critics as Dr. Davidson had been concerned

to vindicate the genuineness of this section of the Gospel, we

should have been assured that <^avepova6ai is another of

S. Mark's words : by which they would have meant no more

than this,—that though employed neither by S. Matthew

nor by S. Luke it is used thrice by S. Mark,—being found

twice in this section (verses 12, 14), as well as in ch. iv. 22.

(xxi.) They would have also pointed out that a-KXijpo/cap-

Bia is another of S.Mark's words : being employed neither by

S. Luke nor by S. John,—by S. Matthew only once,—but

by S. Mark on tico occasions ; of which ch. xvi. 14 is one.

" Ch. xiii. 16,— 6 us -rhy ayphv &v -. and ch. xv. 21,

—

epx^fiefof air' aypov,—
an exprofsion which S. Luke religiously reproduces in the corresponding place

of his Gospel, viz. in ch. xxiii. 26.
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(xxii.) In the same spirit, they would have bade us ob-

serve that '7ravTa-)(ov (ver. 20)—unknown to S. Matthew and

S.John, and employed only once by S.Luke,—is tidce used

by S. Mark ; one instance occurring in the present section.

Nor would it have been altogether unfair if they had

added that the precisely similar word 'TravTa-)(p6ev (or ttclv-

roOev) is only found in this same Gospel,—viz. in ch. i. 45.

(xxiii.) They would further have insisted (and this time

with a greater show of reason) that the adverb /caXw? (which

is found in ver. 18) is another favorite word with S. Mark:
occurring as it does, (when the length of these several nar-

ratives is taken into account,) more than twice as often in

S. Mark's as in S. John's Gospel,—just three -times as often

as in the Gospel of S. Matthew and S. Luke.

(xxiv.) A more interesting (because a more just) observa-

tion would have been that ex^tv, in the sense of "to be,'^ (as

in the phrase koXms exeiv, ver. 18,) is characteristic of

S. Mark. He has it oftener than any of the Evangelists,

viz. six times in all (ch. i. 32 ; 34 : ii. 17 : v. 23 : vi. 55 :

xvi. 18.) Taking the shortness of his Gospel into account,

he employs this idiom twice as often as S. Matthew ;—three

times as often as S. John ;—four times as often as S. Luke.

(xxv.) They would have told us further that appcoaros is
]

another of S. Mark's favorite words : for that he has it three •

times,—viz. in ch. vi. 5, 13, and here in ver. 18. S. Matthew

has it only once. S. Luke and S. John not at all.

(xxvi.) And we should have been certainly reminded by

them that the conjunction of irevdovai koX K\aiov(Ti (in

ver. 10) is characteristic of S. Mark,—who has Kkaiovras koX

akoKui^ovras in ch. v. 38 : 6opv/3eca6e koI KXaiere in the

very next verse. As for irevdelv, it is one of the 123 words

common to S. Matthew and S. Mark, and peculiar to their

two Gospels.

(xxvii.) Lastly, " KaraKpLvo) (in ver. 16), instead of Kplvco,

is Mark's word, (comp. x. 33 : xiv. 64)." The simple verb

which is used four times by S. Matthew, five times by

S. Luke, nineteen times by S. John, is never at all employed

by S. Mark : whereas the compound verb ho has oftener in

proportion than S. Matthew,—more than twice as often as

either S. Luke or S. John.
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Strange,—that there should be exactly "xxvii" notes off
genuineness discoverable in these twelve verses, instead of I

" XXVII" grounds of suspicion !
•!

But enough of all this. Here, we may with advantage

review the progress hitherto made in this inquiry.

I claim to have demonstrated long since that all those im-

posing assertions respecting the " Style" and ''Phraseolog}^"

of this section of the Gospel which were rehearsed at the

outset",—are destitute of fouadation. But from this dis-

covery alone there results a settled conviction which it will

be found difficult henceforth to disturb. A page of Scrip-

ture which has been able to endure so severe an ordeal of

hostile inquiry, has been proved to be above suspicion. That

character is rightly accounted blameless which comes out

unsullied after Calumny has done her worst ; done it syste-

matically; done it with a will; done it for a hundred years.

But this is not an adequate statement of the facts of the

case in respect of the conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel. Some-

thing more is certain than that the charges which have been

so industriously brought against this portion of the Gospel are

without foundation. It has been also proved that instead of

there being discovered twenty-seven suspicious words and

phrases scattered up and down these twelve verses of the

Gospel, there actually exist exactly as many words and

phrases which attest with more or less certainty that those

verses are nothing else but the work of the Evangelist. I

IV. And now it is high time to explain that though

I have hitherto condescended to adopt the method of my
opponents, I have only done so in order to shew that it

proves fatal to themselves. I am, to say the truth, ashamed of

what has last been written,—so untrustworthy do I deem the

method which, (following the example of those who have

preceded me in this inquiry,) I have hitherto pursued. The
" Concordance test,"—(for that is probably as apt and intel-

ligible a designation as can be devised for the purely mecha-

nical process whereby it is proposed by a certain school of

Critics to judge of the authorship of Scripture,)—is about

the coarsest as well as about the most delusive that could be

" See above, p. 146.
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devised. By means of this clumsy and vulgar instrument,

especially when applied, (as in the case before us,) without

skill and discrimination, it would be just as easy to prove

that the first twelve verses of S. Mark's Gospel are of a sus-

picious character as the tast^. In truth, except in very

skilful hands, it is no test at all, and can only mislead.

Thus, (in ver. 1,) we should be informed (i.) that " Mark
nowhere uses the appellation Jesus Christ:" and (ii.) that

" evayyeXcov 'Itjo-qv XpiaTov" is "Pauline."—We should be

reminded (iii.) that this Evangelist nowhere introduces any

of the Prophets by name, and that therefore the mention of

" Isaiah*" (in ver, 2) is a suspicious circumstance :—(iv.) that

a quotation from the Old Testament is " foreign to his man-

ner,"— (for writers of this class would not hesitate to assume

that S. Mark xv. 28 is no part of the Gospel ;)—and (v.) that

the fact that here are quotations from two different prophets,

betrays an unskilful hand.— (vi.) Because S. Mark three times

calls Judsca by its usual name (lovSaia, viz. in iii. 7 : x. 1 :

xiii. 14), the unique designation, rj 'lovSala %c6pa (in ver. 5)

would be pronounced decisive against " the authorship of

Mark."—(vii.) The same thing would be said of the unique

p The reader will be perhaps interested with the following passage in the

pages of Professor Broadus already (p. 139 note g) alluded to :
—" It occurred to

me to examine the twelve just preceding verses, (xv. 44 to xvi. 8,) and by

a curious coincidence, the words and expressions not elsewhere employed by

Mark, footed up precisely the same number, seventeen. Those noticed are the

i following (text of Tregelles) :—ver. 44, rtdvr^Kev (elsewhere a.Trodvi)aKw) :
—

\ ver. 45, yvovs a.w6, a construction found nowhere else in the New Testament

:

) also iSciiprifraTO and irrco/.i.a: ver. 46, ivii\i]crii>, \e\aT0fn]iJ.4i'0i', trerpas, irpocre'

'. KvXicTiv :—chap. xvi. ver. 1, Siayevo/xeVot/, and apw/xara : ver. 2, ^uta ra>p (rafi.

fia.Twv :—ver. 3, a.iroKv\iaii :—ver. 4, av(K(Kv\i(TTai. Also, (rcp6Spa, (Mark's

word is Ai'ai'.) Ver. 5, iv toTs Se^wTs is a construction not found in Mark, or

the other Gospels, though the word 5e|trfs occurs frequently :—ver. 8, e?x*''> '"

this particular sense, not elsewhere in the New Testament : rpSnos.

"This list is perhaps not complete, for it was prepared in a few hours

—

about as much time, it may be said, without disrespect, as Fritsche and Meyer

appear to have given to their collections of exami)les from the other passage.

It is not proposed to discuss the list, though some of the instances are curious.

It is not claimed that they are all important, but that they are all real. And

as rega-ds the single question of the number of peculiarities, they certainly

form quite an offset to the number upon which Dean Alford has laid stress.''

—p. Sfil. * Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford.
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expression, eV 'lopSdvp iroTaixco, which is found in ver. 5,

—

seeing that this Evangelist three times designates Jordan

simply as 'lopSdvrjs (i. 9 : iii. 8 : x. 1).— (viii.) That entire

expression in ver. 7 {unique, it must be confessed, in the Gos-

pel,) ov ov/c elfu iKavos— vTroSrjfjbdrcov aurov, would be pro-

nounced "abhorrent to the style of Mark."— (ix.) to Uvevfia

twice, (viz. in ver. 10 and ver. 12) we should be told is never

used by the Evangelist absolutely for the Holy Ghost : but

always to Ilvevfia to "Ajlou (as in ch. iii. 29 : xii. 36 :

xiii. 11).—(x.) The same would be said of ol 'lepoaoXv/xiTaL

(in ver. 5) for " the inhabitants of Jerusalem :" we should

be assured that S. Mark's phrase would rather be ol aTrb

'Iepoao\v/jb(ov,—as in ch. iii. 8 and 22.—And (xi.) the ex-

pression iriaTeveiv iv tw €vayyt\i<p (ver. 15), we should be

informed " cannot be Mark's ;"—who either employs els and

the accusative (as in ch. ix. 92), or else makes the verb take

a dative (as in ch. xi. 31 : xvi. 13, 14.)—We should also pro-

bably be told that the ten following words are all " unknown
to Mark:"— (xii.) rpi^^e?,— (xiii.) SepfiaTivi],— (xiv.) 6(r(f)vs,—
(xv.) uKplSes,—(xvi.) /jiiXi,— (xvii.) dypLo<i, (six instances in

a single verse (ver. 6) : a highly suspicious circumstance !),

—

(xviii.) KUTTTeiv,— (xix.) l/xds,—(xx.) vTroS^/xuTa, (all three

instances in ver. 7 !)— (xxi.) evSoKelv,— (xxii.) koI iyeveTO . .

rfkdev (ver. 9),—unique in S. Mark !— (xxiii.) /3a7rTL^€crdac

els (ver 9), another unique phrase !— (xxiv.) ol ovpavoi twice,

(viz. in verses 10, 11) yet elsewhere, when S. Mark speaks

of Heaven, (ch. vi. 41 : vii. 34 : viii. 11 : xvi. 19) he always

uses the singular.—Lastly, (xxv.) the same sorry objection

which was brought against the "last twelve verses," (that

TTokiv, a favourite adverb with S. Mark, is not found there,)

is here even more conspicuous.

Turning away from all this,— (not, however, without an

apology for having lingered over such frivolous details so

long,)—I desire to point out that we have reverently to look

below the surface, if we would ascertain how far it is to be

presumed from internal considerations whether S. Mark was

indeed the author of this portion of his Gospel, or not.

V. We must devise, I say, some more delicate, more philo-

sophical, more real test than the coarse, uncritical expedient
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which has been hitherto considered of ascertaining by refer-

ence to the pages of a Greek Concordance whether a certain

word which is found in this section of the Gospel is, or is

not, used elsewhere by S. Mark. And I suppose it will be

generally allowed to be deserving of attention,—in fact, to

be a singularly corroborative circumstance,—that within the

narrow compass of these Twelve Verses we meet with everi/

jM'incipal characteristic of 8. Mark's manner :—Thus,

^- (i.) Though he is the Author of the shortest of the Gos-

pels, and though to all appearance he often merely repro-

duces what S. Matthew has said before him, or else antici-

pates something, which is afterwards delivered by S. Luke,

—

it is surprising how often we are indebted to S. Mark for

precious pieces of information which we look for in vain

elsewhere. Now, this is a feature of the Evangelist's man-

ner which is susceptible of memorable illustration from the

section before us.

How many and how considerable are the netc circumstances

which S. Mark here delivers !— (1) That Mary Magdalene

was the first to behold the risen Saviour : (2) That it was

He who had cast out from her the " seven devils :" (3) How
the men were engaged to whom she brought her joyful mes-

sage,—(4) who not only did not believe her story, but when

Cleopas and his companion declared what had happened to

themselves, " neither be/iered they them" (5) The terms of

the Ministerial Commission, as set down in verses 15 and 16,

are unique. (6) The announcement of the "signs which

should follow them that believe" is even extraordinary.

Lastly, (7) this is the only place in the Gospel where The

Session at the right Hand of God is recorded. ... So many,

and such precious incidents, showered into the Gospel Trea-

sury at the last moment, and with such a lavish hand, must

needs have proceeded if not from an Apostle at least from

a companion of Apostles. O, if we had no other token to

go by, there could not be a reasonable doubt that this entire

section is by no other than S. Mark himself!

(ii.) A second striking characteristic of the second Evan-

gelist is his love of picturesque, or at least of striking details,

—his proneness to introduce exceedingly minute particulars,
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often of the profoundest significancy, and always of con-

siderable interest. Not to look beyond the Twelve Verses

(chap. i. 9—20) which were originally proposed for com-

parison,—We are reminded (a) that in describing our Sa-

viour's Baptism, it is only S. Mark who relates that " He
came fro?n Nazareth^' to be baptized.

—

[h) In his highly

elliptical account of our Lord's Temptation, it is only he

who relates that "He was with the wild beasts."— (c) In his

description of the Call of the four Disciples, S. Mark alone

it is who, (notwithstanding the close resemblance of his

account to what is found in S.Matthew,) records that the

father of S. James and S. John was left " in the ship icith

the hired servants'^."—Now, of this characteristic, we have

also within these twelve verses, at least four illustrations :

—

{a) Note in ver. 10, that life-like touch which evidently

proceeded from an eN'e-witness,

—

" -Trevdovcn koI KXalovai."

S. Mark relates that when Mar}' conveyed to the Disciples

the joyous tidings of the Lord's Resurrection, she found

them overwhelmed with sorrow,—" mourning and weeping."

{b) Note also that the unbelief recorded in ver. 13 ^s re-

corded only there.

(c) Again. S. Mark not only says that as the two Disci-

ples were " going into the country," {iropevofievoi els aypev ^

ver. 12,) Jesus also " went with them"

—

(avv-eTropevero, as

S. Luke relates;)—but that it was as they actually ^'walked"

along [TTepnTaTovacv) that this manifestation took place.

[d) Among the marvellous predictions made concerning

"them that believe;" what can be imagined more striking

than the promise that they should " t^ke up serpents;" and

suffer no harm even if they should "drink any deadly thing" ?

(iii) Next,—all have been struck, I suppose, with S.Mark's

proneness to substitute some expression of his own for what

he found in the Gospel of his predecessor S. Matthew : or,

when he anticipates something which is afterwards met with

in the Gospel of S. Luke, his aptness to deliver it in lan-

guage entirely independent of the later Evangelist I allude,

for instance, to his substitution of eiri^aXoov eKXace (xiv. 72)

•fl S. Mark i. 9 : 14 : 20. ' The same word is found also

HI S. Luke's narrative of the same event, cli. xxiv. 13.

N
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for S. Matthew's eKkavae TriKpths (xxvi.75) ;—and of 6 tsktcov

(vi. 3) for 6 Tov TeKrovo<; v'los (S. Matth. xiii. 55),—The

"woman of Canaan" in S.Matthew's Gospel {^vvr} Xava-

vaia, ch. xv. 22), is called "a Greek, a Syrophenician by

nation " in S. Mark's (EWrjvls, Svpo(}>oLvta<Ta tm yeuet,

ch. vii. 26).—At the Baptism, "instead of the " ojjened"

heavens of S. Matthew {dvea))(^6rjaav, ch. iii. 16) and S. Luke

{ave(p')(^dr]vat, ch. iii. 22), we are presented by S. Mark with

the striking image of the heavens " clearing" or " being rent

asunder" {axi'^ofxevovs*, ch. i. 10).—What S.Matthew calls

ra opia May8aXd (ch. xv. 39), S. Mark designates as ra

fjiipT) AaKixavovdd (ch. viii. 10.)—In place of S. Matthew's

t^vjiri ^aSSovfcaicov (ch. xvi. 6), S. Mark has ^v/xt] 'HpcoSov

(ch. viii. 15.)— In describing the visit to Jericho, for the Bvo

Tv^\oL of S. Matthew (ch. xx. 29), S. Mark gives lk'o? Ti/Maiov

BapTLfiaLd 6 TV(p\os .... irpoaaiTwv (ch. x. 46.)—For the

K\d8ov<i of S. Matth. xxi. 8, S. Mark (ch. xi. 8) has aroi-

ySaSa?; and for the other's Trplv dXeKropa <^u)vri<raL (xxvi.

34), he has Trplv i) Sis (xiv. 30.)—It is so throughout.

Accordingly,— (as we haA'c already more than once had occa-

sion to remark,)—whereas the rest say only >; fiia tcov aa^-

^drmv, S. Mark says irpcoTT] aa/S/Sdrov (in ver. 9).—Whereas

S. Luke (viii. 2) says dcfi' rj^ haifiovta eTrrd i^€\7]\vd€t,—
S. Mark records that from her iK^€j3X7]K€t cTrra 8ai/x6vta.—
Very difterent is the great ministerial Commission as set

down by S. Mark in ver. 15, 16, from what is found in

S. Matthew xxviii. 19, 20.—And whereas S.Luke says "their

eyes were holden that they should not know Him," S. Mark
says that " Lie appeared to them in another form." ... Is it

credible that any one fabricating a conclusion to S. Mark's

narrative after S. Luke's Gospel had appeared, would have

ventured so to paraphrase S. Luke's statement ? And yet,

let the consistent truthfulness of either expresbion be care-

fully noted. Both are historically accurate, but they pio-

ceed from opposite points of view. Viewed on the heavenly

side, (God's side), the Disciples' "eyes" (of course) "were

* On which, Victor of Autioch (if iuded it be he) finely remarks,— 5x'f<""''«'

Sf oi oiipavol, ^ Kara Mardaiuy avoiyovTai, 'Iva rots avdpunrots airo5o6p ^| ovpayov

b o-)iafr/ub», Ka\ avva<^6f) to7j iinytioii Tck ovpduia.—(Cramer i. p. 271.)
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holclen ;"—viewed on the earthly side, (Man's side), the risen

Saviour (no doubt) " apj)eared in another form."

(iv.) Then further, S. Mark is observed to introduce many-

expressions into his Gospel which confirm the prevalent

tradition that it was at Home he wrote it ; and that it was
with an immediate view to Latin readers that it was pub-

lished. Twelve such expressions were enumerated above

(at p. 150-1) ; and such, it was also there shewn, most un-

mistakably is the phrase TrpooTi] (Ta/3/3dTov in ver. 9.—It is

simply incredible that any one but an Evangelist writing

under the peculiar conditions traditionally assigned to S.

Mark, would have hit upon such an expression as this,

—

the strict equivalent, to Latin ears, for 77 fila cra/3/3aTcov,

which has occurred just above, in ver. 2. Now this, it will

be remembered, is one of the hackuied objections to the ge-

nuineness of this entire portion of the Gospel;—quite proof

enough, if proof were needed, of the exceeding improbahility

which attaches to the phrase, in the judgment of those who
have considered this question the most.

(v.) The last peculiarity of S. Mark to which I propose

to invite attention is supplied by those expressions which

connect his Gospel with S. Peter, and remind us of the con-

stant traditional belief of the ancient Church that S. Mark
was the companion of the chief of the Apostles.

That the second Gospel contains many such hints has

often been pointed out ; never more interestingly or more

convincingly than byTovvnson^ in a work which deserves

to be in the hands of every student of Sacred Science, In-

stead of reproducing any of the familiar cases in order to

illustrate my meaning, I will mention one which has per-

haps never been mentioned in this connexion before.

{a) Heference is made to our Lord's sayings in S.Mark vii,

and specially to what is found in ver. 19. That expression,

^'purging all meats" {KaOapi^wv^ irdvra rd ^pcofxara), does

really seem to be no part of the Divine discourse; but the

Evangelist's inspired comment on the Saviour's words".

• Disc. V. Sect. ii. ' This appears to be the true reading.

° So Chrysostom :

—

d 5e MdpKos <pTi(rlv, '6ti " Kadapi^wv to jSpdj/uoTa," ravra

^\(yf.f. [vii. 526 a].—He seems to have derived that remark from Origen [t»

n2
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Our Saviour (he explains) by that discourse of His—ipso

facto—" made all mcat>i clcanr How doubly striking a state-

ment, when it is remembered that probably Simon Peter

himself was the actual author of it ;—the same who, on the

house-top at Joppa, had been shewn in a vision that "God
had made clean" (o 0eo9 eKaOapiae^) all His creatures !

{b) Now, let a few words spoken by the same S. Peter on

a memorable occasion be considered :
—" Wherefore of these

men which have companied with us all the time that the

Lord Jesus went in and out among us, beginning from the

Baptism of John, unto that same day that He was tahen up

{avekrj<l>67}) from us, must one be ordained to be a witness

with us of His Resurrection y." Does not S. Peter thereby

define the precise limits of our Saviour's Ministry,—shew-

ing it to have "begun" (ap^a/xei/09) "from the Baptism of

John,"—and closed with the Day of our Lord's Ascension?

And what else are those but the exact bounds of S, Mark's

Gospel,— of which the apxn (ch. i. 1) is signally declared

to have been the Baptisui of John,—and the utmost limit,

the day when (as S. Mark says) " Se was tahen up {avekrij)6r))

into Heaven,"—(ch. xvi. 19)?

(c) I will only further remind the reader, in connexion

with the phrase, iraa-rj rj} Krlaei, in ver. 15,—(concerning

which, the reader is referred back to page 162-3,)—that both

S. Peter and S. Mark (but no other of the sacred writers)

conspire to use the expression air' dpxv^ KTiaeoos^. S. Mark
has besides KTiaeoo'i ^9 eKTiae 6 ©eo? (ch. xiii. 19) ; while

S. Peter alone styles the Almighty, from His work of Crea-

tion, 6 K7i<TT7}s (1 S. Pet. iv. 19).

VI. But besides, and over and above such considerations

Mattk. ed. Huet. i. 249 d] :

—

Kara rhv Mapvov e\eye ravra 6 'Xwj^p " KaBapl^wf

ircti/To TO fiptifxara."—From the same sonrce, I suspect, Gregory Thaumaturgus

(Origen's disciple), Bp. of Neoca>sarea in Pontus, a.d. 261, \_Eouth, iii. 257]

derived the following:—«ol 5 'Soiriip 6 "iravTa KaOapi^cei' ra Ppw/xara" ov rh

tl(nropiv6fxivov, <P7]<t\, KOiiol rhv &vPptioTrov, oAAa tJi iKTropfv6/x(vui'.—See, by all

means, Field's inost interesting Adnolationes in Chrys., vol. iii. p. 112

'EvrtCOef (finely says Victor of Antiocli) b Kaivhs ipx^rat v^fxos 6 Kara rb

TTi/ivna. (Cramer i. 335.) " Acts x. 15.

^ Acts i. 22, 23. Cf. ver. 2,

—

&XP^ ^^ vufpas . . . di/{\r}<t>dr]'

• S.Mark x. fi : xiii. 19.—2 S.Pet. iii. 4 (Cf. 1 S. Pet. ii. 13.)
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as those which precede,— (some of which, I am aware, might

be considerably evacuated of their cogency ; while others,

I am just as firmly convinced, will remain forcible witnesses

of God's Truth to the end of Time,)—I hesitate not to avow

my personal conviction that abundant and striking evidence

is garnered up within the brief compass of these Twelve \ /^
Verses that they are identical in respect of fabric with the '

rest of the Gospel ; were clearly manufactured out of the
\

same Divine materials,—wrought in the same heavenly loom.

It was even to have been expected, from what is found

to have been universally the method in other parts of Scrip-

ture,— (for it was of course foreseen by Almighty God
from the beginning that this portion of His Word would

be, like its Divine Author, in these last days cavilled at, re-

viled, hated, rejected, denied,)—that the Spirit would not

leave Himself without witness in this place. It was to have

been anticipated, I say, that Eternal Wisdom would care-

fully— (I trust there is no irreverence in so speaking of God
and His ways !)—would carefully make provision : meet the

coming unbelief (as His Angel met Balaam) with a drawn

sword : plant up and down throughout these Twelve Verses

of the Gospel, sure indications of their Divine Original,—un-

mistakable notes of purpose and design,—mysterious traces

and tokens of Himself; not visible indeed to the scornful

and arrogant, the impatient and irreverent ; yet clear as if

written with a sunbeam to the patient and humble student,

the man who "trembleth at God's AVord^" Or, (if the

Reader prefers the image,) the indications of a Divine Ori-

ginal to be met with in these verses shall be likened rather '

to those cryptic characters, invisible so long as they remain ;

unsuspected, but which shine forth clear and strong when '

exposed to the Light or to the Heat
;
(Light and Heat, both

emblems of Himself!) so that even he that gropeth in dark-

ness must now see them, and admit that of a truth ''the

Lord is in this place" although he " knew it not !

'*

(i.) I propose then that in the first instance we compare

the conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel with the beginning of it.

We did this before, when our object was to ascertain whether

• Is. Ixvi. 2.
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the Style of S. Mark xvi, 9—20 be indeed as utterly dis-

cordant from that of the rest of the Gospel as is commonly

represented. AVe found, instead, the most striking resem-

blance''. We also instituted a brief comparison between

the two in order to discover whether the Diction of the one

might not possibly be found as suggestive of verbal doubts

as the diction of the other : and so we found it "^.—Let us

for the third time draw the two extremities of this precious

fabric into close proximity in order again to compare them.

Nothing I presume can be fairer than to elect that, once

more, our attention be chiefly directed to what is contained

within the twelve verses (ver.9—20) of S. Mark's ^;'6^^ chapter

which exactly correspond with the twelve verses of his last

chapter (ver. 9— 20) which are the subject of the present

volume.

Now between these two sections of the Gospel, besides

(1) the obvious verbal resemblance, I detect (2) a singular

parallelism of essential structure. And this does not strike

me the less forcibly because nothing of the kind was to have

been expected.

(1.) On the verbal coincidences I do not propose to lay

much stress. Yet are they certainly not without argumenta-

tive weight and significancy. I allude to the following:—
(fl) [/SaTTTiXcoi', /3a7rTio-/ia (i. 4)— {a) ^anTia-Oeis (xvi. 16)

Koi e'/SaTTTi^oi'To (l. 5)

—

i^an-

Ti(ra, ^anTiafi (i. 8)]

—

Kal i^-

anTLcrOr] (i. 9)

(J) \_Kr)pva-a-(ov, eKfjpva-ae (i. 7)] {b) (Krfpv^av (xvi. 20)

(i and c) KrjpvatTcov TO fvayyeXiov (c) Krjpv^are to fvayyeXiop (xvi.

(l. 14)

—

\jip)(>) Tov (vayyiXiov 15)

(i- 1)]
^

{c and d) TTi(TT(veT€ iv T(o (lay- (fi?) Tjn'iaTr](Tav (xvi. 11)

—

ov8f

ytXiw (i. 15) (Tria-Tfva-av (xvi. 13) — rfju

aTnaTidv, ovk fnia-Tfvaav (xvi.

14)—6 TTiaTfia-as, 6 dTnaTr]<Tas

(xvi. 16)

—

Tois ni<TT(iiaa<Ti

(xvi. 17.)

Now this, to say tlie least, shews that there exists an

unmistakable relation of sympathy between the first page of

*" See above, p. 143-5. ' See above, p. 17-1 5.
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S. Mark's Gospel and the last. The same doctrinal phrase-

ology*,—the same indications of Divine purpose,—the same

prevailing cast of thought is observed to occur in both,

(i.) A Gospel to be everywhere ^^^r^f/cA^rf;— (ii.) Faith, to be

of all required;— (iii.) Bcqjtism to be universally administered;

("one Lord, one Faith, one Baptism:")—Is not tJiis the

theme of the beginning of S. Mark's Gospel as well as of

the end of it? Surely it is as if on comparing the two ex-

tremities of a chain, with a view to ascertainino' whether

the fabric be identical or not, it were discovered that those

e^^treTnities are even meant to clrtsp I

(2.) But the essential parallelism between S. Mark xvi. 9

— 20 and S. Mark i. 9—20 is a profounder phenomenon and

deserves even more attention. I proceed to set down side

by side, as before, what ought to require neither comment

nor explanation of mine. Thus we find,

—

(a) in cJi. i.'d toll :—Our Lord's

Manifestation to the "World

{InKfjaveia) on His "coming

up (ava^aivMv) Out of the

water" of Jordan : (having

been " buried hy Baptism,"

as the Apostle speaks:) when

the Yoice from Heaven pro-

claimed,—" Thou art My be-

loved Son in whom I am
well pleased."

12, 13:—Chktst's

(a) in ch. xvi. 9 to 11:— Our
Lord's appearance to Mary
Magdalene {i<pavr)) after His

ResmTsction {avaards) from

Death : (of wliich God had

said, "Thou art My Son, this

day have I begotten Thee.''

12 ^0 14 :—Two other

(B) (B)

Manifestations (€<^afe/)«(9/j) to

Disciples.

17, 18 :

—

Christ's

victory over Satan
;
(where-

by is fulfilled the promise

" Thou shalt tread upon the

lion and adder : the young

lion and the dragon shalt

Thou trample under feet.")

[(c) 8:—ThePentecos- (c)

tal Gift foretold : "He shall

baptize you with the Holt

Ghost."]

promise that " they that be-

lieve" "shall cast out devils"

and '

' shall take up serpents
: '

'

(as [in S. Luke x. 1 9 j He had

given the Seventy "power
to tread on serpents and scor-

pions, and over all the power

of the Enemy.")

17: — Tlie chief

Pentecostal Gift specified

:

" They shall speak with new
tongues."

* My attention was first drawn to this by ray friend, tlie Rev. W. Kay, D.D.



184 Tivo Articles in the Creed of Jerumlem. [chap.

(d) in ch. i. 14, 15 : — Chkist (d) in ch. xvi. 15, 16 :—He com-
" comes into Galilee, preach- mands His Apostles to " go

ing the Gospel .... and say- into all the world and preach

ing .... Eepent ye, and be- the Gospel to every creature,

lieve the Gospel." He that believeth and is bap-

tized shall be saved."

(e) 15: His announce- (e) 19:—S.Mark's re-

ment, that "The time is fal- cord concerning Him, that

filled, and the Kingdom of " He was received up into

God is at hand." Heaven, and sat on the right

hand of God :" (where He
must reign till He hath put

all enemies under His feet.")

(f) 1 6 ^0 20 :—The four (f) 20 :—The Apostles*

Apostles' Call to the Minis- Ministry, which is every-

try : (which [S. Luke v. 8, 9] where miraculously attested,

is miraculously attested.) —"The Loed working with

them, and confirming the

word by the signs that

followed."

It is surely not an unmeaning circumstance, a mere acci-

dent, that the Evangelist should at the very outset and at

the very conclusion of his Gospel, so express himself! If, how-

ever, it should seem to the Reader a mere matter of course,

a phenomenon without interest or significancy,—nothing

which I could add would probably bring him to a different

mind.

(3.) Then, further : when I scrutinize attentively the two

portions of Scripture thus proposed for critical survey, I am
not a little struck by the discovery that the Vlth Article

of the ancient Creed of Jerusalem (a.d. 348) is found in the

one : the Xth Article, in the other •^. If it be a purely for-

* The Creed itself, (" ex variis Cyrillianarum Catacheseon locis coUectum,")

may be seen at p. 84 of De Touttee's ed. of Cyril. Let the following be com-

pared :

—

ave\r](pdr] eir rhv ovpa.v6v, Koi iKadiTfi/ e/c St^iHii' rov Qtov (ch. xvi. 19.)

*ANEA06nTA Ef2 T0r5 otPANOT-2, KaI KA0i2ANTA 'EK AEHIXIN

TOT DATPOS (Art. VI.) This may be seen in situ at p. 224 c of Cyril.

BaTTTta/xa fifTafoias fls &(p((Tii> aixapriuv (eh. i. 4.)

B'AnTI2MA METAN0fA2 Ei2 "A+EJIN 'AMAPTIHN (Abt. X.) This may
bo suen at p. 295 c of Cyril.

The point will be most intelligently and instructively studied in Professor

Hcurtley's little work De Fide et Si/mbolo, 1869, p. 9.
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tuitous circumstance, that two cardinal verities like these,

—

(viz. "He ascended into Heaven, and sat down at the Right

Hand of God,"—and " One Baptism for the Remission of sins,")

should be found at either extremity of one short Gospel,

—

I will but point out that it is certainly one of a very re-

markable series of fortuitous circumstances.—But in the

thing to be mentioned next, there neither is, nor can be,

any talk of fortuitousness at all.

(4.) Allusion is made to the diversity of Name whereby

the Son of Man is indicated in these two several places of

the Grospel ; which constitutes a most Divine circumstance,

and is profoundly significant. He who in the first verse

(S, Mark i. 1) was designated by the joint title '"Irjaovs"

and " Xpiaros,"—here, in the last two verses (S. Mark xvi.

19, 20) is styled for the first and for the last time, " 'o ktpios"

—the Lord *.

And why ? Because He who at His Circumcision was

named " Jesus," (a Name which was given Him from His

Birth, yea, and before His Birth) ; He who at His Baptism

became " the Christ," (a Title which belonged to His Office,

and which betokens His sacred Unction) ;—the same, on the

occasion of His Ascension into Heaven and Session at the

Right Hand of God,—when (as we know) " all power had

been given unto Him in Heaven and in Earth" (S. Matth.

xxviii. 18),—is designated by His Name of Dominion ; " the

Lord" Jehovah ..." Magnifica et opportuna appellatio !"

—as Bengel well remarks.

But I take leave to point out that all this is what never

either would or could have entered into the mind of a fabri-

cator of a conclusion to S. Mark's unfinished Gospel. No
inventor of a supplement, I say, could have planted his foot

in this way in exactly the right place. The proof of my
assertion is twofold :

—

[a) First, because the present indication that the Holy

Ghost was indeed the Author of these last Twelve Verses

is even appealed to by Dr. Davidson and his School, as

a proof of a spurious original. Yerily, such Critics do not

recognise the token of the Divine Finger even when they

see it !

• See above,—p. 165-6.
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(b) Next, as a matter of fact, we have a spurious Supple-

ment to the Gospel,—the same which was exhibited above

at p. 123-4 ; and which may here be with advantage repro-

duced in its Latin form :
—" Omnia autem quaecumque prae-

cepta erant illis qui cum Petro erant, breviter exposuerunt.

Post haec et ipse Iesus adparuit, et ab oriente usque in

occidentem misit per illos sanctam et incorruptam praedi-

catiouem salutis aeternae. Amen ^."^—Another apocryphal

termination is found in certain copies of the Thebaic version.

It occupies the place of ver. 20, and is as follows :—" Ex-
euntes terni in quatuor cliraata caeli praedicarunt Evange-

lium in mundo toto, Christo operante cum iis in verbo con-

firmationem cum signis sequentibus eos et miraculis. Atque
hoc modo cognitum est regnum Dei in terra tota et in

mundo toto Israelis in testimonium gentium omnium ha-

rum quae exsistunt ab oriente ad occasura." It will be seen

that the Title of Dominion (o Kupio<i—the Lord) is found

in neither of these fabricated passages; but the Names of

Nativity dindi of Bajdism (Irjcrovs and Xpicrro? -Jesus and

Christ) occur instead.

(ii.) Then further : — It is an extraordinary note of

genuineness that such a vast number of minute but im-

portant facts should be found accumulated within the nar-

row compass of these twelve verses ; and should be met with

nowhere else. The writer,— supposing that he had only

S. Matthew's Gospel before him,—traverses (except in one

single instance) wliolly new ground; moves forward with

unmistakable boldness and a rare sense of security ; and
wherever he plants his foot, it is to enrich the soil with

fertility and beauty. But on the supposition that he wrote

after S. Luke's and S. John's Gospel had appeared,—the
marvel becomes increased an hundred-fold : for how then

does it come to pass that he evidently draws his information

from quite independent sources ? is not bound by any of

their statements ? even seems purpose}y to break away from

their guidance, and to adventure some extraordinary state-

' Cod. Sobbiensis (k) : which however for " illis " has " et :" for " Petro,"
" puero :" and for "occidentem," "orieiitem." It also repeats "usque."
I have ventured to alter "ab orieutem" into "ah oriente."—Compare what
is found in the Philoxeniau margin, as given by White and Adler.
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ment of his own,—which nevertheless carries the true Gos-

pel savour with it ; and is felt to be authentic from the very

circumstance that no one would have ever dared to invent

such a detail and put it forth on his own responsibility ?

(iii.) Second to no indication that this entire section of

the Gospel has a Divine original, I hold to be a famous

expression which (like TrpcoTr) aa^^drov) has occasioned

general offence : I mean, the designation of Mary Magdalene

as one "out of whom" the Lord "had cast seven devils;'*

and that, in immediate connexion with the record of her

august privilege of being the first of the Human Race to

behold His risen form. There is such profound Gospel sig-

nificancy, — such sublime improbability, — such exquisite

pathos in this record,—that I would defy any fabricator, be

he who he might, to have achieved it. This has been to

some extent pointed out already ^.

(iv.) It has also been pointed out, (but the circumstance

must be by all means here insisted upon afresh,) that the desig-

nation (found in ver. 10) of the little company of our Lord's

followers,—"rot? fier avrov yevo/juivois," — is another rare

note of veracious origin. No one but S. Mark,—or just such

an one as he,— would or could have so accurately designated

the little band of Christian men and women who, uncon-

scious of their bliss, were "mourning and weeping" till after

sunrise on the first Easter Day. The reader is reminded of

what has been already ofiered on this subject, at p. 155-6.

(v.) I venture further to point out that no writer but

S.Mark, (or such an one as he ^), would have familiarly desig-

nated the Apostolic body as " avTols rots evBeKU," in ver. 14.

The phrase ol ScoSeKU, he uses in proportion far oftener than

any other two of the Evangelists \ And it is evident that

the phrase ol evSeKa soon became an equally recognised de-

signation of the Apostolic body,—" fi'om which Judas by

transgression fell." Its familiar introduction into this place

by the second Evangelist is exactly what one might have

K See above (Art. II.) p. 152-3.

^ Consider S. Luke xxiv. 9 : 33. Acts ii. 14.

i S. Matth. xxvi. 14, 29, 47.—S. Mark iv. 10 : vi. 7 : ix. 35 : x. 32 : xi. 11

:

xiv. 10, 17, 20, 43.—S.Luke viii. 1: ix. 1, 12: xviii. 31: xxii. 3, 47.—

S. John vi. 37, 70, 71 : xx. 24.
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looked for, or at least what one is fully prepared to meet

with, in him.

(vi.) I will close this enumeration by calling attention to

an unobtrusive and unobserved verb in the last of these

verses which (I venture to say) it would never have entered

into the mind of any ordinary writer to employ in that

particular place. I allude to the familiar word e^ek6ovTe<;.

The precise meaning of the expression,—depending on the

known force of the preposition with which the verb is

compounded,—can scarcely be missed by any one who, on

the one hand, is familiar with the Evangelical method

;

on the other, is sufficiently acquainted with the Gospel

History. Reference is certainly made to the final departure

of the Apostolic body out of the city of Jerusalem ^. And
tacitly, beyond a question, there is herein contained a re-

collection of our Saviour's command to His Apostles, twice

expressly recorded by S. Luke, " that they should not depart

from Jerusalem, but wait for the promise of the Father."

"Behold,'' (said He,) "I send the promise of My Fathkr
upon you : but tarry \je in the city of Jerusalem, until ye be

endued with power from on high V . . . After many days

"Jhey went forth," or " out." S. Mark, (or perhaps it is

rather S. Peter,) expressly says so,

—

i^eXOovres. Aye, and

that was a memorable " outgoing," truly ! What else was

its purpose but the evangelization of the World ?

VII. Let this suffice, then, concerning the evidence de-

rived from Internal considerations. But lest it should here-

after be reckoned as an omission, and imputed to me as

a fault, that I have said nothing about the alleged Incon-

sistency of certain statements contained in these " Twelve

Verses" with the larger notices contained in the parallel

narratives of S.Luke and S.John,— I proceed briefly to

explain why I am silent on this head.

1. I cannot see for whom I should be writing; in other

'' Compare S.Luke xxii. 39; and especially S.John xviii. 1,—where the

monaent of departureyrow the city is marked : (for observe, they had left the

house and the upper chamber at ch. xiv. 31). See also eh. six. 17,—where the

going without the gale is indicated : (for e|co rijs tti^Atjs tfraQf [Heb. xiii. 12.])

So Mattli. xxvii. 32. Consider S. Luke xxi. 37.

' S. Luke xxiv. 49. Acts i. 4.
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words,—what I should propose to myself as the end to be

attained by what I wrote. For,

2. What would be gained by demonstrating,— (as I am
of course prepared to do,)—that there is really no incon-

sistency tchatever between anything which S. Mark here says,

and what the other Evangelists deliver ? I should have

proved that,— (assuming the other Evangelical narratives to

be authentic, i.e. historically true,)—the narrative before us

cannot be objected to on the score of its not being authentic

also. But hy ichom is such proof reqviired?

{a) Not by the men who insist that errors are occasionally

to be met with in the Evangelical narratives. In their esti-

mation, the genuineness of an inspired writing is a thing not

in the least degree rendered suspicious by the erroneousness

of its statements. According to them, the narrative may
exhibit inaccuracies and inconsistencies, and may yet be the

work of S. Mark. If the inconsistencies be but " trifling,"

and the inaccuracies " minute,"—these " sound Theologians,"

(for so they style themselves'",) "have no dread whatever

of acknowledging" their existence. Be it so. Then would

it be a gratuitous task to set about convincing them that

no inconsistency, no inaccuracy is discoverable within the

compass of these Twelve concluding Verses.

{h) But neither is such proof required by faithful Readers
;

who, for want of the requisite Scientific knowledge, are

unable to discern the perfect Harmony of the Evangelical

narratives in this place. It is only one of many places

where a prima facie discrepanc}', though it does not fail to

strike, — yet (happily) altogether fails to distress them.

Consciously or unconsciously, such readers reason with them-

selves somewhat as follows :—" God's Word, like all God's

other Works, (and I am taught to regard God's Word as

a very masterpiece of creative skill;)—the blessed Gospel,

I say, is fall of difficulties. And yet those difficulties are

observed invariably to disappear under competent investi-

gation. Can I seriously doubt that if sufficient critical skill

were brought to bear on the highly elliptical portion of nar-

rative contained in these Twelve Verses, it would present no

" See above, p. 2.
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exception to a rule which is observed to be else universal

;

and that any apparent inconsistency between S. Mark's

statements in this place, and those of S. Luke and S. John,

would also be found to be imaginary only?"

This then is the reason why I abstain from entering upon

a prolonged Inquiry, which would in fact necessitate a dis-

cussion of the Principles of Gospel Harmony,—for which the

present would clearly not be the proper place.

VIII. Let it suffice that, in the foregoing pages,

—

1. I have shewn that the supposed argument from "Style,"

(in itself a highly fallacious test,) disappears under inves-

tigation.

It has been proved (pp. 142-5) that, on the contrary, the

style of S. Mark xvi. 9—20 is exceedingly like the style of

S. Mark i. 9—20 ; and therefore, that it is rendered probable

hy the Style that the Author of the beginning of this Grospel

was also the Author of the end of it.

2. I have further shewn that the supposed argument

from "Phraseology,"— (in itself, a most unsatisfactory test;

and as it has been applied to the matter in hand, a very

coarse and clumsy one;) — breaks down hopelessly under

severe analysis.

Instead of there being twenty-seven suspicious circum-

stances in the Phraseology of these Twelve Verses, it has

been proved (pp. 170-3) that in twenty-seven particulars there

emerge corroborative considerations.

3. Lastly, I have shewn that a loftier method of Criticism

is at hand ; and that, tested by this truer, more judicious,

and more philosophical standard, a presumption of the highest

order is created that these Verses must needs be the work

of S. Mark.



CHAPTER X.

THE TESTIMONY OF THE LECTIONARIES SHEWN TO BE

ABSOLUTELY DECISIVE AS TO THE GENUINENESS OF

THESE VERSES.

The Lectionary of the East shetvn to he a work of extraordinary an-

tiquity (p. 195).

—

Proved to he older than any extant MS. of the

Gospels, hy an appeal to the Fathers (p. 198).

—

In this Lectionary,

{and also in the Lectionary of the West,) the last Twelve Verses of

S. Mark's Gospel have, from the first, occupied a most conspicuous,

as well as most honoxcralle place, (p. 204.)

—

Noiv, this lecomes the

testimony of ante-Nicene Christendom in their favour (p. 209.)

I HAVE reserved for the last the testimony of the Lec-

TiONARiES, which has been hitherto all but entirely over-

looked ^
;—passed by without so much as a word of comment,

by those who have preceded me in this inquiry. Yet is it,

when rightly understood, altogether decisive of the question

at issue. And why ? Because it is not the testimony ren-

dered by a solitary Father or by a solitary MS. ; no, nor

even the testimony yielded by a single Church, or by

a single family of MSS. But it is the united testimony of all

the Churches. It is therefore the evidence borne by a 'goodly

fellowship of Prophets,' a ' noble array of Martyrs ' in-

deed ; as well as by MSS. innumerable which have long since

2)erished, but which must of necessity once have been. And
so, it comes to us like the voice of many waters : dates, (as

I shall shew by-and-by,) from a period of altogether imme-

morial antiquity : is endorsed by the sanction of all the suc-

ceeding ages : admits of neither doubt nor evasion. This

subject, in order that it may be intelligibly handled, will be

* The one memorable exception, which I have only lately met with, is sup-

plied by the following remark of the thoughtful and accvu'ate Matthaei, made

in a place where it was almost safe to escape attention; viz. in a footnote

at the very end of his Nov. Test. (ed. 1803), vol. i. p. 748.—" Haec lectio in

Evangeliariis et Synaxariis omnibus ter notatur tribus maxime notabilibus

temporibus. Secundum ordinem temporum Ecclesiae Graecae primo legitur

KvpiaKrj Tuv ixvpo(p6puv, els Thv opdpov. Secundo, t^ opdpu) T^y a,va\-r]-^io)s.

Tertio, ut kudivbv avaajdaiixov 7'. De hoc loco ergo vetustissimis temporibus

nullo modo dubitavit Ecclesia."—Matthaei had slightly anticipated this in

his ed. of 1788, vol. ii. 267.
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most conveniently approached by some remarks which shall

rehearse the matter from the beginning.

The Christian Church succeeded to the Jewish. The

younger society inherited the traditions of the elder, not less

as a measure of necessity than as a matter of right; and by

a kind of sacred instinct conformed itself from the very be-

ginning in countless particulars to its divinely-appointed

model. The same general Order of Service went on un-

broken,—conducted by a Priesthood whose spiritual succes-

sion was at least as jealously guarded as had been the natural

descent from Aaron in the Church of the Circumcision^. It

was found that " the Sacraments of the Jews are [but] types

of ours*^." Still were David's Psalms antiphonally recited,

and the voices of " Moses and the Prophets" were heard in

the sacred assemblies of God's people " every Sabbath day.''

Canticle succeeded to Canticle ; while many a Yersicle simply

held its ground. The congenial utterances of the chosen

race passed readily into the service of the family of the re-

deemed. Unconsciously perhaps, the very method of the

one became adopted by the other : as, for example, the me-

thod of beginning a festival from the " Eve" of the pre-

ceding Day. The Synagogue-worship became transfigured;

but it did not part with one of its characteristic features.

Above all, the same three great Festivals were still retained

which declare " the rock whence we are hewn and the hole

of the pit whence we are digged :" only was it made a ques-

tion, a controversy rather, whether Easter should or should

not be celebrated witJi fJic Jens '^

But it is the faithful handing on to the Christian commu-

nity of the Ledionar)/ practice of the Synagogue to which the

reader's attention is now exclusively invited. That the Chris-

/tian Church inherited from the Jewish the practice of read-

, ing a first and a second Lesson in its public assemblies, is

' demonstrable. What the Synagogue practice was in the

( time of the Apostles is known from Acts xiii, 15, 27. Justin

'' Tar rSiv UpSiv diro(TT6\wv SiaSo^as,—nrc the Jlrst words of the Ecclesias-

tical History of EuBcbins.

' See the heading of 1 Cor. x. in our Authorized Version.

•* See Bingham's Origines, Book xx. di. v. §§ 2, 3, 4.
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Martyr, (a.d. 150) describes the Christian practice in his

time as precisely similar ^
: only that for " the Law/' there

is found to have been at once substituted " the Gospel." He
speaks of the writings of "the Apostles" and of "the Pro-

phets/' Chrysostom has the same expression (for the two

Lessons) in one of his Homilies ^ Cassian (a.d. 400) says that

in Egypt, after the Twelve Prayers at Yespers and at Matins,

two Lessons were read, one out of the Old Testament and

the other out of the New. But on Saturdays and Sundays,

and the fifty days of Pentecost, both Lessons were from the

New Testament,— one from the Epistles or the Acts of the

Apostles; the other, from the Gospels^. Our own actual

practice seems to bear a striking resemblance to that of the

Christian Church at the earliest period: for we hear of (1)

*' Moses and the Prophets," (which will have been the car-

rying on of the old synagogue-method, represented by our

first and second Lesson,)— (2) a lesson out of the " Epistles

or Acts," together with a lesson out of the " Gospels'^."

It is, in fact, universally received that the Eastern Church

has, from a period of even Apostolic antiquity, enjoyed a Lec-

tionary,—or established system of Scripture lessons,— of her

own. In its conception, this Lectionary is discovered to

have been fashioned (as was natural) upon the model of the

Lectionary of God's ancient people, the Jews : for it com-

mences, as theirs did, in the autumn, (in September *) ; and

* T^ Tov rjX'tov Xeyo/xevri Tj/xepa., iravruiv Kara Tr6\iLS ^ dypovs /xfvSvraii/ iirl rh

avrh avveAevcis yiferat, koI to, diroixv7]fji.oviVixara Tuf aTro(TT6\o>v, ^ to ffvyypdfj.-

fiara rwy irpo(p7]Tuv di'ttyivwoKerai, fifxpis iyxcipel. Then came the Sermon,

—

then, all stood and prayed,—then followed Holy Communion.

—

Apol, i. e. 67,

(ed. Otto, i. 158.)

' 6 ixaTT)u iVTavda elffeXOi)!', elire, tIs Trpo(p7)Tr)s, iroios airSffToKos rjfuu a'{]iiipov

SiiXix^V) 1^^^ '^^P' tIvcdv -j—^Opp. ix. p. 697 E. Field's text.)

K Cassian writes,—" Venerabilis Patrum senatus .... decrevit hunc nume-

rum [sc. duodecim Orationum] tarn in Vespertinis quam in Nocturnis conven-

ticulis custodirij quibus lectioues geminas adjungentes, id est, unam Veteris

et aham Novi Testament! .... In die vero Sabbati vel Doniinico utrasque

de Novo recitant Testamento ; id est, unam de Apostolo vel Actibus Apos-

tolorum, et aliara de Evangeliis. Quod etiam totis Quinquagesimae diebus

faciunt hi, quibus lectio curae est, sen memoria Scripturarum."

—

Instit. lib. ii.

c. 6. {ed. 1733, p. 18.)

k Constitutiones ApostoUcae, lib. ii. c. 57, 59 : v. 19: viii. 5.

' See Scrivener's Introduction, p. 74, and the reft', in note (k) overleaf.

O
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prescribes two immovable " Lections " for every Saturday (as

well as for every Sunday) in the year: differing chiefly in

this,—that the prominent place which had been hitherto as-

signed to "the Law and the Prophets''," was henceforth

enjoyed by the Gospels and the Apostolic writings. " Satur-

daj'-Sunday" lections

—

{aa^^aroKupcaKai, for so these Lec-

tions were called,)—retain their place in the "Synaxarium"
of the East to the present hour. It seems also a singular note

of antiquity that the Sabbath and the Sunday succeeding it

do as it were cohere, and bear one appellation ; so that the

week takes its name

—

not from the Sunday with which it

commences \ but—from the Sabbath-and-Sunday with which
it concludes. To mention only one out of a hundred minute

traits of identity which the public Service of the sanctuar}'-

retained :—Easter Eve, which from the earliest period to

this day has been called " /j.eya ad/3/3aTov ^," is discovered

to have borne the self-same appellation in the Church of the

Circumcision''.—If I do not enter more minutely into the

structure of the Oriental Lectionary,—(some Avill perhaps

think I have said too much, but the interest of the subject

ought to be a sufficient apology,)—it is because further de-

tails would be irrelevant to my present purpose; which is

only to call attention to the three following facts :

(I.) That the practice in the Christian Church of reading

publicly before the congregation certain fixed portions of

Holy Writ, according to an established and generally re-

ceived rule, must have existed from a period long anterior

to the date of any known Greek copy of the New Testament

Scriptures.

(11.) That although there happens to be extant neither

" Synaxarium," (i.e. Table of Proper Lessons of the Greek

^ English readers may be referred to Honie's Introduction, &c. (ed. 1856.)

vol. iii. p. 281-2. The learned re:ider is pirhaps awiire of the importance of

the preface to Van der Hooght's Hebreto Bible, (ed. 1705) § 35 : in connexion

with which, see vol. ii. p. 352 b.

' Thus, the KvpiaK-f) ttjj Tvpo<pdyov is " Qulnqnagcsima Sundny ;" but tite

week of " the cheese-cater" is the week previous.

'" See Suicer's Thesaurus, vol. ii. 020.

" "Apud Itabbinos, ^ilSH flStt^ Sabbathum Magnum. Sic vocatur Sab-

bathuni pro.\inunn ante Pascha."— Buxtorf, Lexicon Talmud, p. 2323.
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Church), nor " Evangelistarium/* (i.e. Book containing the

Ecclesiastical Lections in extenso), of higher antiquity than

the viii^^ century,—yet that the scheme itself, as exhibited

by those monuments,—certainly in every essential particu-

lar,—is older than any known Greek MS. which contains

it, by at least four, in fact by full Jive hundred years.

(III.) Lastly,— That in the said Lectionaries of the

Greek and of the Syrian Churches, the twelve concluding

verses of S. Mark which are the subject of discussion through-

out the present pages are observed invariably to occupy the

same singularly conspicuous, as well as most honourable

place.

I. The first of the foregoing propositions is an established

fact. It is at least quite certain that in the iv^'^ century (if not

long before) there existed a known Lectionary system, alike

in the Church of the East and of the "West. Cyril of Jeru-

salem (a.d. 348,) having to speak about our Lord's Ascen-

sion, remarks that by a providential coincidence, on the

previous day, which was Sunday, the event had formed the

subject of the appointed lessons °
; and that he had availed

himself of the occasion to discourse largely on the subject.

—

Chrysostom, preaching at Antioch, makes it plain that, in

" KaJ T) fiiv a,Ko\ovQia t^s SiSafficaAlas [cf. Cyril, p. 4, lines 16-7] rrjs iriVTewi

TrpoiTpeTreu etVeit' kuI ra irepl ttjs 'Ava\r]\f/ews' dW' 7} rod @eov X'^P'S cfiK0i>6iiri<re

ir\T)pi(rTara ae UKOvaai, Kara Ti]v rifieripav aaQiveiav, t^ X^*^ VfJi^fp'} Kara Trji/

KvpiaK-fju' Kar olKovo/niau ttjs deias x°-P^'^os, iv rrj '^ufd^fi ttjs tuu avayvcocr/xaTcov

aKo\ov6ias ra irepl ttjs eis ovpavovs av6^ov toD ScoTTjpos rifxwv TTipiex''^'^V^' eAe7eT0

Se TO, \ey6/j.fi^a, /xaAicTTo fiiu 5id Travras, Kal 8ia tJi tuiv incrrwv ofMov irXridos'

f^aipfTCiJS 5e Sid ere' fTjTeiTat Se el Trpoaeax^s to'is Aeyofj.4vots. OlSas yap Zti t]

aKoXovdia ttjs niVrccos SiBdaKfi (re iriffTeveiv els t6n 'ANA2TANTA T$ TPITH

HM^PA- KA! 'ANEAGONTA ElS TO^^ OTPANOT2, KAi KAOISANTA 'EK

AEHinN TOY nATPOS

—

/xdAicTTa fi.iu olv fjLVfifxoviViiv ae vopiilu ttjs e'lTj-yijcreajy.

jtA'Jjc iu -rrapaSpo/jifj Kal vvv inrofMiixvricrKa} tre twv elp-qp-ivwu. (Cyril. Hier. Cat.

xiv. c. 24. 0pp. p. 217 c, D.)—Of that Sermon of his, Cyril again and again

reminds his auditory. Mefivriao Se koI tSiv elprj/xevaiv fioi noWaKts Trepl rov, etc

Se^iwv Tov Uarphs Ko0ef6(T0ai Thv T'lbv,—he says, ibid. p. 219 B. A little lower

down, NCi' Se ii/xas xnrofxvrinreov oKiywv, twv eK iroWuiv etp-i]fj.ev(i}v irepj tov, eK

Se^icov TOV VlaTphs KaOe^eaOai tIv Tlou,—Ibid. D.

From this it becomes plain wJii/ Cyril noiohere quotes S. Mark xvi. 19,

—

or

S. Luke xxiv. 51,

—

or Acts i. 9. He must needs have enlarged upon those

three inevitable places of Scripture, the day before.

o 2
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the latter part of the iv*^ century, the order of the lessons

which were publicly read in the Church on Saturdays and

Sundays^ was familiarly known to the congregation : for he

invites them to sit down, and study attentively beforehand,

at home, the Sections {TrepiKoird^) of the Gospel which they

were about to hear in Church ''.—Augustine is express in

recording that in his time proper lessons were appointed for

Festival days ^ ; and that an innovation which he had at-

tempted on Good Friday had given general offence *.—Now
by these few notices, to look no further, it is rendered cer-

tain that a Lectionary system of some sort must have been

in existence at a period long anterior to the date of any copy

of the New Testament Scriptures extant. I shall shew

by-and-by that the fact is established by the Codices (B,

W, A, C, D) themselves.

But we may go back further yet ; for not only Eusebius,

but Origen and Clemens Alexaudrinus, by their habitual

use of the technical term for an Ecclesiastical Lection (ttc-

pLKOTTT], avdyvcocris, dvajvcoafxa,) remind us that the Lec-

tionary practice of the East was already established in

their days *.

II. The Oriental Lectionary consists of " Synaxarion"

and " Eclogadion," (or Tables of Proper Lessons from the

Gospels and Apostolic writings daily throughout the year
;)

p See above, p. 193 and p. 194.

i "ClffTe 5e (v/xadeaTfpof yevecrOai rhv \6yov, SeSneBa KOi napaKaXovjafu, Jfirtp

Kol iirl Twv &W<t>v ypacpuiv Ki-nroiriKajiiv, irpoXajx^dveiv, 'tt)v TrfpiKoir^v ttjs

ypaiprjs V &" /utAAco^uef f^r]f(7(T0ai. — In Mattli. Jlom.'x. {0pp. \i\.. 13 B.)

—

Kara fxiav ffa^fidroov, ^ Kol Kara adj30aToi', tt/i' jneWovffav if i'fxiv avayvii)a6-i)aea6ai

r(A>v evayyiXiuiv ir epiKoir^v, Tavrrju Trpb tovtodv tuv rifi.tpu>v fxtTo. ^^'P'^s Aa/i-

fidvajv fKUffTos oIkoi KaOrjfJ.evos wtxyiuoiaKiTw."— In Joann. Horn, ix, {0pp.

viii. 62 B.)

* It caused him (he says) to interrupt his teaching. " Sed quia nunc inter,

posita est sollemnitas sanctorum diernm, quibus certas ex Evangelio lectiones

oportet in Ecclesia recitari, quae ita sunt annuae ut aliac esse nou possint ; ordo

ille qucm susceperamus necessitate pauUuhun intcriuissus est, non amissus."

—

{0pp. vol. iii. P. ii. p. 825, Prol.)

' The place will be found quoted below, p. 202, note (o).

' See Snicer, (i. 247 and 9: ii. 673). He is much more full and satisfactory

than Scholz, whose remarks, nevertheless, deserve attention, {Nov. Test. vol. i,

Prolegg, p. xxxi.) Sec also above, p. 45, notes (r) and (s).
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together with " Menologion," (or Calendar of immovable

Festivals and Saints' Days.) That we are thoroughly ac-

quainted with all of these, as exhibited in Codices of the

viii^"^, ix**^ and x''^ centuries,— is a familiar fact; in illus-

tration of which it is enough to refer the reader to the

works cited at the foot of the page ". But it is no less cer-

tain that the scheme of Proper Lessons itself is of much
higher antiquity.

1. The proof of this, if it could only be established by an

induction of particular instances, would not only be very

tedious, but also very difficult indeed. It will be perceived,

on reflection, that even when the occasion of a Homily (sup-

pose) is actually recorded, the Scripture references which

it contains, apart from the Author's statement that what

he quotes had formed part of that day's Service, creates

scarcely so much as a presumption of the fact : while the

correspondence, however striking, between such references

to Scripture and the Lectionary as we have it, is of course

no proof whatever that we are so far in possession of the

Lectionary of the Patristic age. Nay, on famous Festivals,

" At the beginning of every volume of the first ed. of his Nov. Test. (Riga,

1788) Matthaei has laboriously edited the " Lectiones Ecclesiasticse " of the

Greek Church. See also his Appendices,—viz. vol. ii. pp. 272—318 and 322

—

363. His 2nd ed. (Wittenberg, 1803,) is distinguished by the valuable pecu-

liarity of indicating the Ecclesiastical sections throughout, in the manner of

an ancient MS. ; and that, with extraordinary fulness and accuracy. His 'S.vva-

^dpia (i. 723—68 and iii. 1—24) though not intelligible perhaps to ordinary

readers, are very important. He derived them from MSS. which he desig-

nates " B" and " H," but which are our " Evstt. 47 and 50,"—uncial Evange-

listaria of the viii"' century (See Scrivener's Introd. p. 214.)

Scholz, at the end of vol. i. of his N. T. p. 453—93, gives in full the " Sy-

naxarium " and " Menologium " of Codd. K .and M, (viii"* or ix"» century.)

See also his vol. ii. pp. 456—69. Unfortunately, (as Scrivener i-ecognises,

p. 110,) all here is carelessly done,—as usual with this Editor ; and therefore

to a great extent useless. His slovenliness is extraordinary. The " Gospels

of the Passion" (rCov a-yiwu iraQaov), he entitles juiv ayiaii/ iravToov (p. 472);

and so throughout.

Mr. Scrivener {Introduction, pp. 68—75,) has given by far the most in-

telligible account of this matter, by exhibiting in English the Lectionary of

the Eastern Church, (" gathered chiefly from Evangelist. Arund. 547, Parham

18, llarl. 5598, Burney 22, and Christ's Coll. Camb.") ; and supplying the re-

ferences to Scripture in the ordinary way. Sec, hj all means, his Lilroduc-

Hon, pp. 62—65 : also, pp. 211—225.
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the employment of certain passages of Scripture is, in

a manner, inevitable'^, and may on no account be pressed.

2. Thus, when Chrysostomy and when Epiphanius", preach-

ing on Ascension Bay, refer to Acts i. 10, 11,—we do not

feel ourselves warranted to press the coincidence of such

a quotation with the Liturgical section of the day.— So,

again, when Chrysostom preaches on Christmas Day, and

quotes from S. Matthew ii. 1, 2 =*
; or on Whitsunday, and

quotes from S. John vii. 38 and Acts ii. 3 and 13 ;—though

both places form part of the Liturgical sections for the day, no

^roo/ results therefrom that either chapter was actually used.

3. But we are not reduced to this method. It is dis-

covered that nearly three-fourths of Chrysostom's Homilies

on S. Matthew either begin at the first verse of a known

Ecclesiastical Lection; or else at the first ensuing verse after

the close of one. Thirteen of those Homilies in succession

(the 63rd to the 75th inclusive) begin with the first tvorcls of

as many known Lections. " Let us attend to this delightful

section {irepiKOTr/]) which we never cease turning to,"—are

the opening words of Chrysostom's 79th Homily, of which

"the text" is S. Matth. xxv. 31, i.e. the beo^inninfj of the

Gospel for Sexagesiraa Sunday.—C^a-il of Alexandria's (so

called) " Commentary on S. Luke" is nothing else but a

series of short Sermons, for the most part delivered on known

Ecclesiastical Lections ; which does not seem to have been as

3''et observed.—Augustine (a.d. 416) says expressly that he

had handled S. John's Gospel in precisely the same wa}' ^

—All this is significant in a high degree.

* Consider the following :

—

'Ej' tj? vf^^po^ rod aravpov to. irfpi tov aravpov

•navra avaytvcicTKOfiev. ev Ttjj <ro/8;8dry t(j5 ijieyd\ci> itaXiv, '6ti rrapfSoOri rjfxwv d

Kvpios, on ((TTavptidTi, uri atreda'e tI Kara adpKa, on iTa<pr\' Tiyos odv ev(Kfv Kal

Tas irpd^eis tS>v awoaTiKoov ov /usra rriv nii'rriKaa7)]v afayivuiaKO/xfv, ore koJ

eyivovTO, Kal apxh^ t^o-Sov

;

—Clirys. 0pp. iii. 8S.

Ag;iin :

—

tl yap TOTf iip^avro iroiflv to a-q/xua oi air6tTTo\ot, ijyovv /xera T7V

Kvpiov PvaffTaaiv, t6t( eSei Kal ro 0t8\iov avayivJiaKiaQai rovro. UiaTrep yap to

vepl TOV aravpov if rrj rmipa, aravpov ava')i.vu>aKOf.i.(u, Kal to iv rij dvaardati

6/j.otws, Kol rd 4v fKdarrj kopTrj yiyov6TJ. tt) avT^ ird\iv ai>ayivwaK0/j.(v, ovrwi

fSet Kal to davfj-ara rd dirotTToXtKa iv rals ijfJLfpais twv diroaToKiKon' arififiuv

avayivdaKeaBai.—Ibid. p. 89 D.

'' Opp. ii. 454 B, v>. ' 0pp. ii. 290 b. ' Oj/p. ii. 357 1;.

•• " Memiiiit sanctitas vestr.a Evangoliiun secnnduni .loaniiem v\ ordinc lec-

tioniiin Mos solcrc traclare." {<>J'P- iii. 1*. ii. 825 Prol.)
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4. I proceed, however, to adduce a few distinct proofs that

the existing Lectionary of the great Eastern Church,—as it

is exhibited by Matthaei, by Scholz, and by Scrivener from

MSS. of the viii*^ century,—and which is contained in Syriac

MSS. of the vi*^ and vii'^— must needs be in the main

a work of extraordinary antiquity. And if I do not begin

by insisting that at least one century more may be claimed

for it by a mere appeal to the IJierosolymitan Version, it is

only because I will never knowingly admit what may prove

to be untrustworthy materials "^ into my foundations.

(a) "Every one is aware," (says Chrysostora in a sermon

on our Saviour's Baptism, preached at Antioch, a.d. 387,)

" that this is called the Festival of the Epiphany. Two
manifestations are thereby intended: concerning both of

which you have heard this day S. Paul discourse in his Epistle

to Titus^" Then follows a quotation from ch. ii. 11 to 13,

—which proves to be the beginning of the lection for the

day in the Greek Menology. In the time of Chrysostom,

therefore, Titus ii. 11, 12, 13 formed part of one of the

Epiphany lessons,—as it does to this hour in the Eastern

Church. What is scarcely less interesting, it is also found

to have been part of the Epistle for the Epiphany in the

old Galilean Liturgy^, the affinities of which with the

East are well known.

{h) Epiphanius (speaking of the Feasts of the Church)

says, that at the Nativity, a Star shewed that the Word
had become incarnate : at the " Theophania" {our " Epi-

phany") John cried, "Behold the Lamb of God," &c., and

a Voice from Heaven proclaimed Him at His Baptism. Ac-

co7xlingly, S. Matth. ii. 1—12 is found to be the ancient

lection for Christmas Day: S. Mark i. 9—11 and S. Matth.

iii. 13—17 the lections for Epiphany. On the morrow, was

read S. John i. 29—34.

{c) In another of his Homilies, Chrysostom explains with

considerable emphasis the reason why the Book of the Acts

was read publicly in Church during the interval between

Easter and Pentecost; remarking, that it had been the

•= See Scrivener's Introduction, p. 246.

•^ Chrysostom 0pp. ii. 369 B, C.—Compare Sciivener, uhi supra, p. 75.

» Ed. Mabilloii, p. 116.
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liturgical arrangement of a yet earlier age ^—After such an

announcement, it becomes a very striking circumstance that

Augustine also (a.d. 412) should be found to bear witness to

the prevalence of the same liturgical arrangement in the

African Church ?. In the old Gallican Lectionary, as might

have been expected, the same rule is recognisable. It ought

to be needless to add that the same arrangement is observed

universally to prevail in the Lectionaries both of the East

and of the West to the present hour; although the fact

must have been lost sight of by the individuals who recently,

under pretence of " making some advantageous alterations

"

in our Lectionary, have constructed an entirely new one,

—vicious in principle and liable to the gravest objections

throughout,—whereby this link also which bound the Church

of England to the practice of Primitive Christendom, has

been unhappily broken ; this note of Catholicity also has

been effaced'^.

' 0pp. vol. Hi. p. 85 B: 88 A:— tIvo^ eveKep oi narepes rj/Jiwi' iv rfj irevrr]-

KOfTT'p rh ^i^Kiov Twu trpd^ewy avayivdaKeadai fvofioOeTriffav.—Tifos evtKev rh

$i0\iov ricv irp&^iaiv roov airo(rT6\aii> iv T<p Kaip^ t^s ttcj'tjjkoo't^s auay:i>(i-

CTKeTai.

K " Anniversaria sollemnitate post passionem Domini nostis ilium librum

recitari." 0pp. iii. (P. ii.) p. 337 G.

^ I desire to leave in this place the permanent record of my deliberate con-

viction that the Lectionary which, last year, was hurried with such indecent

haste through Convocation,—passed in a half-empty House by the casting vote

of the Px'olocutor,—and rudely pressed upon the Church's acceptance by the

Legislature in the course of its present session,—is the gravest calamity which

has befallen the Church of England for a long time past.

Let the history of this Lectionary be remembered.

Appointed (in 1867) for an eniireli/ different purpose, (viz. the Ornaments

and Vestments question,) 29 Commissioners (14 Clerical and 15 Lay) found

themselves further instructed " to suggest and report ivhether any and what

alterations and amendments may he advantageously made in the selection of

Lessons to be read at the time of Divine Service."

Thereupon, these individuals,—(the Liturgical attainments of nine-tenths

of whom it would be unbecoming in such an one as myself to characterise

truthfully,)—at once imposed upon themselves the duty of inventing an en-

tirely veto Lectionary for the Church of England.

So to mutilate tlie Word of CtOD that it shall henceforth be quite impossible

to understand a single Bible story, or discover the sequence of a single con-

nected portion of narrative,—seems to h:ive been the guidiug principle of their

deliberations. With reckless eclecticism,—entire forgetfulness of the retpiire-

nients of tlie poor brother,—strange disregard for Catholic Tradition and the
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{(V) The purely arbitrary arrangement, (as Mr. Scrivener

phrases it), by which the Book of Genesis, instead of the

Gospel, is appointed to be read ^ on the week days of Lent,

is discovered to have been fully recognised in the time of

Chrysostom. Accordingly, the two series of Homilies on

the Book of Genesis which that Father preached, he preached

in Lent ^,

{e) It will be seen in the next chapter that it was from

a very remote period the practice of the Eastern Church

to introduce into the lesson for Thursday in Holy-week,

S. Luke's account (ch. xxii. 43, 44) of our Lord's " Agony
and bloody Sweat," immediately after 8. Matth. xxvi. 39.

That is, no doubt, the reason why Chrysostom,—who has

been suspected, (I think unreasonably,) of employing an

Evangelistarium instead of a copy of the Gospels in the

preparation of his Homilies, is observed to quote those same

two verses in that very place in his Homily on S. Matthew^;

which shews that the Lectionary system of the Eastern ,

Church in this respect is at least as old as the iv*^ century. /

(/) The same two verses used to be left out on the Tuesday

after Sexagesima (t^^ 7 rrjs Tvpo(pdyov) for which day S.Luke

xxii. 39—xxiii. 1, is the appointed lection. And this ex-

plains why Cyril (a.d. 425) in his Homilies on S. Luke,

passes them by in silence ™.

But we can carry back the witness to the Lectionary prac-

tice of omitting these verses, at least a hundred years ; for

cl.iims of immemorial antiquity;—these Commissioners, (evidently unconscious

o( their own unfitness for their self-imposed task,) have given us a Lectionary

which will recommend itself to none but the lovers of novelty,—the impatient,

—and the enemies of Divine Truth.

That the blame, the guilt lies at the door of our Bishops, is certain; but

the Church has no one but herself to thank for the injury which has been thus

deliberately inflicted upon her. She has suflered herself to be robbed of her

ancient birthright without resistance ; without remonstrance ; without (in her

corjxjrate capacity) so much as a word of audible dissatisfaction. Can it be

right in this way to defraud those who are to come after us of their lawful in-

heritance ? . . . I am amazed and grieved beyond measure at what is taking

place. At least, (as on other occasions,) liberavi animam meatn.

' A trace of this remains in the old Galilean Liturgy,—pp. 137-8.

^ Bingham, Xiv. iii. 3. ' Opp. vol. vii. p. 791 B.

'" See Dean Payne Smith's Translation, p. 863.
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Cod. B, (evidently for that same reason,) also omits them,

as was stated above, in p. 79. They are wanting also in the

Thebaic version, which is of the iii"""^ century.

[g) It will be found suggested in the next chapter (page

218) that the piercing of our Lord's side, (S. John xix. 34),

—thrust into Codd. B and H immediately after S. Matth,

xxvii. 49,—is probably indebted for its place in those two

MSS. to the Eastern Lectionary practice. If this sugges-

tion be well founded, a fresh proof is obtained that the Lec-

tionary of the East was fully established in the beginning

of the iv^"^ century. But see Appendix (H).

(Ji) It is a remarkable note of the antiquity of that

Oriental Lectionary system with which we are acquainted,

that S. Matthew's account of the Passion (ch. xxvii. 1—61,)

should be there appointed to be read alone on the evening

of Good Friday. Chrysostom clearly alludes to this prac-

tice ° ; which Augustine expressly states was also the prac-

tice in his own day ", Traces of the same method are

discoverable in the old Gallican Lectionary p.

{() Epiphanius, (or the namesake of his who was the

author of a well-known Homily on Palm Sunday,) remarks

that "yesterday" had been read the history of the rising

of Lazarus ^. Now S. John xi. 1—45 is the lection for the

antecedent Sabbath, in all the Lectionaries.

(/i) In conclusion, I may be allowed so far to anticipate

what will be found fully established in the next chapter, as

to point out here that since in countless places the text of

our oldest Evangelia as well as the readings of the primi-

tive Fathers exhibit unmistakable traces of the corrupting

influence of the Lectionary practice, that very fact becomes

irrefragable evidence of the antiquity of the Lectionary

which is the occasion of it. Not only must it be more

" Kara, rrfv fji(ya\7]v tov Tldax'^ kairipav raura iravra awayii'uxTKfTai.—Chrys.

0pp. vii. 818 c.

" " Passio iintem, quia uiio die Icjiitur, iion solet legi nisi secundum Mut-

thajutn. Volueram alicjuando ut per siugulos annos secundum onincs Evange-

listas etiani I'assio Icgeretur. Facluni est. Non audierunt homines quod con-

sufverant, ct porturbati sunt."

—

0]>p. vol. v. p. 980 E.

I' JlcI. JIal.illon, pp. l."30-5. 'i llp'pli. (>j>p. ii. 152-3.
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ancient than Cod. B or Cod. s, (which are referred to the

beginning of the iv^^ century), but it must be older than

Origen in the iii''^ century, or the Vetus Itala and the Syriac

in the ii"*^. And thus it is demonstrated, (1st) That fixed

Lessons were read in the Churches of the East in the im-

mediately post-Apostolic age; and (2ndly) That, wherever

we are able to test it, the Lectionary of that remote period

corresponded with the Lectionary which has come down to

us in documents of the vi^'' and vii*^ century, and was in

fact constructed in precisely the same w^y.

I am content in fact to dismiss the preceding instances

with this general remark :—that a System which is found

to have been fully recognised throughout the East and
throughout the West in the beginning of the fourth century,

must of necessity have been established very long before. It is

as when we read of three British Bishops attending the

Council at Aries, a.d. 314. The Church (we say) which

could send out those three Bishops must have been fully

organized at a greatly antecedent period.

4. Let us attend, however, to the great Festivals of the

Church, These are declared by Chrysostom (in a Homily

delivered at Antioch 20 Dec. a.d. 386) to be the five follow-

ing:— (1) Nativity: (2) the Theophania : (3) Pascha : (4)

Ascension : (5) Pentecost ''. Epiphanius, his contemporary,

(Bishop of Constantia in the island of Cyprus,) makes the

same enumeration % in a Homily on the Ascension*^. In

the Apostolical Constitutions, the same five Festivals are

enumerated". Let me state a few Liturgical facts in con-

nexion with each of these.

' Clirys. 0pp. i. 497 c. ' Epiph. 0pp. ii. 285-6.

' The learned reader will be delighted and instructed too hy the perusal of

boMi passages. Ch'ysistom declares that Christmas-Day is the greatest

of Festivals; since all the others are but consequences of the Incarnation.

Epiphanius remarks with truth that Ascension-Day is the crowning so-

lemnity of all : being to the others what a beautiful head is to the human boily.

" Condi. Apostt. lib. viii. c. 33. After the week of the Passion and the

week of (1) the Resurrection,— (2) Ascension-Day is mentioned;—(3) Pente-

cost;—(4) Nativity;—(5) Epiphany. [Note this clear indication that this

viii'*" Book of the Constitutions was written or interpolated at a subsequent

date to ihat commonly assigned to ihe work.]

/
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It is plain that the preceding enumeration could not have

been made at any earlier period : for the Epiphany of our

Saviour and His Nativity were originally but one Festival y.

Moreover, the circumstances are well known under which.

Chrysostom (a.d. 386) announced to his Eastern auditory

that in conformity with what had been correctly ascertained

at Rome, the ancient Festival was henceforth to be disin-

tegrated '. But this is not material to the present inquiry.

We know that, as a matter of fact, "the Ej)iphanies" (for

TO, Im^avla is the name of the Festival) became in. con-

sequence distributed over Dec. 25 and Jan. 5 : our Lord's

Baptism being the event chiefly commemorated on the latter

anniversary %—which used to be chiefly observed in honour

of His Birth *".—Concerning the Lessons for Passion-tide and

Easter, as weW as concerning those for the Nativity and Epi-

phany, something has been offered already; to which may
be added that Hesychius, in the opening sentences of that

" Homily" which has already engaged so much of our atten-

tion ^, testifies that the conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel was

in his days, as it has been ever since, one of the lections for

Easter. He begins by saying that the Evangelical narratives

of the Resurrection were read on the Sunday night ; and

proceeds to reconcile S. Mark's with the rest.—Chrysostom

once and again adverts to the practice of discontinuing the

reading of the Acts after Pentecost '\—which is observed to

be also the method of the Lection aries.

III. I speak separately of the Festival of the Ascension,

for an obvious reason. It ranked, as we have seen, in the

estimation of Primitive Christendom, with the greatest Fes-

tivals of the Church. Augustine, in a well-known passage,

hints that it may have been of Apostolical origin^ ; so ex-

y Bingham's Origines, B. xx. c. iv. § 2.

' Chrjs. 0pp. ii. 355. (See the Monilum, p. 352.)

» Chrys. 0pp. ii. 369 D. ^ Epiphaniup, Adv. Ilaer. Li, c. xvi.

(0pp. i. 439 A.) •" Sec above, pp. 58-9 aiul G7.

^ 0pp. iii. 102 B. See Bingham on this entire suhjeet,

—

b. xiv, c. iii.

' " Ilia quae non scripta, sed trailita custodiuius, quae quidoni toto terrarum

orbe observantur, datur intolligi vel ah ii)sis Apostolis, vol pleiiaiiis Conciliis

quorum in Ei'cle.sia saluherrinia authoritas, commcndata atcpic statuta reti-

iicri. Sicnt quod Domini Passio, et Kesurroclio, et Asccnsio iu ca'lis, ut Advcn-
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ceedingly remote was its institution accounted in the days of

the great African Father, as well as so entirely forgotten by
that time was its first beginning. I have to shew that in

the Great Oriental Lectionary (whether of the Greek or of

the Syrian Church) the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's

Gospel occupy a conspicuous as well as a most honourable

place. And this is easily done : for,

{a) The Lesson for Matins on Ascension-Day in the East,

in the oldest documents to which we have access, consisted

(as now it does) of the last Twelve Verses,—neiihev more nor

less,—of S.Mark's Gospel. At the Liturgy on Ascension was

read S.Luke xxiv. 36—53 : but at Matins, S.Mark xvi. 9—20.

The witness of the " Synaxaria" is constant to this effect.

{h) The same lection precisely was adopted among the

Syrians by the Melchite Churches^,— (the part}^ viz. which

maintained the decrees of the Council of Chalcedon): and it

is found appointed also in the " Evangeliarium Hierosolymi-

tanum^." In the Evangelistarium used in the Jacobite, (i.e.

the Monophysite) Churches of Syria, a striking difference

of arrangement is discoverable. While S. Luke xxiv. 36

—

53 was read at Vespers and at Matins on Ascension Day,

the last seven verses of S. Mark's Gospel (ch. xvi. 14—20)

were read at the Liturgy ^. Strange, that the self-same Gos-

pel should have been adopted at a remote age by some of

the Churches of the West ^, and should survive in our own
Book of Common Prayer to this hour !

(c) But S. Mark xvi. 9—20 was not only appointed by the

Greek Church to be read upon Ascension Day. Those same

twelve verses constitute the third of the xi " Matin Gospels

of the Resurrection," which were universally held in high

tus de cceIo Spirihis Sancti anniversaria soUemnitate celebraiitur."

—

Ej). ad

Januariuin,
( 0pp. ii. 124 B, c).

' " Lect. fer. quint., quae etiam Festum Adscensionis DnI in caelos, ad mat.

eadem ac lect. tert. Resurrect. ; in Euchar. lect. sext. Resurrect."—But " Lect.

7 Resurrectionis" is " Marc. xvi. 9—20 :" "Lect. g," " Luc. xxiv. 36—53."
—See Dean Payne Smith's Catalogus Codd. Syrr. (1864) pp. 116, 127.

e See above, p. 34, note (e). '' R. Payne Smith's Catal. p. 148.

' Hieronymi Comes, {ed. Pamel. ii. 31.)—But it is not the Gallican. {ed.

Mabillon, p. 155.) ... It strikes me as just possible that a clue may be in this

way supplied to the singular phenomenon noted above at p. 118, line 22-8.
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esteem by the Eastern Churches (Greek and Sj'rian''), and

were read successively on Sundays at Matins throughout the

year ; as well as daily throughout Easter week.

(d) A rubricated copy of S. Mark's Gospel in Syriac*, cer-

tainly older than a.d. 583, attests that S. Mark xvi. 9—20 was

the " Lection for the great First Day of the week," (fxeydXT)

KvpiaKY], i.e. Easter Day). Other copies almost as ancient f

add that it was used " at the end of the Service at the dawn."

(e) Further, these same " Twelve Yerses" constituted the

Lesson at Matins for the 2nd Sundaij after Easter,—a Sunday

which by the Greeks is called KvpiaKi] tmv /ubupocpopoov, but

with the Syrians bore the names of " Joseph and Nicode-

mus^" So also in the " Evangeliarium Hierosolymitanum."

(/) Next, in the Monophysite Churches of Syria, S. Mark
xvi. 9—18 (or 9—20'") was also read at Matins on Easter-

Tuesday^. In the Gallican Church, the third lection for

Easter-Monday extended from S. Mark xv. 47 to xvi. 11 : for

Easter- Tuesday, from. xvi. 12 to the end of the Gospel °.

Augustine says that in Africa also these concluding verses

of S. Mark's Gospel used to be publicly read at Easter tide p.

The same verses (beginning with ver. 9) are indicated in the

oldest extant Lectionary of the Roman Church "J.

{(j) Lastly, it may be stated that S. Mark xvi. 9— 20 was

with the Greeks the Gospel for the Festival of S. Mary
Magdalene (97 iMvpoj>6pos), July 22''.

'' Eua77eA.io avacrraffifxa eoDdivd. See Scrivener's Introduction, p. 72, and

R. P. Smith's Catal. p. 127. See by all means, Suicer's Thes. Eccl. i. 1229.

• Dr. Wright's Catal. p. 70, N°. ox. (Addit. 14,464 : fol. 61 b.)

t Ibid. N°. Lxx {fol. 92 b), and lxxii (fol. 87 b).

' " Quae titulo Josephi et Nicodumi insignitur." (R. Piiync Smith's Catal.

p. 116.)— In the "Synaxariuni" of Matthaei {Nov. T^MSOS, i. p. 731) it

is styled K. tSiv jx. koI 'Ico(T7)<^ tov ^ikuIov. ™ Adler's N. T. Verss. Syrr. p. 71.

' Dean Payne Smith's Catal. p. 116. ° Ed. IMabillon, pp. 144-5.

P " Resurrectio Domini nostri I. C. ex more Icgitur his diebus [Paschalibus]

ex omnibus libris sancti Evangelii." {0pp. v. 977 c)—"Quoniam hoc moris est

.... Marci Evangelium est quod modo, cum legeretur, audivimus." " Quid

ergo audivimus Marcum dicentem ?" And he subjoins a quotation from

S. M.irk xvi. 12.—Ibid. 997 F, 998 B. i Hieron. Comes {ed. Pamcl. ii. 27.)

So Scrivener's Introduction, p. 75.—Little stress, however, is to be laid on

Saint's Day lessons. In Matthaei's " Menologium" {Nov. Test. 180.3, i. p. 765),

I find that S. Luke viii. 1—4, or else S. John xx. 11—18 was the appointed

Lection. See his note C') at p. 750.
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He knows wondrous little about this department of Sacred

Science who can require to be informed that such a weight

of public testimony as this to the last Twelve Yerses of

a Gospel is simply overwhelming. The single discovery

that in the age of Augustine [385—430] this portion of

S. Mark's Gospel was unquestionably read at Easter in the

Churches of Africa, added to the express testimony of the

Author of the 2nd Homily on the Resurrection, and of the

oldest Syriac MSS., that they were also read by the Orientals

at Easter in the public services of the Church, must be held

to be in a manner decisive of the question.

Let the evidence, then, which is borne by Ecclesiastical

usage to the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9—20, be summed
up, and the entire case caused again to pass under review.

(1.) Tliat Lessons from the New Testament were publicly

read in the assemblies of the faithful according to a definite

scheme, and on an established system, at least as early as the

fourth century,—has been shewn to be a plain historical

fact. Cyril, at Jerusalem,—(and by implication, his name-

sake at Alexandria,)—Chrysostom, at Antioch and at Constan-

tinople,—Augustine, in Africa,— all four expressly witness

to the circumstance. In other words, there is found to have

been at least at that time fully established throughout the

Churches of Christendom a Lectionary, which seems to have

been essentially one and the same in the West® and in the

East. That it must have been of even Apostolic antiquity

may be inferred from several considerations. But that it

dates its beginning from a period anterior to the age of

' Note, (in addition to all that lias gone before,) that the Festivals are

actually designated by their Greek names in the earliest Lutin Service Books :

not only " Theophania," " Epipliania," "Pascha," " Penteco'stes," (the second,

third and fourth of which appellations survive in the Church of the West, in me-

moriam, to the present hour ;) but " Hypapante," which was the title bestowed

by the Orientals in the time of Justinian, on Candlemas Day, (our Feast of the

Purification, or Presentation of Christ in the Temple-,) from the "Meeting"

of Symeou on that occasion. Friday, or TrapaaKivT], was called " Parasceve" in

the West. (Mab. Lit. Gall. p. 129.) So entire was the sympathy of the East

with the West in such matters in very early times, that when Rome decided to

celebrate the Nativity on the 25th December, Chrysostom (as we have been

reminded) publicly announced the fact at Constantinople ; and it was deter-

mined that in this matter East and West would walk by the same rule.



208 Documents alone fail us in this Inquiry. [chap.

Eusehius,—which is the age of Codices B and s,— at least

admits of no controversy.

(2.) Next,—Documents of the vi*^ century put us in pos-

session of the great Oriental Lectionary as it is found at

that time to have universally prevailed throughout the vast

unchanging East. In other words, several of the actual

Service Books, in Greek and in Syriac^ have survived the

accidents of full a thousand years : and rubricated copies

of the Grospels carry us back three centuries further. The

entire agreement which is observed to prevail among these

several documents,—added to the fact that when tested by

the allusions incidentally made by Greek Fathers of the iv^^

century to what was the Ecclesiastical practice of their own
time, there are found to emerge countless as well as highly

significant notes of correspondence,—warrants us in believ-

ing, (in the absence of testimony of any sort to the con-

trary,) that the Lectionary we speak of differs in no es-

sential respect from that system of Lections with which

the Church of the iv^^ century was universally acquainted.

Nothing scarcely is more forcibly impressed upon us in

the course of the present inquiry than the fact, that docu-

ments alone are wanting to make that altogether demon-

strable which, in default of such evidence, must remain

a matter of inevitable inference only. The forms we are

pursuing at last disappear from our sight : but it is only the

mist of the early morning which shrouds them. We still

hear their voices : still track their footsteps : know that

others still see them, although we ourselves see them no

longer. "We are sure that there they still are. Moreover they

may yet reappear at any moment. Thus, there exist Syriac

MSS. of the Gospels of the vii*'^ and even of the vi*'* century,

in which the Lessons are rubricated in the text or on the

margin. A Syriac MS. (of part of the Old T.) is actually

dated a.d. 464". Should an Evangelium of similar date

' From ProfessorWright's Catalogue of Syriac MSS. in the British Museum
(1870) it appears that the oldest Jacobite Lectionary is dated a.d. 824 ; the

oUlest Ncstorian, a.d. 862 ; the oldest Malkite, a.d. 1023. The respective

numbers of the MSS. are 14,485 ; 14,492 ; and 14,488.—See his Catalogue,

Part I. pp. 140, 178, 194.

" It is exhibited in the same glass-case with tlie Cod. Ale.xandriuus (A.)
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ever come to light of which the rubrication was evidently by

the original Scribe, the evidence of the Lectionaries would

at once be carried back full three hundred years.

But in fact we stand in need of no such testimony. Ac-

ceptable as it would be, it is plain that it would add no

strength to the argument whatever. We are already able

to plant our footsteps securely in the iv'^ and even in the

iii'"'^. century. It is not enough to insist that inasmuch as

the Liturgical method of Christendom was at least fully

established in the East and in the West at the close of the

iv*'* century, it therefore must have had its beginning at

a far remoter period. Our two oldest Codices (B and s)

bear witness throughout to the corrupting influence of a sys-

tem which was evidently in full operation before the time

of Eusebius. And even this is not all. The readings in

Origen, and of the earliest versions of the Gospel, (the old

Latin, the Syriac, the Egyptian versions,) carry back our

evidence on this subject unmistakably to the age immediately

succeeding that of the Apostles. This will be found established

in the course of the ensuing Chapter.

Beginning our survey of the problem at the opposite end,

we arrive at the same result ; with even a deepened con-

viction that in its essential structure, the Lectionary of

the Eastern Church must be of truly primitive antiquity :

indeed that many of its leading provisions must date back

almost,—nay quite,—to the Apostolic age. From whichever

side we approach this question,—whatever test we are able

to apply to our premisses,—our conclusion remains still the

very same.

(3.) Into this Lectionary then,— so universal in its extent,

so consistent in its witness, so Apostolic in its antiquity,

—" the Last Twelve Yerses of the Gospel according to

S.Mark" from the very first are found to have won for

themselves not only an entrance, a lodgment, an established

place ; but, the place of highest honour,—an audience on two

of the Church's chiefest Festivals.

The circumstance is far too important, far too significant

to be passed by without a few words of comment.

For it is not here, (be it carefidl)'^ observed,) as when

p
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we appeal to some Patristic citation, that the recognition of

a phrase, or a verse, or a couple of verses, must be accepted

as a proof that the same ancient Father recognised the

context also in which those words are found. Not so. All

the Twelve Verses in dispute are found in every knouii copy

of the venerable Lectionary of the East. Those same Twelve

Verses,—neither more nor less,

—

are observed to constitute

one integral Lection.

But even this is not all. The most important fact seems

to be that to these Verses has been assigned a place of the

highest possible distinction. It is found that, from the very

first, S. Mark xvi. 9—20 has been everywhere, and by all

branches of the Church Catholic, claimed for tico of the

Church's greatest Festivals,—Easter and Ascension. A more

weighty or a more significant circumstance can scarcely be

i imagined. To suppose that a portion of Scripture singled

! out for such extraordinary honour by the Church universal

\ is a spurious addition to the Gospel, is purely irrational ; is

simply monstrous. No unauthorized " fragment," however

"remarkable," could by possibility have so established itself

in the regards of the East and of the West, from the very

first. No suspected " addition, placed here in very early

times," Avould have been tolerated in the Church's solemn

public Service six or seven times a-year. No. It is impos-

sible. Had it been one short clause which we were invited

to surrender: a verse: two verses: even three or four:

—

the plea being that (as in the case of the celebrated pcrivopa

de adultera) the Lectionaries knew nothing of them :—the

case would have been entirely different. But for any one

to seek to persuade us that these Twelve Verses, which

exactly constitute one of the Church's most famous Lections,

are every one of them spurious :—that the fatal taint begins

with the first verse, and only ends with the last :

—

this is

a demand on our simplicity which, in a less solemn subject,

would only provoke a smile. We are constrained to testify

astonishment and even some measure of concern. Have the

Critics then, (supposing them to be familiar with the evi-

dence which has now been set forth so m\ich in detail ;)

—

Have the Critics then, (we ask) uttcrlv taken leave of their
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senses ? or do they really suppose that we have taken leave

of ours ?

It is time to close this discussion. It was declared at the

outset that the witness of the Lectionaries to the genuine-

ness of these Verses, though it has been generally overlooked,

is the most important of any : admitting, as it does, of no

evasion : being simply, as it is, decisive. I have now fully

explained the grounds of that assertion. I have set the

Verses, which I undertook to vindicate and establish, on

a basis from which it will be found impossible any more

to dislodge them. Whatever Griesbach, and Tischendorf,

and Tregelles, and the rest, may think about the matter,

—

the Holy Eastern Church in her corporate capacitj'-, has

never been of their opinion, T/te// may doubt. The anfe-

Nicene Fathers at least never doubted. If " the last Twelve

Verses" of. S.Mark were deservedly omitted from certain

Copies of his Gospel in the iv**^ century, utterly incredible

is it that these same Twelve Verses should have been dis-

seminated, by their authority, throughout Christendom ;

—

read, by their command, in all the Churches;—selected, by

their collective judgment, from the whole body of Scripture

for the special honour of being listened to once and again

at Easter time, as well as on Ascension-Day.

p2



CHAPTER XL
THE OMISSION OF THESE TWELVE VERSES IN CERTAIN

ANCIENT COPIES OF THE GOSPELS, EXPLAINED AND
ACCOUNTED FOR.

The Text of our five oldest Uncials proved, ly an induction of in-

stances, to have stiffered depravation throughout ly the operation of

the ancient Lectionary system of the Church (p. 217).— The omis-

sion of S. Marie's ^^ last Twelve Verses,''^ {constituting an integral

Ecclesiastical Lection,) sheum to he probably only one more example

of the same depraving influence (p. 224).

This solution of the problem corroborated by the language of Eusebius

and of Hesychius (p. 232) ; as well as favoured by the " Western''^

order of the Gospels (p. 239).

I AM mucli mistaken if the suggestion which I am about

to oflfer has not already presented itself to every reader of

ordinary intelligence who has taken the trouble to follow

the course of m}^ argument thus far with attention. It re-

quires no acuteuess whatever,—it is, as it seems to me, the

merest instinct of mother-wit,—on reaching the present

stage of the discussion, to debate with oneself somewhat as

follows :

—

1. So then, the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's Gospel

were anciently often observed to be missing from the copies.

Eusebius expressly says so. I observe that l)e nowhere says

that their (jemdneness was anciently suftpcctcd. As for him-

self, his elaborate discussion of their contents convinces me
that individually, he regarded them with favour. The mere

fact,— (it is best to keep to his actual statement,)—that

"the entire passage"'' was "not met with in all the copies,"

is the sum of his evidence : and two Greek manuscripts, yet

extant, supposed to be of the iv*'' century (Codd. B and s),

mutilated in this precise way, testify to the truth of his

statement.

2. But then it is found that these self-same Twelve Verses,

—neither more nor less,—anciently constituted rni integral

" The reader is recjTics'pd to refer back to p. 45, and the note tlicrc.—The

nctual words of Eusebius are given in Apjiendix (B).
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Ecclesiastical Lection; whicli lection,—inasmucli as it is found

to have established itself in every part of Christendom at

the earliest period to which liturgical evidence reaches back,

and to have been assigned from the very first to two of the

chiefest Church Festivals,—must needs be a lection of almost

Apostolic antiquity. Eusebius, I observe, (see p. 45), desig-

nates the portion of Scripture in dispute by its technical

name,

—

Ke^dXaiov or irepiKoin]
;

(for so an Ecclesiastical lec-

tion was anciently called). Here then is a rare coincidence

indeed. It is in fact simply unique. Surely, I may add

that it is in the highest degree suggestive also. It inevitably

provokes the inquiry,—Must not these two facts be not only

connected, but even interdependent ? Will not the omission

of the Twelve concluding Verses of S. Mark from certain

ancient copies of his Gospel, have been in some way occa-

sioned by the.fact that those same twelve verses constituted an

integral Church Lection ? How is it possible to avoid sus-

pecting that the phenomenon to which Eusebius invites

attention, (viz. that certain copies of S.Mark's Gospel in very

ancient times had been mutilated from the end of the 8th

verse onwards,) ought to be capable of illustration,—will

have in fact to he explained, and in a word accounted for,—
by the circumstance that at the 8th verse of S. Mark's xvi**^

chapter, one ancient Lection came to an end, and another

ancient Lection began ?

Somewhat thus, (I venture to think,) must every unpre-

judiced Reader of intelligence hold parley with himself on

reaching the close of the preceding chapter. I need hardly

add that I am thoroughly convinced he would be reasoning

rightly. I am going to shew that the Lectionary practice

of the ancient Church does indeed furnish a sufficient clue

for the unravelment of this now famous problem : in other

words, enables us satisfactorily to account for the omission

of these Twelve Verses from ancient copies of the collected

Gospels. But I mean to do more. I propose to make my
appeal to documents which shall be observed to bear no

faltering witness in my favour. More j^et. I propose that

Eusebius himself, the chief author of all this trouble, shall

be brought back into Court and invited to resyllable his
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Evidence ; and I am much mistaken if even ho will not be

observed to let fall a hint that we have at last got on the

right scent;— have accurately divined how this mistake

took its first beginning ;—and, (what is not least to the

purpose,) have correctly apprehended what was his own real

meaning in what he himself has said.

The proposed solution of the difficulty,—if not the evi-

dence on which it immediately rests,—might no doubt be

exhibited within exceedingly narrow limits. Set down
abruptly, however, its weight and value would inevitably

fail to be recognised, even by those who already enjoy some

familiarity with these studies. Very few of the considera-

tions which I shall have to' rehearse are in fact unknown
to Critics : yet is it evident that their bearing on the pro-

blem before us has hitherto altogether escaped their notice.

Oa the other hand, by one entirely a novice to this depart-

ment of sacred Science, I could scarcely hope to be so much
as understood. Let me be allowed, therefore, to preface what

I have to sa}'^ with a few explanatory details which I pro-

mise shall not be tedious, and which I trust will not be

found altogether without interest either. If they are any-

where else to be met with, it is my misfortune, not my fault,

that I have been hitherto unsuccessful in discovering the place.

I. From the earliest ages of the Church, (as I shewed

at page 192-5,) it has been customary to read certain

definite portions of Holy Scripture, determined by Eccle-

siastical authority, publicly before the Congregation. In

process of time, as was natural, the sections so required for

public use were collected into separate volumes : Lections

from the Gospels being written out in a Book which was

called '' Evangelistarium," {evayjeXia-rdpiou,)—from the Acts

and Epistles, in a book called " Praxapostolns" {irpa^aTro-

aroXos). These Lectionary-books, both Greek and Syriuc,

are yet extant in great numbers ^, and (I may remark in

•^ See the enumeration of Greek Service-Books in Serivoner's Introduction,

&c. pp. 211—25. For the Syriac Lectionaries, see Dean Payne Smith's Cata-

logue, (1864) pp. 114-29-31-4-5-8: also Professor Wright's Catalogue, (1870)

jip. 146 to 203.—I avail myself of this opportunity to thank both those learned

Scholars for their valimhlo assistance, always most obligingly rendered.
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passing) deserve a far greater amount of attention than has

hitherto been bestowed upon them *=.

When the Lectionary first took the form of a separate

book, has not been ascertained. That no copy is known to

exist (whether in Greek or in Syriac) older than the viii^^

centurj'', proves nothing. Codices in daily use, (like the

Bibles used in our Churches,) must of necessity have been

of exceptionally brief duration ; and Lectionaries, more even

than Biblical MSS. were liable to injury and decay.

II. But it is to be observed,—(and to explain this, is much
more to my present purpose,)—that besides transcribing the

Ecclesiastical lections into separate books, it became the

practice at a very early period to adapt copies of the Gospeh

to lectionary purposes. I suspect that this practice began in

the Churches of Syria ; for Syriac copies of the Gospels {at \

least of the vii*^ century) abound, which have the Lections /

more or less systematically rubricated in the Texf^. There '

is in the British Museum a copy of S. Mark's Gospel ac-

cording to the Peshito version, certainly written previous to

A.B. 583, which has at least five or six rubrics so inserted

by the original scribe*^. As a rule, in all later cursive Greek

MSS., (I mean those of the xii*"^ to the xv**" century,) the

Ecclesiastical lections are indicated throughout : while either

at the summit, or else at the foot of the page, the formula

with which the Lection was to be introduced is elaborately

inserted
;
prefaced probably by a rubricated statement (not

always very easy to decipher) of the occasion when the en-

suing portion of Scripture was to be read. The ancients, to

a far greater extent than ourselves ^, were accustomed,

—

' " Evangelistarioriim codices Uteris uneialibus scripti nondum sic ut decet

in usum criticum conversi sunt." Tischendorf, quoted by Scrivener, [_IntrO'

duction to Cod. Augiensls,—80 pages which have been separately published

and are well deserving of study,—p. 48,] who adds,—" I cannot even conjec-

ture why an Evangelistarium should be thought of less value than another

MS. of the same age."—See also Scrivener's Introduction, &c. p. 211.

<» e.g. Addit. MSS. 12,141 : 14,449 : 14,450-2-4-5-6-7-8 : 14,461-3 : 17,113-

4.5-6 ._( — 15 Codd. in all :) from p. 45 to p. 66 of Professor Wright's

Catalogue.

e Addit. MS. 14,464. (See Dr. Wright's Catalogue, p. 70.)

f Add to the eight examples adduced by Mr. Scrivener from our Bjok

of C. P., (Introduction, p. 11), the following :— Gospels for Quinquagesima,
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(in fact, they made it a rule,)—to prefix unauthorized for-

mulae to their public Lections ; and these are sometimes found

to have established themselves so firmly, that at last they

became as it were ineradicable ; and later copyists of the

fourfold Gospel are observed to introduce them unsuspi-

ciously into the inspired text^. All that belongs to this

subject deserves particular attention ; because it is i*/^/^ which

explains not a few of the perturbations (so to express one-

self) which the text of the New Testament has experienced.

We are made to understand how, what was originally in-

tended only as a liturgical note, became mistaken, through

the inadvertence or the stupidity of copyists, for a critical

suggestion ; and thus, besides transpositions without number,

there has arisen, at one time, the insertion of something un-

authorized into the text of Scripture,—at another, the omis-

sion of certain inspired words, to the manifest detriment of

the sacred deposit. For although the systematic rubrication of

the Gospels for liturgical purposes is a comparatively recent

invention,—(I question if it be older in Greek MSS. than

the x*^ century,)—yet will persons engaged in the public

Services of God's House have been prone, from the very

earliest age, to insert memoranda of the kind referred to,

into the margin of their copies. In this way, in fact, it may
be regarded as certain that in countless minute particulars

2 lid S. after Easter, 9th, 12th, 22nd after Trinity, Whitsunday, Ascension

Day, SS. Philip and James (see below, p. 220), All Saints.

B Thus the words el-ne 5e 6 Kvpios (S. Luke vii. 31) which introduce an

JScclesiaslical Lection (Friday in the iii^** weok of S.Luke,) inasmuch as the

words are found in tio uncial MS., and are omitted besides by the Syriac, Vul-

gate, Gothic and Coptic Versions, must needs be regarded as a liturgical inter-

polation.—The same is to be said of i 'Irjaovs in S. Matth. xiv. 22,—words

which Origen and Chrysostom, as well as the Syriac versions, omit ; and which

clearly owe their place in twelve of the uncials, in the Textus Rcceptus, in the

Vuljjate and some copies of the old Latin, to the fact that the Gospel for the

is''' Sunday after Pentecost begins at that place.—It will be kindred to the

present inquiry that I should point out that in S. Mark xvi. 9, 'Aya<TTa.s S

'Irjaovs is constantly met with in Greek MSS., and even in some copies of the

Vulgate ; and yet there can be no doubt that here also the Holy Name is an

interpolation which has originated from the same cause as the preceding. The

fact is singularly illustrated by the insertion of " 6 IQ ' in Cod. 267

(= Reg. 69,) rubro above i/w same contraction (for d 'lri<rovs) m the text.
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tlie text of Scripture has been depraved. Let me not fail to

add, that by a judicious, and above all by an unprejudiced

use of the materials at our disposal, it may, even at this

distance of time, in every such particular, be successfully

restored ^.

III. I now proceed to shew, by an induction of instances,

that even in the oldest copies in existence, I mean in Codd. B,

N, A, C, and D, the Lectionary system of the early Church

has left abiding traces of its operation. When a few such

undeniable cases have been adduced, all objections grounded

on prinid facie improbabilit}'' will have been satisfactorily

disposed of. The activity, as well as the existence of such

a disturbing force and depraving influence, at least as far

back as the beginning of the iv^^' century, (but it is in fact

more ancient by full two hundred years,) 'will have been

established : of which I shall only have to shew, in conclu-

sion, that the omission of " the last Twelve Verses" of

S. Mark's Gospel is probably but one more instance,

—

though confessedly by far the most extraordinary of any.

(1.) From Codex B then, as well as from Cod. A, the two

grand verses which describe our Lord's "Agony and Bloody

Sweat," (S. Luke xxii. 43, 44,) are missing. The same two

verses are absent also from a few other important MSS., as

well as from both the Egyptian versions ; but I desire to fas-

ten attention on the confessedly erring testimony in this place

of Codex B. " Confessedly erring," I say ; for the genuine-

ness of those two verses is no longer disputed. Now, in

every known Evangelistarium, the two verses here omitted

by Cod. B follow, (the Church so willed it,) S. Matth. xxvi.

39, and are read as a regular part of the lesson for the

Thursday in Holy Week \ Of course they are also omitted

in the same Evangelistaria from the lesson for the Tuesday

'' Not, of course, so long as the present senseless fashion prevails of regard-

ing Codex B, (to which, if Cod. L. and Codd. 1, 33 and 69 are added, it is only

because they agree ivith B), as an all hut infallible guide in settling the text of

Scripture ; and quietly taking it for granted that all the other MSS. in exist-

ence have entered into a grand conspiracy to deceive maukind. Until this i

most uncritical method, this most unphilosopbical theory, is unconditionally /

abandoned, progress in this department of sacred Science is simply impossible. 5

' See Matthaei's note on S. Luke xxii. 43, {Nov. Test, ed, 1803.)
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after Sexagesima, {rrj 7 rtjs Tvpo<pdyov, as the Easterns call

that day,) when S. Luke xxii. 39—xxiii. 1 used to be read.

Moreover, in all ancient copies of the Gospels which have

been accommodated to ecclesiastical use, the reader of S. Luke

xxii. is invariably directed by a marginal note to leave out those

two verses, and to proceed per saltum from ver. 42 to ver. 45 ''.

What more obvious therefore than that the removal of the

paragraph from its proper place in S. Luke's Gospel is to be

attributed to nothing else but the Lectionary practice of the

primitive Church ? Quite imreasonable is it to impute he-

retical motives, or to invent any other unsupported theory,

while this plain solution of the difficulty is at hand.

(2.) The same Cod. B., (with which Codd. s, C, L, U and T
are observed here to conspire,) introduces the piercing of the

Saviour's side (S. John xix. 34) at the end of S. Matth.

xxvii. 49. Now, I onlj^ do not insist that this must needs

be the result of the singular Lectionary practice already de-

scribed at p. 202, because a scholion in Cod. 72 records the

singular fact that in the Diatessaron of Tatian, after S. Matth.

xxvii. 48, was read aWo^ Be Xa^cov \6'y')(rjv evv^ev avrov rrjv

^ This will be best understood by actual reference to a manusci'ipt. In

Cod. Evan. 436 (Meerman 117) which lies before me, these directions are

given as follows. After rb ahv yeveadu (i.e. the last words of ver. 42), is writ-

ten vTTfp^a fls Th TTJ'i y. Then, at the end of ver. 44, is written

—

&p^ov t^j y,

after whicli follows the text koI avacrTas, &c.

In S. Matthew's Gospel, at chap, xxvi, which contains the Liturgical section

for Thursday in Holy Week (rp ayla /coi neyaKr] 4), my Codex lias been

only imperfectly rubricated. Let me therefore be allowed to quote from Harl.

MS. 1810, (our Cod. Evan. 113) which, at fol. 84, at the end of S. Matth.

xxvi. 39, reads as follows, immediately after the words,

—

a\\' ws (tv.— "^r NX

(i.e. virdvTa.) But in order to explain what is meant,' the above rubricated

word and sign are repeated at foot, as follows :

—

>^ vnavra els rh Kara Aovkclu

tv KecpaXaicf) p9. &cp67] St avrw &yye\os : dra (Trpa<pe\s ivravBa iraKiV, Afyf /col

tpX^Tai irphs Tovs fiadrirds—wliicli are the first words of S. IMatth. xxvi. 40.

Accordingly, my Codex (No. 436, above referred to) immediately after

S. Luke xxii. 42, besides tlie rubric already quoted, has the following: &p^ov

TTJs ixeydKrjs 4. Then come the two famous verses (ver. 43, 44); and, after the

words avaaTas airh rrjs npocrevxv^t the following rubric occurs : vnavra (Is rh

rrjs fifyd\T]s e MarO, epx^Tai npbs rovs fiadrirds.

[With the help of my nephew, (Rev. W. F. Rose, Curate of Holy Trinity,

Windsor,) I have collated every syllable of Cod. 436. Its text most nearly

resembles the Rev. F. H. Scrivener's 1, m, n.]
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irXeupav' Koi i^rjXdev vScop Koi al/xa. (Chrysostom's codex was

evidently vitiated in precisely the same way.) This interpola-

tion therefore mccy have resulted from the corrupting influence

of Tatian's (so-called) "Harmony." See Appendix (H).

(3.) To keep on safe ground. Codd. B and D concur in what ;

Alford justly calls the "grave error" of simply omitting \

from S. Luke xxiii. 34, our Lokd's supplication on behalf of I

His murderers, (6 he 'Irjcrov'i eXeye, Tldrep, a(p6<i aurocs' ov !

yap o'lSacrt tl iroLovai). They are not quite singular in so

doing ; being, as usual, kept in countenance by certain
/

copies of the old Latin, as well as by both the Egyptian
|

versions. How is this "grave error" in so many ancient!

MSS. to be accounted for ? (for a " grave error," or rather s

"a fatal omission" it certainly is). Simply by the fact that
i

in the Eastern Church the Lection for the Thursday after ;

Sexagesima breaks off ahrupthj, immediately before these very
\

words,—to recommence at ver. 44 K

(4.) Note, that at ver. 32, the eighth " Gospel of the Pas-

sion" begins,—which is the reason why Codd. B and S (with

the Egyptian versions) exhibit a singular irregularity in

that place ; and why the Jerusalem Syriac introduces the

established formula of the Lectionaries {avv tm 'Itjaov) at

the same juncture.

(If I do not here insist that the absence of the famous

pericopa de adulterd (S. John vii. 53— viii. 11,) from so

many MSS., is to be explained in precisely the same way, it

is only because the genuineness of that portion, of the Gospel

is generally denied ; and I propose, in this enumeration

of instances, not to set foot on disputed ground. I am con-

vinced, nevertheless, that the first occasion of the omission

of those memorable verses was the lectionary practice of the

primitive Church, which, on Whitsunday, read fi'om S. John

vii. 37 to viii. 12, leaving out the tivelve verses in question.

Those verses, from the nature of their contents, (as Augus-

tine declares,) easily came to be viewed with dislike or sus-

picion. The passage, however, is as old as the second century,

for it is found in certain copies of the old Latin. Moreover

Jerome deliberately gave it a place in the Vulgate. I pass on.)

' See by all means Matthaei's Nov. Test. (ed. 1803,) i. p. 491, and 492.
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(5.) The two oldest Codices in existence,—B and s,

—

stand all but alone in omitting from S. Luke vi. 1 the unique

and indubitably genuine word BevrepoTrpcoTM ; which is also

omitted by the Peshito, Italic and Coptic versions. And
yet, when it is observed that oji Eeclesiadical lection heyins

here, and that the Evangelistaria (which invariably leave out

such notes of time) simply drop the word,—only substituting

for eV aa/3^dro) the more familiar toIs crd/3^aat,—every one

will be ready to admit that if the omission of tliis word be

not due to the inattention of the copyist, (which, however,

seems to me not at all unlikely™,) it is sufficiently explained

by the Lectionary practice of the Church,—which may well

date back even to the immediately post-Apostolic age.

(6.) In S. Luke xvi, 19, Cod. D introduces the Parable of

Lazarus with the formula,

—

etTrep Be koX erepav irapa^oXip
;

which is nothing else but a marginal note which has found

its way into the text from the margin ; being the liturgical

introdnction of a Church-lesson^^ which afterwards began clTrev

6 Kupios rr]v irapa^oXrjv Tavrrjv°.

(7.) In like manner, the same Codex makes S. John xiv.

begin with the liturgicalformula,— (it survives in our Book of

Common Prayer* to this very hour!)

—

kol etTrev Toc<i /xad^rais

avTov : in which it is countenanced by certain MSS. of the

Yulgate and of the old Latin Version. Indeed, it may be

stated generally concerning the text of Cod. D, tliat it bears

marks throughout of the depiaving influence of the ancient

Lectionary practice. Instances of this, (in addition to those

elsewhere cited in these pages,) will be discovered in S. Luke
iii. 23 : iv. 16 (and xix. 45) : v. 1 and 17 : vi. 37 (and xviii.

15) : vii. 1 : x. 1 and 25 : xx. 1 : in all but three of whicli.

Cod. D is kept in countenance by the old Ijatin, often by the

Syriac, and by other versions of the greatest antiquity. But

to proceed.

(8.) Cod. A, (supported by Athanasius, the Vulgate,

Gothic, and Philoxeuian versions,) for kul, in S. I^uke ix. 57,

'" See above, p. 75, note (b). " For tbe 5tb Sunday of S. Luke.

° Sucb variations are quite common. Matlbaei, witb bis usual accura<y,

points out several : e.g. Nov. Test. (1788) vol. i. p. 19 {note 26), p. 23 : vol. ii.

p. 10 (note 12), p. 11 (notes 14 ami 15), Sec. * SS. Pbilip and Janu's.
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reads iyevero Be,—which is the reading of the Textus Recep-

tus. Cod. D, (with some copies of the old Latin,) exhibits

Kol eyiveTo. All the diversity which is observable in this

place, (and it is considerable,) is owing to the fact that

an Ecclesiastical lection begins heve"^. In different Churches,

the formula with which the lection was introduced slightly-

differed.

(9.) Cod. C is supported by Chrysostora and Jerome, as

well as by the Peshito, Cureton's and the Philoxenian Syriac,

and some MSS. of the old Latin, in reading 6 'Irja-ovs at the

beginning of S. Matth. xi. 20. That the words have no busi-

ness thercj is universally admitted. So also is the cause of

their interpolation generally recognized. The Ecclesiastical

lection for Wednesday in the iv^"^ week after Pentecost begins

at that place ; and begins with the formula,

—

iv rw Kaipw

eKeivw, yp^aro 6 'Irjaov^; oveiBi^eiv.

(10.) Similarly, in S. Matth. xii. 9, xiii. 36, and xiv. 14,

Cod. C inserts 6 'Ir]aov<; ; a reading which on all three occa-

sions is countenanced by the Syriac and some copies of the

old Latin, and on the last of the three, by Origen also. And
yet there can be no doubt that it is only because Eccle-

siastical lections begin at those j^lfces '', that the Holy Name
is introduced there.

(11.) Let me add that the Sacred Name is confessedly an

interpolation in the six places indicated at foot,— its presence

being accounted for by the fact that, in each, an Ecclesiastical

lection begins"^. Cod. I) in one of these places, Cod. A in

four, is kept in countenance by the old Latin, the Syriac, the

Coptic and other early versions ;—convincing indications of

the extent to which the Lectionary practice of the Church

had established itself so early as the second century of

our sera.

Cod. D, and copies of the old Latin and Egyptian ver-

sions also read tov 'Irjaov, (instead of avrov,) in S. Mark
xiv. 3 ; which is only because a Church lesson begins there.

P viz. cajS/BaTO) 6: i.e. the ix'*' Saturday in S. Luke.—Note that Cod. A also

reads iyerero Se in S. Lu. xi. 1.

1 viz. Monday in the v"", Thursday in the vi"" week after Pentecost, and

the viii'*" Sunday after Pentecost.

viz. S. Luke xiii. 2 : xxiv. 36. S. John i. 29 (o 'Iwai »'?jj) : 44 ; vi. 14 : xlii. o,
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(12.) The same Cod. D is all but unique in leaving out

that memorable verse in S. Luke's Gospel (xxiv. 12), in

which S. Peter's visit to the Sepulchre of our risen Lord
finds particular mention. It is only because that verse was

claimed both as the conclusion of the iv*^ and also as the

beginning of the v*'' Gospel of the Resurrection : so that the

liturgical note ap-)(i] stands at the beginning,

—

riXos at the

end of it. Accordingly, D is kept in countenance here only

by the Jerusalem Lectionary and some copies of the old

Latin. But what is to be thought of the editorial judgment

which (with Tregelles) encloses this verse within brackets

;

and (with Tischendorf) rejects if from the text altogether?

(13.) Codices B, s, and D are alone among MSS. in omit-

ting the clause SieXOatv 8id fieaov avroiV koX irapfp/ev ovrcos,

at the end of the 59tli verse of S. John viii. The omission

is to be accounted for by the fact that just t/tere the Church-

lesson for Tuesday in the v''^ week after Easter came to

an end.

(14.) Again. It is not at all an unusual thing to find

in cursive MSS., at the end of S. Matth. viii. 13, (with seve-

ral varieties), the spurious and tasteless appendix,— koI

virocrrpe-^a'i o eKaT6vTap')(o<i et? tov oIkov avrov ev avrfj tj}

uipa evpev tov iralha vyiaivovra : a clause which owes its

existence solely to the practice of ending the lection for the

iv*"* Sunda}'- after Pentecost in that unauthorized manner®.

But it is not only in cursive MSS. that these words are

found. The// are met irith also in the Codex Sinaifirus (S) :

a witness at once to the inveteracy of Liturgical usage in

the iv"' century of our a;ra, and to the corruptions which

the "Codex omnium antiquissimus" will no doubt have in-

herited from a yet older copy than itself.

—to which sliouUl perhaps he added xxi. 1, where 15, S, A, C (notl)) read

'It](TOVS.

" See by all means Matthaci's interesting note on the place,

—

Xov. Test.

(1788) vol. i. p. 113-4. It should be TOcntioncd that Cod. C (and foui- other

uncials), together with the Philoxenian and Hierosolyniitan versions, concur

in exhibiting the same spnrious clause. Matthaei remarks,— " Origenes

(iv. 171 d) banc pericopam hand adeo diligenter rfcensens terminal cum in

ytv-qQiiTw ffoi." Will not the disturbing Lectiunari/-pntctice of his day suf-

tieiently explain Origen's omission ^
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(15.) In conclusion, I may remark generall}'- that there

occur instances, again and again, of perturbations of the

Text in our oldest MSS., (corresponding sometimes with

readings vouched for by the most ancient of the Fathers,)

which admit of no more intelligible or inoffensive solution

than by referring them to the Lectionary practice of the

primitive Church *.

Thus when instead of KciX ava^alvcov 6 ^Itjctovs els 'lepo-

(ToXv/jLa (S. Matth. xx. 17), Cod. B reads, (and, is almost

unique in reading,) MeWcov Se avaj3aiveiv 6 ^Irjcrovs ; and

when Origen sometimes quotes the place in the same way,

but sometimes is observed to transpose the position of the

Holy Name in the sentence ; when again six of Matthaei's

MSS., (and Origen once,) are observed to put the same

Name after 'lepoaoXvfia : when, lastly, two of Field's

MSS.", and one of Matthaei's, (and I dare say a great many
more, if the truth were known,) omit the words 6 'Irjcrovs

entirely :

—

ic/io sees not that the true disturbing force in

this place, from the ii"'^ century of our sera downwards, has

been t/ie Lectionary practice of the pri/iiitite Church ?—the

fact that there the lection for the Thursday after the viii"'

Sunday after Pentecost began ?—And this may suiRce.

lY. It has been proved then, in what goes before, more

effectually even than in a preceding page ^, not only that

Ecclesiastical Lections corresponding with those indicated

in the "Synaxaria" were fully established in the imme-

diately post-Apostolic age, but also that at that early period

the Lectionary system of primitive Christendom had already

exercised a depraving influence of a peculiar kind on the

text of Scripture. Further yet, (and this is the only point

I am now concerned to establish), that our five oldest Copies

of the Gospels,—B and s as well as A, C and D,—exhibit

• I recal S. John x. 29 : xix. 13 : xxi. 1 ;—but the attentive stiulent will bo

able to multiply such references almost indefinitely. In these and similar

places, while the phraseology is exceedingly simple, the variations which the

text exhibits are so exceeding numerous,—that when it is discovered that

a Church Lesson begins in those places, we may be sure that we have been put

in possession of the name of the disturbing force.

" Viz. K and M. (Field's Chri/s. p. 251.)—How is it that the readings of

Chrysostom arc made so little account of? By Tregcllcs, for example, why

are they overlooked entirely ? " Sec above, p. 197 to 20i.
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not a few traces of the mischievous agency alluded to
;

errors, and especially onussions, which sometimes seriously

affect the character of those Codices as witnesses to the

Truth of Scripture.—I proceed now to consider the case of

S. Mark xvi. 9—20 ; only prefacing my remarks with a few

necessary words of explanation.

V. He who takes into his hands an ordinary cursive MS.

of the Gospels, is prepared to find the Church-lessons regu-

larly indicated throughout, in the text or in the margin.

A familiar contraction, executed probably in vermillion ^

ap, indicates the "beginning" (apx?/) of each lection : a corre-

sponding contraction ^' f ^ \ ^0 indicates its "end"^ ° T, T', Te\:, re, re^,

{reko^.) Generally, these rubrical directions, (for they are

nothing else,) are inserted for convenience into the body of

the text,—from which the red pigment with which they are

almost invariably executed, effectually distinguishes them.

But all these particulars gradually disappear as recourse is

had to older and yet older MSS. The studious in such,

matters have noticed that even the memorandums as to the

"beginning" and the "end" of a lection are rare, almost

in proportion to the antiquity of a Codex. AVhen they do

occur in the later uncials, they do not by any means always

seem to have been tlie work of the original scribe ; neither

has care been always taken to indicate them in ink of

\ a different colour. It will further be observed in such MSS.
/ that whereas the sign where the reader is to begin is gene-

\ Ifally—(in order the better to attract his attention,)—in-

( sorted in tJie )nar(jin of the Codex, the note where he is to

/ leave off, (in order the more effectually to arrest his pro-

; gress,) is as a rule introduced i)ito the hodij of the text"". In
uncial MSS., however, all such symbols are not onl}'' rare,

but (what is much to be noted) they are exceedingly ir-

regular in their occurrence. Thus in Codex T, in the Bod-

leian Library, (a recently acquired uncial MS. of the Gos-

pels, written a.d. 844), there occurs no indication of the

"end" of a single lection in S.Luke's Gospel, until cliap.

' e.g. in Cod. Evan. 10 and 270.
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xvi. 31 is reached ; after whicli, the sign abounds. In Codex

L^ the original notes of Ecclesiastical Lections occur at the

following rare and irregular intervals : — S. Mark ix. 2

:

X. 46: xii. 40 (where the sign has lost its way; it should

have stood against ver. 44) : xv. 42 and xvi. 1 y. In the

oldest uncials, nothing of the kind is discoverable. Even in

the Codex Bezse, (vi*^ century,) not a single liturgical direc-

tion coeval with the MS. is anywhere to be found.

VI. And yet, although the practice of thus indicating the

beginning and the end of a liturgical section, does not seem

to have come into general use until about the xii*^ century

;

and although, previous to the ix'^'^ century, systematic litur-

gical directions are probably unknown ^ ; the need of them

must have been experienced by one standing up to read be-

fore the congregation, long before. The want of some re-

minder where he was to begin,—above all, of some hint

where he was to leave oflF,—will have infallibly made itself

felt from the first. Accordingly, there are not wanting in-

dications that, occasionally, xeAoc (or to leAocj was written .

in the margin of Copies of the Gospels at an exceedingly

remote epoch. One memorable example of this practice is

supplied by the Codex Bezae (D) : where in S. Mark xiv. 41,

instead of aireyei. rjXOev rj wpa,—we meet with the un-

intelligible ane)(ei to reAoc kqi h oopa. Now, nothing

else has here happened but that a marginal note, designed

originally to indicate the end (to TeAoc) of the lesson for

y In some cursive MSS. also, (which have been probably transcribed from

ancient originals), the same phenomenon is observed. Thus, in Evan. 263

(= Reg. fi6), TeA only occurs, in S. Mark, at ix. 9 and 41 : xv. 32 and 41

:

xvi. 8. Apv at xvi. 1. It is stiuking to observe that so little were these eccle-

siastical notes (embedded in the text) understood by the possessor of the MS.,

that in the margin, over against ch. xv. 41, (where "TeX":" stands in the

text,) a somewhat later baud has written,— TeCA-os] l\j\s} COp[as]. A simi-

lar liturgical note may be seen over against ch. ix. 9, and elsewhere. Cod. 25

( =Reg. 191), at the end of S. Mark's Gospel, has only two notes of liturgical

endings : viz. at ch. xv. 1 and 42.

^ Among the Si/riac Evangelia, as explained above (p. 215), instances occur

of far more ancient MSS. which exhibit a text rubricated by the original scribe.

Even here, however, (as may be learned from Dr. Wright's Catalogue, pp. 46

—66,) such Rubrics h.ive been only irregularly inserted in the oldest copies.

Q
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the third day of the ii'^'* week of the Carnival, has lost its

way from the end of ver. 42, and got thrust into the text

of ver. 41,—to the manifest destruction of the sense**. I find

D's error here is shared {a) by the Peshito Syriae, {h) by

the old Latin, and {c) by the Philoxenian : venerable part-

ners in error, truly ! for the first two probably carry back

this false reading to the second century of our (era ; and so,

furnish one more remarkable proof, to be added to the fifteen

(or rather the forty) already enumerated (pp. 217-23), that the

lessons of the Eastern Church were settled at a period long

anterior to the date of the oldest MS. of the Gospels extant.

VII. Returning then to the problem before us, I venture

to suggest as follows :—What if, at a very remote period,

this same isolated liturgical note (to jeAoc) occurring at

S.Mark xvi. 8, (which is "the end" of the Church-lection

for the \\^'^ Sunday after Easter,) should have unhappily

suggested to some copyist,

—

KaWiypa(f>la<; quam vel Criticee

Sacra vel renim Liturgicaruni peritior,—the notion that the

entire " Gospel according to S. Mark," came to an end at

verse 8 ? .... I see no more probable account of the matter,

I say, than this :—That the mutilation of the last chapter

of S.Mark has resulted from the fact, that some very ancient

scribe misapprehended the imjwrt of the solitary liturgical note

TeAoc (or to TeAoc) which he found at the close of verse 8.

True, that he will have probably beheld, further on, several

additional arixot. But if he did, how could he acknow-

ledge the fact more loyally than by leaving (as the author

of Cod. B is observed to have done) one entire column blank,

before proceeding with S. Luke ? He hesitated, all the same,

» Note, that the Codex from which Cod. D was copied will have exhibited

the text tlius,— ane)(ei to TeAoc HAGev h copa.—which is the read-

ing of Cod. 13 (= Ileg. 50.) But the scribe of Cod. D, in order to im-

prove the sense, substituted for iiXdiv the word Kat. Note tlie scholion \^Anon.

Vat.] m Possiuus, p. 321 :

—

dirtx^h rovrecm, n-fTrXripcoTai, reAos ex** '''^ ''*'''
^M*'-

Besides the said Cod. 13, the same reading is found in 47 and 54 (in the

Bodl.) : 56 (at Line. Coll.) : 61 (i.e. Cod. Montfort.) : 69 (i.e. Cod. Leicestr.)

:

124 (i.e. Cod. Vind. Lamb. 31) : c»" (i.e. Lambeth, 1177) :
2P'' (i.e. the 2nd

of Muralt's S. Petersburg Codd.) ; and Cod. 439 (i.e. Addit. Brit. Mus. 5107).

All these eleven MSS. read dnfxft rh 7(\os at S. Mark xiv. 41.
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to transcribe any further, having before him, (as he thought,)

an assurance that "the end" had been reached at ver. 8.

VIII. That some were found in very early times eagerly

to acquiesce in this omission : to sanction it : even to mul-

tiply copies of the Gospel so mutilated
; (critics or commen-

tators intent on nothing so much as reconciling the apparent

discrepancies in the Evangelical narratives:)—appears to

me not at all unlikely ^. Eusebius almost says as much, when
he puts into the mouth of one who is for getting rid of

these verses altogether, the remark that " they would be in

a manner superfluous if it should ap2)car that their testimony

is at variance with that of the other Evangelists "." (The ancients

were giants in Divinity but children in Criticism.) On the

other hand, I altogether agree with Dean Alford in thinking

it highly improbable that the difiiculty of harmonizing one

Gospel with another in this place, (such as it is,) was the

cause why these Twelve Verses were originally suppressed ^.

(1) First, because there really was no need to withhold more

than three,—at the utmost, five of them,—if this had been

the reason of the omission. (2) Next, because it would have

^ So Scholz (i. 200) :
— " Pericopa bajc casu quodam forsan exciderat a codice

quodam Alexandrino ; unde defectus iste in alios libros transiit. Nee mirum

hunc defectum multis, immo in certis regionibus plerisque scribis arrisisse :

confitentur enim ex ipsorum opinione Marcum Mattbajo repugnare, Cf,

maxime Eusebium ad Marinum," &c.

' irepiTrii av etr], Kal fidKicTTa e'lirep ixouv avTiXoyiav rfj ruy Xoiitwv evayye-

McTTwv ixapTvpia. (Mai, Bibl. F.P. Nova, vol. iv. p. 256.)

d Alford's N. T. vol. i. p. 433, {ed. 1868.)—And so Tischendorf, (ed. Sva. pp.

406-7.) "Talem dissentionem ad Marci librum tarn misere mutilandum ad-

duxisse quempiam, et quidem tanto cum successu, prorsus incredibile est, nee

ullo probari potest exemplo."—Tregelles is of the same opinion. {Printed

Text, pp. 255-6.)—Mattbaei, a competent judge, seems to have thought dif-

ferently. " Una autem causa cur hie locus omitteretur fuit quod Marcus in

his repugnare ceteris videtur Evangelistis." The general observation which

follows is true enough :—" Qua) ergo vel obscura, vel repugnantia, vel parum

decora quorundam opinione habcbantur, ea olim ab Criticis ct interpretibus

nonnuUis vel sublata, vel in dubium vocata esse, ex aliis locis sanctorum

Evangeliorum intelligitur." (Nov. Test. 1788, vol. ii. p. 266.) Presently, (at

p. 270,)
—" In summa. Videtur unus et item alter ex interpretibus, qui hsec

cajteris evangeliis repugnare opinebatur, in dubium vocasse. Hunc deinde

plures temere secuti sunt, ut plerumque factum esse animadvertimus." Dr.

Davidson says the same thing (ii. 116.) and, (what is of vastly more im-

portance,) Mr. Scrivener also. {Coll. Cod. Sin. p. xliv.)

q2
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been easier far to introduce some critical correction of any

supposed discrepancy, than to sweep away the whole of the

unoffending context, (3) Lastly, because nothing clearly

was gained by causing the Gospel to end so abruptly that

every one must see at a glance that it had been mutilated.

No. The omission having originated in a mistake, was per-

petuated for a brief period (let us suppose) only through

infirmity of judgment: or, (as I prefer to believe), only in

consequence of the religious fidelity of copyists, who were

evidently always instructed to transcribe exactly what they

found in the copy set before them. The Church meanwhile

in her corporate capacity, has never known anything at all

of the matter,—as was fully shewn above in Chap. X.

IX. When this solution of the problem first occurred to

me, (and it occurred to me long before I was aware of the

memorable reading to leAoc in the Codex Bezge, already

adverted to,) I reasoned with myself as follows :—But if the

mutilation of the second Gospel came about in this parti-

cular way, the MSS. are bound to remember something of the

circumstance; and in ancient MSS., if I am right, I ought

certainly to meet with some confirmation of my opinion.

According to my view, at the root of this whole matter lies

the fact that at S. Mark xvi. 8 a well-known Ecclesiastical

lesson comes to an end. Is there not perhaps something

exceptional in the way that the close of that liturgical

section was anciently signified ?

X. In order to ascertain this, I proceeded to inspect every

copy of the Gospels in the Imperial Library at Paris"; and

devoted seventy hours exactly, with unflagging delight, to

the task. The success of the experiment astonished me,

1. I began with our Cod. 24 (= Reg. 178) of the Gospels

:

turned to the last page of S. Mark : and beheld, in a Codex

of the xi^^ Century wholly devoid of the Lectionary ap-

paratus which is sometimes found in MSS. of a similar

date \ at fol. 104, the word -1- reAoc + conspicuously written

by the original scribe immediately after S. Mark xvi, 8, as

*= I have to acknowledge very gratefully the obliging attentions of M. de

Wuilly, the chief of the Manuscript department.

' See above, p. 224.
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well as at the close of the Gospel. It occifrrcd besides only

at eh. ix. 9, (the end of the lesson for the Transfiguration.)

And yet there are at least seventy occasions in the course

of S. Mark's Gospel where, in MSS. which have been ac-

commodated to Church use, it is usual to indicate the close

of a Lection. This discovery, which surprised me not a little,

convinced me that I was on the right scent ; and every hour

I met with some fresh confirmation of the fact.

2. For the intelligent reader will readily understand that

three such deliberate liturgical memoranda, occurring soli-

tary in a MS. of this date, are to be accounted for only in

one way. They infallibly represent a corresponding pecu-

liarity in some far more ancient document. The fact that

the word TeAoc is here {a) set down unabbreviated, [h] in

black ink, and (c) as part of the text,—points unmistakably

in the same direction. But that Cod. 24 is derived from

a Codex of much older date is rendered certain by a circum-

stance which shall be specified at foot ^.

3. The very same phenomena reappear in Cod. 36 '\ The

sign + TeAoc -}-, (which occurs punctually at S. Mark xvi. 8

and again at v. 20,) is found besides in S. Mark's Gospel

only at chap. i. 8^; at chap. xiv. 31; and (+ jeAoc tou

KecpaA/) at chap. xv. 24 ;—being on every occasion incor-

porated with the Text. Now, when it is perceived that in

the second and third of these places, reAoc has clearly lost

its way,—appearing where no Ecclesiastical lection came to

an end,—it will be felt that the MS. before us (of the xi"^

century) if it was not actually transcribed from,—must at

least exhibit at second hand,—a far more ancient Codex ^.

8 Whereas in the course of S. Matthew's Gospel, on]y two examples of

+ TeAoc + occur, (viz. at ch. xxvi. 35 and xxvii. 2,)—in the former case the

note lias entirely lost its way in the process of transcription ; standing where

it has no business to appear. No Liturgical section ends thex'eabouts. I sus-

pect that the transition (vnep^affis) anciently made at ver, 39, was the thing

to which the scribe desired to call attention.

h = Coisl. 20. This sumptuous MS., which has not been adapted for

Church purposes, appears to me to be the work of the same scribe who pro-

duced Reg. 178, (the codex described above) ; but it exhibits a difl'erent text.

Bound up with it are some leaves of the LXX of about the viii"> century.

' End of the Lection for the Sunday before Epiphany.

'' In S. Matthew's Gospel, I could find TeAOC so written only twice,—viz.
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4. Only once more.—Codex 22 (= Reg. 72) was never

prepared for Church purposes. A rough ha) d has indeed

scrawled indications of the bt ^innings and endings of a few

of the Lessons, here and thtre ; but these liturgical notes

are no part of the original MS. At S.Mark xvi. 8, how-

ever, we are presented (as before) with the solitary note

+ TeAoc -i—, incorporated with the text. Immediately after

which, (in writing of the same size,) comes a memorable

statement ' in red letters. The whole stands thus :

—

90poOvTO rc!p + TeAocH

^ €N TlCl TOON dNTirpC(9(J0N.

ecoc coAe nAHpoujai o eu

arreAiCTHC : cn noAAoIc

Ae. Kai TauTQ 9epeTai -|

^^vaoTOiG be. npcot npcoTH cappdroiv.

And then follows the rest of the Gospel; at the end of

which, the sign + TeAoc + is again repeated,—which sign,

however, occurs nowhere else in the MS. nor at the end of amj of

the other three Gospels. A more opportune piece of evidence

could hardly have been invented. A statement so apt and

so significant was surely a thing rather to be wished than

to be hoped for. For here is the liturgical sign TeAoc not

only occurring in the wholly exceptional way of which we
have already seen examples, but actually followed by the

admission that " In certain copies, the Evangelist proceeds no

fartJier." The two circumstances so brought together seem

exactly to bridge over the chasm between Codd. B and n on

the one hand,—and Codd. 24 and 36 on the other ; and to

supply us with precisely the link of evidence which we re-

quire. For observe :—During the first six centuries of our

a;ra, no single instance is known of a codex in which TeAoc

is written at the end of a Gospel. The subscription of

at ch. ii. 23 and xxvi. 75 : in S. Luko only once,—viz. at ch. viii. 39. These,

in all three instances, are the concluding verses of famous Lessons,— viz. the

Sunday after Christmas Day, the iii"' Gospel of the Passion, the vi"' Sunday

of S. Luke.

' Tliis has already come before us in a difl'orcnt connection : (see p. 110) :

liut it must needs be reproduced here ; and Ihis time, it shall be exhibited as

f;iithfully as my notes permit.
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S. Mark for instance is invariahly either KATA MAPKON,

—

(as in B an I s) : or else GYArrOMON KATA MAPKON,—
(as in A and 0, and the otj er older uncials) : never TeAoc.

But here is a Scribe who first copies the Ufurgiccd note reAoc,

—and then volunteers the critical observation that " in some

copies of S. Mark's Gospel the Evangelist proceeds no fur-

ther ! " A more extraordinary corroboration of the view

which I am endeavouring to recommend to the reader's

acceptance, I really cannot imagine. Why, the ancient

Copyist actually comes back, in order to assure me that

the suggestion which I have been already offering in ex-

planation of the difficulty, is the true one !

5. I am not about to abuse the reader's patience with

a prolonged enumeration of the many additional conspiring

circumstances,—insignificant in themselves and confessedly

unimportant when considered singly, but of which the cu-

mulative force is unquestionably great,—which an examina-

tion of 99 MSS. of the Gospels brought to light '^, Enough
has been said already to shew,

(1st.) That it must have been a customary thing, at

a very remote age, to write the word leAoc against S. Mark
xvi. 8, even when the same note was withheld from the

close of almost every other ecclesiastical lection in the

Gospel.

(2ndly.) That this word, or rather note, which no doubt

™ (1) In Evan. 282 (written A.D. 1176),—a codex which has leen adapted to

Lectionary pui-poscs,—the sign reT^ and e, strange to say, is inserted into the

body of the Text, only at S. Marh xv. 47 and xvi. 8.

(2) Evan. 268, (a truly superb MS., evidently left unfinished, the pictures

of the Evangelists only sketched in ink,) was never prepared for Lectionary

purposes; which makes it the more remarkable that, between i(po8ovvro ydp

and avaards, should be found inserted into the body of the text, t€. in gold.

(3) I have often met with copies of S. Matthew's, or of S. Luke's, or of

S. John's Gospel, unfurnished with a subscription in which rehos occurs : but

scarcely ever have I seen an instance of a Codex where the Gospel according

to 'S. Mark was one of two, or of three from which it was wanting ; mvich less

where it stood alone in that respect. On the other hand, in the following

Codices,—Evan. 10 : 22 : 30 : 293,—S. Mark's is the only Gospel of the Four

which is furnished with the subscription, + t4\os rod Kara MapKov evayye\iov\'

or simply + reAos + .... In Evan. 282, S. Matthew's Gospel shares this

peculiarity with S. Mark's.
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was originally written as a liturgical memorandum in the

margin, became at a very early period incorporated with the

text ; where, retaining neither its use nor its significancy, it

was liable to misconception, and may have easily come to be

fatally misunderstood.

And although these two facts certainly prove nothing in

and by themselves, yet, when brought close alongside of the

problem which has to be solved, their significancy becomes

immediately apparent : for,

(3rdly.) As a matter of fact, there are found to have

existed before the time of Eusebius, copies of S. Mark's

Gospel which did come to an end at this very place. Now,
that the Evangelist left oflP there, no one can believe'^. W7ii/,

then, did the Scribe leave off? But the Reader is already

in possession of the reason why. A sufficient explanation of

the difficulty has been elicited from the very MSS. them-

selves. And surely when, suspended to an old chest which

has been locked up for ages, a key is still hanging which

fits the lock exactly and enables men to open the chest with

ease, they are at liberty to assume that the key belongs to

the lock ; is, in fact, the only instrument by which the chest

may lawfully be opened.

XI. And now, in conclusion, I propose that we summon
back our original Witness, and invite him to syllable his

evidence afresh, in order that we may ascertain if perchance

it affords any countenance whatever to the view which I have

been advocating. Possible at least it is that in the Patristic

record that copies of S. Mark's Gospel were anciently defec-

tive from the 8th verse onwards some vestige may be dis-

coverable of the forgotten truth. Now, it has been already

fully shewn that it is a mistake to introduce into this discus-

sion any other name but that of Eusebius". Do, then, the

terms in which Eusebius alludes to this matter lend us any

assistance ? Let us have the original indictment read over

to us once more : and this time wo are bound to listen to

every word of it with the utmost possible attention.

" Ncmini in mentcm venire potest Marciim narrationis suae filum ineptis-

sime abrupisse verbis

—

i<\>o^ovvTo ydp."— Gricsbach Comment. Crit. (ii. 197.)

So, in fact, uno ore all the Critics. " Chap. V. See above, pp. 66-7.
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1. A problem is proposed for solution. " There are two

ways of solving it," (Eusebius begins) :—o fiev <yap [to Kej)d-

Xaiov avTo] rrjv tovto (fjacrKovcrav TrepiKOTrrjv aOerSiV, etiroL av

fxr) iv aTTacTLV avrrjv (pepeadao T0I9 dvTtypa(f)0i9 rod Kara

McipKov evayyeXlov rd <yovv dKpij3r] tmv dvTcjpd(f)cov t6 teaos

irepvypdc^ei t?}? Kard rov MdpKOv lcrTopLa<; iv tois Xoyoi^

K. T. X. ols eiTLKeyei, " koI ovBevl ovSev etrrov, e(f)oj3ovvTO ydp^
^Ev TOVTO) (j')(^ehbv iv diraai toIs uvt iypd(fioi<i tov KUTd MapKOv

evayyeXiov irepiyeypaTTTaL to teaosp. . . . Let us halt here

for one moment.

2. Surely, a new and unexpected light already begins to

dawn upon this subject ! How is it that we paid so little

attention before to the terms in which this ancient Father

delivers his. evidence, that we overlooked the import of an

expression of his which from the first must have struck us as

peculiar, but which fioio we perceive to be of paramount sig-

nificancy ? Eusebius is pointing out that one way for a man
(so minded) to get rid of the apparent inconsistency between

S. Mark xvi. 9 and S. Matth. xxviii. 1, would be for him to

reject the entire " Ecclesiastical Lection 1" in which S. Mark
xvi. 9 occurs. Any one adopting this course, (he proceeds

;

and it is much to be noted that Eusebius is throughout deli-

vering the imaginary sentiments of another,—not his own :)

Such an one (he says) " will say that it is not met with in all

the copies of S. Mark's Gospel. The accurate copies, at all

events,"— and then follows an expression in which this

ancient Critic is observed ingeniously to accommodate his

language to the phenomenon which he has to describe, so as

covertly to insinuate something else. Eusebius employs an

idiom (it is found elsewhere in his writings) sufficiently

colourless to have hitherto failed to arouse attention ; but

of which it is impossible to overlook the actual design

and import, after all that has gone before. He clearly

recognises the very i^hcnomenon to ichich I have been calling

p The English reader will foUow the text with suiRcient exactness if he will

refer back, and read from the last line of p. 44 to the ninth line of p. 45

;

taking care to see, in two places, for " the end,"—" the end " .... The entire

context of the Greek is given in the Appendix (B).

1 Tr;i/ TOVTO (pdaKov<rav irepiKoirr]u, The antecedent phrase, (rh Ke(pdAaioi'

avTo,) I suspect must be an explanatory gloss.
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attention within the last two pages, and which I need not

further insist upon or explain : viz. that the words to xeAOC

tvere in some very ancient (" the accurate") copies found writ-

ten after e<f)o^ovvTo jdp : although to an unsuspicious reader

the expression which he uses may well seem to denote

nothing more than that the second Gospel fjenerally came

to an end there.

3. And now it is time to direct attention to the important

bearing of the foregoing remark on the main point at issue.

The true import of what Eusebius has delivered, and which

has at last been ascertained, will be observed really to set

his evidence in a novel and unsuspected light. From the

days of Jerome, it has been customary to assume that Euse-

bius roundly states that, in his time almost all the Greek

copies were without our ''last Twelve Verses" of S. Mark's

Gospel^: whereas Eusebius really does noxchcre say so. He
expresses himself enigmatically, resorting to a somewhat un-

usual phrase^ which perhaps admits of no exact English coun-

terpart : but what he says clearly amounts to no more than

this,—that "the accurate copies, at the words i<poPovvTo yap,

circumscribe the end (to TeAOc) of Mark's narrative :" that

there, " in almost all the Copies of the Gospel according to

Mark, is circumscribed the end." He says no more. He
does not say that there " is circumscribed the Gospel." As

for the twelve verses which follow, he merely declares that

they were " not met with in all the copies ;" i.e. that some

copies did not contain them. But this, so far from being

' " Tliis then is clear," (is Dr. Tregellcs' comment,) " tbat the greatei* part

of the Greek copies had not the verses in question."

—

Printed Text, p. 247.

" Ohservc, the peculiarity of the expression in this place of Eusebius consists

entirely in his introduction of the words th rtXos. Had he merely said to

aKpifii] rwv dfriypicpooi' -rh evayy4\iov Kara MdpKov irepiypcKpa iv tois \6yois

K. T. A 'Ej' TovT(f> yap (rxeSbr iv ctTroffi toIs dvTiypa(fiois irfpiyeypairrai rb

KUTo. Mapicov evayye\iov,—there would have been nothing extraordinary in

the mode of expression. We should have been reminded of such places as the

following in the writings of Eusebius himself:—'O KAt^jutjj . . . us r^jv Ko/xSSov

TcAeuTTjc TTf pty pdcpf t robs xP^i^ovs, {Hisl. JEccl. lib. vi. C. 6.)

—

'IttttJAutos . . .

iirl t6 irpwrov tros ai/TOKparopos 'A\e^di'5pov rovs )(p6povs irfptypa(pfi, {Ibid.

c. 22. See the note of Valesius on the place.)—Or this, referred to by Ste-

phanus {in voce),—'Et>hs S' ert nvrjadds nrepiypdrfiio rhv \6yoi', {Praep. Evang.

\\h. vi. c. 10, [p. 280 c, ed. 1028].) Rut the substitution oi rh reXos for rh tiiay-

yiAwv wants explaining; and can be only satisfactorily explained in one way.
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a startling statement, is no more than what Codd. B and s in

themselves are suflBcient to establish. In other words, Euse-

bius, (whose testimony on this subject as it is commonly,
understood is so extravagant [see above, p. 48-9,] as to carry

with it its own sufficient refutation,) is found to bear con-

sistent testimony to the two following modest propositions

;

which, however, are not adduced by him as reasons for re-

jecting S. Mark xvi. 9—20, but only as samples of what \

might be urged by one desirous of shelving a difficulty sug- I

gested by their contents ;

—

I

(1st.) That from some ancient copies of S. Mark's Grospel

these last Twelve Verses were away.

(2nd.) That in almost all the copies,— (whether mutilated

or not, he' does not state,)—the words to xeAoc were found

immediately after ver. 8 ; which, (he seems to hint,) let

those who please accept as evidence that there also is the end

of the Gospel.

4. But I cannot dismiss the testimony of Eusebius until

I have recorded my own entire conviction that this Father is

no more an original authority here than Jerome, or Hesy-

chius, or Victor '. He is evidently adopting the language of

some more ancient writer than himself. I observe that he

introduces the problem with the remark that what follows

is one of the questions " for ever mooted by every body "."

I suspect (with Matthaei, [suprd) p. 66,] ) that Origen is the

true author of all this confusion. He certainly relates of him-

self that among his voluminous exegetical writings was a trea-

tise on 8. Mark's Gospel'^. To Origen's works, Eusebius, (his

' See above, p. 66 and p. 67. " nipei^ut vw . . . irphs rc^ TsAei ruv

amwv irdi/TOTe tois iraffi ^Tjrovfj.ei'a [««c].—Mai, vol. iv. p. 255.

* " Consentit autem nobis ad tractatum quernfecimus de scripturd Marci."

—Origen. (0/)p. iii. 929 B.) Tractat.xxxv. in Mafth. [I owe the reference

to Cave (i. 118.) It seems to bavc escaped the vigilance of Huet.]—This serves

to explain why Victor of Antioch's Catena on S. Mark was sometimes anciently

attributed to Origen : as in Paris Cod. 703, [_olim 2330, 958, and 1048 : also

18.] where is read (at fol. 247), 'npiyevovs TrpdKoyos els rrjv epfj-rjueiav tov Kara

MdpKoi/ evayye\iov. Note, that Reg. 937 is but a (xvi"" cent.) counterpart of the

preceding ; which has been transcribed [xviii"' cent. ] in Par. Suppl. Graec. 40.

Possevinus \^Apparat. Sac. ii. 542,] (quoted by Huet, Origeniana, p. 274)

states that there is in the Library of C. C. C. , Oxford, a Commentary on S.

Mark's Gospel by Origen. The source of this misstatement has been acutely
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apologist and admirer,) is known to have habitually re-

sorted ; and, like many others, to have derived not a few

of his notions from that fervid and acute, but most erratic

intellect. Origen's writings in short, seem to have been

the source of much, if not most of the mistaken Criticism

of Antiquity. (The reader is reminded of what has been

offered above at p. 96-7). And this would not be the first

occasion on which it would appear that when an ancient

Writer speaks of " the accurate copicfi," what he actually

means is the text of Scr/pfure n-Jiich was employed or approved

by Origen "'-. The more attentively the language of Euse-

bius in this place is considered, the more firmly (it is

thought) will the suspicion be entertained that he is here

only reproducing the sentiments of another person. But,

however this may be, it is at least certain that the precise

meaning of what he says, has been hitherto generally over-

looked. He certainly does not say, as Jerome, from his

loose translation of the passage % evidently imagined,—" om-

pointed out to me by the Rev. W. R. Churton. James, in bis " Ecloga Oxonio-

Cantabrig.," (1600, lib. i. p. 49,) mentions " Homiliae Origenis super Evan-

gello Marcae, Stabat ad momimentum."—Read instead, (with Rev. H. O.

Coxe, "Cat. Codd. MSS. C.C.C.;" [N°. 142, 4,]) as foUovvs :—« Origenis

presb. Horn, in istud Jobannis, Maria stabat ad momimentum," &c. But what

actually led Possevinus astray, I perceive, was James's consummation of his own
blunder in lib. ii. p. 49,—which Possevinus has simply appropriated.

^ So Chrysostom, speaking of the reading Bijea^apd.

Origen (iv. 140) says that not only a-xf^hu iv Traai ro7s avTiypaipois, but also

that aptid Heraeleonem, (who wrote within 50 years of S. John's death,) he

found hrfdapla written in S. John i. 28. Moved by geographical considerations,

however, (as he explains,) for Bt]Qavia, Origen proposes to read Bi^da^apd,

—Chrysostom (viii. 9Gd), after noticing the former reading, declares,

—

'6<Ta Se

Tuu avTiypd^aiv aKpiPeffTepov ex*' **' BrjOa^apd (prjaiv : but he goes on to repro-

duce Origen's reasoning;—thereby betraying himself.—The author of the

Catena in Matlh. (Cramer, i. 190-1) simply reproduces Chrysostom:

—

XPV 5^

yivdcTKeiv Sri ra aKpt^rj twv avrtyp&(pcov iv 'BrjdaPapa Trepie'xf'. And so, other

Scholia; until at last what was only due to the mistaken assiduity of Origen,

became generally received as the reading of the " more accurate copies."

A scholium on S. Luke xxiv. 13, in like manner, declares that the true read-

ing of that place is not "GO" but " 160,"

—

uvtus yap ra aKpi&r) Trepie'xei, koX rj

'Clpiy4vovs T^s a.\7)0iias ^e^ataiffis. Accordingly, Etisebius also reads the place

in the same erroneous way.

• Jerome says of himself {Oj}p, vii. 537,)—" Non digne Gra3ca in Latinum

transfero : aut Grajcos lege (si ejusdcm linguae babes scicntiam) aut si tantura
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nihus Qraeciae librispene hoc capitulum in fine non hahentihus :"

but only,

—

"non in omnibus Evangelii exemplaribus hoc capi-

tulum inveniri ;" which is an entirely different thing. Euse-

bius adds,—" Accuratiora saltern exemplaria finem narra-

tionis secundum Marcum circumscribunt in verbis i(f)o^ovvTO

'ydpf—and, " In hoc, fere in omnibus exemplaribus Evangelii

secundum Marcum, finem circumscribi."—The point, how-

ever, of greatest interest is, that Eusebius here calls attention

to the prevalence in MSS. of his time of the very litargical

peculiaritii which plainly supplies the one true solution of

the problem under discussion. His testimony is a mar-

vellous corroboration of what we learn from Cod. 22, (see

above, p. 230,) and, rightly understood, does not go a whit

beyond it.

"

5. What wonder that Hesychius, because he adopted

blindly what he found in Eusebius, should at once betray

his author and exactly miss the point of what his author

says ? To Kara MdpKov evayyeXLov (so he writes) fJ^^XP^ '^^^

" i(pol3ovvTo yap/' e^et rd tcaoc ^.

6. This may suffice concerning the testimony of Eusebius.

—It will be understood that I suppose Origen to have fallen

in with one or more copies of S. Mark's Gospel which ex-

hibited the Liturgical hint, (to TfAOC,) conspicuously written

against S. Mark xvi. 9. Such a copy may, or may not,

have there terminated abruptly. I suspect however that it

did. Origen at all events, {more siio,) will have remarked

on the phenomenon before him ; and Eusebius will have

adopted his remarks,—as the heralds say, " with a differ-

ence,"—simply because they suited his purpose, and seemed

to him ingenious and interesting.

7. For the copy in question,—(like that other copy of

S. Mark from which the Peshito translation was made, and

in which to tcaoc most inopportunely occurs at chap. xiv.

41 ^,)—will have become the progenitor of several other

copies (as Codd. B and s) ; and some of these, it is pretty

evident, were familiarly known to Eusebius.

Latinus es, noli de gratuito munere judicare, et, ut vulgare proverblum est

:

eqni denies inspicere donati."

^ See above, pp. 57-9 : also Appendix (C), § 2. '^ See above, pp. 225-6.
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8. Let it however be clearly borne in mind that nothing

of all this is in the least degree essential to my argument.

Eusebius, (for aught that I know or care,) may be sokli/

responsible for every word that he has delivered concerning

S. Mark xvi. 9—20. Every link in my argument will re-

main undisturbed, and the conclusion will be still precisely

the same, whether the mistaken Criticism before us origi-

nated with another or with himself.

I
XII. But tchi/, (it may reasonably be asked,)

—

WI/i/ should

there have been anything exceptional in the way of indi-

cating the end of this particular Lection ? W/it/ should

T€\o<; be so constantly found written after S. Mark xvi. 8?
I answer,—I suppose it was because the Lections which

respectively ended and began at that place were so many,

and were Lections of such unusual importance. Thus,

—

(1) On the 2nd Sunday after Easter, {KvpiaK-q 7' roiv fivpo-

(f)6pa)v, as it was called,) at the Liturgy, was read S.Mark

XV. 43 to xvi. 8 ; and (2) on the same day at Matins, (by

the Melchite Syrian Christians as well as by the Greeks'^,)

S. Mark xvi. 9—20. The severance, therefore, was at ver. 8.

(3) In certain of the Syrian Churches the liturgical section

for Easter Day was S. Mark xvi. 2—8 ^
: in the Churches of

the Jacobite, or Monophysite Christians, the Eucharistic

lesson for Easter-Day was ver. 1—8 ^. (4) The second matin

lesson of the Resurrection (xvi. 1—8) also ends,—and (5)

the third (xvi. 9—20) begins, at the same place : and these

two Gospels (both in the Greek and in the Syrian Churches)

were in constant use not only at Easter, but throughout the

year 8. (6) T/iat same third matin lesson of the Resurrec-

tion was also the Lesson at Matins on Ascension-Day; as

well in the Syrian^ as in the Greek' Churches. (7) With

<> R. Payne Smith's Catal. p. 116. * See Adler's N. T. Verss.

Syrr., p. 70. ' R. Payne Smith's Catal. p. 146.

K See p. 206, also note (k). ^ R, Payne Smith's Catal. p. 117.

' Accordingly, in Cod. Evan. 266 (= Paris Reg. 67) is read, at S. Mark

xvi. 8 {fol. 125), as follows :

—

4<po0ovvTo ydp. [then, rubro,^ t^\os tov B' icedivov,

Ka\ rris KvpiaKTJs ruv n.vpo<p6pwv. dpxh- [then the text :] '\vaaTii k.t.K, . . .

After ver. 20, (at fol. 126 of the same Codex) is found the following con-

clading rubric :

—

tj'Aoj tov T' iuOlvov tvayytXlov.

In the same place, (viz. at the end of S. Mark's Gospel,) is found in another
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the Monophysite Christians, the lection " feriae tertiae in

albis, ad primam vesperam/' (i.e. for the Tuesday in Easter-

Week) was S. Mark xv. 37—xvi. 8 : and (8) on the same

day, at Matins, ch. xvi. 9— 18'^.—During eighteen weeks

after Easter therefore, the only parts of S. Mark's Gospel

publicly read were {a) the last thirteen [ch, xv. 43—xvi. 8],

and {b) ^' the last twelve" [ch. xvi, 9— 20] verses. Can it

be deemed a strange thing that it should have been found

indispensable to mark, with altogether exceptional emphasis,

—to make it unmistakably plain,—where the former Lection

came to an end, and where the latter Lection began ^ ?

XIII. One more circumstance, and but one, remains to

be adverted to in the way of evidence ; and one more sug-

gestion to be offered. The circumstance is familiar indeed

to all, but its bearing on the present discussion has never

been pointed out, I allude to the fact that anciently, in

copies of the fourfold Gospel, the Gospel according to 8. Mark
frequently stood last.

This is memorably the case in respect of the Codex Bezae

[vi] : more memorably yet, in respect of the Gothic version

of TJlphilas (a.d. 360) : in both of which MSS., the order

of the Gospels is (1) S. Matthew, (2) S. John, (3) S. Luke,

(4) S. Mark. This is in fact the usual Western order. Accord-

ingly it is thus that the Gospels stand in the Codd. Vercel-

lensis («), Veronensis {b), Palatinus (e), Brixianus (/) of the

old Latin version. But this order is not exclusively Western.

It is found in Cod. 309. It is also observed in Matthaei's

Codd. 13, 14, (which last is our Evan. 256), at Moscow. And

Codex (Evan. 7 = Paris Reg. 71,) the following rubric :

—

t4kos rod rpWov rov

kaidivov, KoX Tov opOpov rrjs dva\ri\\/€o)s. "* R. Payne Smith's Catal. p. 146.

' Cod. 27 (xi) is not provided with any lectionary apparatus, and is written

continuously throughout : and yet at S. Mark xvi. 9 a fresh paragraph is

observed to commence.

Not dissimilar is the phenomenon recorded in respect of some copies of the

Armenian version. "The Armenian, in the edition of Zohrab, separates the

concluding 12 verses from the rest of the Gospel . . . Many of the oldest MSS,,

after the words itpo^ovvro yap, put the final ^vayyeXiov Kara MdpKoy, and then

give the additional verses with a new superscription." (Tregelles, Printed

Text, p, 253), . . We are now in a position to understand the Armenian evi-

dence, which has been described above, at p. 36, as well as to estimate its

exact value.
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in the same order Eusebius and others of the ancients"^ are

occasionally observed to refer to the four Gospels,—which

induces a suspicion that they were not unfamiliar with it.

Nor is this all. In Codd. 19 and 90 the Gospel according

to S. Mark stands last ; though in the former of these the

order of the three antecedent Gospels is (1) S. John, (2) S.

Matthew, (3) S.Luke* ; in the latter, (1) S.John, (2) S.Luke,

(3) S. Matthew. What need of many words to explain the

bearing of these facts on the present discussion ? Of course

it will have sometimes happened that S. Mark xvi. 8 came to

be written at the bottom of the left hand j^age of a MS.'^ And
we have but to suppose that in the case of one such Codex

the next leaf, which would have been the last, was missing,

— (the very thing tchich has happened in resjject of one of the

Codices at Moscow °)—and what else could result when a

copyist reached the words,

Ect>OBOYNTO TAP. TO TEAOC

but the very phenomenon which has exercised critics so sorely

and which gives rise to the whole of the present discussion?

The copyist will have brought S. Mark's Gospel to an end

there, of course. What else could he possibly do? ... .

Somewhat less excusably was our learned countryman Mill

betrayed into the statement, (inadvertently adopted by Wets-

tein, Griesbach, and Tischendorf,) that " the last verse of

S. John's Gospel is omitted in Cod. 03 :" the truth of the

matter being (as Mr. Scrivener has lately proved) that the

™ Euseb. apud Mai, iv. p. 264= p. 287. Again at p. 289-90.—So also the

author of the 2nd Homily on the Rcsurr. (Greg. Nyss. Opp. iii. 411-2.)

—

And see the third of the fragments ascribed to Polycarp. Patres ApostoL,

(ed. Jacobson) ii. p. 515.

* 1 believe this will be found to be the invariable order of the Gospels in

the Lectionaries.

" This is the case for instance in Evan. 15 (^ Reg. 64). Seefol. 98 b.

° I allude of course to Mntthaei's Cod. g. (See the note in his N. T. vol.

ix. p. 228.) Whether or no the learned critic w as right in his conjecture

" aliquot folia excidisse," matters nothing. Tlie left hand page ends at the

words iipofiovvTo yap. Now, if TfXos had followed, how obvious would have

been the inference that the Gospel itself of S. Mark had come to an end there

!

Note, that in the Codex Rcza; (D), S. Mark's Gospel ends at ver. 15 : in the

Gothic Codex Argenteus, at ver. 11. The Codex Vercell. («) jn-oves to be imper-

feet from ch. xv. 15; Cod. Veron. (/;) from xiii. 24; Cod. Brix.(/) from xiv. 70.
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last leaf of Cod. 63,—on which the last verse of S, John's

Gospel was demonstrably once written,

—

has been lost i.

XIV. To sum up.

1. It will be perceived that I suppose the omission of

"the last Twelve Verses" of S.Mark's Gospel to have

originated in a sheer error and misconception on the part

of some very ancient Copyist. He saic to t6Aoc written after

ver. 8 : he assumed that it was the Subscription, or at least

that it denoted " the End," of the Qospel.

2. "Whether certain ancient Critics, because it was accept-

able to them, were not found to promote this mistake,

—

it is useless to inquire. That there may have arisen some

old harraonizer of the Gospels, who, (in the words of Euse-

bius,) was ' disposed to " regard what followed as super-

fluous from its seeming inconsistency with the testimony of

the other Evangelists'";"—and that in this way the error

became propagated ;—is likely enough. But an error it

most certainly was : and to that error, the accident described

in the last preceding paragraph icould have very materially

conduced, and it may have very easily done so.

3. I request however that it may be observed that the

" accident" is not needed in order to account for the " error."

The mere presence of to TeAoc at ver. 8, so near the end of

the Gospel, would be quite enough to occasion it. And we

have seen that in very ancient times the word TtAoc fre-

quently did occur in an altogether exceptional manner in

that very place. Moreover, we have ascertained that its

meaning was not understood by the transcribers of ancient

MSS.
4. And will any one venture to maintain that it is to him

a thing incredible that an intelligent copyist of the iii^'* cen-

tury, because he read the words to tgAoc at S. Mark xvi. 8,

can have been beguiled thereby into the supposition that

those words indicated "the End" of S.Mark's GospeU—

•

Shall I be told that, even if one can have so entirely over-

looked the meaning of the liturgical sign as to suffer it

to insinuate itself into his text % it is nevertheless so im-

1 Scrivener, Coll. Cod. Sin. p. lix. ' See p. 227. ' See above, p. 226.

R
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probable as to pass all credence that another can have supposed

that it designated the termination of the Gospel of tbe second

Evangelist?—For all reply, I take leave to point out that

Scholz, and Tischendorf, and Tregelles, and ]\Iai aud the

rest of the Critics have, one and all, without exception, mis-

understood the same word occurrinr/ in the same place, and in

precisely the same wai/.

Yes. The forgotten inadvertence of a solitary Scribe in

the second or third century has been, in the nineteenth, delibe-

rately reproduced, adopted, and stereot3'ped by every Critic

and every Editor of the New Testament in turn.

What wonder,— (I propose the question deliberately,)—
What wonder that an ancient Copyist should have been mis-

led by a phenomenon which in our own days is observed to

have imposed upon two generations of professed Biblical

Critics discussing this very textual problem, and therefore

fully on their guard against delusion'? To this hour, the

illustrious Editors of the text of the Gospels are clearl}', one

and all, labouring under the grave error of supposing that

" i(f)ol3ovvTO yap + TeXos,"— (for which they are so careful

to refer us to " Cod. 22,")—is an indication that there, by
rights, comes the ^' End" of the Oospel according to S.Mark.

They have failed to perceive that ^G^cc in that place is only

a liturgical sign,—the same with which (in its contracted

form) they are sufficiently familiar ; and that it serves no

other purpose whatever, but to mark that there a famous

Ecclesiastical Lection comes to an end.

With a {e\v pages of summary, we may now bring this

long disquisition to an end.

' So Scholz :
—" hie [sc. 22] post yap + t(\o? ; dein atramento rubro," &c.

—Tischendorf,—" Testantur scholia . . . Marci Evangelium . . . versu 9 fittem

habuisse. Ita, ut de 30 fere Codd. certe tres videamus, 22 habet : i(po$ovvTo

yap + Tf\os. fv Tiffi," &c.—Tregelles appeals to copies, " sometimes with reKos

interposed after ver. 8," (p. 254.)—Mai (iv. 256) in the same spirit remarks,

—

" Codex Vaticano-palatinus [220], ex quo Euscbium producinius, post octaviim

versum habet quldem vocem t«'Aos, ut alibi interdum observalum fuit; sed

tamen ibidem eadem nianu subscribitur incrementum cum progredientibus

sectionura notis."



CHAPTER XII.

GENERAL REVIEW OF THE QUESTION : SUMMARY OF
THE EVIDENCE ; AND CONCLUSION OF THE WHOLE
SUBJECT.

This discussion narrowed to a single issue (p. 244).

—

That S. Mark's

Gospel was imperfect from the very first, a thing altogether incre-

dible (p. 246) :

—

But that at some very remote period Copies have

suffered mutilation, a supposition prohable in the highest degree

(p. 248).— Consequences of this admission (p. 252).— Parting

tvords (p. 254.)

This Inquiry has at last reached its close. The problem

was fully explained at the outset **. All the known evidence

has since been produced'', everyWitness examined*'. Counsel

has been heard on both sides. A just Sentence will assuredly

follow. But it may not be improper that I should in con-

clusion ask leave to direct attention to the single issue which

has to be decided, and which has been strangely thrust into

the background and practically kept out of sight, by those

who have preceded me in this Investigation. The case

stands simply thus :

—

It being freely admitted that, in the beginning of the

iv**^ century, there must have existed Copies of the Gos-

pels in which the last chapter of S. Mark extended no

further than ver. 8, the Question arises,

—

Hoiv is this phe- ,

nomenon to be accounted for ? . . . The problem is not only

highly interesting and strictly legitimate, but it is evenj

inevitable. In the immediately preceding chapter, I have

endeavoured to solve it, and I believe in a wholly unsus-

pected way. '

But the most recent Editors of the text of the New Testa-

ment, declining to entertain so much as the possihiUty that

certain copies of the second Gospel had experienced mutila-

tion in very early times in respect of these Twelve concluding

' Chap. I. and II. "" Chap. IV, VI— X. ' Chap. Ill, V, and VIII.

r2
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Verses, have chosen to occupy themselves rather with con-

jectures as to how it may have happened that S. Mark's

Gospel ivas without a conctimon from the very first. Persuaded

that no more probable account is to be given of the pheno-

menon than that the Evangelist himself put forth a Gospel

which (for some unexplained reason) terminated abruptly at

the words i(f)o^ovvTo yap (chap. xvi. 8),—they have un-

happily seen fit to illustrate the liveliness of this conviction

of theirs, by presenting the world with his Gospel mutilated

in this particular way. Practically, therefore, the question

has been reduced to the following single issue :—Whether
of the two suppositions which follow is the more reason-

able:

First,—That the Gospel according to S.Mark, as it left the

hands of its inspired Author, ivas in this imperfect or unfinished

state ; ending abruptly at (what we call now) the 8th verse

of the last chapter :—of which solemn circumstance, at the

end of eighteen centuries. Cod. B and Cod. s are the alone

surviving Manuscript witnesses ? ... or,

Secondly,—That certain copies of S. Mark's Gospel having

suffered mutilation in respect of their Twelve concluding

Verses in the post-Apostolic age. Cod. B and Cod. n are the

only examples of MSS. so mutilated which are known to

exist at the present day ?

I. Editors who adopt the former hypothesis, are observed

[a) to sever the Verses in question from their context :

—

[h]

to introduce after ver. 8, the subscription " kata mapkon •'
:"

— (c) to shut up verses 9—20 within brackets ^ Regarding

them as " no integral part of the Gospel ^,"—" as an au-

thentic anonj^mous addition to what Mark himself wrote

\ down ''," — a " remarkable Fragment," " placed as a com-

pletion of the Gospel in very early times '
;"—they consider

themselves at liberty to go on to suggest that " the Evan-

gelist may have been interrupted in his work :" at any rate,

' Tischcndorf, Tregelles, Alford.

' Tregelles, Alford. ' Alford.

K " Hsec non a Marco scripta esse argumentis probatur idoneis."—See the

rest of Tischcndorf's verdict, supra, p. 10 ; and opposite, p. 245.

*" Tregelles' Account of the Printed Text, p. 259.

' Alford's New Test. vol. i. Proleg. [p. 38] and p. 437.
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that " something may have occurred, (as the death of

S, Peter,) to cause him to leave it unfinished '^." But " the

most probable supposition '^ (we are assured) "is, that the

last leaf of the original Gospel was torn awai/^."

We listen with astonishment ; contenting ourselves with

modestly suggesting that surely it will be time to conjecture

ichi/ S. Mark's Gospel was left by its Divinely inspired

Author in an unfinished state, when the fact has been esta-

blished that it probably was so left. In the meantime, we
request to be furnished with some evidence of that fact.

But not a particle of Evidence is forthcoming. It is not

even pretended that any such evidence exists. Instead, we
are magisterially informed by " the first Biblical Critic in

Europe,"— (I desire to speak of him with gratitude and re-

spect, but S. Mark's Gospel is a vast deal more precious to
^

me than Dr.Tischendorf's reputation,)— that "« healthy piety

reclaims against the endeavours of those u'ho are for palming

off as Mark's what the Evangelist is so plainly shewn [where?]

to have known nothing at all about °^" In the meanwhile, it

is assumed to be a more reasonable supposition,— (a) That

S. Mark published an imperfect Gospel ; and that the Twelve

Verses with which his Gospel concludes were the fabrica-

tion of a subsequent age ; than,— (/S) That some ancient

Scribe having with design or by accident left out these

Twelve concluding Verses, copies of the second Gospel so

mutilated become multiplied, and in the beginning of the

iv*'^ century existed in considerable numbers.

And yet it is notorious that very soon after the Apostolic

age, liberties precisely of this kind were freely taken with

the text of the New Testament. Origen (a.d. 185—254)

complains of the licentious tampering with the Scriptures

which prevailed in his day. " Men add to them," (he says)

"ov leave out,— as seems good to themselves"." Dionysius

of Corinth, yet earlier, (a.d. 168—176) remarks that it was

no wonder his own writings were added to and taken from,

seeing that men presumed to deprave the Word of God

^ So Norton, Tregelles, and others.

This suggestion, which was originally Griesbach's, is found in Alford's New
Test. vol. i. p. 433, (ed. 1868.)—See above, p. 12. The italics are not mine.

*" Vide supra, p. 10. " O^jp. vol. iii. p. 671.
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in the same manner". Irenseus, his conteraporar}^, (living

within seventy years of S. John's death,) complains of a cor-

rupted Text P. We are able to go back yet half a century,

and the depravations of Holy Writ become avowed and

flagrant i. A competent authority has declared it " no

less true to fact than paradoxical in sound, that the tvorst

corruptions to ichich the New Testament has been ever sub-

jected originated within a hundred j'ears after it was com-

posed ^" Above all, it is demonstrable that Cod. B and

Cod. S abound in unwarrantable omissions very like the pre-

sent* ; omissions which only do not provoke the same amount

of attention because they are of less moment. One such

extraordinary depravation of the Text, in which they also

stand alone among MSS. and to which their patrons are ob-

served to appeal with triumphant complacency, has been

already made the subject of distinct investigation. I am
much mistaken if it has not been shewn in my VII''* chapter,

that the omission of the words iv 'E(})eaa) from Ephes. i. 1,

is just as unauthorized,—quite as serious a blemish,—as the

suppression of S. Mark xvi. 9—20.

Now, in the face of facts like these, and in the absence of

any Evidence whatever to prove that S. Mark's Gospel was

imperfect from the first,—I submit that an hypothesis so

violent and improbable, as well as so wholly uncalled for,

is simply undeserving of serious attention. For,

(1st.) It is plain from internal considerations that the

improbability of the hypothesis is excessive ; " the contents

of these Verses being such as to preclude the supposition

that they were the work of a post-Apostolic' period. The
very difficulties which they present afibrd the strongest pre-

sumption of their genuineness." No fabricator of a supple-

ment to S. Mark's Gospel would have ventured on intro-

ducing so many minute seeming discrepancies : and cer-

" Eusebius Ecd. Hist. iv. 23. Consider Rev. xxii. 18, 19.

'• Note the remarkable adjuration of Irenajus, 0pp. i. 821, preserved by Euse-

bius, lib. V. 20.—See Scrivener's Iidroduc/ioii, p. 383-4. Consider tbe attesta-

tions at tlie end of the account of Polycarp's martyrdom, PP. App. ii. 614-6.

1 Allusion is made to the Gnostics Basilides and Valentinus ; especially to

the work of Marcion.

' Scrivener's Introdiictiuii, pp. 381— 391. * See Chap. VI.
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tainly " his contemporaries would not have accepted and

transmitted such an addition," if he had. It has also been

shewn at great length that the Internal Evidence for the

genuineness of these Verses is overwhelmingly strong ^ But,

(2nd,) Even external Evidence is not wanting. It has

been acutely pointed out long since, that the absence of

a vast assemblage of various Readings in this place, is, in

itself, a convincing argument that we have here to do with

no spurious appendage to the Gospel ^. Were this a de-

servedly suspected passage, it must have shared the fate of

all other deservedly (or undeservedly) suspected passages.

It never could have come to pass that the various Readings
\

which these Twelve Verses exhibit would be considerably \

fewer than those which attach to the last twelve verses of >

any of the other three Gospels. ^

(3rd.) And then surely, if the original Gospel of S.Mark

had been such an incomplete work as is feigned, the fact

would have been notorious from the first, and must needs

have become the subject of general comment ". It may be

regarded as certain that so extraordinary a circumstance

would have been largely remarked upon by the Ancients, and

that evidence of the fact would have survived in a hundred

quarters. It is, I repeat, simply incredible that Tradition

would have proved so utterly neglectful of her office as to

remain quite silent on such a subject, if the facts had been

such as are imagined. Either Papias, or else John the Pres-

byter,—Justin Martyr, or Hegesippus, or one of the " Seni-

ores apud Irenseum,"—Clemens Alexandrinus, or Tertullian,

or Hippolytus,—if not Origen, yet at least Eusebius,—if not

^ Chap. IX.

' " Ad defendendum hunc locum in primis etiam valet mirus Codicum con-

sensus in voeabulis et loquendi formulis singulis. Nam in locis Tra.peyypi.TrToi^,

etiam multo brevioribus, quo plures sunt Codices, eo plures quoque sunt varie-

tates. Comparetur modo Act. xv. 18, Matth. viii. 13, et loca similia."

—

C. F. Matthaei's Nov. Test. (1788) vol. ii. p. 271.

" Speaking of the abrupt termination of the second Gospel at ver. 8, Dr.

Tregelles asks,—" Would this have been transmitted as a fact by good wit-

nesses, if there had not been real grounds for regarding it to be true ?"

—

{Printed Text, p. 257.) Certainly not, we answer. But tohere are the "good

witnesses" of the " transmitted fact ?" There is not so much at one.
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Eusebius, yet certainly Jerome,

—

some early "Writer, I say,

must certainly have recorded the tradition that S. Mark's

Gospel, as it came from the hands of its inspired author, was

an incomplete or unfinished work. The silence of the

Ancients, joined to the inherent improbability of the conjec-

ture,

—

[that silence so profound, this improbability so gross
!)

—is enough, I submit, in the entire absence of Evidence on tlie

other side, to establish the very contradictory of the alternative

which recent Critics are so strenuous in recommending to

our acceptance.

(4th.) But on the contrary. We have indirect yet convinc-

ing testimony that the oldest copies of all did contain the

Verses in question ^
: while so far are any of the Writers

just now enumerated from recording that these verses were

absent from the early copies, that five out of those ten

Fathers actually quote, or else refer to the verses in question

in a way which shews that in their day they were the recog-

nised termination of S. Mark's Gospel \

We consider ourselves at liberty, therefore, to turn our

attention to the rival alternative. Our astonishment is even

excessive that it should have been seriously expected of us

that w'e could accept without Proof of any sort,—without

a particle of Evidence, external, internal, or even traditional,

•—the extravagant hypothesis that S. Mark put forth an

unfinished Gospel ; when the obvious and easy alternative

solicits us, of supposing,

II. That, at some period subsequent to the time of the

Evangelist, certain copies of S. Mark's Gospel sufiered that

mutilation in respect of their last Twelve Verses of which

we meet with no trace ivhatever, no record of any sort, until

the beginning of the fourth century.

(i.) And the facts which noiv meet us on the very thresh-

old, are in a manner conclusive : for if Papias and Justin

Martyr [a.d. 150] do not refer to, yet certainly Irenseus

[a.d. 185] and Ilipi^olytus [a.d. 190—227] distinctly quote

8ix out of the Twelve suspected Verses,—which are also met

with in the two oldest Syriac Versions, as well as in the old

Latin Translation. Now the latest of these authorities is

" See above, pp. 86—90. ' See Chap. III.
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earlier by full a hundred years than the earliest record that

the verses in question were ever absent from ancient MSS,
At the eighth Council of Carthage, (as Cyprian relates,)

[a.d. 256] Yincentius a Thiberi, one of the eighty-seven

African Bishops there assembled, quoted the 17th verse in

the presence of the Council.

(ii.) Nor is this all^. Besides the Gothic and Egyptian

versions in the iv*^^ century ; besides Ambrose, Cyril of Alex-

andria, Jerome, and Augustine in the v**^, to say nothing of

Codices A and C ;—the Lectionary of the Church universal,

probabli/ fro)ii the second century of our cera, is found to bestow

its solemn and emphatic sanction on ever// one of these Twelve

Verses. They are met with in evert/ MS. of the Gosj^els in

existence, uncial and cursive,

—

except two^ ; they are found in

every Version ; and are contained besides in every knoivn Lee-

tionary, where they are appointed to be read at Easter and

on Ascension Day^.

(iii.) Early in the iv'^ century, however, we are encoun-

tered by a famous place in the writings of Eusebius [a.d.

300—340], who, (as I have elsewhere explained %) is the only

Father who delivers any independent testimony on this sub-

ject at all. What he says has been strangely misrepre-

sented. It is simply as follows :

—

(cf) One, " Marinus/' is introduced quoting this part of

S. Mark's Gospel without suspicion, and enquiring, How its

opening statement is to be reconciled with S. Matth. xxviii. 1 ?

Eusebius, in reply, points out that a man whose only object

was to get rid of the difficulty, might adopt the expedient of

saying that this last section of S. Mark's Gospel "is not

found in all the copies :" {fjurj h airacrL <pepeo-dac.) Declining,

however, to act thus presumptuously in respect of anything

claiming to be a part of Evangelical Scripture, {ov8' otlovu

ToXfJbSiv aderelv rwv oivoicrovv iv rfj rSiv evajyeXlcov ypaipfj

(f>epofj,ev(ov,)—he adop)ts the hypothesis that the text is genuine.

Kal 8r} ToOSe tov jjbepovi (7v<y)(^copovfx,evov elvac d\T]dov<i, he

begins : and he enters at once without hesitation on an ela-

' See above. Chap. III. and IV.

" " Habent periocham banc Codices Grseci, si unum B excipias, omnes."

(Scholz, adopting the statement of Grlesbach.)—See above, p. 70.

^ See above, Ciiap. X. *= See above, pp. 66—68.
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borate discussion to shew how the two places may be recon-

ciled^. What there is in this to countenance the notion that

in the opinion of Eusebius "the Gospel according to S.Mark
originally terminated at the 8th verse of the last chapter/'

—

I profess myself unable to discover. I draw from his words

the precisely opposite inference. It is not even clear to me
that the Verses in dispute were absent from the copy which

Eusebius habitually employed. He certainly quotes one of

those verses once and again ^. On the other hand, the ex-

press statement of Victor of Antioch [a.d. 450?] that he

knew of the mutilation, but had ascertained b// Critical research

the genuineness of this Section of Scripture, and had adopted the

Text of the authentic "Palestinian" Cop//^,— is more than

enough to outweigh the faint presumption created (as some

might think) by the words of Eusebius, that his own copy

was without it. And yet, as already stated, there is nothing

whatever to shew that Eusebius himself deliberately rejected

the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's Gospel. Still less does

that Father anywhere say, or even hint, that in his judg-

ment the original Text of S. Mark was without them. If he

may be judged by his words, he accepted them as genuine : for

(what is at least certain) he argues upon their contents at

great length, and apparently without misgiving,

(b) It is high time however to point out that, after all,

the question to be decided is, not ivhat Eusebius thought on

this subject, but what is historically probable. As a plain

matter of fact, the sum of the Patristic Evidence against

these Verses is the hj'^pothetical suggestion of Eusebius

already quoted ; which, (after a fashion well understood by

those who have given any attention to these studies), is ob-

served to have rapidly propagated itself in the congenial soil

of the v**^ century. And even if it could be shewn that Euse-

bius deliberately rejected this portion of Scripture, (which has

never been done,)—yet, inasmuch as it may be regarded as

certain that those famous codices in the library of bis friend

'' See above, pp. 41 to 51 : also Appendix (B).

•^ The reader is referred to Mai's Nov. PP. Bibl. vol. iv, p. 262, line 12 :

p. 264 line 28 : p. 301, line 3—4, and 6—8,
' See above, p. 64-5 : also Appendix (E).
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Pamphilus at Csesarea, to which the ancients habitually re-

ferred, recognised it as genuine^,—the only sufferer from such

a conflict of evidence would surely be Eusebius himself: (not

S. Mark, I say, but Eusebius :) who is observed to employ an

incorrect text of Scripture on many other occasions ; and

must (in such case) be held to have been unduly partial to

copies of S. Mark in the mutilated condition of Cod. B or

Cod. N. His words were translated by Jerome''; adopted by

Hesychius' ; referred to by Victor J
; reproduced "with a dif-

ference" in more than one ancient scholion'^. But they are

found to have died away into a very faint echo when Eu-

thymius Zigabenus ' rehearsed them for the last time in his

Commentary on the Gospels, a.d. 1116. Exaggerated and

misunderstood, behold them resuscitated after an interval of

seven centuries by Griesbach, and Tischendorf, and Tre-

gelles and the rest : again destined to fall into a conge-

nial, though very differently prepared soil ; and again des-

tined (I venture to predict) to die out and soon to be for-

gotten for ever.

(iv.) After all that has gone before, our two oldest Codices

(Cod. B and Cod. s) which alone witness to the truth of

Eusebius' testimony as to the state of certain copies of the

Gospels in his own day, need not detain us long. They are

thought to be as old as the iv*** century : they are certainly |

without the concluding section of S. Mark's Gospel. But

it may not be forgotten that both Codices alike are dis-

figured throughout by errors, interpolations and omissions

without number; that their testimony is continually di-

vergent; and that it often happens that where they both

agree they are both demonstrably in error ^. Moreover, it is

a highly significant circunastance that the Vatican Codex

(B), which is the more ancient of the two, exhibits a vacant -l

column at the end of S. Mark's Gospel,

—

the only vacant column
;

in the lohole codex : whereby it is shewn that the Copyist was ;•

aware of the existence of the Twelve concluding Verses of

S. Mark's Gospel, even though he left them out " : while the

s P. 68 and note (d)
; p. 119 and note (m). >• P. 51-7. ' P. 57-9.

J P. 59—66. ^ P. 114—125. ' P. 68-9.

'" Chap. VI. " See abore, pp. 86 to 88.
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original Scribe of tlie Codex Sinaiticus (^) is declared by

Tischendorf to have actually omitted the concluding verse of

S. John's Gospel,—in which unenviable peculiarity it stands

alone among MSS.°

(T.) And thus we are brought back to the point from

which we started. We are reminded that the one thing

to be accounted for is the mutilated condition of certain copies

of S. Mark's Gosp)el in the beginning of the fourth century

;

of which, Cod. B and Cod. s are the two solitary surviving

specimens,—Eusebius, the one historical witness. AVe have

to decide, I mean, between the evidence for ihhfact,—(namelj'-,

that within the first two centuries and a-half of our sera, the

Gospel according to S. Mark suffered mutilation ;)—and the

reasonableness of the other ojnnion, namely, that S. Mark's

original autograph extended no farther than ch. xvi. 8. All

is reduced to this one issue; and unless any are prepared

to prove that the Twelve familiar Verses (ver. 9 to ver. 20)

with which S. Mark ends his Gospel cannot be his,— (I have

proved on the contrary that he must needs be thought to

have written themP,)—I submit that it is simply irrational

to persist in asseverating that the reason why those verses

are not found in our two Codexes of the iv"^ century must

be because they did not exist in the original autograph of

the Evangelist. What else is this but to set unsupported

opinion, or rather unreasoning prejudice, before the historical

J
I evidence of a fact ? The assumption is not only gratuitous,

5 1 arbitrary, groundless ; but it is discountenanced by the evi-

5 1 dence of MSS., of Versions, of Fathers, (Versions and

Fathers much older than the iv'^ century :) is rendered

in the highest degree improbable by every internal, every

° Will it be believed that Tischendorf accordingly rejects that verse also as

spurious ; and brings the fourth Gospel to an end at ver. 2-1, as he brings the

second Gospel to an end at ver. 8 ? For my own part,—having (through the

kindness and liberality of the Keeper of the Imperial MSS. at S. Petersburg,

aided by the good offices of luy friend, the Rev. A. S. Thompson, Chaplain at

S. Petersburg,) obtained a photograph of the last page of S. John's Gospel,—

I

must be allowed altogether to call in question the accuracy of Dr. Tischen-

dorf's judgment in this particular. The utmost which can be allowed is that

the Scribe may have jiossibly changed his pen, or been called away from his

task, Just before bringing the fourth Gospel to a close. p See Chap. IX.



xiT.] ihe rc-estahlishment of S. Mark xvi. 9—20. 253

external consideration : is condemned by the deliberate jadg-

rnent of the universal Church,— which, in its corporate capa-

city, for eighteen hundred years, in all places, has not only

solemnly accepted the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's Gos-

pel as genuine, but has even singled them out for special

honour''.

(II.) Let it be asked in conclusion,—(for this prolonged
\

discussion is now happily at an end,)—Are any inconve-

niences likely to result from a frank and loyal admission,

{in the absence of any Evidence whatever to the contrary,) that

doubtless the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark's Gospel are

just as worthy of acceptation as the rest ? It might reason-

ably be supposed, from the strenuous earnestness with which

the rejection of these Verses is generally advocated, that

some considerations must surely be assignable why the

opinion of their genuineness ought on no account to be

entertained. Do any such reasons exist ? Are any incon-

veniences whatever likely to supervene ?

No reasons whatever are assignable, I reply ; neither are

there any inconvenient consequences of any sort to be anti-

cipated,—except indeed to the Critics : to whom, it must be

confessed, the residt proves damaging enough.

It will only follow,

(1st) That Cod, B and Cod. s must be henceforth allowed

to be in one more serious jjarticular untrustworthy and erring

witnesses. They have been convicted, in fact, of bearing

false witness in respect of S. Mark xvi. 9—20, where their

evidence had been hitherto reckoned upon with the most

undoubting confidence.

(2ndly) That the critical statements of recent Editors,

and indeed the remarks of Critics generally, in respect of

S. Mark xvi. 9—20, will have to undergo serious revision

:

in every important particular, will have to be uncondition-

ally withdrawn.

(3rdly) That, in all future critical editions of the New Tes-

tament, these "Twelve Verses" will have to be restored to

their rightful honours : never more appearing disfigured

with brackets, encumbered with doubts, banished from their

1 Chapter X.
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context, or molested 'with notes of suspicion. On the con-

trary. A few words of caution against the resuscitation

of what has been proved to be a " vulgar error," will have

henceforth to be introduced i)i menwriam rei.

(4thly) Lastly, men must be no longer taught to look

with distrust on this precious part of the Deposit ; and

encouraged to dispute the Divine sayings which it contains

on the plea that perhai^a they may not be Divine, after all

;

for that probably the entire section is not genuine. They

must be assured, on the contrary, that these Twelve Verses

are wholly undistinguishable in respect of genuineness from

the rest of the Gospel of S. Mark ; and it may not be amiss

to remind them the Creed called the "Athanasian" speaks

no other language than that employed by the Divine Author

of our Religion and Object of our Faith. The Church warns

her children against the peril incurred by as many as wil-

fully reject the Truth, in no other language but that of the

Great Head of the Church. No person may presume to

speak disparagingly of S. Mark xvi. 16, any more.

(III.) Whether,—after the foregoing exposure of a very

prevalent and highly popular, but at the same time most

calamitous misapprehension,—it will not become necessary

for Editors of the Text of the New Testament to reconsider

their conclusions in countless other places :—whether they

must not be required to review their method, and to remodel

their text throughout, now that they have been shewn the

insecurity of the foundation on which they have so con-

fidently builded, and been forced to reverse their verdict in

respect of a place of Scripture where at least they supposed

themselves impregnable ;—I forbear at this time to inquire.

^ Enough to have demonstrated, as I claim to have now

done, that not a particle of doubt, that not an

atom of suspicion, attaches to " the

LAST Twelve Verses of the

Gospel according to

S. Mark."

To TeAOC.
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APPENDIX (A).

071 the importance of attending to Patristic Citations of Scripture.—
The correct Text o/S. Luke ii. 14, established.

(Referred to at p. 22.)

In Chapter III. the importance of attending to Patristic

citations of Scripture has been largely insisted upon. The
controverted reading of S. Luke ii. 14 supplies an apt illus-

tration of the position there maintained, viz. that this sub-

ject has not hitherto engaged nearly as much attention as it

deserves.

I. Instead of iv dv6poiiiroLs evSoKia, (which is the reading

of the " Textus receptus,") Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles

and Alford present us with ev avdpdairoLs evhoKias. Their

authority for this reading is the consentient testimony of

THE FOUR OLDEST MSS. WHICH CONTAIN S. Luke ii. 14 (viz.

B, s, A, D) : THE Latin Versions generally (" in homi-

nihus honac voluntatiH") ; and the Gothic. Against these are

to be set, Cod. A (in the Hymn at the end of the Psalms)

;

ALL THE other Uncials
J
together with every known cur-

sive MS. ; and every other ancient Version in existence.

So far, the evidence of mere Antiquity may be supposed

to preponderate in favour of €vBoKla<i : though no judicious

Critic, it is thought, should hesitate in deciding in favour

of evSoKta, even upon the evidence already adduced. The

advocates of the popular Theory ask,—But n'h// should the

four oldest MSS., together with the Latin and the Gothic

Versions, conspire in reading evSoKias, if evhoKia be right ?

That question shall be resolved by-and-by. Let them in

the mean time tell us, if they can,—How is it credible that,

in such a matter as this, every other M8. and every other

Version in the world should read evSoKM, if evSoKca be wrong ?

But the evidence of Antiquity has not yet been nearly cited.

I proceed to set it forth in detail.



258 Testimony of Early Fathers to [app.

It is found then, that whereas evSoKtas is read by none,

evBoKia is read by all the following Fathers :

—

(1) Origen, in three places of his writings, [i. 374 d :

ii. 714 B : iv. 15 b,—a.d. 240.]

(2) The Apostolical Constitutions, twice, [vii. 47 : viii.

12 acljin.,—lll'^ cent.]

(3) Methodius, [GaNand. iii. 809 b,—a.d. 290.]

(4) EusEBius, twice, [Deni. Ur. 163 c : 342 b,—a.d. 320.]

(5) Aphraates the Persian, (for whose name \_siq)rd,

pp. 26-7] that of ' Jacobus of Nisibis' has been erroneously

substituted), twice, [i. 180 and 385,

—

a.d. 337.]

(6) Titus of Bostra, twice, [in loc, but especially in

S. Luc, xix. 29 {Cramer, ii. 141, line 20),

—

a.d. 350.]

(7) Gregory of Nazianzus, [i. 845 c,

—

a.d. 360.]

(8) Cyril of Jerusalem, [a.d. 370], as will be found ex-

plained below.

(9) Epiphanius, [i. 154 d,—a.d. 375.]

(10) Chrysostom, four times, [vii. 311 b : 674 c : viii. 85 c

:

xi. 374 B expressly,

—

a.d. 400.]

(11) Cyril of Alexandria, in three places, [Comm. on

S. Luke, pp. 12 and 16. Also Op}), ii. 593 a : vi. 398 c,—
A.D. 420.]

(12) Theodoret, [in ColossA. 20,—a.d. 430.]

(13) Theodotus of Anoyra, [Gal/and. x. 446 b,—a.d. 430.]

(14) Proclus, Abp. of Constantinople, [GalL x. 629 a,—
A.I). 434.]

To which may be added the evidence of

(15) CosMAs Indicopleustes, four times repeated, [Coi/.

Nov. PP., (Montfaucon,) ii. 152 a, 160 d, 247 e, 269 c,—
A.D. 535.]

(16) Eulogius, Abp. of Alexandria, [Gal/, xii. 308 e,—
A.D. 581.]

(17) Andreas of Crete, twice, [Gall. xiii. 100 d, 123 c,

—A.D. 635.]

Now, when it is considered that these seventeen Fathers

of the Church'' all concur in exhibiting the Angelic Hymn
as oar oim Text/is liecrptus crltibits it,— (viz. ev uvdpooTroi<;

evSoKia,)—who docs not see that the four oldest uncial autho-

' Pscudo-Grogory Tliauinaturgus, Pseudo-Basil, Patricius, and Marias Mer-

cat)r, are desig-nodly omitted in tliis enumeration.
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rities for evSoKia^ are hopelessly outvoted by authorities

yet older than themselves ? Here is, to all intents and

purposes, a record of what was once found in two Codices of

the iii'*^ century ; in nine of the iv'^; in three of the v'^;

—

added to the testimony of the two Syriac, the Egyptian, the

Ethiopic, and the Armenian versions. In this instance there-

fore the evidence of Antiquity is even overwhelming.

Most decisive of all, perhaps, is the fact this was the form

in which the Churches of the East preserved the Angelic

Hymn in their private, as well as their solemn public Devo-

tions. Take it, from a document of the v*^ century :

—

AOHA CN TyiCTOIC 060)

KAI eni THC eiPHNH

CN ANOPCOnOIC CTAOKIA''.

But the text of this Hymn, as a Liturgical document,

at a yet earlier period is unequivocally established by the

combined testimony of the Apostolical Constitutions (already

quoted,) and of Chrysostom, who saj^s expressly :

—

Ev)(apia-

rovvres \eyo/x€v, Ao^a iv v'^^iarois 0e&5, Koi iirl <yrj<i elpi^vrj,

iu dvOpcoTTOLs evSoKia. [0pp. xi. 347 B.] Now this incon-

testably proves that the Church's established way of reciting the

Angelic Hymn in the iv*^ century was in conformity with the

reading of the Textus Receptus. And this fact infinitely

outweighs the evidence of any extant MSS. which can be

named : for it is the consentient evidence of hundreds,—or

rather of thousands of copies of the Gospels of a date ante-

rior to A.D, 400, which have long since perished.

To insist upon this, however, is not at all my pre-

sent purpose. About the true reading of S. Luke ii. 14,

(which is not the reading of Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tre-

gelles, Alford,) there is clearly no longer any room for

doubt. It is perhaps one of the best established readings in

the whole compass of th^ New Testament. My sole object is

to call attention to the two following facts :

—

(1) That the four oldest Codices tvhich contain S. Luke ii. 14

(B, N, A, D, A.D. 320—520), afld two of the oldest Ver-

sions, conspire in exhibiting the Angelic Hymn incorrectly.

(2) That we are indebted to fourteen of the Fathers (a.d.

•> Codex A,— v/xfos fccdivSs at the end of the Psalms.

s2



200 The Evklcncc of Ircnmis, of Origcn, [app.

240—434), and to the rest of the ancient Versions, for the

true reading of that memorable place of Scripture.

II. Against all this, it is urged (by Tischendorf) that,

—

1. Iren^us sides with the oldest uncials.—Now, the Greek

of the place referred to is lost. A Latin translation is all that

survives. According to that evidence, Irenaeus, having quoted

the place in conformity with the Vulgate reading (iii. c. x.

§ 41,—" Gloria in czcelsis Deo ct in terra pax hominibus bonae

vohmtatis") presently adds,—"In eo quod dicunt, Gloria in

altissimis Duo et in terra pax, eum qui sit altissimorum, hoc

est, supercaelestium factor et eorum, quae super terram

omnium conditor, his sermonibus glorificaveruut
;
qui suo

plasmati, hoc est hominibus suam benignitatem salutis de

caelo misit.'' {cd. Stieren, i. 459). — But it must suffice to

point out (1) that these words really prove nothing : and

(2) that it would be very unsafe to build upon them, even if

they did ; since (3) it is plain that the Latin translator exhi-

bits the place in the Latin form most familiar to himself:

(consider his substitution of "excelsis'' for " altissimis.")

2. Next, Origen is claimed on the same side, on the

strength of the following passage in (Jerome's version of)

his lost Homilies on S. Luke :
—" Si scriptum esset, Super

terram pax, et hucusque esset finita scntentia, recte quaestio

nasceretur. Nunc vero in co quod additum est, hoc est,

quod post pacem dicitur. In hominibus bonae voluntatis, solvit

quaestionem. Pax enim quam non dat Dominus super

terram, non est pax bonae voluntatis." {Oi)p. iii. p. 94G.)

"From this," (says Tischendorf, who is followed by Tre-

gcUes,) " it is plain that Origen regarded evhoKias as the

true reading ; not evBoKia—which is now thrice found in his

Greek writings."—But,

Is one hero more struck with the unfairness of the Critic,

or with the feebleness of his reasoning ? For,— (to say no-

thing of the insecurity of building on a Latin Translation *^,

' The old Latin Interpreter of Origcn's Commentary on S. Mattliew seems

to have found in Origcn's text a quotation from S. Luke ii. 11 wliich is nol

represented in (he extant Greek text of Origen, Here also we are presented

with "hominibus bonae voluntatis." {0pp. iii. 537 c). We can say nothing

to such second-hand evidence.



A.] and of Cyril, not different, 261

especially in sucli a matter as the present,)—How can testi-

mony like this be considered to outweigh the three distinct

places in the original writings of this Father, where he

reads not €vSoKtas but evSoKia ? Again. "Why is a doubt

insinuated concerning the trustworthiness of those three

places, (" ut mniG reperitur,") where there really is no doubt ?

How is Truth ever to be attained if investigations like the

present are to be conducted in the spirit of an eager par-

tisan, instead of with the calm gravity of an impartial

judge ?

But I may as well state plainly that the context of the

passage above quoted shews that Tischendorf^s proposed in-

ference is inadmissible. Origen is supposing some one to

ask the following question :
—" Since Angels on the night

when Christ was born proclaimed 'on earth Peace/—why

does our Saviour say, ' I am not come to send Peace upon

earth, but a sword ? . . . . Consider," (he proceeds) " whe-

ther the answer may not be this:"—and then comes the

extract given above. Origen, (to express oneself with collo-

quial truthfulness,) is at his old tricks. He is evidently ac-

quainted with the reading evhoKias : and because it enables

him to offer (what appears to him) an ingenious solution of

a certain problem, he adopts it for the nonce : his proposal

to take the words elpr)V'q evSoKlas together, being simply

preposterous,—as no one ever knew better than Origen

himself'^.

3. Lastly, Cyril of Jerusalem is invariably cited by the

latest Critics as favouring the reading evSoKias. Those

learned persons have evidently overlooked the candid ac-

knowledgment of De Touttee, Cyril's editor, (p. 180, cf.

bottom of p. 162,) that though t/ie MSS. of Cyril exhibit

evSoKLa, yet in his editorial capacity he had ventured to print

evhoKLas. This therefore is one more Patristic attestation

to the trustworthiness of the Textus Receptus in respect of

S. Luke ii. 14, which has been hitherto unaccountably lost

sight of by Critics. (May I, without oflPence, remind Editors

of Scripture that instead of copying, they ought in every in-

stance to verify their references ?)

'' Consider his exactly similar method concerning Eph. i. 1. {Supra, pp. 96—99.)
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III. The history of this corruption of the Text is not hard

to discover. It is interesting and instructive also.

(1.) In the immediately post-Apostolic age,—if not earlier

still,—some Copyist will have omitted the iv before avdpco-

TTOLs. The resemblance of the letters and the similarity

of the sound (cn, an,) misled him :

—

eNANepwnoic

Every one must see at a glance how easily the thing may
have happened. (It is in fact precisely what hm happened

in Acts iv. 12 ; where, for iv dv6p(o7rot9, D and a few cur-

sive MSS. read avOptoiroLs,—being countenanced therein by

the Latin Versions generally, and by them only.)

(2.) The result however

—

(Bo^a iv v\lriaroi<; ©eat koX

iirl 7775 elprjvrj dvOpcoiroif; evhoKia)—was obviously an impos-

sible sentence. It could not be allowed to stand. And yet

it was not by any means clear what had happened to it. In

order, as it seems, to force a meaning into the words, some

one with the best intentions will have put the sign of the

genitive (c) at the end of evSoKia. The copy so depraved

was destined to play an important part ; for it became the

fontal source of the Latin Version, which exhibits the place

thus :

—

Gloria in altissimis Deo, et in terra pax hominihus

honae voluntatis It is evident, by the way, (if the quo-

tation from Irenaeus, given above, is to be depended upon,)

that Irenaeus must have so read the place : (viz. elpijvrj

avOpcoirots euSo/ci'a?.)

(3.) To restore the preposition (€n) which had been acci-

dentally thrust out, and to obliterate the sign of the geni-

tive (c) which had been without authority thrust in, was an

obvious proceeding. Accordingly, ever// Greek Evangi'lium

extant exhibits iv dvOpmiroL'i : while all hut four (B, N, A, D)

read evBoKia. In like manner, into some MSS. of the Vid-

gatc (e.g. the Cod. Amiatinus,) the preposition ("in") has

found its way back ; but the genitive (" bonae voluntatis")

has never been rectified in a single copy of the Latin ver-

sion,—The Gothic represents a copy which exhibited iv dv-

6pa)7roi<i €v8oKLa<i •=.

" From the Rev, Professor Boswortb.
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The consequence is that a well-nigh untranslatable ex-

pression retains its place in the Vulgate to the present hour.

Whether (with Origen) we connect evSoKias with elpijvr],—or

(with the moderns) we propose to understand " men of good

pleasure,"—the result is still the same. The harmony of

the three-part Anthem which the Angels sang on the night

of the Nativity is hopelessly marred, and an unintelligible

discord substituted in its place. Logic, Divinity, Documents

are here all at one. The reading of Stephens is unquestion-

ably correct. The reading of the latest Editors is as cer-

tainly corrupt. This is a case therefore where the value of

Patristic testimony becomes strikingly apparent. It affords

also one more crucial proof of the essential hollowness

of the theory on which it has been recently proposed by

Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles and the rest to recon-

struct the text of the New Testament.

To some, it may perhaps seem unreasonable that so many
words should be devoted to the establishment of the text of

a single place of Scripture,—depending, as that text does,

on the insertion or the omission of a single letter. I am
content to ask in reply,— What is important, if not the

utterance of Heaven, when, at the laying of the corner-stone

of the New Creation, " the Morning Stars sang together,

and all the Sons of God shouted for joy ?
"

IV. Only one word in conclusion.

Whenever the time comes for the Church of England to

revise her Authorized Version (1611), it will become neces-

sary that she should in the first instance instruct some of the

more judicious and learned of her sons carefully to revise

the Greek Text of Stephens (1550), Men require to know
precisely what it is they have to translate before they can

pretend to translate it. As for supposing that Scholars who
have been appointed to revise a Translation are competent at

a moment's notice, as every fresh difficulty presents itself, to

develope the skill requisite for revising the original Text,—
it is clearly nothing else but supposing that experts in

one Science can at pleasure shew themselves proficients in

another.

But it so happens that, on the present occasion, that other
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Science is one of exceeding difficulty. Revisionists here

will find it necessary altogether to disabuse their minds of

the TJieory of Textual Criticism which is at present the do-

minant and the popular one,—and of which I have made

it my business to expose the fallaciousness, in respect of

several crucial texts, in the course of the present work.

I cannot so far forget the unhappy circumstances of the

times as to close this note without the further suggestion,

(sure therein of the approval of our trans-Atlantic brethren,)

that, for a Revision of the Authorized Version to enjoy the

confidence of the Nation, and to procure for itself accept-

ance at the hands of the Church,— it will be found neces-

sary that the work should be confided to Churehnen. The

Church may never abdicate her function of being " a Wit-

ness and a Keeper of Holy Writ." Neither can she, with-

out flagrant inconsistency and scandalous consequence, ally

herself in the work of Revision with the Sects. Least of all

may she associate with herself in the sacred, undertaking

an Unitarian Teacher,—one who avowedly [see the letter

of " One of the Revisionists, G. V. S.," in the ''Times" of

July 11, 1870] denies the eternal GoDhead of her Lord.

That the individual alluded to has shewn any peculiar apti-

tude for the work of a Revisionist ; or that he is a famous

Scholar ; or that he can boast of acquaintance with any of

the less familiar departments of Sacred Learning; is not

even pretended. (It would matter nothing if the reverse

were the case.) What else, then, is this but to offer a deli-

berate insult to the Majesty of Heaven in the Divine Person
of Him who is alike the Object of the Everlasting Gospel,

and its Author ?
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EusEBius '* ad Marinum" concerning the reconcilement of S. Mark
xvi. 9 with S. Matthew xxviii. 1.

(Referred to at pp. 46, 47, 54, and 233.)

Subjoined is the original text of Eusebius, taken from

the " Quaestiones ad Marinum" published by Card. Mai,

in his " Nova Patrum Bibliotheca" (Romae, 1847,) vol. iv.

pp. 255-7.

I. Uois Trapa fiev ru> MarOalo) o\lr6 aa/3/3dT(ov (paCveTUt

i'ye'yepfjuevo'i 6 2a)T?)p, Trapa Se tu> MdpKco Trpco't rfj fiia rwv

aa^^drcov.

Tovrov Birrr) av elrj rj \vG'i<i' o fiev yap [ro K€<pdXaiov avTo

del* ?] Tr]v TOVTO (^dcTKOvcrav TrepiKOTryjv dOercov, etTTOt av fir) iv

diraaiv avrrjv (f)ipea6at TOL<i avriypdcpoL'; rov Kara MdpKov
evayyeXiov' rd yovv dxpi^rj roiv dvriypdcpcov to reXos irepi-

>ypd<f)€i Ti]s Kara rov MdpKov laropia^ iv toI<; \6<yois rov

o^OevTO^ veavlaKov rats yvvai^l Kal elprj/coros avrals " /ir;

(\)o(3elade, 'Irjaovv ^rjrelre rov Na^aprjvdv." Kal TOis i^t]S, ols

iiriXeyeL' *' Kal aKovaaaai e^vyov, Kal ovhevX ovSev elirov,

i(f)0^ovVTO ydp." 'Ev TOVTO) yap a^eSbv iv diracn To2<i dvTi-

ypd(f)0i,<i Tov KUTu MdpKOV evayyeXiov irepiyiypairTat to Tekos'

Ta he e^rj<; airavicos ev Tiaiv ciXV ovk, iv Trdai ^epofieva rrre-

pcTTa av e'lT), Kal /u,dXtaTa eiirep e-)(0iev dvTtkoylav t^ tmv

XoiTTMV evayyekia-TbiV fiapTVpia. TavTa fiev ovv elLiroi av tcs

irapaLTovfievos Kal irdvTrj dvaipcov irepiTTov ipioTtj/xa. "AWos
Se TLs ovB' oTLovv ToXfiwv dOeTelv tmv ottwctovv iv Ty tmv

evayyeXicov ypa(f)fi (j^epo/xevcov, SiTrXfjv elval <py]cn ttjv dvay-

voiaiv, COS, Kal iv cTepois ttoXXoIs, CKaTepav re TrapaScKTeav

v7rdp')(eLV, Ta> fjurj fidXXov TavTtjv iKelvrjs, r) iKeivrjv TavTr)<i,

irapd Tols ttlo-toIs Kal evXa^eatv iyKptvecrdai.

Kal Sr) TovSe tov /u.epov<; (Tvy')((i)pov[jbevov elvat aXr)6ov'i,

TTpoarjKei, tov vovv SLep/jbrjvevetv tov dvayvcocr/xaTO'i' el yovv

BiiXoifiev Trjv tov Xoyov Sidvoiav, ovk dv evpoifiev avTrjv

ivavTiav T0t9 irapd tov MaTOaiov o-^jre cra/S^dTcov iyrjyepOat

TOV HcoTTJpa XeXeyfjbivois' to ydp " dvaaTds Se irpooi tt} fiia

* Vid. supra, p. 233.
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Tov cra^/SuTOv" Kara top MdpKOv, jjbera 8iacrTo\i]<; ava<yvw-

aofJLeOa' Kol [xera to avaaras Se, VTroaTt^ofjiev*' Kal ttjv Sid-

voiav cKpopl^ofiev tmv e^rjs iTrtXeyofievcov. elra ro jxev dvaa-

rds av, eVi rrjv irapa tm Mardaio) oyfre aa/3/3dTcov. Tore <ydp

i'yr'jjepro' rb 8e i^i]<i erepa^ ov hiavoias VTroarariKov, avvdylroj-

fjbev rocs inriXeyofxevoi^;' irpon yap rfj fiia rov a-afB^drov i(pdvr]

Mapla rfj May8a\7]vfj. rovro yovv ehrfkaxre Kal 6 ^Icodwrj^

Trpcol' Kal avro<i rfj fjbia rov aa^^drov M(f)6aL avrbv rfj May-
8a\r)vy fiapTvp'^cras. ovrco<i ovv Kal rrapd ru> MdpKcp rrpon

i^dvr] aiirfj. ov rrpwC dvaards, dWd ttoXv rrporepov Kara rov

MarOalov o-^e rov aa/3^drov. rore yap dvaards €(f)dvT) rfj

Mapia, ov rore dWd Trpcol. 009 rrapiaraadac ev rovroLS

Katpovs hvo. rov /xev yap rrjs dvaardaews rov oyjre rov crafi-

^drov, rov 8e rr}? rov Xwrrjpos e'7n<^aveia<;, rov rrpwl, ov

eypa^jrev 6 MdpKO<; eliroov (o Kal fierd ScaaroXrjs dvayvcoa-

riov) dvaard<i 8e' elra vrrocrrl^avres, ro e^yjs prjreov, Trpcol

rfj fxia rov aa/3^drov i(})dvr} Mapla rfj MaySaXtjvfj, d<f) 779

iK/Se/SXtJKet eirrd SaifMOvia.

II. IIco9 Kara rov MarOalov 6-^e o-a^j3drcov rj MaySaXrjvf)

reOeafJbevT] rrjv dvdaraaiv, Kara rov "'Iwdvvrjv rj avri] karwaa

K\aiei rrapd rS ixvrjfxeiw rfj /xia rov crajS^drov.

Ovhev av ^rjrrjOeir} Kara rov<i roTrov;, el rb o^jre cra/S^drcov

/jLr) rr]v eaTrepivrjv &pav rr)v fierd ri]v rj/xepav rov crajSfiarov

XeyeaOai, vTroXd^oc/juev, cos rives v7reL\7](f)aaLv, dWd rb ^paSv

Kal oyjre rtjs vvKrb<; rrj<; /xerd rb ad/3^arov, K.r.\.

* P.S. I avail myself of this blank space to introduce

a passage from Thkophylact (a.d. 1077) which should have

obtained notice in a much earlier page :

—

'Avaard'i Se o

'Irjaovs' ivravda ari^ov, elra elrre' Trpco'i Trpdorrj aa/3^drov

e(f}dv'rj Mapia rfj I\Iay8a\7]vfj. ov yap dvearrj rrpcor (res yap

olSe TTore dvearr} ;) dXX' ecftdvij Trpco'i KvpiaKfj rjfxepa [avrrj

ydp Tj TrpcoTi] rov aa^^drov, rovreari, rijs e^Sofid8o<;,) vjv dv(o

eKdXecre [xiav aa/S/Sdroiv' [Oj)j). vol. i. p. 26'] c]

It must be superfluous to point out that Thcopliylact also,

—like Victor, Jerome, and IIes3fchius,— is here only repro-

ducing Eusebius. Sec above, p. 66, note (c).
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Proof that Hestchiits is a copyist only in what he says concerning

the end of S. Marie's Gospel.

(Referred to at pp. 57-58.)

§ 1. It was confidently stated above (at p. 58) that Hesy-
CHIU8, discussing the consistency of S. Matthew's o-^lre twv
cra^/Sdrcov (chap, xxviii. 1), with the Trpcol of S. Mark (chap.

xvi. 9), is a copyist only ; and that he copies from the
" Quaestiones ad Marinum" of Eusebius. The proof of that

statement is subjoined. It should perhaps be explained that

the extracts in the right-hand column have been dislocated

in order to shew their close resemblance to what is set down
in the left-hand column from Eusebius :

—

(EusEBiFS.) (Hestchiits, or Severus.)

TO oyj^e crajS^aTcciv fifj ttjv eaTTfpivrjv to 8e 6\j/e a'alSjSa.Twv ov ttjv eane-

(opau TTjV /iera ttjv tjfiepau tov o-a/3- pnv ttjv fxera ttjv Siktiv tov fiXiov

/3aTov Xeyfadai V7roXdj3oipev .... drjXoL . . .

aXXa TO ^pabv Koi 6\jre Trjs pvktos. dXXa . ... to ^pdBiov Koi ttoXv

dua-TrjKos. . . .

ovTci yap Koi oyfre ttJs (Spas dooda- ^ai- yap ttov Kal ovtcos riplu avvr}-

fifv Xeynv, koi o^jre tov Kaipov, Ka\ ^^s Xeyeiv, oyf/e tov Kaipov Trapayeyo-

o^e TJj? ;^pe/ay' oi) tt)V ea-rrepav 8r]- "as' oyJAe Trjs a>pas, o^e ttjs xP^^^s'

XovvTfSy ov8e TOV ptTo. TjXiov dva-pas o^X' '"'?'' e(nrepav, Kal tov ixfTa r/Xiov

Xpdvov, TO 8e (TCpoBpa jSpddiov TovTa dvapas xpoVoj/ 8r]Xov(riv' dXXd to

a-rjiiaivovTfs Tc5 Tpona' ^pdhiov, .... tov Tponov tovtov

fJLTjvvovai.

odev axTTTep biepp,T)viva>v avTos 6 MaTOalos .... oxrirep epprjvevcov

eavTov 6 MaTdalos p.fTa to 6\j/e aa^- iavTov, irirjyaye Trj eTrKpcoaKova-r] els

^dTa)v, eTrrjyaye Trj enicpciXTKOVcrT] els p.lav aa^^aTav.

p.iav cra^^drav.

"Edos 8e oXrjv ttjv i^SofidSa ad^- (rd^jBaTov 8e ttjv Trdcrav e^8opd8a

fiuTov KaXelv. KaXelv 'E^paiois edos.

XeyeTai yovv Tvapa Tols EvayyeXia-- avTiKa yovv oi evayyeXta-Ta\ Trj

Tals TTJ fiia T(bv a-a^l3dTcov' p.ia tcov o-a^jSaTiDV 4>ciai'

ev 8e Trj avvr]6e[a, 8evTe'pa aa^- ovt(o fij) koi eV r^ a-vvrjdeia KeK-

^dT(ov, Kal TpiTT) aa^^aTwv. xPW^G<^i 8evTepav aa^^uTcov, Kal

TpiTTjv cra/3/3aT-(aj/.

(Eusebius ad Marinum, apud (Gkeg. Nyss. \jvid. supra, p. 39

Mai, vol. iv. p. 257-8.) to 41.] O^jp. vol. iii. p. 402.
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§ 2. Subjoined, in the riglit-hand column, is the original

text of the passage of Hesychius exhibited in English at

p. 57. The intention of setting down the parallel passages

from EusEBius, and from Victor of Antioch, is in order to

shew the sources from which Hesychius obtained his mate-

rials,—as explained at p. 58 :

—

(EusEBius.) (Hestchics, or Scverus.)

TU yovv uKpilirj tS)V avTi.ypa(^<x>v iv fiev ovv toIs ciKpi^ea-Tepois avTi-

t6 Tf\os TTfpiypcicfxi T^s Kara tov ypdcpois tu Kara MapKov evayyiXiov

MdpKov laropias iv rots Xoyois k.t.X. P^XP'- '''^^ " e4"^BovvTo yap, e\(i

ols tTTtXe-yei' . . .
" K.a\ ovdfvl oudtv, to reXoy.

etTTOj/, f(jioj3ovvTO yap."

(EusEBiTjs ad Marinum, apud

Mai, iv. p. 255.)

(Victor of Antioch.)

eneibrj 8e 'iv Tiai . . . rrpoaKfiTM i^ gg' T^f^^ TrpSaKfirai Kai radra.

. . . '"Ai/ao-rus" k.t.X. doKe'i Se "'Avaaras" k.t.X. tovto Se ivav-

TovTO 8ia(jioiV€'iv ru imo MaTduiov r'laxTiv Tiva 8ok(1 i^^iv npos tci

flprjptva. . . . fpnpocrdev elprjpeva'

[rris yap a>pas ttjs vvktos dyvaarov

Tvyxavovarjs Kad' fjv 6 ^coTTjp dvi(TTT],

TTuis ivTai)6a dvaaTr]vai "Trpwt" yk-

ypaTTTai ; tlXX' oidev ivavriov (pavqcre-

Tai TO pijTov, el]

ovT(Oi dvaypwcropfda' " Avaaras p^T imcrTrjpr]: dvayvioadpeda' Kai

be, Ka\''jnoo-Ti^avr€siTrdy(optv,"7rpa)i yap VTrocrTl^ac del crvveTcis' " Avaa-

Tji pna tS>v (ra/3^ara)«/ i(^dvr} Mapia tcis Se,' Kai ovtcds iiraydyeiv, " TTpcoi

r^ May8aXi]vrj' iva to piv " uvua- npwTT) (ra^lBdroiv icpdvi] 7rpa>TovMapiq

Tas — TTJ May8aXT]vjj ." iva to piv " dvaar'

(VicTOK Antioch., ed. Cramer, tus"

vol. i. p. 444, line 19 to line 27.) [^ixu Tt)v dvacpopav (rvp4>Mva)s Tw

Mar^a/ci), npos top npoXn^ovTa Kai-

pov, TO 8e " Trpwi " Trpos rtjv Trjs

Mapias ytvopivrju iTTKpdvtiav dno-

do6fir].j

(GiJEG. Nyss. Oj>p. vol. iii. p.

411, B, c, D : which may be also

seen in Cramer's Catenae, [vol.i.

p. 250, line 21 to line 33,] as-

cribed to " Skykki's, Archbishop

of Antioch," [y/>/V/. p. 243.])
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Some account of Victor of Antioch's Commentary on S. Mark's

Gospel; together with an enumeration of MSS. xohich contain

Victor's Work.

(Referred to at p. 60.)

"Apres avoir examine avec soin les MSS. de la Biblio-

theque du Roi," (says the Pere Simon in his Hist. Grit,

du N. T. p. 79,) "j'ai reconnu que cet ouvrage " (he is

speaking of the Commentary on S. Mark's Gospel popularly

ascribed to Victor of Antioch,) "n'est ni d'Origene, ni de

Victor d'Antioche, ni de Cyrille, ni d'aucun autre auteur en

particulier. C'est un recueil de plusieurs Peres, dont on a

marque les noras dans quelques exemplaires ; et si ces noras

ne se trouveut point dans d'autres, cela est assez ordinaire

a ces recueils, qu'on appelle chaines '*." It will be seen from

the notices of the work in question already offered, {supra,

p. 59 to p. 65,) that I am able to yield only a limited acqui-

escence in this learned writer's verdict. That the materials

out of which Victor of Antioch constructed his Commentary

are scarcely ever original,—is what no one will deny who
examines the work with attention. But the Author of

a compilation is an Author still ; and to put Victor's claim

to the work before us on a level with that of Origen or of

Cyril, is entirely to misrepresent the case and hopelessly to

perplex the question.

Concerning Victor himself, nothing whatever is known

except that he was "a presbyter of Antioch." Concerning

his Work, I will not here repeat what I have already stated

elsewhere ; but, requesting the Reader to refer to what was

remarked at pp. 59 to 65, I propose to offer a few observa-

tions with which I was unwilling before to encumber the

" KoUar, (editing Lambecius,—iii. 159, 114,) expresses the same opinion.

—

Huet {Origeniana, lib. iii. c. 4, pp. 274-5,) has a brief and unsatisfactory disser-

tation on the same subject ; but he arrives at a far shrewder conclusion.
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text ; holding it to be a species of duty for those who have

given any time and attention to a subject like the present to

contribute the result, (however slender and unsatisfactory it

may prove,) to the common store. Let abler men enlarge

the ensuing scanty notices, and correct me if in any respect

I shall have inadvertently fallen into error.

1. There exists a Commentary, then, on S. Mark's Gospel,

which generally claims on its front "Yictor, Presbyter

OF Antioch," for its Author^. A Latin translation of this

work, (not the original Greek,) was, in the first instance,

published at Ingolstadt in 1580'=, by Theodore Peltanus.

His Latin version found its way at once into " Bibliothecae,"

(or Collections of Writings of the Fathers,) and has been

again and again reprinted.

2. The Greek text of Victor was first published at Rome
by Peter Possinus in 1673, from a MS. existing somewhere

in Germany ; which Bathazar Corderius had transcribed and

presented to Possinus about thirty years before. Corderius

gave Possinus at the same time his transcript of an anony-

mous Commentary on S. Mark preserved in the Vatican
;

and Possinus had already in his possession the transcript of

a third Commentary on the same Evangelist (also anony-

mous) which he had obtained from the Library of Charles

de Montchal, Abp. of Toulouse. These three transcripts Pos-

sinus published in a well-known volume. It is to be wislied

that he had kept them distinct, instead of to some extent

blending their contents confusedly into one 'I Still, the dis-

'' Tile copies which I have seen, are headed,—BIKTOPOC (sometimes BIK-

TWPOC) nPeCBTTtPOT ANTIOXeiAC ePMHNeiA eiC TO KATA MAPKON
€TArr6A10N ; or with words precisely to that effect. Very often no Author's

name is given. Rarely is the Commentary assigned to Cyril, Origen, &c.

—

Vide infra, N". iii, xii, xiv, xix, xlviii. Also, N°. xlvii (comp. xxviii.)

•= Vivtoris Antiocheni in Marcum, et Titi Bostrorum Episcopi in Evan-

gelium Lucae commeniarii ; ante hac quidem nunquam in lucem editi, nunc

vero studio et operd Theodori I'eltani luce simul et Latitiitate donati. In-

golstad. 1580, 8vo. pp. 510.

'' " Ex hoc ego, quasi metallo triplici, una conflata niassa, inde annulos for-

mavi, quos singulos Evangclici contextus articulis aptatos, inter seque morsu

ac ncxu mutuo commissos, in torquem producerem, quo, si possem conse(pii,

sancto Evangelistae Marco decus et ornamentum adderetur."

—

Prafatio : from

which the particulars in the text are obtained.
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located paragraphs of Victor of Antioch are recognisable by

the name of their author ("Victor Antiochenus") prefixed

to each : while " Tolosanus " designates the Toulouse MS. :

" Vaticanus" (or simply " Anonymus") the Vatican.

3. At the end of another century, (1775) C. F. Matthaei

put forth at Moscow, with his usual skill and accuracy,

a new and independent Edition of Victor's Commentary '^

:

the text of which is based on four of the Moscow MSS.
This work, which appeared in two parts, has become of

extraordinary rarity. I have only just ascertained (June,

1871,) that ojie entire Copy is preserved in this country.

4. Lastly, (in 1840,) Dr. J. A. Cramer, in the first volume

of his Catenae on the N. T., reproduced Victor's work from

independent MS. sources. He took for his basis two Codices

in the Paris Library, (No. 186 and No. 188), which, however,

prove to have been anciently so exactly assimilated the one to

the other \_h{frd, p. 279] as to be, in fact, but duplicates of one

and the same original. Cramer supplemented their contents

from Laud. Gr. 33, (in the Bodleian :) Coisl. 23 : and Reg.

178 at Paris. The result has been by far the fullest and

most satisfactory exhibition of the Commentary of Victor of

Antioch which has hitherto appeared. Only is it to be

regretted that the work should have been suffered to com6

abroad disfigured in every page with errors so gross as to be

even scandalous, and with traces of slovenly editorship which

are simply unintelligible. I cannot bring myself to believe

that Dr. Cramer ever inspected the MSS. in the Paris

Library in person. Else would the slender advantage which

those abundant materials have proved to so learned and ac-

complished a scholar, be altogether unaccountable. More-

over, he is incorrect in what he says about them ^
: while

his reasons for proposing to assign the work of Victor

of Antioch to Cyril of Alexandria are undeserving of seri-

ous attention.

On a comparison of these four Editions of the same work,

it is discovered that the Latin version of Peltanus (1580),

* BIKTflPOS irpicr^vTepov 'AvTioxf^as Kal aWuiv rivuiv ayicuvrraTepaiv i^T](rr]ais

els rh Kara McipKov dyiov evayy4\iOi' : ex Codd. Mosqq. edidit C. F. Matthasi,

Mosquae, 1775. ^ P. xxvii—xxviii.
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rejircsents the same Greek text which Possinus gave to the

world in 1673. Peltanus translates very loosely; in fact

he paraphrases rather than translates his author, and con-

fesses that he has taken great liberties with Victor's text.

But I believe it will be found that there can have been no

considerable discrepancy between the MS. which Peltanus

emploj^ed, and that which Possinus afterwards published.

—

ISTot so the text which Matthaei edited, which is in fact for

the most part, (though not invariably,) rather an Epitome

of Victor's Commentary. On the other hand, Cramer's

text is more full than that of Possinus. There seem to be

only a few lines in Possinus, here and there, which are not

to be met with in Cramer ; whereas no less than twenty-

eight of Cramer's pages are not found in the work of Pos-

sinus. Cramer's edition, therefore, is by far the most complete

which has hitherto appeared. And though it cries aloud

for revision throughout ; though many important correc-

tions might easily be introduced into it, and the whole

brought back in countless particulars more nearly to the

state in which it is plain that Victor originally left it j

—

I question whether more than a few pages of additional

matter could easily be anywhere recovered. I collated several

pages of Cramer (Oct. 1869) with every MS. of Victor in

the Paris Library ; and all but invariably found that Cra-

mer's text was fuller than that of the MS. which lay before

me. Seldom indeed did I meet with a few lines in any

MS. which had not already seen the light in Cramer's edi-

tion. One or other of the four Codices which he employed

seems to fill up almost every hiatus which is met with in

any of the MSS. of this Father.

For it must be stated, once for all, that an immense, and

I must add, a most unaccountable discrepancy is observable

between the several extant copies of Victor : yet not so

much in respect of various readings, or serious modifications

of his text; (though the transpositions are very frequent,

and often very mischievous ^
;) as resulting from the bound-

K To understand what 18 alluded to, the render should compare the upper

and the lower half of p. ti2 in Cramer : noting that he has one and the same

annotation before him ; but diversely exhibited. (The lower part of the page
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less license whicli every fresh copyist seems to have allowed

himself chiefly in abridging his author.—To skip a few lines :

to omit an explanatory paragraph, quotation, or digression :

to pass 2^^^" sattiini from the beginning to the end of a pas-

sage : sometimes to leave out a whole page : to transpose

:

to paraphrase : to begin or to end with quite a different

foi'm of words ;— proves to have been the rule. Two copyists

engaged on the same portion of Commentary are observed

to abridge it in two quite difierent ways. I question whe-

ther there exist in Europe three manuscripts of Victor

which correspond entirely throughout. The result is per-

plexing in a high degree. Not unfrequently (as might be

expected) we are presented with two or even three difierent

exhibitions of one and the same annotation^. Meanwhile,

as if to render the work of collation (in a manner) impos-

sible,— (1) Peltanus pleads guilty to having transposed

and otherwise taken liberties with the text he translated

:

(2) Possinus confessedly welded three codices into one

:

(3) Matthaei pieced and patched his edition out of four

MSS. ; and (4) Cramer, out of five.

The only excuse I can invent for this strange licentious-

ness on the part of Victor's ancient transcribers is this :

—

They must have known perfectly well, (in fact it is ob-

vious,) that the work before them was really little else but

a compilation ; and that Victor had already abridged in the

same merciless way the writings of the Fathers (Chryso-

stom chiefiy) from whom he obtained his materials. We
are to remember also, I suppose, the labour which tran-

scription involved, and the costliness of the skins out of

which ancient books were manufactured. But when all

has been said, I must candidly admit that the extent of

license which the ancients evidently allowed themselves

quite perplexes me ^ TFhy, for example, remodel the struc-

is taken from Cod. 178.) Besides transposing the sentences, the author of

Cod. 178 has suppressed the reference to Chrysostom, and omitted the name

of Apoliuarius in line 10. (Compare Field's ed. of Chrys. iii. 529, top of

the page.)

'' Thus the two notes on p. 440 are found substantially to agree with the

note on p. 441, which = Chrys. p. 527. See also infra, p. 289.

' Let any one, with Mai's edition of the " Quacstiones ad Marinum" of Eu-

T
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ture of a sentence and needlessly vary its phraseology?

Never I think in my life have I been more hopelessly con-

fused than in the Bihliotheque, while attempting to collate

certain copies of Victor of Antioch.

I dismiss this feature of the case bj;' saying that if any

person desires a samjile of the process I have been describ-

ing, he cannot do better than bestow a little attention on

the " Preface" [viroOeaLs] at the beginning of Victor's Com-
mentary. It consists of thirty -eight lines in Cramer's

edition : of which Possinus omits eleven ; and IMatthaei

also, eleven;—but not the same eleven. On the other hand,

MatthaeiJ jjrolongs the Preface by eight lines. Strange to

relate, the MS. from which Cramer professes to publish, goes

on differently. If I may depend on my hasty pencilling,

after €KK\r]aiai9 \_Cramer, i. p. 264, line 16,] Evan. 300,

[=Ileg. 186, /o/. 93, line 16 from bottom] proceeds,

—

KXrj-

fxrjs iv eKT(p rwv vTroTVTTcocrecov, (thirty-one lines, ending)

')(apaKTrip iyevero.

On referring to the work of Possinus, " Anonymus Vati-

canus" is found to exhibit so admirable a condensation (?)

of the V7r6decn<i in question, that it is difficult to divest one-

self of the suspicion that it must needs be an original and

independent composition ; the germ out of which the longer

Preface has grown .... We inspect the first few pages of

the Commentary, and nothing but perplexity awaits us at

every stej). It is not till we have turned over a few pages

that we begin to find something like exact correspondence.

As for the Work,— (for I must now divest myself of the

perplexing recollections which the hurried collation of so

many MSS. left behind ; and plainly state that, in spite of

all, I yet distinctly ascertained, and am fully persuaded

that the original work was one,—the production, no doubt,

of "Victor, Presbyter of Antioch," as 19 out of the 52

MSS. declare) :—For the Commentary itself, I say, Victor

explains at the outset what his method had been. Having

setius before him, note how mercilessly they are abridged, mutilated, ampu-

tated by subsequent writers. Compare for instance p. 257 with Cramer's

"Catenae," i. p. 251-2; and this again with the "Catena in Joannem" of Cor-

derius, p. 448-9. J With whom, Reg. 177 and 703 agree.
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failed to discover any separate exposition of S. Mark's Gos-

pel, he had determined to construct one, by collecting the

occasional notices scattered up and down the writings of

Fathers of the Church ''. Accordingly, he presents us in

the first few lines of his Commentary (p. 266) with a brief

quotation from the work of Eusebius " to Marinus, on the

seeming inconsistency of the Evangelical accounts of the

Resurrection ;" following it up with a passage from " the

vi^ii [vii^^^ ?] tome of Origen's Exegetics on S. John's Gospel."

We are thus presented at the outset with tico of Victor's

favorite authorities. The work of Eusebius just named he

was evidently thoroughly familiar with K I suspect that he

has many an unsuspected quotation from its pages. Towards

the end of his Commentary, (as already elsewhere explained,)

he quotes it once and again.

Of Origen also Victor was evidently very fond "
: and his

words on two or three occasions seem to shew that he had

recourse besides habitually to the exegetical labours of Apo-

linarius, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Titus of Bostra"^. Pas-

sages from Cyril of Alexandria are occasionally met with °
;

and once at least (p. 370) he has an extract from Basil.

The historian Josephus he sometimes refers to by name p.

But the Father to whom Victor is chiefly indebted is

Chrysostom,—whom he styles " the blessed John, Bishop of

the Royal City j" (meaning Constantinople i). !Not that

• p. 263, line 3 to 13, and in Possinus, p. 4.

' Eusebius is again quoted at p. 4-i4, and referi'ed to at p. 445 (line 23-5).

See especially p. 446.

™ What is found at p. 314 (on S. Mark v. 1,) is a famous place. (Cf. Huet's

ed. ii. 131.) Compare also Victor's first note on i, 7 with the same edit, of

Origen, ii. 125 C, D,—which Victor is found to have abridged. Compare the

last note on p. 346 with Orig. i. 284 A. Note, that &\\os 5e (j^v^i, (foot of

p. 427) is also Origen. Cf. Possinus, p. 324.

" See pp. 408, 418, 442.

° e.g. the first note on p. 311 ; (comp. Possinus, p. 95) : and the last note

on p. 323 ; (comp. Poss. p. 123.) Compare also Cramer, p. 395 (line 16-22)

with Poss. p. 249.—I observe that part of a note on p. 315 is ascribed by Pos-

sinus (p. 102) to Athanasius : while a scholium at p. 321 and p. 359, has no

owner.

p e.g. p. 408, 411 (twice).

1 In p. 418,

—

6 Trjs ^aaiAiSos ir6\ews iniorKoiros 'Iwdvvns. For instances of

t2
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Victor, strictly speaking, transcribes from Chrysostora ; at

least, to any extent. His general practice is slightly to

adapt his Author's language to his own purpose ; sometimes,

to leave out a few words ; a paragraph ; half a page'". Then,

he proceeds to quote another Father probably ; or, it may
be, to oflPer something of his own. But he seldom gives any

intimation of what it is he does : and if it were not for the

occasional introduction of the phrase o fiev (prjcrt or aXko<i Bi

^r)cn % a reader of Victor's Commentary might almost mis-

take it for an original composition. So little pains does this

Author take to let his reader know when he is speaking in

his own person, when not, that he has not scrupled to retain

Clirysostom's phrases i^w he olfiai^, &c. The result is that

it is often impossible to know to ichose sentiments we are

listening. It cannot be too clearly borne in mind that

ancient ideas concerning authorship differed entirely from

those of modern times ; especially when Holy Scripture was

to be commented on.

I suspect that, occasionallj'', copyists of Victor's work,

as they recognised a fragment here and there, prefixed to it

quotation from Chrysostom, comp. V. A. p. 315 with Cbrys. pp. 398-9 : p. 37G

with Chrys. pp. 227-8 : p. 420 with Chrys. p. 447, &c.

' Take for example Victor's Commentary on the stilling of the storm

(pp. 312-3), which is merely an abridged version of the first part of Chryso-

stom's 28''' Homily on S. Matthew (pp. 395-8) ; about 45 lines being left out.

Observe Victor's method however. Chrysostom begins as follows :
—

'O ixiv

ovv AouKas, OTraAAaTToij' kaxrrhu tov aTraiTTjdrjvai tuu )(p6v(jiv t^v rd^iv, ovtois

flirff. (Then follows S. Luke viii. 22.) koI 6 MdpKos i/ioius. Ovtos Se ovx

ovTws' aWa koI aKoKovdlav ivravOa SiuTTjpu. Victor, because he bad S. Mark

(not S. Matthew) to comment upon, begins thus :

—
'O /jl^p MdpKos airaWdTruv

(uvThv TOV diraiT7i0TJi>ai. twv xpift^" T^jv rd^tv, ovtws tlmv, 6fj.olais Se Kal d AovKas'

6 5t MoT0o7or ovx ovrus' dWa Ka) aKoAovOlav ii/TavOa StarripfT.

' e.g. V. A. p. 422 (from 6 jueV cpijaiv to &\\os 5e <pr](Tiy) = Chrys. p. 460.

Observe the next paragraph also, (p. 423,) begins, &K\os (priatu.—So again, V.

A. pp. 426-7^ Chrys. pp. 473-6 : where &\\os Se <pri(ri, at the foot of p. 427

introduces a quotation from Origcn, as appears from Possinus, p. 324.—See

also p. 269, line 1,—which is from Chrys. p. 130,

—

J^ uis 6 &\\os being the next

words.—The first three lines in p. 316 ^= Chrys. p. 399. Then follows, iWos Se

(pjicriu. See also pp. 392 : 407 (<pa<rl rtixs—erepos St <pr)(Ttv) : pp. 415 and 433.

After quoting Eusebius by name (p. 446-7), Victor says (line 3) &\\os 5«

<pr](rti>.

' e.g. V. A. p. 420 line 15, wl)ich = Chrys. p. 4 17.
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the name of its author. This would account for the ex-

tremely partial and irregular occurrence of such notes of

authorship ; as well as explain why a name duly prefixed

in one copy is often missing in another ". Whether Victor's

Commentary can in strictness be called a " Catena," or not,

must remain uncertain until some one is found willing to

undertake the labour of re-editing his pages ; from which,

by the way, I cannot but think that some highly interesting

(if not some important) results would follow.

Yet, inasmuch as Victor never, or certainly very seldom,

prefixes to a passage from a Father the name of its Auf/tor

;

—above all, seeing that sometimes, at all events, he is ori-

ginal, or at least speaks in his own person ;—I think the

title of " Catena" inappropriate to his Commentary.

As favourable and as interesting a specimen of this work

as could be found, is supplied by his annotation on S. Mark
xiv. 3. He begins as follows, (quoting Chrysostom, p. 436) :

—" One and the same woman seems to be spoken of by all

the Evangelists. Yet is this not the case. By three of

them one and the same seems to be spoken of; not however

by S. John, but another famous person,—the sister of La-

zarus. This is what is said by John, the Bishop of the

Royal City.—Origen on the other hand says that she who,

in S. Matthew and S, Mark, poured the ointment in the

house of Simon the leper was a different person from the

sinner whom S. Luke writes about who poured the ointment

on His feet in the house of the Pharisee.—Apolinarius ^ and

Theodorus say that all the Evangelists mention one and the

same person ; but that John rehearses the story more ac-

curately than the others. It is plain, however, that Mat-

thew, Mark, and John speak of the same individual ; for

they relate that Bethany was the scene of the transaction

;

and this is a village ; whereas Luke [viii. 37] speaks of some

one else ; for, * Behold,' (saith he) ' a woman in tJie city

which was a sinner,' " &c., &c.

° e.g.Theod. Mops., (p. 414,) which name is absent from Cod. Reg. 201 :

—

Basil, (p. 370) whose name Possinus does not seem to have read :—Cyril's name,

which Possiuus found in a certain place (p. 311), is not mentioned in Laud.

Gr. 33/0/. 100 h, at top, &c.

* So in the Catena of Corderius, in S, Joannem, p. 302.
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But the most important instance by far of independent

and sound judgment is supplied by that concluding para-

graph, already quoted and largely remarked upon, at pp.

64-5 ; in which, after rehearsing all that had been said

against the concluding verses of S. Mark's Gospel, Victor

vindicates their genuineness by appealing in his own person

to the best and the most authentic copies. The Reader is

referred to Victor's Text, which is given below, at p. 288.

It only remains to point out, that since Chrysostom, (whom

Victor speaks of as 6 iv aylots, [p. 408,] and 6 /jLaKapto<if

[p. 442,]) died in a.d. 407, it rainiof be right to quote " 401"

as the date of Victor's work. Rather would a.d. 450 be

a more reasonable suggestion : seeing that extracts from

Cyril, who lived on till a.d. 444, are found here and there

in Victor's pages. We shall not perhaps materially err

if we assign a.d. 430—450 as Victor of Antioch's approxi-

mate date.

I conclude these notices of an unjustly neglected Father,

by specifying the MSS. which contain his "Work. Dry
enough to ordinary readers, these pages will not prove un-

interesting to the critical student. An enumeration of all

the extant Codices with which I am acquainted which con-

tain Victor of Antioch's Commentary on S. Mark's Gospel,

follows :

—

(i.) EvAif. 12 (=Eeg. 230) a most beautifulMS.

The Commentary on S. Mark is here assigned to Victoe by

name ; being a recension very like that which Matthaei has pub-

lished. S. Mark's text is given in extenso.

(ii.) Evan. 19 (=== Ecg. 189 : anciently numbered 437 and

1880. Also 134 and 135. At back, 1603.) A grand folio, well-

bound and splendidly lorittcn. Pictures of the Evangelists in such

marvellous condition that the very tools employed hy a scribe might be

reproduced. The ground gilded. Headings, Sj'c. and words from

Scri2yture all in gold.

Here also the Commentary on S. Mark's Gospel is assigned to

Victor. The differences between this text and that of Cramer

(e.g. at fol. 320-3, 370,) are hopclcsslj' numerous and complicated.

There seem to have been extraordinary liberties taken with the

text of this copy througliout.
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(iii.) EvAKT. 20 (= Reg. 188: anciently numbered 1883.) A splen-

didfolio,— tlie loorh of several hands and heautifidly written.

Victor's Commentary on S. Mark's Gospel is generally consi-

dered to be claimed for Cyril of Alexandeia by the following

words :

TnO0ECIC EIC TO KATA MAPKON AFION EYArrEAION
EK THC EIC AYTON EPMHNEIAC TOT EN AFIOIC

KYPIAAOT AAEHANAPEIAC.

The correspondence between Evan. 20 and Evan. 300 \infra,

N". xiv], ( = Eeg. 188 and 186), is extraordinaiyy. In S. Mark's

Gospel, (which alone I examined,) every page legins with the same

syllable, loth of Text and Commentary : (i.e. Reg. 186, fol. 94 to 197

= Reg. 188, fbl. 87 to 140). Not that the number of words and let-

ters in every line corresponds : but the discrepancy is compensated

for by a blank at the end of each column, and at the foot of each

page. Evan. 20 and Evan. 300 seem, therefore, in some mysterious

way referable to a common original. The sacred Text of these two

MSS., originally very dissimilar, has been made identical through-

out; some very ancient (the original?) possessor of E-eg. 188 having

carefully assimilated the readings of his MS. to those of Reg. 186,

the more roughly written copy ; which therefore, in the judgment

of the possessor of Reg. 188, exhibits the purer text. But how
then does it happen that in both Codices alike, each of the Gospels

(except S. Matthew's Gospel in Reg. 188,) ends with the attestation

that it has been collated with approved copies ? Are we to suppose

that the colophon in question was added after the one text had been

assimilated to the other ? This is a subject which well deserves

attention. The reader is reminded that these two Codices have

already come before us at pp. 118-9,—where see the notes.

I proceed to set down some of the discrepancies between the

texts of these two MSS. : in every one of which, Reg. 188 has been

made conformable to Reg. 186 :

—

(Cod. Reg. 186.)

(1) Matth.xxvi. 70. airav \eya>v

(2) Mk. i. 2. i>s

(3) „ 11. <^

(4) ,, 16. jSdWovras diJ,(pi-

(Cod. Reg. 188.)

avTCdv TrduToov Xeywu

Kadios

a01

dfi(f)i^dWovTas dfx(f)L^\t](TTpov

y I believe it will be found that Cod. Reg. 186 corresponds exactly/ with Cod.

Reg. 188 : also that the contents of Cod. Reg. 201 correspond with those of

Cod, Reg. 206 ; to which last two, I believe is to be added Cod, Reg. 187.
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(Cod. Reg. 186.)
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(viii.) Evan. 37 ( = Coisl. 21.) Fol.

The Commentary on S. Mark is claimed for Victok at fol. 117.

It seems to be very much the same recension which is exhibited by

Coisl. 19 {infra, N". xviii.) and Coisl. 24 {infra, N'>. xi.) The Text

is given in extenso : the Commentary, in the margin,

(ix.) Evan. 39 ( = Coisl. 23.) A grand large fol. The writing

singularly alhreviated.

The Commentary on S. Mark is claimed for Victok : but is very

dissimilar in its text from that which forms the basis of Cramer's

editions. (See above, on N°. vi.) It is Cramer's "P." (See his

Catenae, vol, i. p. xxviii ; and vide supra, p. 271.)

(x.) Evan. 40 (= Coisl. 22.)

No Author's name is prefixed to the Commentary (fol. 103);

which is a recension resembling Matthaei's. The Text is in extenso :

the Commentary, in the margin.

(xi.) Evan. 41 (= Coisl. 24.) Fol.

This is a Commentary, not a Text. It is expressly claimed for

Victor. The recension seems to approximate to that published by

Matthaei. (See on N". viii.) One leaf is missing. (See fol. 136 b.)

(xii.) Evan. 50 (=Bodl. Laud. Grace. 33.) 4to. The Com-
mentary here seems to be claimed for Cyril of Alexandria, but

in the same unsatisfactory way as N". iii and xiv. (See Coxe's

Cat. i. 516.)

(xiii.) Evan. 299 (= Eeg. 177 : anciently numbered 2242^).

The Commentary on S. Mark is Victor's, but is without any

Author's name. The Text of S. Mark is given in extenso : Victor's

Commentary, in the margin.

(xiv.) Evan. 300 (= Reg. 186: anciently numbered 692, 750,

and 1882.) A noble Codex : hut the loorh of different scribes. It is

most beautifully written.

At fol. 94, the Commentary on S. Mark is claimed for Cyril of

Alexandria, in the same equivocal manner as above in N". iii

and xii. The writer states in the colophon that he had di-

versely found it ascribed to Cyril and to Victor. {iivKrjpaQrf avu

0€M T) epfirji/ela tou Kara MapKOV dylov evayyeXiov airo (pcovrjs, ev Ticriu

evpov KvpiWov A\e^av8pe<os, iu ciWois Se BiKTopos npea^vrepov.)



282 MS. cojjies of Victor's Commentary [app.

See above, the note on Evan. 20 (N". iii),—a MS. which, as

already explained, has been elaborately assimilated to the present.

(xv.) Evan. 301 ( = Reg. 187: anciently numbered 504, 537

and 1879.) A splendid fol. leautifully ivritten throtighout.

The Commentary on S. Mark is here claimed for Victoe.

(xvi.) Evan. 309 ( = Eeg. 201 : anciently numbered 176 and

2423.) A very interesting little fol. : very peculiar in its style.

Drawings old and curious. Beautifully written.

The Commentary is here claimed for Victor. This is not pro-

perly a text of the Gospel ; but parts of the text interwoven with

the Commentary. Take a specimen* : (S. Mark xvi. 8—20.)

Kai eSeAGouoai 69urov ano tou juvH/itiou. 6i)(6v be auiac

rpojuoc KOI CKOTaoic. ecoc bia tcov enaKoAouBouvTOOv oh-

jLieicjov.

Over the text is written k€i {Keififvou i.e. Text) and over the

Commentary ep (epfirjveia, i.e. Interpretation.) See the next.

(xvii.) Evan. 312 ( = Reg. 206 : anciently numbered 968, 1058,

2283; and behind, 1604. Also A. 67.) A beautiful little fol.

Contains only the Commentary, which is expressly assigned to

Victor. This Copy of Victor's Commentary is very nearly indeed

a duplicate of Cod. 309, (N". xvi.) both in its contents and in its

method ; but it is less beautifully written.

(xviii.) Evan. 329 (= Coisl. 19.) A very grandfol.

The Commentary on S. Mark is Victor's, but is without any

Author's name. (See above, on N". viii.)

(xix.) Reg. 703, (anciently numbered 958 : 1048, and Reg.

2330 : also No. 18.) A grand large 4'°.

The Commentary is here claimed for Origen, Such at least is

probably the intention of the heading (in gold capital letters) of

the Prologue :

—

npiFENOTC npoAoroc eic thn epmhneian tot
KATA MAPKON ETArFEAIOT.

Sec on this subject the note at foot of p. 235.

' Note, tliat this recurs at fol. llo of a Codex at Moscow numbered 38ii in

the Si/r. Cal.
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(xx.) EvAif. 304 ( = Reg. 194. TeUer 1892.)

The text of S, Mark is here interwoven with a Commentary

which I do not recognise. But from the correspondence of a note

at the end with what is found in Possinus, pp. 361—3, I am led to

suspect that the contents of this MS, will be found to correspond

"with what Possinus published and designated as " Tolosanus."

(xxi.) Evan. 77 (Vind. Ness. 114, Lambec. 29.) Victor's Com-

mentary is here anonymous.

(xxii.) Evan. 92 (which belonged to Eaesch of Basle [see "Wet-

stein's Proleg.'], and which Haenel [p. 658 h'\ says is now in Basle

Library). Wetstein's account of this Codex shews that the Com-

mentary on S. Mark is here distinctly ascribed to Victor. He says,

— *' Continet Mareum et in eum Victoris Antiocheni Commentarios,

foliis 5 mutilos. Item Scholia in Epistolas Catholicas," «S:c. And
so Haenel.

(xxiii.) Evan. 94 (As before, precisely ; except that Haenel's

[inaccurate] notice is at p. 657 h.) This Codex contains Victob of

Antioch's Commentary on S. Mark, (which is evidently here also as-

signed to him hy name ;) and Titus of Bostra on S. Luke. Also

several Scholia : among the rest, I suspect, (from what Haenel

says), the Scholia spoken of supra, p. 47, note (x).

(xxiv.) In addition to the preceding, and before mentioning

them, Haenel says there also exists in the Library at Basle,

—

" VicTOEis Antiocheni Scholia in Evang. Marci : chart *."

(xxv.) Evan. 108 (Vind. Forlos. 5. Koll. 4.) Birch (p. 225)

refers to it for the Scholion given in the next article. (Append. E.)

(xxvi.) Evan. 129 (Vat. 358.) bikopoc, rlr antio e? eic rata

MAPKON. The Commentary is written along the top and bottom

and down the side of each page ; and there are references (a, /3', y')

inserted in the text to the paragraphs in the margin,—as in some

of the MSS. at Paris. Prefixed is an exegetical apparatus by

Eusebius, &c.

Note, that of these five MSS. in the Vatican, (358, 756, 757,

1229, 1445), the 3rd and 4th are without the prefatory section

(beginning ttoWS^v els t6 Kara M.)—All 5 begin, MdpKos 6 evayyeXia-

TTjs. In all but the 4th, the second paragraph begins aacjjea-rtpov.

' Caialofjus Libvorum MSS. Lips. 1830, 4to, p 656 b.
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The third passage begins in all 5, 'lo-oSura/iet tovto. Any one seek-

ing to understand this by a reference to the editions of Cramer or of

Possinus will recognise the truth of what was stated above, p. 274,

line 24 to 27.

(xxvii.) Evan. 137 (Vat. 756.) The Commentary is written as

in Vat. 358 (N". xxvi) : but no Author's name is given.

(xxviii.) Evan. 138 (Vat. 757.) On a blank page or fly-leaf at

the beginning are these words :—6 avriypacfyos {sic) ovtos ecrriv 6

Tlerpos 6 ttjs Aao^iKeias oaTis Trporjye'iTat, rav akXcop i^qyrjTcov tvTavda.

(Comp. ]Sr°. xlvii.) The Commentary and Text arc not kept dis-

tinct, as in the preceding Codex. Both are written in an ill-looking,

slovenly hand.

(xxix.) Evan. 143 (Vat. 1,229.) The Commentary is written as

in Vat. 358 (N". xxvi), but without the references ; and no Author's

name is given.

(xxx.) Evan. 181 (Xavier, Cod. Zelada.) Birch was shewn this

Codex of the Pour Gospels in the Library of Cardinal Xavier of

Zelada {Prolegomena, p. Iviii) :
'* Cujus forma est in folio, pp. 596.

In margine passim occun-unt scholia ex Patrum Commentariis

exscripta."

(xxxi.) Evan. 186 (Laur. vi. 18.) This Codex is minutely de-

scribed by Bandini {Cat. i. 130), who gives the Scholion (m/m,

p. 388-9), and says that the Commentary is without any Author's

name.

(xxxii.) Ea'AN. 194 (Laur. \\. 33.) B/KTopor irpea-^vTfpnv 'Aptio-

Xfias epprjveia ds to Kara MdpKov (iiayytXiov. (Sce the description of

this Codex in Bandini's Cat. i. 158.)

(xxxiii.) Evan. 195 (Laur. vi. 34.) This Codex seems to cor-

respond in its contents with N°. xxxi. suprii : the Commentary

containing the Scholion, and being anonymous. (See Bandini,

p. 161.)

(xxxiv.) Evan. 197 (Laur. viii. 14.) The Commentary, (which is

Victor's, but has no Author's name prefixed,) is defective at the

end. (Sec Bandini, p. 355.)

(xxxv.) Evan. 210 (Veuot. 27.) " Convcniunt initio Common-
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tarii eum iis qui Victori Antiocheno tribuuntur, progressu autem

discrepant." (Theupoli Graeca D. Marci Bihl. Codd. MSS. Venet.

1740.) I infer that the work is anonymous.

(xxxvi.) Venet. 495. "Victoris ANTiocuEiiri Presbyteri expo-

sitio in Evaugelium Marci, collecta ex diversis Patribus." (I oblain

this reference from the Catalogue of Theupolus.)

(xxxvii.) Evan. 215 (Venet. 544.) I presume, from the descrip-

tion in the Catalogue of Theupolus, that this Codex also contains

a copy of Victor's Commentary.

(xxxviii.) Evan-. 221 (Vind. Ness. 117, Lambec. 38). Kollar has

a long note (b) [iii. 157] on the Commentary, which has no

Author's name prefixed. Birch (p. 225) refers to it for the purpose

recorded under N°. xxv.

(xxxix.) Evan. 222 (Vind. Ness. 180, Lambec, 39.) The Commen-
tary is anonymous. Birch refers to it, as before.

Add the following six MSS. at Moscow, concerning which, see

Matthaei's Nov. Test. (1788) vol. ii. p. xii. :—

(xl.) Evan. 237 (This is Matthaei's d or d [described in his

N. T. ix. 242. Also Vict. Ant. ii. 137.] ''SS. Synod. 42 :") and

is one of the MSS. employed by Matthaei in his ed. of Victor.

—

The Commentary on S. Mark has no Author's name prefixed.

(xli.) Evan. 238 (Matthaei's e or e [described in his N. T. ix.

200. Also Vict. Ant. ii. 141.] " SS. Synod. 48.") This Codex

formed the basis of Matthaei's ed. of Victor, [See the Not. Codd.

MSS. at the end of vol. ii. p. 123. Also iV. T. ix. 202. J The
Commentaiy on S. Mark is anonymous.

(xlii.) Evan. 253 (Matthaei's 10 [described in his iV. T. ix.

234.] It was lent him by Archbishop Nicephorus.) Matthaei

says (p. 236) that it corresponds with a {otcr Evan. 259). No
Author's name is prefixed to the Commentary on S. Mark.

(xliii.) Evan. 255 (Matthaei's 12 [described in his JV.T. ix. 222.

Also Vict. Ant. ii. 133.] "SS. Synod. 139." The Scholia on

S.Mark are here entitled i^riyrjTiKai e/cXoyat, and (as in 14) are few

in number. For some unexplained reason, in his edition of Victor

of Antiocb, Matthaei saw fit to designate this MS. as "b." [iV^. T.

ix. 224 note.'\ .... See by all means, infra, the "Postscript."
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(xHv.) Evan-. 256 (Matthaei's 14 [described in his N.T. ix. 220.]

" Bibl. Typ. Synod. 3.") The Commentary on S. Mark is here as-

signed to YicTOR, presbyter of Antioch ; but the Scholia are said to

be (as in *' 12" [N°. xxxix]) few in number.

(xlv.) Evan. 259 (Matthaei's a or a [described in his N. T. ix.

237. Also Vict. Ant. ii. 128.] " SS. Synod. 45.") This is one of

the MSS. employed by Matthaei in his ed. of Victor. No Author's

name is prefixed to the Commentary.

(xlyi.) Evan. 332 (Taurin. xx h iv. 20.) Victor's Commentary

is here given anonymously. (See the Catalogue of Pasinus,

P. i. p. 91.)

(xlvii.) Evan. 353 (Ambros. M. 93) : with the same Commen-

tary as Evan. 181, (i.e. N°. xxx.)

(xlviii.) Evan. 374 (Vat. 1445.) Written continuously in a very

minute character. The Commentary is headed (in a later Greek

hand) -)- epfirjveia Tlerpov AaodiKfias els tovs 8' ay [tour] eiayyeXto-rar+ .

This is simply a mistake. No such Work exists: and the

Commentary on the second Evangelist is that of Victor. (See

N". xxviii.)

(xlix.) Evan. 428 (Monacensis 381. Augsburg 11): said to be

duplicate of Evan. 300 (i.e. of N". xiv.)

(1.) Evan. 432 (Monacensis 99.) The Commentary contained

in this Codex is e\adently assigned to Victoe.

(li.) Evan. 7p« (ix. 3. 471.) A valuable copy of the Four- Gos-

pels, dated 1062 ; which Edw. de Muralto (in his Catalogue of the

Greek MSS. in the Imperial Library at S. Petersburg) says contains

the Commentary of Victor Ant. (See Scrivener's Introductioti,

p. 178.)

(Hi.) At Toledo, in the " Biblioteca dc la Iglesia Mayor," Hacnel

[p. 885] mentions :
—" Victoh Antiochenus Comm. Grace, in iv. [?]

Evangelia sacc. xiv. mcmbr. fol."

To this enumeration, (which could certainly be very extensively

increased,) will probably have to bo added the following :

—

Evan. 146 (Palatino-Vat. 5.)

Evan. 233 (Escurial Y. ii. 8.)
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Evan. 373 (Yat. 1423.)

Evan. 379 (Yat. 1769.)

Evan. 427 (Monacensis 465, Augsburg 10.)

Middle Hill, N". 13,975,—a MS. in the collectiou of Sir Thomas

Phillipps.

In conclusion, it can scarcely require to be pointed out

that Yictor's Commentary,—of which the Church in her

palmiest days shewed herself so careful to multiply copies,

and of which there survive to this hour such a vast number
of specimens,—must needs anciently have enjoyed very pecu-

liar favour. It is evident, in fact, that an Epitome of Chry-

sostom's Homilies on S. Matthew, together with Victor's

compilation on S.Mark,— Titus of Bostra on S.Luke,— and

a work in the main derived from Chrysostom's Homilies on

S. John ;—that these four constituted the established Com-
mentary of ancient Christendom on the fourfold Gospel. In-

dividual copyists, no doubt, will have been found occasionally

to abridge certain of the Annotations, and to omit others

:

or else, out of the multitude of Scholia by various ancient

Fathers which were evidently once in circulation, and must

have been held in very high esteem,—(Irenaeus, Origen,

Ammonius, Eusebius, Apolinarius, Cyril, Chrysostom, the

Gregorys, Basil, Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Theodore

of Heraclea,) they will have introduced extracts accord-

ing to their individual caprice. In this way, the general

sameness of the several copies is probably to be accounted

for, while their endless discrepancy in matters of detail is

perhaps satisfactorily explained.

These last remarks are ofiered in the way of partial elu-

cidation of the difficulty pointed out above, at pp. 272— 4.
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Text of the concluding Scholion of Yictoe of Antioch's Commentary

on S. 3larh's Gospel ; in which Victor hears emphatic testimony to

the genuineness of " the last Twelve Verses."

(Referred to at p. 65.)

I HAVE thought this very remarkable specimen of the me-

thod of an ancient and (as I think) unjustly neglected Com-
mentator, deserving of extraordinary attention. Besides

presenting the reader, therefore, with what seems to be a

fair approximation to the original text of the passage, I have

subjoined as many various readings as have come to my
knowledge. It is hoped that they are given with tolerable

exactness ; but I have been too often obliged to depend on

printed books and the testimony of others. I can at least

rely on the readings furnished me from the Vatican.

The text chiefly followed is that of Coisl. 20, (in the Paris

Library,—our Evan. 36 ;) supplemented by several other

MSS., which, for convenience, I have arbitrarily designated

by the letters of the alphabet as under *.

El Se Koi TO " ^Avaaras '^ he Trpcoi Trpdorr] cra^^drov i^dvrj

TrpcoTOv Mapla rrj MaySaXrjvf}," koX rd €^r]<; eTrKpepo/xeva,

iv T&) Kurd MdpKOv evayyeXiw irapd ^ irXeiarots dvTtypd(f)ot,^

ov KelvTav '^, {oos voOa <ydp ivofiiaav aurd Tives elvat ^) aW'

• Reg. 177 =A: 178 = B : 230= C.— Coisl. 19 = D : 20 = E: 21 = F:

22= G : 24= U.—Matlhaei's d or D= I : Aw e or E = J : Awr 12= K : his

&or A =h.— Vat. 358^ M: 756 = N : 757= 0: 1229= P: 1445 = Q.—
Vind. Koll. 4 JbHos. 5= R.

—

Xav. de Zeladaz=S.—Laiir. 18 = T: 34=
V.— Venei. 27 = V.— Vlnd. Lamb. 38=W : 39 = X.

'' So B—E (which I chiefly follow) begins,—To Se auaffras.

* B begins thus,—Ei 5e Kat to avaaras Se irpcot utra ra firi(pfpon(va trapa.

It is at this word (Trapa) that most copies of the present scholion (A, C, D, P,

G, II, I, J, K, L, M, N, O, r, Q, R, S, T, U, V, W, X) begin.

•• So far (except in its opening phrase) E. But C, D, F, II, I, J, K, L, M,

N, O, P, T, begin,—Hapa irKiKnon avriypacpois ov KCivrai [I, ov Keirat ' J, ovk

r]v hi] ravra to [M, O, T om. to] iiriipipofifva iv [D, F, II oni. fv] rtf> Kara

MapKov [B, fu TO) irapovri] fvayythKii.

* So I, J, K, L, and II. P proceeds,—wr vo9a vomaQfvra ri(r:v ttvai. But
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rjfiel'i i^ aKpt^MV avTi,ypa(pa)v, ws iv 'irXeicrTOis evpovres avra^,

Kara to IlaXaccrTtvalov evayyeXiov Mdp/cov, ws e^et rj a\i)-

Oeta, avi^TeOeC/ca/juev ^ Kal rrjv iv avT(2 iirKfjepo/jLovrjv Secnro-

TLKrjv avdaraaiv, fierd to " e<po^ovvTo yap ^" TOVTeaTiv drro

Tov " dvaaTo,^ he irpco'iTrpooTr] cra^^dTOv," koI KaS" e^fj'i P'^xpi'

Tov " Sid Twv eTrafcoXovdovvTcov crrjfieiwv. ^A[xr)v \"

More pains than enough (it will perhaps be thought)

have been taken to exhibit accurately this short Scholion.

And yet, it has not been without design (the reader may be

sure) that so man}'' various readings have been laboriously

accumulated. The result, it is thought, is eminently instruc-

tive, and (to the student of Ecclesiastical Antiquit}) impor-

tant also.

For it will be perceived by the attentive reader that not

more than two or three of the multitude of various read-

ings afforded by this short Scholion can have possibly re-

sulted from careless transcription ^. The rest have been un-

mistakably occasioned by the merest licentiousness : every

fresh Copyist evidently considering himself at liberty to take

just whatever liberties he pleased with the words before

B, C, D, E, F, G, M, N, O, T exhibit,

—

us voOa vofiiffavres aura rives [B om.

Tices] iivai. On the other hand, A and Q begin and proceed as follows,

—

Uapa

TrAeiffTois afTiypatpois Tavra ra [Q om. to] errKpipofj-efa ev [A om. eu^ tco Kara

MapKou evayyf\i(i> oos vo6a vofiicravres rives [Q, ruas (a clerical error) : A om.

Tives^ ovK eOr]Kav.

' So B, except that it omits us. So also. A, D, E, P, G, H, J, M, N, O, P,

Q, T, except that they begin the sentence, rifjieis 5e.

s So D, E, F, G, H, J, M, N, O, P, T : also B and Q, except that they prefix

Kai to Kara ro Tl. B is peculiar in reading,—cos e^et v aXrjdeia MapKov (trans-

posing Ma/iKoi;) : while C and P read,

—

o/xus r)/xeis e| aKpi^uv avriypacpuv Kai

irXeiaruv ov jx-qv aWa Kai ev rcfi naAaicrrtvaia) euayyeXiif) MapKOv evpovres avra

us 6X« 71 a\7]deia avvreOeiKafxev.

^ So all, apparently : except that P reads eixcpiepoixev)]v for ewKpepofievriv ; and

M, after avaaracriv inserts eZriXuaafxev, with a point (.) before fxera : while C

and P (after avacrraaiv,^ proceed,

—

Kai rrjv [C, eira^ avaXrjipiv Kai xadeBpav e/c

Se^iuv rov Uarpos ifi Trpeirei »; 5o|a Kai ri rifir) vvv Kai eis rovs aiuvas. afirjv. But

J [and I think, H] (after yap) proceeds,

—

Sio So^av avairefj.ipuix€v rw avaaravn

€/c veKpuv Xpiarcji rqi ©eij; rjfjiuv afia rq> avapxf Tlarpi Kai ^woiroi<{> Tlvev/J-ari vvv

Kat aei Kai eis rovs aiaivas ruv aiuvuv, afirjv,

' So B. All, except B, C, H, J, P seem to end at e<po^ovvro yap,

^ e.g. OVK -^v 8e for oii Kuvrai.

U
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him. To amputate, or otherwise to mutihitc ; to abridge ; to

amplify ; to transpose ; to remodel ;— this has been the rule

with all. The types (so to speak) are reducible to two, or

at most to three ; but the varieties are almost as numerous

as the MSS. of Victor's work.

And yet it is impossible to doubt that this Scholion was

originally one, and one only. Irrecoverable perhaps, in

some of its minuter details, as the actual text of Victor

may be, it is nevertheless self-evident that in the main we

are in possession of what he actually wrote on this occasion.

In spite of all the needless variations observable in the man-

ner of stating a certain fact, it is still unmistakably one and

the same fact which is every time stated. It is invariably

declared,

—

(1.) That from certain copies of S. Mark's Gospel the last

Twelve Verses had been left out; and (2) That this had

been done because their genuineness had been by certain

persons suspected : but, (3) That the Writer, convinced of

their genuineness, had restored them to their rightful place

;

(4) Because he had found them in accurate copies, and in the

authentic Palestinian copy, which had supplied him with

his exemplar.

It is obvious to suggest that after familiarizing ourselves

with this specimen of what proves to have been the licentious

method of the ancient copyists in respect of the text of an

early Father, we arc in a position to approach more intelli-

gently the Commentary of Victor itself; and, to some ex-

tent, to understand how it comes to pass that so many liber-

ties have been taken with it througliout. The Reader is

reminded of what has been already offered on this subject at

pp. 272-3.
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On the Relative antiquity of the Codex Vaticanus (B), and the Codex

SlNAITICTJS (s).

(Referred to at p. 70.)

I. " Vix cliffert aetate a Codice Sinaitico," says Tischen-

dorf, [ed. 8w, 1869, p. ix,) speaking of the Codex Yaticaiius

(B). Yet does he perpetually designate his own Siuaitic

Codex («) as " omnium antiquissimus/' Now,

(1) The (all but unique) sectional division of the Text of

Codex B,—confessedly the oldest scheme of chapters extant,

is in itself a striking note of primitiveness. The author of

the Codex knew nothing, apparently, of the Eusebian method.

But I venture further to suggest that the following pecu-

liarities in Codex s unmistakably indicate for it a later date

than Codex B.

(2) Cod. s, (like C, and other later MSS.,) is broken up

into short paragraphs throughout. The Vatican Codex, on

the contrary, has very few breaks indeed : e.g. it is without

break of any sort from S. Matth. xvii. 24 to xx. 17 : whereas,

within the same limits, there are in Cod. s as many as thirty

interruptions of the context. From S. Mark xiii. 1 to the

end of the Gospel the text is absolutely continuous in Cod. B,

except in one place : but in Cod, s it is interrupted upwards

oi fifty times. Again: from S.Luke xvii. 11, to the end of

the Gospel there is but one break in Cod. B. But it is

broken into well nigh an hundred and fifty short paragraphs

in Cod. s.

There can be no doubt that the unbroken text of Codex B,

(resembling the style of the papyrus of Hyperides published

bj'' Mr. Babington,) is the more ancient. The only places

where it approximates to the method of Cod. s, is where

the Commandments are briefly recited (S. Matth. xix. 18,

&c.), and where our Lord proclaims the eight Beatitudes

(S. Matth. V.)

ij3
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(3) Again ; Cod. s is prone to exhibit, on extraordinary

occasions, a single word in a line, as at

—

iklATTn. XV.
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tiveness in Cod. B which makes itself at once felt. The even

symmetry of the unbroken columns ;—the work of the prima

mantis everywhere vanishing through sheer antiquity ;
—

the small, even, square writing, which partly recals the style

of the Herculanean rolls
;

partly, the papyrus fragments

of the Oration against Demosthenes (published by Harris in

1848) :—all these notes of superior antiquity infallibly set

Cod. B before Cod. s ; though it may be impossible to deter-

mine whether by 50, by 75, or by 100 years.

II. It has been conjectured by one whose words are al-

ways entitled to most respectful attention, that Codex Sinai-

ticus may have been " one of the fifty Codices of Holy Scrip-

ture which Eusebius prepared a.d. 331, by Constantino's

direction, for the use of the new Capital." (Scrivener's

Collation of the Cod. Sin., Introd. p. xxxvii-viii.)

1. But this, which is rendered improbable by the many
instances of grave discrepancy between its readings and

those with which Eusebius proves to have been most fa-

miliar, is made impossible by the discovery that it is with-

out S. Mark xv. 28, which constitutes the Eusebian Section

numbered "216" in S.Mark's Gospel. [Quite in vain has

Tischendorf perversely laboured to throw doubt on this cir-

cumstance. It remains altogether undeniable,—as a far less

accomplished critic than Tischendorf may see at a glance.

Tischendorf's only plea is the fact that in Cod. M, (he

might have added and in the Codex Sinaiticus, /chich explains

the phenomenon in Cod. M), against ver. 29 is set the number,

(" 216,") instead of against ver. 28. But what then ? Has

not the number demonstrably lost its place? And is there

not still one of the Eusebian Sections missing ? And ivhich

can it possibly have been, if it was not S. Mark xv. 28 ?]

Again. Cod. s, (like B, C, L, U, F, and some others), gives the

piercing of the Saviour's side at S. Matth. xxvii. 49 : but if

Eusebius had read that incident in the same place, he would

have infallibly included S. John xix. 34, 35, with S. Matth.

xxvii. 49, in his vii*^ Canon, where matters are contained

which are common to S. Matthew and S. John,— instead

of referring S. John xix. 31— 37 to his x^'* Canon, which
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specifies things peculiar to eacli of the four Evangelists.

Eusebius, moreover, in a certain place {Dem. Evan. x. 8

[quoted by Tisch.]) has an allusion to the same transaction,

and expressly saj^s that it is recorded hij S. John.

2. No inference as to the antiquity of this Codex can be

drawn from the Eusebian notation of Sections in the mar-

gin : that notatiou having been confessedly added at a sub-

sequent date.

3. On the other hand, the subdivision of Cod. s into para-

graphs, proves to have been made without any reference to

the sectional distribution of Eusebius. Thus, there are in

the Codex thirty distinct paragraphs from S. Matthew xi. 20

to xii, 34, inclusive ; but there are comprised within the

same limits only seventeen Eusebian sections. And yet, of

those seventeen sections only nine correspond mth as many
paragraphs of the Codex Sinaiticus. This, in itself, is enough

to prove that Eusebius knew nothing of the present Codex.

His record is express :— i(j>' eKda-ro) tmv reaadpwv evay-

ye\i(ov dpiOfio^ TL<; rrrpoKeirai Kara ^epos k.t.X.

III. The supposed resemblance of the opened volume to

an Egyptian papyrus,—when eight columns {creXihe^) are

exhibited to the eye at once, side by side,—seems to be a fal-

lacious note of high antiquity. If Cod. w has four columns

in a page,—Cod. B three,— Cod. A two,—Cod. C has only

one. But Cod. C is certainly as old as Cod. A. Again,

Cod. D, which is of the vi**^ century, is written (like Cod. C)

across the page : yet was it " copied from an older model

similarly divided in respect to the lines or verses,"—and

therefore similarly written across the page. It is almost

obvious that the size of the skins on which a Codex was

written will have decided whether the columns should be

four or only three in a page.

IV. In fine, nothing doubting the high antiquity of both

Codices, (B and s,) I am nevertheless fully persuaded that

an interval of at least half a century,—if not of a far greater

span of years,— is absolutely required to account for the

marked dissimilarity between them.
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On the so-called " Ammonian Sections" and " Eusebian Canons."

(Referred to at p. 130.)

I. That the Sections (popularly miscalled "Aufnionian")

with which Eusebius [a.d. 320] has made the world tho-

roughly familiar, and of which some account was given

above (pp. 127-8), cannot be the same which Ammonius of

Alexandria [a.d, 220] employed,— but must needs be the

invention of Eusebius himself,—admits of demonstration.

On this subject, external testimony is altogether insecure*.

The only safe appeal is to the Sections themselves.

1. The Call of the Four Apostles is described by the first

three Evangelists, within the following limits of their re-

spective Gospels:—S. Matthew iv. 18—22 : S.Mark i. 16—
20 : S. Luke (with the attendant miraculous draught of

fishes,) V. 1—11. Now, these three portions of narrative

are observed to be dealt with in the sectional system of

Eusebius after the following extraordinary fashion : (the

fourth column represents the Gospel according to S.John) :

—

§ 29, (v. 1-3)

(6.) § 21, (iv.

19, 20)

(7.) § 22, (iv.

21, 22)

§10,(1.17,18)

§ 11,(1.19,20)

§ 30, (v. 4—7)

§ 30 (v, 4—7)

§31, (v. 8—
10|)

§ 32, (V. 101,

11)

§219,(xxi. 1-G)

§ 222, (xxl. 1
1

)

* Jerome evidently supposed that Ammonius was the author of the Canons

as well :
—" Cauones quos Eusebius Caesariensis Episcopus Alexandrinum

secutus Ammonium in decern numeros ordinavit, sicut in Graeco habentur ex-

pressimus." {Ad Papam Damasum. Epist.) And again :
" Ammonius ....

Evangelicos Canones excogitavit quos postea secutus est Eusebius Caesa-

riensis." (I>e Viris Illustr. c. 55 \_Opp. ii. 881.])—See above, p. 128. .i;^
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It will be perceived from this, that Eusebius subdivides

these three portions of the sacred Narrative into ten Sec-

tions ("§§;")— of which three belong to S.Matthew, viz.

§§ 20, 21, 22 :—three to S. Mark, viz. ^§ 9, 10, 11 :—four to

S. Luke, viz. §§ 29, 30, 31, 32 : which ten Sections, Euse-

bius distributes over four of his Canons : referring three

of thera to his II"'' Canon, (which exhibits what S. Matthew,

S. Mark, and S. Luke have in common) ; four of them to

his VP^ Canon, (which shews what S. Matthew and S. Mark
have in common) ; one, to his IX^'', (which contains what

is common to S. Luke and S. John) ; two, to his X^'^, (in

which is found what is peculiar to each Evangelist.)

Now, the design which Eusebius had in breaking up this

portion of the sacred Text, (S. Matth. iv. 18—22, S. Mark
i. 16—20, S. Luke v. 1—11,) after so arbitrary a fashion,

into ten portions ; divorcing three of those Sections from

S. Matthew's Gospel, (viz. S. Luke's §§ 29, 30, 31) ; and

connecting one of these last three (§ 30) with two Sections

(§§ 219, 222) of S.John;—is perfectly plain. His object

was, (as he himself explains,) to shew—not only (r/) what

S. Matthew has in common with S. Mark and S. Luke ; but

also (b) what S. Luke has in common tcith S. John

;

—as well

as (c) what S. Luke has peculiaT to himself. But, in the

work of Ammonius, as far as we knotc anything about that

work, all this would have been simply impossible. (I have

already described his " Diatessaron," at pp. 126-7.) Intent

on exhibiting the Sections of the other Gospels which corre-

spond with the Sections of S. Matthew, Ammonius would not

if he could,—(and he could not if he would,)—have dis-

sociated from its context S. Luke's account of the first

miraculous draught of fishes in the beginning of our Lord's

Ministr}'-, for the purpose of establishing its resemblance to

S. John's account of the second miraculous draught of fishes

which took place after the Resurrection, and is only found

in S. John's Gospel. These Sections therefore are " Euse-

JiiAN," not Ammonian. They are necessary, according to the

scheme of Eusebius. They are not only unnecessary and

even meaningless, but actually impossible, in the Ammonian
scheme.
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2. Let me call attention to another, and, as I think,

a more convincing instance. I am content in fact to narrow

the whole question to the following single issue :—Let me
be shewn how it is rationally conceivable that Ammonius

can have split up S. John xxi. 12, 13, into three distinct Sec-

tions ; and S, John xxi. 15, 16, 17, into six ? and yet, after

so many injudicious disintegrations of the sacred Text, how
it is credible that he can have made but one Section of

S. John xxi. 18 to 25,—which nevertheless, from its very

varied contents, confessedly requires even rejjeated subdivi-

sion ? . . . . "Why EusEBius did all this, is abundantly plain.

His peculiar plan constrained him to refer the former half

of ver. 12,—the latter half of verses 15, 16, 17—to his IX*^'*

Canon, where S. Luke and S. John are brought together
;

[ev (p at 8vo TO, TrapairXijaLa elprjKacn) :—and to consign the

latter half of ver. 12,—the former half of verses 15, 16, 17,

—together with the whole of the last eight verses of S. John's

Gospel, to his X^*^ (or last) Canon, where what is peculiar

to each of the four Evangelists is set down, (iv & irepl rivcov

eKaara avrcov lSia)<; dviypa-^ev.) But Ammonius, because

he confessedly recognised no such Canons, was under no such

constraint. He had in fact no such opjwrtnnitf/. He there-

fore simply cannot have adopted the same extraordinary

sectional subdivision.

3. To state the matter somewhat differently, and perhaps

to exhibit the argument in a more convincing form :—The

Canons of Eusebius, and the so-called "Ammonian Suc-

tions,"—(by which, confessedly, nothing else whatever is

meant but the Sections of Eusebius,)—are discovered mu-

tually to imply one another. Those Canons are without

meaning or use apart from the Sections,—for the sake of

which they were clearly invented. Those Sections, whatever

convenience they may possess apart from the Canons, never-

theless are discovered to presuppose the Canons throughout

:

to be manifestly subsequent to them in order of time : to

depend upon them for their very existence : in some places

to be even unaccountable in the eccentricity of their ar-

rangement, except when explained by the requirements of

the EusEBiAN Canons. I say— That particular sectional sub-
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division, in other words, to which the epithet " Ammonian "

is popularly applied,—(applied however without authority,

and in fact by the merest license,)—proves on careful in-

spection to have been only capable of being devised by one

who was already in jjossession of the Canons of Eusebius. In

plain terms, they are demonstrably the work of Eusebius

himself,—who expressly claims The Canons for his own («a-

v6va<i BeKa tov aptd/jiov Scexapa^d aoi), and loaves it to be

inferred that he is the Author of the Sections also. "Wet-

stein {Pro/eg. p. 70,) and Bishop Lloyd (in the " Monitum"

prefixed to his ed. of the Greek Test. p. x,) so understand

the matter ; and Mr. Scrivener {Introduction, p. 51) evidently

inclines to the same opinion.

II. I desire, in the next place, to point out that a careful

inspection of the Eusebian " Sections,'' (for Eusebius himself

calls them ireptKoiral, not Ke<j)aXaia,) leads inevitably to the

inference that they are only rightly understood when re-

garded in the light of " Marginal References." This has

been hitherto overlooked. Bp. Lloyd, in the interesting

" Monitum" already quoted, remarks of the Eusebian Canons,

—"quorum haec est utilitas, ut eorum scilicet ope quivis,

nullo labore, Harmoniam sibi quatuor Evangeliorum possit

conficere." The learned Prelate can never have made the

attempt in this way " Harmoniam sibi conficere," or he

would not have so written. He evidently did not advert to

the fact that Eusebius refers his readers (in his IIF'^ Canon)

from S. John's account of the Healing of the Nobleman's son

to the account given by S. Matthew and S. Luke of the

Healing of the Centurion's servant. It is perfectly plain in fact

that to enable a reader " to construct for himself a Har-

mony of the Gospels," was no part of Eusebius' intention

;

and quite certain that any one who shall ever attempt to

avail himself of the system of Sections and Canons before us

with that object, will speedily find himself landed in hope-

less confusion '^.

• There was published at the University Press in 1805, a handsome quarto

V(jlunic (pp. 21G) untitled Harmonia quatuor EvangcUomm juxta Sectiones

Ammonianas et Euxehn Canones. It is merely the contents of the X Canons
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But in fact there is no danger of his making much pro-

gress in his task. His first discovery would probably be

that S. John's weighty doctrinal statements concerning our

Lord's Eternal GoDhcad in chap. i. 1—5 : 9, 10 : 14, are

represented as parallel with the Human Genealogy of our

Saviour as recorded by S. Matthew i. 1—16, and by S. Luke

iii. 23—38 :—the next, that the first half of the Visit of

the Magi (S. Matthew ii. 1— 6) is exhibited as correspond-

ing with S. John vii. 11, 42.—Two such facts ought to open

the eyes of a reader of ordinary acuteness quite wide to

the true nature of the Canons of Eusebius. They are Tables

of Reference only.

Eusebius has in fact himself explained his object in con-

structing them ; which (he says) was twofold : (1^*) To en-

able a reader to see at a glance, " which of the Evangelists

have said things of the same kind,'^ {rives ra Tvapairkt^cna

elpt]Ka(Tb : the phrase occurs four times in the course of his

short Epistle) : and (S^'^'y), To enable him to find out where

they have severally done so : (revs olfcelov^ eKaarov evay-

'yeXLarov tottovs, ev ot? Kara ra>v avrcov rive')(driaav el'Trelv ;

Eusebius uses the phrase twice.) But this, (as all are aware)

is precisely the office of (what are called) " Marginal Refer-

ences." Accordingly,

{a.) Whether referring from S. Matth. x. 40 (§ 98) ; S.

Mark ix. 37 (§ 96) j or S. Luke x. 16 (§ 116) ;—we find our-

selves referred to the following six places of S. John,—v. 23 :

xii. 44, 45 : xiii. 20 : xiv. 21 : xiv. 24, 25 : xv. 23 "^ (= §§

40, 111, 120, 129, 131, 144 \) Again,

[b.) Whether we refer/rom S. Matth. xi. 27 (§§ 111, 112,)

or S. Luke x. 22 (§ 119),—we find ourselves referred to the

following eleven places of S.John,—i. 18: iii. 35: v. 37:

vi. 46 : vii. 28, 29 : viii. 19 : x. 15 : xiii. 3 : xv. 21 : xvi. 15 :

xvii. 25 (§§ 8, 30, 44, 61, 76, 87, 90, 114, 142, 148, 154.)

(c.) So also, from S.Matthew's (xvi. 13— 16), S.Mark's

(viii. 37— 29), and S. Luke's (ix. 18—20) account of S.

of Eusebius printed in extenso,—and of course is no " Harmony " at all. It

would have been a really useful book, notwithstanding ; but that the editor,

strange to say, has omitted to number the sections.

^ This last § according to Tischemlorf's ed. of the Eusehian Canons.
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Peter's Confession at Cocsarea Philippi, — we are referred

to S. John i. 42, 43,—a singular reference ; and to S. John

vi. 68, 69.

(d.) From the mention of the last Passover by the three

earlier Evangelists, (S. Matth. xxvi. 1, 2: S.Markxiv. 1:

S. Luke xxii. 1,) we are referred to S. John's mention of the

frst Passover (ii. 13 = § 20) ; and of the second (vi. 4 =
§ 48) ; as well as of the fourth (xi. 55 = § 96.)

(e.) From the words of Consecration at the Last Supper,

as recorded by S. Matth. (xxvi. 16), S. Mark (xiv. 22), and

S. Luke (xxii. 19),—we are referred to the four following

Sections of our Lord's Discourse in the Synagogue at Caper-

naum recorded by S, John, which took place a year before,

—S. John vi. 35, 36 : 48 : 51 : 55 : (§§ 55, 63, 65, 67).

(/) Nothing but the spirit in which " Marginal Refer-

ences" are made would warrant a critic in linking together

three incidents like the following,—similar, indeed, yet en-

tirely distinct : viz. S. Matth. xxvii. 34 : S. Mark xv. 24

:

and S. John xix. 28, 29.

(g.) 1 was about to say that scarcely could such an excuse

be invented for referring a Reader from S. Luke xxii. 32,

to S.John xxi. 15, and 16, and 17 (= §§ 227, 228, 229,)—
but I perceive that the same three Keferences stand in the

margin of our own Bibles. Not even the margin of the

English Bible, however, sends a Reader (as the IX*'* Canon

of Eusebius does) from our Lord's eating " broiled fish and

honeycomb," in the presence of the ten Apostles at Jeru-

salem on the evening of the first Easter-Day, (S. Luke xxiv.

41—43 (= § 341,)) to His feeding the seven Apostles with

bread and fish at the Sea of Galilee many days after.

(S.John xxi. 9, 10: 12: 13 = §§ 221, 223, 224.) — And
this may suffice.

It is at all events certain that the correctest notion of the

use and the value of the Eusebian Sections will be obtained

by one who will be at the pains to substitute for the Eusebian

Nnnthers in the margin of a copy of the Greek Gospels the

lieferenccs which these numbers severally indicate. It will

then become plain that the system of Sections and Canons

which Eusebius invented,—ingenious, interesting, and useful
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as it certainly is ; highly important also, as being tlie known
work of an illustrious Father of the Church, as well as most

precious occasionally for critical purposes'',—is nothing else

but a clumsy substitute for what is achieved by an ordinary

"Reference Bible":—participating in every inconvenience

incidental to the unskilfully contrived apparatus with which

English readers are familiar"^, and yet inferior in the follow-

ing four respects :

—

(1st.) The references of Eusebius, (except those found in

Canon X.), require in every instance to be deciphered, before

they can be verified ; and they can only be deciphered by
making search, (and sometimes laborious search,) in another

part of the volume. They are not, in fact, (nor do they pre-

tend to be,) references to the inspired Text at all ; but

only references to the Eusehian Canons.

(2ndly.) In their scope, they are of course strictly confined

to the Gospels,—which most inconveniently limits their use,

as well as diminishes their value. (Thus, by no possibility is

Eusebius able to refer a reader from S. Luke xxii, 19, 20 to

1 Cor. xi. 23—25.)

(3rdly.) By the very nature of their constitution, reference

even to another part of the same Gospel is impossible. (Euse-

•= Thus, certain disputed passages of importance are proved to have been re -

cognised at least by Eusebius. Our Loed's Agony iu the Garden for instance,

(S. Luke xxii. 43, 44—wanting in Cod. B,) is by him numbered § 283 : and

that often rejected verse, S. Mark xv. 28, he certainly numbered § 216,

—

whatever Tischendorf may say to the contrary. (See p. 293.)

^ It is obvious to suggest that, (1) whereas our Marginal References follow

the order of the Sacred Books, they ought rather to stand in the order of their

importance, or at least of their relevancy to the matter in hand :—and that,

(2) actual Quotations, and even Allusions to other parts of Scripture when they

are undeniable, should be referred to in some distinguishing way. It is also

certain that, (3) to a far greater extent than at present, sets of References

might be kept together ; not scattered about in small parcels over the whole

Book.—Above all, (as the point most pertinent to the present occasion,) (4) it

is to be wished that strictly parallel places in the Gospels might be distin-

guished from those which are illustrative only, or are merely recalled by their

similarity of subject or expression. All this would admit of interesting and

useful illustration. While on this subject, let me ask,—Why is it no longer

possible to purchase a Bible with References to the Apoci'ypha ? TVlio

does not miss the reference to "Ecclus. xliii. 11, 12" at Gen. ix. 14? Who
can afford to do without the reference to " 1 Mace. iv. 59" at S. John x. 22 ?
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bius is unable, for example, to refer a reader from S. John

xix. 39, to iii. 1 and vii. 50.)

But besides the preceding, which are disadvantages inhe-

rent in the scheme and inseparable from it, it will be found

(Ithly), That Eusebius, while he introduces not a few wholly

undesirable references, (of which some specimens are sup-

plied above), is observed occasionally to withhold references

which cannot by any means be dispensed with. Thus, he

omits to refer his reader from S. Luke's account of the visit

to the Sepulchre (chap. xxiv. 12) to S. John's memorable ac-

count of the same transaction (chap. xx. 3—10) : not because

he disallowed the verse in S. Luke's Gospel,—for in a certain

place he discusses its statements'^.

III. It is abundantly plain from all that has gone before

that the work of Eusebius was entirely different in its struc-

ture and intention from the work of Ammonius. Enough, in

fact, has been said to make it fully apparent that it is

nothing short of impossible that there can have been any

extensive correspondence between the two. According to

Eusebius, S. Murk has 21 Sections '' ^je^?/7/r/>- to his Gospel:

S. Luke, 72 : S. John, 97*^'. According to the same Eusebius,

14 Sections'^ are common to S. Luke and S. Mark on/// : 21,

to S. Lvike and S. John o)i///. But those 225 Sections can

have found no place in the work of Ammonius. And if, (in

some unexplained way,) room n-as found for those parts of

the Gospels, with what possible motive can Ammonius hare suh-

diridcd them into exactly 225 portions ? It is nothing else but

irrational to assume that he did so.

Not unaware am I that it has been pointed out by a most

judicious living Critic as a "ground for hesitation before we

ascribe the Sections as well as the Canons to Eusebius, that

not a few ancient MSS. contain the former while they omit

the latter'." He considers it to be certainly indicated

thereby " that in the judgment of critics and transcribers,

* Mai, vol. iv. p. 2y7. See also p. 293. ' Tischcndorf says ID only.

K Tischendorf says 9G only. '' Tisclicndorf pays 13 only.

' Scrivener specifies the following Codd. C, F, II, I, P, Q, R, W^, Y, Z, 5 1,

59, 60, 68, '440, i"", s*". Also I) and K. {Cod. Bczce, p. xx, and Introd.

pp. 51, 2.) Add Evan. 117 : (but I tliink not 263.)
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(whatever that judgment may be deemed worth,) the Ammo-
nian Sections had a previous existence to the Eusebian

Canons, as well as served for an independent purpose.'^ But

I respectfully demur to the former of the two proposed infer-

ences. I also learn with surprise that *' those who have

studied them most, can the least tell what use the Ammo-
nian Sections can serve, unless in connection with Canons

of Harmony ^."

However irregular and arbitrary these subdivisions of the

Evangelical text are observed to be in their construction,

their usefulness is paramount. They are observed to fulfil

exactly the same office as our own actual division of the Text

into 89 Chapters and 3780 Yerses. Of course, 1165 sub-

divisions are (for certain purposes) somewhat less convenient

than 3780 ;—but on the other hand, a place in the Gospels

would be more easily discovered, I suspect, for the most part,

by the employment of such a single set of consecutive num-

bers, than by requiring a Reader first to find the Chapter by

its Roman numeral, and then the Verse by its Arabic figure.

Be this as it may, there can be at least only one opinion as

to the sujyreine convenience to a Header, whether ancient or

modern, of knowing that the copy of the Gospels which he

holds in his hands is subdivided into exactly the same 1165

Sections as every other Greek copy which is likely to come

in his way ; and that, in every such copy, he may depend on

finding every one of those sections invariably distinguished

by the self-same numbei\

A Greek copy of the Gospels, therefore, having its margin

furnished with the Eusebian Sectional notation, may be con-

sidered to correspond generally with an English copy merely

divided into Chapters and Verses. The addition of the

Eusebian Canons at the beginning, with numerical refer-

ences thereto inserted in the margin throughout, does but

superadd something analogous to the convenience of our

Marginal References,—and may just as reasonably (or just as

unreasonably) be dispensed with.

I think it not improbable, in fact, that in the preparation

of a Codex, it will have been sometimes judged commercially

^ Sci-ivciier's Introduction, pp. 51 ami 52 : Cod. Bezrv, p. xx. note [2.]



304 Tlie ancient Sectional Ap2Mratus [app.

expedient to leave its purchaser to decide whether he would

or would not submit to the additional expense (which in the

case of illuminated. MSS. must have been \erj considerable)

of having theEusebian Tables inserted at the commencement

of his Book*,—without which the References thereto would

confessedly have been of no manner of avail. In this way it

will have come to pass, (as Mr. Scrivener points out,) that

" not a few ancient MSS. contain the Sections but omit the

Cations." Whether, however, the omission of References to

the Canons in Copies which retain in the margin the sec-

tional numbers, is to be explained in this way, or not,

—

Ammonius, at all events, will have had no more to do with

either the one or the other, than with our modern division

into Chapters and Verses. It is, in short, nothing else but

a "vulgar error'' to designate the Eusebian Sections as the

"Sections of Ammonius." The expression cannot be too

soon banished from our critical terminology. Whether

banished or retained, to reason about the lost work of Ammo-
nius from the Sections of Eusebius (as Tischendorf and the

rest habitually do) is an offence against ^historical Truth

which no one who values his critical reputation will probably

hereafter venture to commit.

IV. This subject may not be dismissed until a circum-

stance of considerable interest has been explained which has

already attracted some notice, but which evidently is not yet

understood by Biblical Critics '.

As already remarked, the necessity of resorting to the

Eusebian Tables of Canons in order to make any use of

a marginal reference, is a tedious and a cumbersome process

;

for which, men must have early sought to devise a remedy.

They were not slow in perceiving that a far simpler expe-

dient would be to note at the foot of every page of a Gospel

the numbers of the Sections of that Gospel contained in cx-

tenso on the same page ; and, parallel with those numbers, to

exhibit the numbers of the corresponding Sections iu the

* Hviin, 2G3, for instancf, hiis certainly hlunlc Eusebian Tables at the l)ejj;in-

ning : W\cframe only. ' See Serivener's Inlroduclion, p. 51 (note 2),

—where Tregellcs (in Home's Inlrod. iv. 200) is (luoted.
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other Gospels. Many Codices, furnished with such an ap-

paratus at the foot of the page, are known to exist "i. For
instance, in Cod. 262 ( = Eeg. 53, at Paris), which is written

in double columns, at foot of the first page [fol. Ill) of

S. Mark, is found as follows :

—

A o pr r

B Z I H A I S 1 A
^e- IB

lA
KH

The meaning of this, every one will see who,—(remember-

ing what is signified by the monograms mp, Ao, iw, y[@^)—will

turn successively to the IP'^, the I*^', the YI*^, and the I®* of

the Eusebian Canons. Translated into expressions more

familiar to English readers, it evidently amounts to this

:

that we are referred,

(§ 1) From S.Mark i. 1,2,—to S.Matth.xi. 10: S. Luke vii. 27.

(§2) .... i. 3,—to S. Matth. iii. 3 : S. Luke iii. 3—6.

(§3) .... i. 4, 5, 6,—to S. Matth. iii. 4—6.

(§4) .... i. 7, 8,— to S. Matth. iii. 11 : S. Luke iii. 16 :

S. John i. 15, 26-27, 30-1 : iii. 28.

(I venture to add that any one who will compare the

above with the margin of S. Mark's Gospel in a common
English " reference Bible," will obtain a very fair notion of

the convenience, and of the inconveniences of the Eusebian

system. But to proceed with our remarks on the apparatus

at the foot of Cod. 262.)

The owner of such a MS. was able to refer to parallel pas-

sages, (as above,) hij merely turning over the pages of his book.

E.g. The parallel places to S. Mark's § 1 (A) being § 70 of

'" e.g. Codd. M, 262 and 264. (I saw at least one other at Paris, but I have

not preserved a record of the number.) To these, Tregelles adds E ; (Scri-

vener's Introduction, p. 51, note p].) Scrivener adds W"*, and Tischendorf

1^, (Scrivener's Cod. Bezae, p. xx.)

" The order of these monograius requires explauatioia.

X
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S. Luke (0) and § 103 of S. Matthew (P Tj,—it was just as

easy for him to find those two places as it is for us to turn

to S. Luke vii. 27 and S. Matth. xi. 10 : perhaps easier.

V. I suspect that this peculiar method of exhibiting the

Eusebian references (Canons as well as Sections) at a glance,

was derived to the Greek Church from the Syrian Chris-

tians. What is certain, a precisely similar expedient for

enabling readers to discover Parallel Passages prevails exten-

sively in the oldest Syriac Evangelia extant. There are in

the British Museum about twelve Syriac Evangelia furnished

with such an apparatus of reference ° ; of which a specimen

is subjoined,—derived however (because it was near at hand)

from a MS. in the Bodleian p, of the vii"^ or viii*"" century.

From this MS., I select for obvious reasons the last page

but one [fol. 82) of S. Mark's Gospel, which contains ch.

xvi. 8—18. The Reader will learn with interest and sur-

prise that in the margin of this page against ver. 8, is

• • 281
written in vermilion, by the original scribe, \ : against

ver. 9,— |/^ : against ver. 10,— ,'
: against ver. 11,—

284 . , lo 285 . ^ 1^ 286 • ,
r. : agamst ver. 12,— r> : against ver. 13,— r, : against

ver. 14,— ,^ : against ver. 15,— p* : against ver. 16,

—

OQQ 9Q0
1 Q : against ver. 19,— j. . That these sectional numbers '',

with references to the Eusebian Canons subscribed, arc no

part of the (so-called) " Ammonian" system, will be re-

cognised at a glance. According to that scheme, S. Mark
233

xiv. 8 is numbered „ • But to proceed.

» Addit. MSS. 14,449 : 14,450, and 1, and 2, and 4, and 5, and 7, and 8 :

14,463, and 9 : 17,113. (Dr. Wright's Catalogue, 4to. 1870.) Also Rich. 7,157.

The reader is referred to Assemani ; and to Adler, p. 52-3 : also p. 63.

p " Dawkins 3." See Dean Payne Smith's Catalogue, p. 72.

*> It will be observed that, according to the Syrian scheme, every verse of

S. Mark xvi, from ver. 8 to ver. 16 inclusive, constitutes an independent sec-

tion (§§ 281—288) : ver. 16—18 another (§ 289); and vcrr. 19—20, another

(§ 290), wliirh is the last. The Greek scheme, as a rule, makes indoi)cndoiit

sections of verr. 8, 9, 14, 19, 20; but throws together ver. 10—11 : 12—13 :

15—16 : 17—18. ( Vide infra, p. 311.)
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At the foot of the same page, (which is written in two
columns), is found the following- set of rubricated references

to parallel places in the other three Gospels :

—

a^( JJL^l WSwi ^x. r^!^^
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So that, exhibited in familiar language, these Syriac

Marginal References are intended to guide a Reader,

(§281) From S. Mark xvi. 8,—to S. Matth. xxviii. 8:8. Luke

xxiv. 8—10: S.John xx. 17 {iro-

pevov to the end of the verse).

(§ 283) xvi. 10,—to the same three places.

(§ 284) xvi. 11,—to S.Luke xxiv. 11.

(§ 285) xvi. 12,—to S.Luke xxiv. 13—17,

(§ 286) xvi. 13,—to S.Luke xxiv. 11.

(§ 288) xvi. 15,—to S. Matth. xxiv. 19, 20.

Here then, although the Ten Eusebian Canons are faith-

fully retained, it is much to be noted that we are presented

with a different set of Sectional subdivisions. This will be

best understood by attentively comparing all the details

which precede with the Eusebian references in the inner

margin of a copy of Lloyd's Greek Testament.

But the convincing proof that these Syriac Sections are

not those with which we have been hitherto acquainted from

Greek MSS., is supplied by the fact that they are so many

24ft 24Q
Codices. S. John's § , ^ xx. 18 : his § g = ver. 19 to upiivr) vfuv iu

250 251
ver. 21: his § /- = ver. 21 {KaBws to the end of the verse): his § ,^

= ver. 22 : his § ^y"' = ver. 23 : his § p, q-, = ver. 24-5 : his § pn-, = ver.

26-7 : his § ^^^ = ver. 28 to the end of xxi. 4 : his § ^^^ = xxi. 5 : his §
'^^

= xxi. 6 (to evpT^creTf) : his § „ = ver. 6, (e0a\ov to the end) : his § p,^-.

^ o 1 c 260 „ , . - 261 ,- ,. ,262= ver. 7, 8 : his § rg-i = ver. 9 : his § ^Q= ver. 10 : his § „ = ver. 11 :

his § g = first half of ver. 12 : his § ,q is incomplete.

[But Dr. Wright, (remarking that in his MSS., which are evidently the

263
corrector ones, , q stands opposite tlie middle of ver. 12 [odSels St ^ToKfia], and

n opposite ver. 13 ^ipxirai u5*'],) proceeds to supply the hicunc for me,

thus: § ,. ^ ver. 13 : § ,q = ver. ]4-5 (liown to (J)i\cS<r«" Ae7€iouT^) : § „

267 268= /8o(rKe Taapiz/ajuou, (cndof ver. 15): § ,^ = ver. 16 (down to (^lAw (Tf) : § q

269= \^y(i aiiTif), noi/j.aive ra irp6^ard. nov (end of vor. 16): § iq = ver. 17

270 271
(down toi^iAw (re) : § ^ = A67€i outi^ 6 'I., /3. to tt. /*oi;(end of ver. 17) : § "iq

= ver. 18 to 25.]
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more in number. The sum of the Sections in each of the

Gospels follows ; for which, (the Bodleian Codex being muti-

lated,) I am indebted to the learning and obligingness of

Dr. Wright*. He quotes from "the beautiful MS. Addit.

7,157, written a.d. 768"." From this, it appears that the

Sections in the Gospel according to,

—

S. Matthew, (instead ofbeing from I are 426 : (the last Section, ^ „ '

359 to 355,) ... „ in OA N'^
{ consistmg oi ver. 19, 20.)

S.Maek,
(

241 to 233,) . . 290: (the last Section, § ^g^'

consisting of ver. 19, 20.)

§409

consisting of rer. 52, 53.)

S.John, ( 232.) . .271: (the last Section, § j^^'

consisting of ver. 18— 25.)

The sum of the Sections therefore, in Sijriac MSS. instead of

being between 1181 and 1162^, is found to be invariably 1389.

But here, the question arises,—Did the Syrian Christians

then retain the Ten Tables, dressing their contents afresh,

so as to adapt them to their own ampler system of sectional

subdivision ? or did they merely retain the elementary prin-

ciple of referring each Section to one of Ten Canons, but

substitute for the Eusebian Tables a species of harmony, or

apparatus of reference, at the foot of every page ?

The foregoing doubt is triumphantly resolved by a refer-

ence to Assemani's engraved representation, on xxii Copper

Plates, of the X Eusebian Tables from a superb Syriac Codex

(a.d. 586) in the Medicean Library ^. The student who

' " I have examined for your purposes. Add. 14,449; 14,457; 14,458; and

7,157. The first three are N°^. Ixix, Ixx, and Ixxi, in my own Catalogue : the

last, a Nestorian MS., is N°. xiii in the old Catalogue of Forshall and Rosen

(London, 1838). All four agree in their numei-ation."

" See the preceding note.—Availing myself of the reference given me by

my learned correspondent, I read as follows in the Catalogue :
—" Inter ipsa

textus verba, numeris viridi colore pictis, notatur Canon harmoniae Eusebianae,

ad quem quaevis sectio referenda est. Sic, { [i.e. 1] indicat canonem in quo

omnes Evangelistae concurrunt," &c. &c.

^ S uidas [a.d. 980], by giving 236 to S. Mark and 848 to S. Luke, makes

the sum of the Sections in Greek Evangelia 1,171.

" This sheet was all but out of the jnntor's hands \\hen the pliicc in vol. i.
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inquires for Assemani's work will find that the numbers in

the last line of each of the X Tables is as follows :

—

John

Canon i

ii

111

iv

V

vi

vii

viii

ix

X

Mattheto

421

416

134

394

319

426

425

424

Mark
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but to introduce that alternative is to surrender everything.

I subjoin the result of an appeal to 151 Greek Evangelia.

There is written opposite to,

ver. 6, . . § 232, in 3 Codices, (viz. A, U, 286)

— 8, . . § 233, . . 34 (including L, 8)^

— 9, (?) § 234, . . 41 (including r, A, n) '

— 10, (?) § 235, . . 4 (viz. 67, 282, 331, 406)

— 12, (?) § 236, . . 7 . . . . (the number assigned by Suidas)"*

— 14, (?) § 237, . . 12 (including a)'^

— 15, . . § 238, : . 3 (viz. Add. 19,387: 27,861, Ti^)

— 17, . . § 239, .. 1 (viz. G)
— 19, . . § 240, . . 10 . . . . (including H, M, and the Codices

from which the Hharklensian Revision,

A.D. 616, was made)

'

— 20, . . § 241, . . 36 (including C, E, K, V) ^

Thus, it is found that 114 Codices sectionize the last

Twelve Verses, against 37 which close the account at ver. 8,

or sooner. I infer

—

{a) That tbe reckoning which would

limit the sections to precisely 233, is altogether precarious

;

and

—

{h) That the sum of the Sections assigned to S. Mark's

Gospel by Suidas and by Stephens (viz. 236) is arbitrary.

VII. To some, it may not be unacceptable, in conclusion,

to be presented with tbe very words in which Eusebius ex-

plains how he would have his Sections and Canons used.

His language requires attention. He says :

—

El ovv dvaTTTv^wi ev tl tcov reacrdpwv evayyeXlcov ottoiov-

Briirore, ^ovKrjffelrj^ iviarrjval rtvi (S ^oiiXei K€(f:aX.al(p, koI

yvcovat rives to, irapairXTjcna elprjKacn, Kal rov<; olKeiov; ev

y The others are 11, 14, 22, 23, 28, 32, 37, 40, 45, 52, 98, 113, 115, 127,

129, 132, 133, 134, 137, 169, 186, 188, 193, 195, 265, 269, 276, 371. Add.

18,211, CromweU 15, Wake 12 and 27.

^ The others are 5, 6, 9, 12, 13, 15, 24, 29, 54 [more §§ ?], 65, 68, 111, 112,

114, 118, 157, 183, 190, 202, 263, 268, 270, 273, 277, 278, 284, 287, 294, 414,

438,439. Rich 7,141. Add. 17,741 awc^ 17,982. Cromw. 16. Canonici 36 awe?

112. Wake 21. « Viz. 184, 192, 264, h^". Add. 11,836. Ti^. Wake 29.

^ Tlie others are 10, 20, 21, 36, 49, 187, 262, 266, 300, 364. Rawl. 141.

c Vide supra, p. 33. Assemani, vol. i. p. 28. (Comp. Adler, p. 53.) The

others are 8, 26, 72, 299, 447. Bodl. Miseell. 17. Wake 36.

" The others are 7, 27, 34, 38, 39, 46, 74, 89, 105, 116, 117, 135, 179, 185,

194, 198, 207, 212, 260, 261, 267, 275, 279, 293, 301, 445, k^". Add. 22,740.

Wake 22, 24, 30 ; and 31 in which, ver. 20 is numbered omb.
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eKacrrw) rcnrovi evpelv ev ol<; Kara tmv avro3v •^vi^x^drjaav, ^?

i'ire-)(eL<i 7repiK07rr]<; avaXa^oiv rov irpOKeifxevov apiOfJiov, iint^r)-

TYjcras re avrov evhov ev tm Kavovi ov rj 8ia rov Ktvva^dpeo)^

vTToaTjfxelcoaLs VTrojSe^XriKev, elay fiev €v6vs e/c tmv eTTt fieTCO-

•JTov Tou Kavovo'i irpo'ypac^wv, oiroaoi Kal rive<; to. TrapaTfXrja ta

elpyJKaaiv' eVtcTTJ^cras Se Kal toIs twv XoLTTOiv evayyeXLcov

dpLd/jio2<i T0?9 iv Tft) Kavovi. (d e'TTej(^eL<; dpid/jtS TrapaKec/jLevoL^,

eTri^rjTyaas re avTOV^ evSov iv T0i9 oiKeioLs eKaarov €vay-

yeXtov TOTTOis, to, 'TrapairXijcria Xeyovras evp7](T€i<;.

Jerome,—who is observed sometimes to exhibit the sense

of his author very loosely,—renders this as follows :

—

" Cum igitur aperto Codice, verbi gratia, illud sive illud

Capitulum scire volueris cujus Canonis sit, statim ex sub-

jecto numero doceberis ; et recurrens ad principia, in quibus

Canonum est distincta congeries, eodemque statim Canone

ex titulo frontis invento, ilium quem quoerebas numerum,

ejusdem Evangelistae, qui et ipse ex inscriptione signatur, in-

venies ; atque e vicino ceterorum tramitibus inspcctis, quos

numeros e regione habeant, annotabis. Et cum scieris, re-

curres ad voluraiua singulorum, et sine mora repertis nu-

meris quos ante signaveras, reperies et loca in quibus vel

eadem, vel vicina dixerunt."

This may be a very masterly way of explaining the use

of the Eusebian Canons. But the points of the original are

missed. What Eusehius actually says is this :

—

" If therefore, on opening any one soever of the four Gos-

pels, thou desirest to study any given Section, and to ascertain

which of the Evangelists have said things of the same kind
;

as well as to discover the particular place where each has

been led [to speak] of the same things ;—note the number

of the Section thou art studying, and seek that number in

the Canon indicated by the numeral subscribed in vermilion.

Thou wilt be made aware, at once, from the heading of

each Canon, how many of the Evangelists, and which of

them, have said things of the same kind. Then, by attend-

ing to the jiarallel numbers relating to tlie other Gospels in

the same Canon, and by turning to each in its proper place,

thou wilt discover the Evangelists saying things of the

same kind."



APPENDIX (H).

On the Interpolation of the text of Codex B and Codex N at

S. Matthew xxvii. 48 or 49.

(Referred to at pp. 202 and 219.)

It Is well known that our two oldest Codices, Cod. B
and Cod. N, (see above, p. 80,) exhibit S. Matthew xxvii. 49,

as follows. After (joaawv \Cod, Binait. acoaai] avTov, they

read :

—

(Cod. B.) (Cod. «.)

aAAoc

aAAoc be Aapco be Aapoiv Aor)(H

AorxHv evu£6v auTOu evu£ev aurou th

THv nAeupav koi gShA nAeupav kqi eSnA

eev uboop Kai atjua Bev uboop koi ai

Then comes, o 8e a itoXlv Kpa^as k.t.X. The same is

also the reading of Codd. C, L, U, P: and it is known to

recur in the following cursives,—5, 48, 67, 115, 127 ^

Obvious is it to suspect with Matthaei, (ed. 1803, vol. i.

p. 158,) that it was the Lectionary practice of the Orien-

tal Church which occasioned this interpolation. In S. John

xix. 34 occurs the well-known record,

—

dXTC eh rwv arpa-

TLOiTOiV ^o<y)(r] avrov rrjv irXevpav evv^e, Kol evOv^ e^rfkOev

alfia Kol vScop : and it was the established practice of the

Easterns, in the Ecclesiastical lection for Grood Friday,

(viz. S. Matth. xxvii. 1— 61,) to interpose S.John xix. 31

to 37 between the 54th and the 55th verses of S. Matthew.

This will be found alluded to above, at p. 202 and again at

pp. 218-9.

* But Cod. U inserts ev9eus before e^rjXOev ; and (at least two of the other

Codices, viz.) 48, 67 read ai/xa Kai vSaip.
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After the pages just quoted were in type, while examining

Harl. MS. 5647 in the British Museum, {our Evan. 72,) I

alighted on the following Scholion, which I have since

found that Wetstein duly published ; but which has cer-

tainly not attracted the attention it deserves, and which is

incorrectly represented as referring to the end of S. Matth.

xxvii. 49. It is against ver. 48 that there is written in the

margin,

—

(^^ "Oti eic TO Kae' loropiav euarreAiov Aiabwpou kqi

TariavoO kqi ctAAoov biacpopoov drioov narepoov toOto

npooKeirai :

(\\ "AhKoc he Aapobv- \6r%H\/ evuSev auioG thv nAeupdv .

KQi cSfiABev uboop KQi aljua : toOto Aerei kqi 6

XpuoooTOjuoc.

This writer is perfectly correct in his statement. In

Chrysostom's 88th Homily on S. Matthew's Gospel, (Opj).

vii, 825 c : [vol. ii, p. 526, ed. Field.]) is read as follows :
—

'Evofxiaav ^HXlav elvai, ^7]crl, top KoKovfievov, Koi evdeta

eTTOTiaav avrov o^os : (which is clearly meant to be a sum-

mary of the contents of ver. 48 : then follows) erepo'i Be irpoa--

ekdiov X6y')(T] avTov Ty)v wkevpav evv^e. (Chrysostom quotes

no further, but proceeds,— Tt yivoir av toutcov Trapavo/xco-

repov, Tt Be OrjpKoBiarepov, k.t.X.)

I find it impossible on a review of the evidence to adhere

to the opinion I once held, and have partially expressed

above, (viz. at p. 202,) that the Lectionary-practice of the

Eastern Church was the occasion of this corrupt reading in

our two oldest uncials. A corrupt reading it undeniably is

;

and the discredit of exhibiting it, Codd. B, n, (not to say Codd.

•* Zrifielcoffis is what we call an " Annotation." [On the sign in the

text, see the Catalogue of MSS. in the Turin Library, P. i. p. 93.] On the

word, and on ffr]ij.(tov(x0ai, (consider 2 Thess. iii. 14,) see tlie interesting re-

marks of Huet, Oriffe)iia)ia,'m. § i. 4. (at the end of vol. iv. of Origen's Opp^

p. 292-3.)—Eusebius (Hint. Eccl. v. 20) uses arifx^ioxris in this sense. (Sec the

note of Valesius.) But it is plain from the rendering of Jerome and Rufinus

{suhscripiio), that it often denoted a " signature," or signing of the name.

Eusebius eo employs the word in lib. v. 19 adfin.
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C, L, TJ, T,) must continue to sustain. That Chrysostoni

and Cyril also employed Codices disfigured by this self-same

blemish, is certain. It is an interesting and suggestive cir-

cumstance. Nor is this all. Severus*= relates that between

A.D. 496 and 511, being at Constantinople, he had known

this very reading strenuously discussed : whereupon had been

produced a splendid copy of S. Matthew's Gospel, tradition-

ally said to have been found with the body of the Apostle

Barnabas in the Island of Cyprus in the time of the Em-
peror Zeno (a.d. 474—491) ; and preserved in the palace

with superstitious veneration in consequence. It contained

no record of the piercing of the Saviour's side : nor (adds

Severus) does any ancient Interpreter mention the trans-

action in that place,—except Chrysostom and Cyril of Alex-

andria; into whose Commentaries it has found its way.

—

Thus, to Codices B, W, C and the copy familiarly employed

by Chrysostom, has to be added the copy which Cyril of

Alexandria "^ employed ; as well as evidently sundry other

Codices extant at Constantinople about a.d. 500. That the

corruption of the text of S. Matthew's Gospel under review

is ancient therefore, and was once very widely spread, is

certain. The question remains,—and this is the only point

to be determined,—How did it originate ?

Now it must be candidly admitted, that if the strange

method of the Lectionaries already explained, (viz. of inter-

posing seven verses of S. John's xix*"^ chapter [ver. 31—7]

between the 54th and 55th verses of S. Matth. xxvii,) really

were the occasion of this interpolation of S, John xix. 34

after S. Matth. xxvii. 48 or 49,—two points would seem to

call for explanation which at present remain unexplained :

First, (1) Why does only that one verse find place in the in-

terpolated copies ? And next, (2) How does it come to pass

^ He was Patriarch of Antioch, A.D. 512-9. — The extract (made by

Petrus junior, Monophysite Patriarch of Antioch, a.d. 578,) purports to be

derived from the 26"' Epistle, (Book 9,) which Severus addressed to Thomas
Bp. of Germanicia after his exile. See Assemani, Bihl. Orient, vol. ii.

pp. 81-2.

^ I cannot find the place in Cyril. I suppose it occurs in a lost Commentary
of this Father,—whose Works by the way are miserably indexed.
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that that one verse is exhibited in so very depraved and so

peculiar a form ?

For, to say nothing of the inverted order of the two

principal words, (which is clearly due to 1 S. John v. 6,)

let it be carefully noted that the substitution of dWa Be

Xa^otiv Xoy^^Tjv, for aXX,' els rwv cnpariuirSiv Xoy^^j) of the

Evangelist, is a tell-tale circumstance. The turn thus li-

centiously given to the narrative clearly proceeded from

some one who was bent on weaving incidents related by

different writers into a connected narrative, and who was

sometimes constrained to take liberties with his Text in

consequence. (Thus, S. Matthew having supplied the fact

that "one of them ran, and took a sj^onge, and filled it

with vinegar, and put it on a reed, and gave Him to drink,"

S. John is made to say, " And another— took a spear.")

Now, this is exactly what Tatian is related by Eusebius to

have done : viz. " after some fashion of his own, to have com-

posed out of the four Gospels one connected narrative ^."

"When therefore, (as in the present Scholion,) an ancient

Critic who appears to have been familiarly acquainted with

the lost " Diatessaron" of Tatian, comes before us with the

express declaration that in that famous monument of the

primitive age (a.d. 173), S.John's record of the piercing

of our Saviouk's side was thrust into S. Matthew's History

of the Passion in this precise way and in these very terms,

—

(for, " Note," he says, " That into the Evangelical History

of Diodorus, of Tatian, and of divers other holy Fathers,

is introduced [here] the following addition :
' And another

took a spear and pierced His side, and there came out Water
and Blood.' This, Chrj-sostom also says"),— it is even un-

reasonable to seek for any other explanation of the vitiated

text of our two oldest Codices. Not only is the testimony

to the critical fact abundantly suiSicient, but the proposed

solution of the difficulty, in itself the reverse of improbable,

' 'O ^ivroi yt TTpATtpos ainSiv [viz. the scot of the Severiani] dpx'77^^ ^

TaiMi'hi avvd(piiav Tiro Kol avva^jW^T^v ovk (75' oirws rSiv iiiay) iXioiv avvdfh, rh

5ta Ttcradpup tovto irpoawvu/xaafv. *0 xai irapd riaiv tlatri vvv (pfperat. The

next words are every way suggestive. Tod 5e airocTrdKov (paal roKixriaai rtvas

avrhv fjLfTarppdtrai <pu)vh,s, &>$ iiriSiwpQovfXiVov avrwv rijv rrjs <ppd(Ttu>s avvra^tv.—
Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. iv. 29, § 4.
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is in tlie highest degree suggestive as well as important.

For,—May we not venture to opine that the same KaO' tVro-

piav evayyeXtov,—as this Writer aptly designates Tatian's

work,—is responsible for not a few of the monstni jjofius

quam mriae lectiones^ which are occasionally met with in

the earliest MSS. of all ? And,—Am I not right in sug-

gesting that the circumstance before us is the only thing

we know for certain about the text of Tatian's (miscalled)

"Harmony?"
To conclude.—That the " Diatessaron" of Tatian, (for so,

according to Eusebius and Theodoret, Tatian himself styled

it,) has long since disappeared, no one now doubts s. That

Eusebius himself, (who lived 150 years after the probable

date of its composition,) had never seen it, may I suppose be

inferred from the terms in which he speaks of it. Jerome

does not so much as mention its existence. Epiphanius,

who is very full and particular concerning the heresy of

Tatian, affords no indication that he was acquainted with

his work. On the contrary. "The Diatessaron Gospel,"

(he remarks in passing,) "which some call the Gospel ac-

cording to the Hebrews, is said to have been the production

of this writer^." The most interesting notice we have of

Tatian's work is from the pen of Theodoret. After explain-

ing that Tatian the Syrian, originally a Sophist, and next

a disciple of Justin Martyr [a.d. 150], after Justin's death

aspired to being a heretical leader,—(statements which are

first found in Irenaeus,)—Theodoret enumerates his special

tenets. "This man" (he proceeds) "put together the so-

called Diatessaron Gospel,—from which he cut away the

genealogies, and whatever else shews that the Lord was

born of the seed of David. The book was used not only by

those who favoured Tatian's opinions, but by the orthodox

as well ; who, unaware of the mischievous spirit in which

the work had been executed, in their simplicity used the

book as an epitome. / myselffound upwards of ttco hundred

such copies honourahly preserved in the Churches of this place,"

(Cyrus in Syria namely, of which Theodoret was made

f See, for example, the readings of B or M, or both, specified from p. 80 to

p. 86. i Vid. supra, p. 129, note (g.)
"' Ojjp. vol. i. p. 391 D,
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Bishop, A.D. 423,)
—" all of which I collected together, and

put aside ; substituting the Gospels of the Four Evangelists

in their room^"

The diocese of Theodoret (he says) contained eight hundred

Parishes ^. It cannot be thought surprising that a work of

which copies had been multiplied to such an extraordinary-

extent, and which was evidently once held in high esteem,

should have had some influence on the text of the earliest

Codices ; and here, side by side with a categorical statement

as to one of its licentious interpolations, we are furnished

with documentary proof that many an early MS. also was

infected with the same taint. To assume that the two phe-

nomena stand related to one another in the way of cause

and ejQfect, seems to be even an inevitable proceeding.

I will not prolong this note by inquiring concerning the

" Diodorus '' of whom the unknown author of this scholion

speaks : but I suppose it was that Diodorus who was made

Bishop of Tarsus in a.d. 378. He is related to have been

the preceptor of Chrysostom ; was a very voluminous writer

;

and, among the rest, according to Suidas, wrote a work " on

the Four Gospels."

Lastly,—How about the singular introduction into the

Lection for Good-Friday of this incident of the piercing of

the Redeemer's side? Is it allowable to conjecture that,

indirectly, the Diatessaron of Tatian may have been the

occasion of that circumstance also ; as well as of certain

other similar phenomena in the Evangeliaria ?

' Maeret. Fab. \\h. i. c. xx. {0pp. iv. 208.)

'' Clinton, F. R. ii. Appendix, p. 473, quoting Thcodorct's "Ep. 113, p. 1190.

ial. vol. iii. p. 986-7]."



POSTSCRIPT.
(Peomised at p. 51.)

I PROCEED to fulfil the promise made at p. 51.—C. F. Mat-

thaei (iVbr. Test., 1788, vol. iii. p, 269) states that in one of

the MSS. at Moscow occurs the following "Scholion of Euse-

Bius :

—

KaTo, Mdp/cov fxera rrjv dvdaraaiv ov Xiyerat cocf)6ai,

rols fjbadrjTais." On this, Griesbach remarks (Comin. Crif. ii.

200),—" quod scribere non potuisset si pericopara dubiara

agnovisset :" the record in S.Mark xvi. 14, being express,

—-Tcrrepov dvaKeifxevois avrots rois evSeKa ec^avepoiOt], The
epigrammatic smartness of Griesbach's dictum has recom-

mended it to Dr. Tregelles and others who look unfavourably

on the conclusion of S. Mark's Gospel ; and to this hour the

Scholion of Matthaei remains unchallenged.

But to accept the proposed inference from it, is impos-

sible. It ought to be obvious to every thoughtful person

that problems of this class will not bear to be so handled.

It is as if one were to apply the rigid mathematical me-

thod to the ordinary transactions of daily life, for which

it is clearly unsuitable. Before we move a single step,

however, we desire a few more particulars concerning this

supposed evidence of Eusebius.

Accordingly, I invoked the good offices of ray friend, the

Rev. W. G. Penny, English Chaplain at Moscow, to obtain

for me the entire context in which this "Scholion of Eusebius"

occurs : little anticipating the trouble I was about to give

him. His task would have been comparatively easy had

I been able to furnish him (which I was not) with the exact

designation of the Codex required. At last by sheer deter-

mination and the display of no small ability, he discovered

the place, and sent me a tracing of the whole page : viz. fol.

286 (the last ten words being overleaf) of Matthaei*s " 12,"

(" Synod. 139,") our Evan. 255.

It proves to be the concluding portion of Victor's Com-
mentary, and to correspond with what is found at p. 365 of
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Possinus, and p. 446-7 of Cramer : except that after the

words " d7roKv\Caei€ rov \i6ov .'• •^•," and before the words

" aXXo9 hk <f>r}o-iv" [Possinus^ /ine 12 from bottom : Cramer,

line 3 from the top] , is read as follows :

—

0X0' KQTc MdpKov juerd thW dvaoTaoiv ou Aererai d)cp0ai

evae jqI^ juaGHralc : Kord MarOalov jLierd thv avdcxaoiv toTc

P^°" juaeHTmc <X)(^Qh ev th FaAiAaia :•

Kord ' loodvvHV ev outh th Hjuepa thc dvaardaeooc twv

aupoiiv KeKAeiojuevoov 6 'IhgoCc jueooc roav juc(6htoov juh

napovroc roO Ocojud 60th" koI jLie6' Hjiiepac ndAiv oktcI)

GujunapovTOC Kai roO Ocojud. jLierd TaOra ndAiv e9dvH

auToIc eni thc SaAaooHc thc Tipepidboc:-

KOTO AouKdv ixxpQH KAeono guv to) tTaipoj aurou outh

th Hjuepa THC dvacTdGeooc Koi ndAiv unoGTpevi/aoiv eic

'lepouoaAHju a>cp9H th outh Hjuepa GuvHrjuevoov Td)v AomcJoA

juaGHroov kqi a390H Zijuoovi- koi ndAiv eEnrarev gutouc

elc BnGaviav koi bieoTH dn aoTcov.

But surely no one who considers the matter attentively,

will conceive that he is warranted in drawing from this so

serious an inference as that Eusebius disallowed the last

Section of S. Mark's Gospel.

(1.) In the first place, we have already [-^uprd, p. 44]

heard Eusebius elaborately discuss the Section in question.

That he allowed it, is therefore ccrtabt.

(2.) But next, this a-xpXiov evae^iov at the utmost can

only be regarded as a general summary of what Eusebius

has somewhere delivered concerning our Lord's appearances

after His Resurrection. A/i it stands, it clearly is not the

work of Eusebius.

(3.) And because I shall be reminded that such a state-

ment cannot be accepted on my own mere ' ipso dixit,' I

proceed to subjoin the original Scholion of which the pre-

ceding is evidently only an epitome. It is found in three

of tlie Moscow MSS., (our Evan. 239, 259, 237,) but without

any Author's name :
—
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AfLKviis fie 6 evayyeXtoT))?, on nera rrjv dvciaTacriv ovKeTi avi>e)((bs

avTo'is (Tvvriv, Xeyei, tovto rj8r} rpirov TOLS /JLCCulJTOilS' CdCburj o Kvpios

fieTOC TYjV aVOLO'TCLO'LV o^ tovto Keycov, oti fiovov TpiTOV, ukKa Ta

Tols oXAoty TrapaXeXfi/i/xeVa Xtycou, tovto rjdr] npos rots (iKXois Tpirov ((pa-

vepoidrj Tols nadrjTals. KOLTOi p-^v yap tov ^AoLTUOLLOVy ai(f)6rj avTols

eV rrj TaXiXata p6uov Kara 8e tov Iwavvqv, ev aurfj

TYj -qfxepa tyjs avacTTacreais, twv Ovpwv KeKXeia/jieucou,

fXecrOS avTwv earrj, ' oi^tmu iv lepova-aXrjp, jXTj irapOVTOS ^K^''

Qcofid. Kal TvaXiv jxeO^ r)/x€pa9 oktco, Trapourof Kai

TOV QcOfld, axjidr] avTols, rj?ir] KiKXeicrpfVcov twv dvpaiv. JneTa TaVTa

eVi 7-?;? 0aAd(Tcrr]9 rrj^ Ti/3epta5oy e(f)ai>rj avT0L9,

ov To'ls Fa aXXu ponois t- KaTCL 8e AoVKOiU COCbOr) KAeOTTOt (TVlf

Tw eralpcp auTOv, avrfj tyj rj/Jicpa Trj9 avaaTacrecDs. Kai

ttolXlv VTToarpexf/ao-LU eh 'lepovoraXy/x avrfj rfj rj/xepa,

avvr^yfxevcDv rcov [xaOrjrcov, o)(f)6r) 2//xco^'i. /cat rraXiv

e^ayaycov avrovy ety VtrjOaviav^ ore kcu Siearr] dvaKr](})6€\s

air aVrWV «)? (k tovtov napiaTaaOai (. eivai Tits fis tovs paOrjTas

piTa TTju dvdo-Taaiv yeyovvias oirTaa-Las tov 2a>Trjpos fjpwv Irjcrov Xpia-rov.

piav peu irapa tS MaTdaiM, Tpe'is §6 napa Ta ^loiavvrj, Kal Tpf'is Ta \ovKa

npolcos *.

(4.) Now, the chief thing deserving of attention here,

—

the on/// thing in fact which I am concerned to point out,

—

is the notable circumstance that the supposed dictum of

Eusebius,— (" quod scribere non potuisset si pericopam du-

biam agnovisset,")

—

is no longer discoverable. To say that

' it has disappeared,' would be incorrect. In the original

document it has no e.ri.sfcnce. In plain terms, the famous

" (Txo'^i^ov evae^Lov^' proves to be every way a figment. It

is a worthless interpolation, thrust by some nameless scribe

into his abridgement of a Scholion, of which Eusebius (as

I slmll presently shew) cannot have been the Author.

(5.) I may as well point out why the person who wrote

the longer Scholion says nothing about S. Mark's Gospel.

It is because there was nothing for him to say.

* Quoted by MaUhaei, N. T. (1788) vol. ix. p. 2%^,from g, a, d.

Y
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He is enumerating our Lokd's appearances to JHh Dis-

ciples after His Hesurrcction ; and he discovers that these

were exactly seven in number : one being peculiar to S. Mat-

thew,

—

three, to S. John,

—

three, to S. Luke. But because,

(as every one is aware), there exists no record of an appear-

ance to the Disciples peculiar to S. Mark's Gospel, the Au-

thor of the Scholion is silent concerning S. Mark perforce.

.... How so acute and accomplished a Critic as Matthaei

can have overlooked all this : how he can have failed to re-

cognise the identity of his longer and his shorter Scholion :

how he came to say of the latter, " conjicias ergo Eusebium

hunc totum locum repudiasse j" and, of the former, " ulti-

mam partem Evangelii Marci videtur toUere ^ :" lastl}^,

how Tischendorf (1869) can write,—"est enim ejusmodi ut

ultimara partem evangelii Marci, de quo quaeritur, exclu-

dat'' :"—I profess myself unable to understand.

(6.) The epitomizer however, missing the point of his

Author,—besides enumerating all the appearances of our

Saviour which S. Luke anywhere records,—is further con-

victed of having injudiciously invented the negative state-

ment about S. Mark's Gospel which is occasioning us all

this trouble.

(7.) And yet, by that unlucky sentence of his, he certainly

did not mean what is commonly imagined. I am not con-

cerned to defend him : but it is only fair to point out that,

to suppose he intended to dimlloic the end of S. Mark's Gospel,

is altogether to misapprehend the gist of his remarks, and
to impute to him a purpose of which he clearly knew no-

thing. Note, how he throws his first two statements into

a separate paragraph ; contrasts, and evidently f^alances one
against the other : thus,

—

Kara MdpKov, /jeid thv dvaoTaciv ou Aererai wcpGai,

—

KQid Marealov jnerd thv avdoiaoiv co9eH,— lolc /laGnTalc

€v TH FaAiAaia.

rerfoctiy eviueut is it that the 'plena locutio' so to speak,

of the Writer would have been somewhat as follows :

—

' [The first two Evangelists are engaged with our Sa-
viour's appearance to His Disciples in (,'alilre : but] by

" Tfiid., ii. GO, and ix. 228. ' Nov. Test. (ISGU), p. mi.
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S.Mark, He is not—by S. Matthew, He k—related to have

been actually seen by them there.

' [The other two Evangelists relate the appearances in

Jerusalem : and] according to S. John, &c. &c.

'According to S. Luke,^ &c. &c.

(8.) And on passing the " Quaestiones ad Marinum

"

of Eusebius under review, I am constrained to admit that

the Scholion before us is just such a clumsy bit of writing

as an unskilful person might easily be betrayed into, who
should attempt to exhibit in a few short sentences the sub-

stance of more than one tedious disquisition of this ancient

Father °. Its remote parentage would fully account for its

being designated " a-)(p\Lov evae^Lov," all the same.

(9.) Least of all am I concerned to say anything more

about the longer Scholion ; seeing that S. Mark is not so

much as mentioned in it. But I may as well point out that,

as it stands, Eusebius cannot have been its Author : the

proof being, that whereas the Scholion in question is a note

on S. John xxi. 12, (as Matthaei is careful to inform us,)—
its opening sentence is derived from Chnjsostom's Commen-
tary on that same verse in his 87^'* Homily on S. John ^.

(10.) And thus, one by one, every imposing statement of

the Critics is observed hopelessly to collapse as soon as it

is questioned, and to vanish into thin air.

So much has been oflPered, only because of the deliberate

pledge I gave in p. 51.—Never again, I undertake to say,

will the " Scholion of Eusebius" which has cost my friend

at Moscow, his Archimandrites, and me, so much trouble, be

introduced into any discussion of the genuineness of the last

Twelve Verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark. As the

oversight of one (C. F. Matthaei) who was singularly accurate,

and towards whom we must all feel as towards a Benefactor,

let it be freely forgiven as well as loyally forgotten

!

' Let the reader examine his " Quaestio ix," (Mai, vol. iv. p. 293-5) : his

" Quaestio x," (p. 295, last seven lines). See also p. 296, line 29—32.
'' See Chrys. 0pp. vol. viii. p. 522 C :

—

Hri Se oiiSe crvfexoHs iirexoipla^ff, ou5e

o/Molus, \eyei '6ri Tplrou tovto i<pav7] avroh, Sre iyepOri ere v^Kpoiiv.

y2
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As one, escaped the bustling trafficking town,

Worn out and weary, climbs his favourite hill

And thinks it Heaven to see the calm green fields

Mapped out in beautiful sunlight at his feet

:

Or walks enraptured where the fitful south

Conies past the beans in blossom ; and no sight

Or scent or sound but fills his soul with glee :

—

So I,—rejoicing once again to stand

Where Siloa's brook flows softly, and the meads

Are all enamell'd o'er with deathless flowers.

And Angel voices fill the dewy air.

Strife is so hateful to me ! most of all

A strife of words about the things of God.

Better by far the peasant's uncouth speech

Meant for the heart's confession of its hope.

Sweeter by far in village-school the words

But half remembered from the Book of Life,

Or scarce articulate lispings of the Creed.

And 5'et, three times tliat miracle of Spring

The grand old tree that darkens Exeter wall

Hath decked itself with blossoms as with stars,

Since I, like one that striveth unto death,

Find myself early and late and oft all day

Engaged in eager conflict for God's Truth
;

God's Truth, to be maintained against Man's lie.

And lo, my brook which widened out long since

Into a liver, threatens now at length

To burst its channel and become a sea.



Sister, who ere yet my task is done

Art lying (my loved Sister !) in thy shroud

With a calm placid smile upon thy lips

As thou wert only " taking of rest in sleep,"

Soon to wake up to ministries of love,

—

Open those lips, kind Sister, for my sake

In the mysterious place of thy sojourn,

(For thou must needs be with the bless'd,—yea, where

The pure in heart draw wondrous nigh to God,)

And tell the Evangelist of thy brother's toil

;

Adding (be sure !)
" He found it his reward,

Yet supplicates thy blessing and thy prayers,

The blessing, saintly Stranger, of thy prayers,

Sure at the least unceasingly of mine !

"

One other landed on the eternal shore

!

One other garnered into perfect peace !

One other hid from hearing and from siglit ! . . .

O but the days go heavily, and the toil

Which used to seem so pleasant yields scant joy.

There come no tokens to us from the dead :

Save—it may be—that now and then we reap

Where not we sowed, and fhaf may be from them,

Fruit of their prayers when we forgot to pray !

Meantime there comes no message, comes no word :

Day after day no message and no sign

:

And the heart droops, and iinds that it was Love

Not Fame it longed for, lived for : only Love.

Canteebuey.
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e, p. 285, 288-9.

10, p. 285.

12, p. 285, 288, 319-23.

14, p. 239, 286.

Meerman 117, p. 218.

Middle Hill 13, 975, p. 287.

Monacen. 99 and 381, p. 286.

465, p. 287.

Moscoiv, see MattLaei.

Beg. 14, p. 123.

50, p. 226.

53, p. 119, 122, 305.

61 p. 302, 304.

62, see Codex L.

64, p. 119.

65, p. 117, 305-6.

66, p. 225.

67, p. 238.

69, p. 216.

71, p. 239.

72, p. 66, 119, 230, 1, 242.

73, p. 231.

75, p. 224.

77 p. 120.

79% p. 124.

90, p. 231.

91, p. 224, 231.

100, p. 231.

115, p. 239.

117, p. 231.

177, p. 121, 281, 8-9.

178, p. 121, 3, 228 9, 271, 3,

280, 8, 9.

186, p. 118-9, 122, 271, 4, 9,

280, 1, 2.

187. p. 282.

188, p. 118-9, 122, 271, 9, 280,

1,2.

189, p. 240, 278.

191, p. 225, 280.

194, p. 283.

201, p. 239, 282.

206, p. 282.

230, p. 122, 278, 288-9.

703, p. 282.

2P"--, p. 226.

7P% p. 286.
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c'", p. 226.

i"" and s'", p. 302.

T^ p. 305.

Taurin. xx b. iv. 20, p. 286

Toledo, p. 286.

Vat. 358, p. 121-3, 283, 288-9.

756-7, p. 116-8, 121-3, 284-,

288-9.

1,229 p. 121-3, 284, 288-9.

1,423, p. 287.

1,445, p. 122, 286, 288-9.

1,769, p. 287.

Palat. 5, p. 286.

Venet. 6, 10, p. 120, 121-3, 5.

27, p. 121-3, 284, 288-9.

495, p. 285.

544, p. 285.

Viud. Kell. 4, Forlos. 5, p. 121, 3,

283, 288-9.

Nep. 114, Lambec. 29, p. 283.

— 38, p. 121-3,

— 31, p. 226.

— 39, p. 121-3,

117,

285, 288-9.

118,

180,

285, 288-9.

Wake, 22, 24, 26, 29, 30, 31, p. 311.

Xavier de Zelada, p. 121-3, 284, 8-9.

Cod. Evstt. 47 and 50, p. 197.

Paul, 67**, p. 99.

Collation of MSS. p. vii.-viii., 218,

Colossians, Ep. to, p. 101, 162. See

Texts.

Coinnueutaries, Ancient, p. 287.

Common Prayer, see Book.

Concordance test, p. 173.

Constantinople, p. 275.

Conybeare and Howson, p. 103.

Coptic Version, p. 35.

Copyists of MSS., p. 262, 273-4, 320-

3.

Corderius, B., p. 44, 134, i:70, 4, 7.

Corrupt readings in MSS., p. 100-1,

112, 262-3.

Cosmas Indicopleustes, p. 258.

Council of Carthage, p. 25, 249.

Cramer, Dr. J. A., p. 44, 60, 271-3,

Creed of Jerusalem, p. 184-5.

, see Atlianasian.

Curetonian Syriac Version, p. 33.

Cyprian, 25, 249.

Cyprus, p. 315.

Cyril of Alex., p. 29, 60, 110, 198,

201, 258, 271, 5, 7, 9, 281, 315.

of Jer., p. 184-5, 195, 258, 261.

Cyrus in Syria, p. 317, 8.

Damascene, John, p. 30.

Dated MSS., p. 208, 224, 309.

Davidson, Dr., p. 12, 38, 114, 133-5,

6; 142, 8j 153, 160, 1, 4; 185.

De Touttee, p. 184, 261.

SevTepoTTpuTCf}, p. 75, 220.

Diatessaron, p. 126, 314-8.

Diodorus, p. 314-8.

Dionysius of Corinth, p. 245.

Dionysius Syrus, p. 41.

5({|a iv vxpiarots, p. 257—63.

Easter Lessons, p. 204-6, 238-9.

Eden, Rev. C. P., p. 3.

eyKVK\iov, p. 104 5.

eK^dWeiy e/c and uTrd, p. 153.

fKUVOS, p. 166-7.

e«:A6n|/(j, p. 86.

Ellicott, Bishop, p. 9.

Encyclical, p. 101-5.

Ephesians, Ep. to, p. 91—109. See

Texts.

eTTi, verbs compounded with, p. 163-4.

fTTKpavia, Tot, p. 204.

Epiphanius, p. 95, 132-3, 199, 202-3,

258.

Epiphany, Festival of, p. 204, 7 ; les-

sons, 199.

Erizzo, F. M, p. 34.

Ethiopic Version, p. 36.

evSoKia, p. 257-63.

Eulogius, p. 258.

Eusebius, p. 26, 41—51, 4.3, 61-4, 66,

84, 126-33, 332-8, 240, 249-52,

265-6, 267-8, 275, 314, 316, 323

;

knew nothing of Cod. S> P- 293-4

;

was the Author of the " Ammo-
nian" Sections, p. 295 ; Eusebiun

Tables in Syriac MSS., p. 309-10

;

Scholion wrongly ascribed to, p.

319-23.

evBews, p. 168-9.

Euthyraius Zig., p. 30, 68-9.

Evangelia, see Codices.

Evangeliaria, p. 195, 197, 214-5.
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Evangelists vary theii* expressions,

p. 147.

Evidence, Law of, p. 15.

i^eXdovres, p. 188.

Facsimile of Cod. j.^, p. ii. ; of Cod. L,

p. 124.

Fathers badly indexed, p. vii, 21, 30,

315 : see Patristic.

Festivals of the Church, p. 203.

Field's ed. of Chrysostom, p. 180.

Florence. See Codices.

Formulae of the Lectionaries, p. 215-

224, 5.

Gandell, Rev. Prof., p. 148.

Garnier, J., p. 101.

Genesis, when read, p. 201.

Gennadius, p. 26.

Georgian Version, p. 36.

Gloria in lExcelsis, p. 257-63.

Gothic Version, p. 35, 262.

Green, Rev. T. S., p. 13, 137, 153.

Gregentius, p. 30.

Gregory of Nazianzus, p. 258.

of Nyssa, p. 29, 39—41, 66,

267-8.

Thauraaturgus, p. 180.

the Great, p. 30.

Grieshach, D. J. J., p. 4—7, 115-6,

232, 251, 319.

Harleian. See Codices.

Harmonia, S^c, Oxon. 1805, p. 298.

Harmony of S. Mark xvi. 9—20 with

the other Gospels, p. 188-90,

Tables of, in Greek MSS.,

p. 304-6; in Syriac MSS., p. 306-11.

Harris, A. C, p. 293.

Hedibia, p. 51-6.

Hesychius of Jerusalem, p. 29, 40 1,

57-9, 67, 204, 237, 267-8.

Heurtley, Rev. Prof., p. 184,

Hliarklensian Revision, p. 33, 121,

315.

Hierosolyniitan Version, p. 34, 199.

Hippolytus, p. 24-5, 248.

Hort, Rev. F. J. A., p. 13.

Huet, P. D., p. 269, 275, 314.

Hypapante, p. 207.

'ItjctoGs Xptffrds, p. 165.

Indices, p. vii-viii, 21, 30, 315.

Interpolations in B and ^, p. 80-6

;

from the Lectionary practice, p.

217-24.

Irenceus, p. 23, 246, 8, 260.

Itala, Vetus, p. 35.

Jacobus Bar-Salibi, p. 41.

" Jacobus Nisibenus," p. 26, 258.

James' Ecloga, p. 236.

Jerome, p. 26, 27-8, 34, 42, 49, 51-7,

67, 98, 106, 128, 153, 236, 260,

295, 312, 314.

Jerusalem, Version, p. 34, 199. Copies

at, p. 119. See Creed.

Jewish Church, p. 192.

Jewish Lectionary, p. 194.

John, S. See Texts.

John Damascene, p. 30.

Josephus, p. 275.

Justin Martyr, p. 23, 193.

KaQapl^iov, p. 179-80.

KCLVovi^eii/, p. 120-1, 125.

Kay, Rev. Dr. W., p. 140, 183.

Kiifxivov, p. 131, 282.

Ki(pd.Xaiov, p. 45, 229, 298.

Kollar, p. 269.

Kiiffis, p. 161-2, 180.

Ki'pios, p. 165, 185.

Lachmann, C, p. 8, 259, 263.1

Laodiceans, Ep. to, p. 93—107.

Latinus Latiuius, p. 42-44.

Lectionary System, p. 191—211, 214-

5, 217-24, 240, 313-5, 318.

, Eastern, p. 196—211.

, Jewish, p. 192-4.

, Syrian, p. 205-8.

, the New, p. 200.

Lections, p. 238-9. See Lectionary

System, Syrian Lessons.

Lessons. See Lections.

Licentious. See Copyists.

Liturgical Fornuihe, p. 216—25.

Lloyd, Bishop C, p. 298.

\6yos, p. 165.

Luke, S. See Texts.

Macknight, p. 105.
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Mai, Card. A., p. 42-4, 242, 265.

Manuscripts. See Codices.

Marcion, p. 93-6, 103, 106-8.

Marginal references, p. 298—304.

Marinus, p. 26, 53-6, 249-50.

Mark, S., p. 161-2.

Maek, S. (-See Texts), p. 167, 176, 7,

9 ; Latinisms, 149-51 ; style of

ch. i. 9—20, p. 143-4; phraseology

of ch. i. 1—12, p. 174-5 ; ch. xvi,

9—20, p. 36—73 ; structure of ch.

xvi. 9—20, p. 181-4.

'

xvi. 9—20, a Lection in the

Ancient Church, p. 204-11.

Matthaei, C. F., p. 5, 66, 191, 197,

227, 247, 271-3, 319-23. See

Codices,

Matthew, S. See Texts.

fj.4ya. (Tafifiarov, p. 194.

Meerman 117, Cod., p. 218.

Memphitic Version, p. 35.

Menologium, p. 197.

Methodius, p. 258.

Meyer, p. 13, 136, 160.

Tuv aaPPdrwi', p. 146-51.

Michaelis, J. D., p. 101.

Middle Hill, see Codices.

Middleton, Bp., p. 105.

Mill, Dr. John, p. 129, 130, 2.

Modestus, p. 30.

Montfaucon, B. de, p. 121.

Moscow, see Codices, Rev. W. G.

Penny.

Munich, see Codices.

Muratorian fragment, p. 103.

Nativity, Festival of, p. 199, 204.

Nazianzus, see Gregory.

Nestorius, p. 29.

Neuhauer, M., p. 307.

Nisibenus, see Aphraates.

Norton, Prof., p. 13, 137, 245.

Nyssa, see Gregory.

Omissions in B and S, p. 73-5, 79, 80,

91, &c.

o/xoiOTeKfVTOv, p. 73, 4.

Order of the Gospels, p. 239-240.

Oriel College, p. ix, x.

Origen, p. 47, 66, 85, 93-9, 107, 179,

222, 236, 245, 258, 260-1, 275,

277, 282 ; on S. Mark, 235.

Palestinian exemplar, p. 64-5, 121,

289.

iraKLV, p. 168-9.

Palmer, Sir Roundell, p. v, vi.

Rev. W. J., p. v.

Papias, p. 23.

irapd, verbs compounded with, p. 163-

4.

Parallel passages. See Tables of Re-

ference.

trapacKevri, p. 150.

Paris, MSS. at, p. 228-31, 278-83 :

see Codices, Coisl. and Reg.

Passion-tide Lessons, p. 202, 204.

" Patres App.," p. 240.

Patristic Citations of SS., p. 20-3, 37,

257-63.

Paul, S., p. 161-2.

Peltanus, p. 134, 270-3.

Penny, Rev. W. G., p. 319-23.

7repiypd(f)fiv rb reAos, p. 233-4.

irfpiKOTT-fi, p. 45, 196, 8, 298.

Peshito Version, p. 32.

Peter, S., p. 161-2, 179, 180-1. See

Texts.

of Laodicea, p. 284, 286.

Petersburg. See Rev. A. S. Thomp-

son.

Petrus junior, p. 315.

Phillipps, Sir T. See Codices (Middle

Hill).

Pbiloxenian Version, p. 33, 4.

Phraseology of S. Mark xvi. 9—20,

p. 136—173, 146.

Pius IX., p. ii.

Polycarp, p. 240.

Kopeveadai, p. 153.

Possevinus, p. 235.

Possinus, p. 44, 134, 226, 270-4,

277, 290-2.

Prayer-Book, see Book.

Proclus, p. 258.

Proper, see Lessons.

irpJoTT] (ra^fidrov, p. 146-51.

Reference Bibles, p. 300-1.

, ancient Tables of, p. 304-

11.
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Revision of Autb. Version, p. 263-4.

Greek Text, p. 263.

Lectionary, p. 200-1.

Rose, Ven. Archd., p. 27.

Rev. W. F., p. 218.

Routh, Rev. President, p. ix.

Rnfinus, p. 314.

S. (G. V.) p. 264.

(To/3/8aTOKwpia(cat, p. 194.

ad0l3aTuv—ra, p. 146-51.

Saliidic Version, p. 36.

Saturday Lessons, p. 193, 4.

Scholia, p. 122, 236, 288-9, 314, 319-

23.

Scbolz, J. M. A., p. 7, 116-22, 197,

227, 242.

Scrivener, Rev. F. H., p. vii, viii,

9, 77, 139, 197, 215, 227, 246,

302-4.

Sections without Canons in MSS.,

p. 302 ; their use, 303-10.

•

, see Ammonian.

creAtSes, p. 294.

Severus of Antioch, p. 40-1, 57-9, 67,

121, 267-8, 315.

arififiwcTis, p. 314.

Simon, Pere, p. 48, 269.

Sinaiticus, see Codex.

Sirletus, Card., p. 44.

Smitli, Dean Payne, p. 41, 205-6, 214,

306.

Stanley, Dean A. P., p. 3.

Style of S. Mark xvi. 9—20, p. 136-

45.

Subscription of Gospels, p. 230-1.

Suidas, p. 309, 311.

Synagogue worship, p. 192-3.

Synaxariuni, p. 197.

" Synopsis Script. S.," p. 29.

Syriac MSS., p. 208, 214-5, 225,

306-11.

Syrian Lessons, p. 205, 226, 238 9.

Tables of Reference in MSS , p. 304-

11.

Tait, Abp., p. 2, 3, 189, 314-8.

Tatian, p. 129, 314-8.

TtAos p. 119-20, 221-42.

Tcrtullian, p. 30, 93-4, 106.

Textual Criticism, p. vii—ix, 113.

TEXTS.

S.Matthew i. 10, p. 178; 25, p.

• 80.

iii. 16, p. 178; 17, p. 30.

iv. 18—22, p. 295-6.

viii. 9, p. 82 ; 13, p. 80, 222.

xi. 19, p. 83; 20, p. 221.

xii. 9, p. 221.

xiii. 35, p. 81, 110-1 ; 36, p. 221

;

39, 55, p. 178.

xiv. 14, p. 221; 22, p. 216; 30,

p. 82.

XV. 22, p. 178.

xvi. 10, p. 177 ; 12, p. 178-9 ; 15,

p. 162.

XX. 17, p. 223 ; 29, p. 178.

xxi. 8, p. 178 ; 31, p. 83.

XXV. 24, p. 82.

xxvi. 34, 75, p. 178 ; 39, p. 217-8.

xxvii. 32, p. 188 ; 34, p. 84 ; 35,

p. 75 ; 48, 49, p. 80. 218, 313-8 ;

54, 55, p. 315.

xxviii. 2, 3, p. 73 ; 8, p. 84; 19, 20,

p. 178.

S. Maek i. 1, p. 180, 185 ; 9—20,

p. 182; 10, p. 178; 11, 13, p. 30;

16—20, p. 295-6 ; 28, p. 85.

vi. 3, p. 178.

vii. 3, 4, p. 82 ; 19, p. 179 ; ,26,

p. 178.

viii. 10, 15, p. 178.

X. 6, p. 180 ; 42, p. 82 ; 46, p.

178.

xi. 8, p. 178.

xiii. 19, p. 180.

xiv. 3, p. 221 ; 30, p. 178; 30, 68,

72, p. 84; 41, p. 225; 58, p. 82;

72, p. 177.

XV. 28, p. 301 ; 46, p. 82.

xvi. 8 and 9, p. 239; 8— 20, p. 306;

9, p. 152-3, 178-9, 187, 216;

9—20, p. 182, 224; 10, 14, p.

187, 319; 15, p. 180; 15, 16, p.

178 ; 19, p. 180, 195.

S. Ltjke i. 26, p. 85; 27, p. 82.

ii. 14, p. 257-63; 37, p. 82.

iii. 22, p. 30, 178; 23,'p. 220.

iv. 5, p. 74 ; 16, p. 220 ; 44, p.

85.
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(S. Luke) v. 1, p. 82, 220 ; 1—11,

p. 295-6; 17, p. 220.

vi. 1, p. 75, 220; 37, p. 220 ; 48,

p. 81.

vii. 1, p. 220; 31, p. 216.

viii. 2, p. 152, 178.

ix. 57, p. 220.

X. 1, p. 81, 220 ; 25, p. 220.

xiii. 2, p. 221.

XV. 13, p. 82.

xvi. 6, p. 178; 16, p. 74; 19, p.

220.

xviii. 15, p. 220.

xix. 45, p. 220.

XX. 1, p. 220.

xxii. 25, p. 82 ; 43, 44, p. 79, 201,

217-8, 301 ; 64, p. 74.

xxiii. 15, p. 83; 34. p. 79, 219;

38, p. 79; 45, p. 85-6.

xxiv. 12, p. 222 ; 13, p. 85, 236

;

16, p. 178-9; 31, p. 73; 36,

p. 221; 42, 52, 53, p. 74; 51,

p. 195.

S. John i. 3, 4, p. 30, 110 ; 3, 18, 50,

p. 30 ; 4, p. 81, 109 11 ; 18,

p. 30, 81; 28, p. 236; 29, 44,

p. 221 ; 34, p. 81 ; 50, p. 30.

ii. 3, p. 80.

iii. 13, p. 80.

vi. 14, p. 221 ; 17, 64, p. 82 ; 51,

p.m.
vii. 53—viii. 11, p. 219.

nii. 57, p. 82; 59, p. 80, 222.

X. 4, 11, p. 81 ; 35, p. 82 ; 38, p. 79.

;. 14, p. 82 ; 29, p. 223.

vii. 53—viii. 11, p. 219.

viii. 57, p. 82 ; 59, p. 80,

ix.4, 11, p.81;35,p. 82;

x. 14, p. 82 ; 29, p. 223.

xiii. 3, p. 221 ; 10, p. 11;

xiv. 1, p. 220 ; 31, p. 188.

xvii. 10, p. 82 ; 15, 16, p. 76.

xviii. 1, p. 188.xviii. 1, p. 188.

xix. 13, p. 223 ; 17, p. 188 ; 34,

p. 218, 313-5.

xxi. 1, p. 221, 3 ; 1—6, 11, p. 295 6

;

12, 13, 15—17, p. 297 ; 18, p. 83 ;

25, p. 79.

Acts i. 2, 22, 23, p. 180; 9, p. 195.

iv. 12, p. 262.

viii. 5, p. 85.

X. 15, p. 180.

xiii. 15, 27, p. 192.

Ephes. i. 1, p. 91—109.

vi. 21, 2, p. 101.

COLOSS. i. 23, p. 162.

iv. 7, 16, p. 101, 105.

1 S. Pet. ii. 13, p. 180.

iv. 19, p. 180.

2 S. Pet. iii. 4, p. 180.

EccLUS. xliii. 11, 12, p. 301.

1 Macc. iv. 59, p. 301.

eeaa-eai, p. 156-8.

Thebaic Version, p. 35.

Theodore of Mopsuestia, p. 275, 7.

Theodoret, p. 258, 317-8.

Theodotus of Aucyra, p. 258.

Theophania, p. 207.

Theopbylact, p. 30, 266.

Beupslf, p. 157.

Thompson, Rev. A. S., p. ii, 252.

Thomson, Abp., p. 13.

Tischendorf, Dr., p. 8, 9, 10, 38, 77-

9, 85-6, 93, 109-14, 123, 125-33,

137, 153, 222, 7, 242, 4, 251 2, 9,

260-1, 280, 293, 311, 322, viii—

ix.

Titus of Bostra, p. 258, 275, 283.

Toledo, see Codices,

Townson, Rev. Dr., p. 151, 179.

Tregelles, Dr., p. 9, 10—12, 38, 9, 60,

76, 114, 126-9, 136. 145, 169, 222-3,

227, 234, 242, 4, 5, 7, 251, 9, 260,

319, viii—ix.

Turin, see Codices.

Ulphilas, p. 35, 262.

Uncial MSS. p. 20, 71.

vTTodeffis, p. 274-5.

viTTfpoy, p. 160.

See Codices.

Vatican, p. 117, 283-4, 288-9: see

Codices.

Vnticanus, see Codex.

Venice, see Codices.

Vercellone, C, p. 73.

Versions, see Armenian, &c.

Vetus Itala, p. 35.

Victor of Antioch, p. 29, 59—65, 67,

122, 134, 178, 180, 235, 250, 268,

269-87 ; Codices, 278-87 ; Si.'ho-

lion, 288 90.
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Victor of Capua, p. 129.

Vienna, see Codices.

Vinccntius a Thibari, p. 25.

Vulgate, p. 34.

Westcott, Rev. Prof., p. 13, 23.

Wetstein, J. J., p. 121, 125, 129.

GENERAL INDEX.

Wordsworth, Bishop, p. ix, 9.

Rev. John, p. ix.

Wright, Prof., p. 27, 33, 206, 8, 211-

5, 225, 306, 7, 8, 9, 10.

Xavier dc Zelada, see Codices.

Xiphilinus, John, p. 44.
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