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Supplemental Information

THE LAST TWELVE VERSES

OF THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO

S. MARK

ON the next page is exhibited an exact Fac-simile, obtained by Photography, of fol. 28

b of the Codex Sinaiticus at S. Petersburg, (Tischendorf’s X): shewing the abrupt termination

of S. Mark’s Gospel at the words EOOBOYNTO I'AP (chap. xvi. 8), as explained at p. 70, and
pp- 86-8. The original Photograph, which is here reproduced on a diminished scale, measures
in height full fourteen inches and one-eighth; in breadth, full thirteen inches. It was procured
for me through the friendly and zealous offices of the English Chaplain at S. Petersburg, the
Rev. A. S. Thompson, B.D.; by favour of the Keeper of the Imperial Library, who has my
hearty thanks for his liberality and consideration.

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

Up to this hour, every endeavour to obtain a Photograph of the corresponding page of
the Codex Vaticanus, 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 approve itself to his Holiness, Pope Pius IX., let me be permitted in this
unadorned and unusual manner,—(to which I would fain add some circumstance of respect-
ful 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.

Oriel College, Oxford,

June 14, 1871.
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Dedication.

TO
SIR ROUNDELL PALMER, Q.C., M.P.,

&ec., &c., &c

Dear Sir Roundell,

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

It is not merely that I may give expression to a sentiment of private friendship which dates
back from the pleasant time when I was Curate to your Father,—whose memory I never recal
without love and veneration;—nor even in order to afford myself the opportunity of testifying
how 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 vin-
dication of the last Twelve Verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark.

It is because I desire supremely to submit the argument contained 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, almost to a man, avow themselves
of the same opinion. Popular Prejudice has been for a long time past warmly enlisted on the
same side. 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 premium,
content themselves with denying the validity of his inference. However true it may be,—and
it is true,—that from those premium the proposed conclusion does not follow, I yet venture to
deny the correctness of those premisses altogether. I insist, on the contrary, that the Evidence
relied on is untrustworthy,—untrustworthy in every particular.

How, in the meantime, can such an one as I am hope to persuade the world 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 why I dedicate my book to you. If
I 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 with which I advocate my cause; the kind of test to which
I propose to bring my reasonings. If  may be allowed to say so,—S. MarKk’s last Twelve Verses
shall no longer remain a subject of dispute among men. I am able to prove that this portion
of the Gospel has been declared to be spurious on wholly mistaken grounds: and this ought in
fairness to close the discussion. But I claim to have done more. I claim to have shewn, from
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considerations which have been hitherto overlooked, that its genuineness must needs be
reckoned among the things that are absolutely certain.

I am, with sincere regard and respect,
Dear Sir Rounden,
Very faithfully yours,

JOHN W. BURGON.

Oriel,

July, 1871.
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PREFACE.

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

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

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

I am not of course losing sight of what has been already achieved in this department of
Sacred Learning. While our knowledge of the uncial MSS. has been rendered tolerably exact
and complete, an excellent beginning has been made, (chiefly by the Rev. F. H. Scrivener,
the most judicious living Master of Textual Criticism,) in acquainting us with the contents
of about seventy of the cursive MSS. of the New Testament. And though it is impossible to
deny that the published Texts of Doctors Tischendorf and Tregelles as Texts are wholly in-
admissible, yet is it equally certain that by the conscientious diligence with which those
distinguished Scholars have respectively laboured, they have erected monuments of their
learning and ability which will endure for ever. Their Editions of the New Testament will
not be superseded by any new discoveries, by any future advances in the Science of Textual
Criticism. The MSS. which they have edited will remain among the most precious materials
for future study. All honour to them! If in the warmth of controversy I shall appear to have

AN
Vil
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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 him, 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 College, for his patient perusal of these sheets as they have passed through the
press, and for favouring me with several judicious suggestions. To him may be applied the
saying of President Routh on receiving a visit from Bishop Wordsworth at his lodgings,—“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 more than half a thousand years old,) as Collegium
Scholarium in Sacrd Theologid studentium,—perpetuis temporibus 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 expression 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,

July, 1871.
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(9) Now when Jesus was risen early
the first day of the week, He appeared
first to Mary Magdalene, out of
whom He had cast seven devils. (10)
And she went and told them that had
been with Him, as they mourned and
wept. (11) And they, when they had
heard that He was alive, and had been
seen of her, believed not.

(12) After that He appeared in anoth-
er 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.

“Yotepov, avakelpévolg avtoic toig (14) Afterward He appeared unto the
Evdeka EQavepwbn, kol Hveidioe Thv eleven as they sat at meat, and up-
dmotiav abT®OV Kol okAnpokapdiav, braided them with their unbeliefand
6tt  toi¢ Osacapévolg  adrov hardness of heart, because they be-
gynyepuévov ovk émictevoav. Kai lieved not them which had seen Him
ginev adrois, “Tlopevdévreg €1 ov after He was risen. (15) And He said

kbopov  dmavta, knpdfate o unto them, “Go yeinto all the world,

edayyéhov mdon tff kticer. 6 and preach the Gospel to every

motetoac Kol PanTiodElc, cwdficeTar creature. (16) He that believeth and
is baptized shall be saved; but he that
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0 d¢ dmotroag, katakpibroetat. believeth not shall be damned. (17)
onueia 8¢ toi¢ miotedonol tadta And these signs shall follow them
napakolovdrioer Ev T() dvéuatipov that believe; In My Name shall they
Sotuévia  ExParolor  yAddooaig cast out devils; they shall speak with
AaAficovaotl kaivaic' d@elg dpodorr new tongues; (18) they shall take up
kv Bavdouév T mworv, ob uf serpents;and if they drink any deadly

adtodc PAGPer Em dppuwotovg thing, it shall not hurt them; they
Xelpac  EmBrioovot, Kkal  KAAGC shall lay hands on the sick, and they

»
g€ovorv.” shall recover.

‘0 ugv obv Kopiog, uetd to AaAfjoar (19) So then after the Loan had
avTo1Cg, Avelrjpdn €1¢ TOV obpavov, spoken unto them, He was received
kol £kdOioev £k de&1Gv ToD @eo0D: up into Heaven, and sat on the Right
Exeivor 8t £EeNB6vteg Exrpuéav Hand of God. (20) And they went
novtoyo0, To0 Kuplov cuvepyoldvTog, forth, and preached every where, the
Kkal TOV Adyov BePatotvrog S tioy LORD working with them, and con-

EnakoAovBodvTwY onueiwv. Aury. firming the word with signs follow-
ing. Amen.

17


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_1.html

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

THE LAST TWELVE VERSES OF THE
GOSPEL ACCORDING TO S. MARK.

18



Chapter |. The Case of the Last Twelve Veerses of S, Mark’s Gospel, Sat...

CHAPTERI.

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 ac-
counted for.

IT has lately become the fashion to speak of the last Twelve Verses of the Gospel accord-
ing 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 show, 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 considerations proves on in-
quiry to be baseless and unsubstantial as a dream.

But I hope that I shall succeed in doing more. It shall be my endeavour to show not only
that there really is no reason whatever for calling in question the genuineness of this portion
of Holy Writ, but also that there exist sufficient reasons for feeling confident that it must
needs be genuine. This is clearly as much as it is possible for me to achieve. But when this
has been done, 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 consistent 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 insu-
perable) of bringing certain statements in S. Mark’s last Twelve Verses into harmony with
certain statements of the other Evangelists, is discovered to have troubled Divines exceedingly.
“In fact,” (says Mr. Scrivener,) “it brought 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.

19


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_2.html

Chapter |. The Case of the Last Twelve Veerses of S, Mark’s Gospel, Sat...

(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 now, “most sound theolo-
gians have no dread whatever of acknowledging minute points of disagreement” (i.e. minute

»

errors) “in the fourfold narrative even of the life of the Redeemer”.” There has arisen in these
last days a singular impatience of Dogmatic Truth, (especially Dogma of an unpalatable
kind,) which has even rendered popular the pretext afforded by these same mutilated copies
for the grave resuscitation of doubts, never as it would seem seriously entertained by any
of the ancients; and which, at all events for 1300 years and upwards, have deservedly sunk
into oblivion.

Whilst I write, that “most divine explication of the chiefest articles of our Christian be-
lief,” the Athanasian Creedz, is made the object of incessant assaults®. But then it is re-
membered 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
impertinent officiousness is for glossing with a rubric and weakening with an apology,
proceeded from Divine lips,—at least if these concluding verses be genuine. How shall this
inconvenient 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 shown, almost beyond doubt, that it is not a part of S. Mark’s
Gospel, but an addition by another hand; of which the weakness in the external evidence

»

coincides with the internal evidence in proving its later origin”.

1 Abp. Tait’s Harmony of Revelation and the Sciences, (1864,) p. 21.

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

3 Abp. Tait is of opinion that it “should not retain its place in the public Service of the Church:” and Dean
Stanley gives sixteen reasons for the same opinion,—the fifteenth of which is that “many excellent laymen, in-
cluding King George III., have declined to take part in the recitation.” (Final) Report of the Ritual Commission,
1870, p. viii. and p. xvii.

4 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
Scripture, 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.”

5 “The Athanasian Creed,” by the Dean of Westminster (Contemporary Review, Aug., 1870, pp. 158, 159).
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Modern prejudice, then,—added to a singularly exaggerated estimate of the critical
importance of the testimony 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 appendix to his
Gospel.

Not that Biblical Critics would have us believe that the Evangelist left off at verse 8, in-
tending 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 supposed that the narrative
proceeded? This is what no one has even ventured so much as to conjecture. It is assumed,
however, that the original termination of the Gospel, whatever it may have been, has perished.
We appeal, of course, to its actual termination: and,—Of what nature then, (we ask,) is the
supposed necessity for regarding the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel us 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.

6 Commentarius Criticus, ii. 197.
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CHAPTERII.

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

Griesbach the first to deny the genuineness of these Verses (p. 6.)—Lachmann’s fatal
principle (p. 8) the clue to the unfavourable verdict of Tischendorf (p. 9), of Tregelles (p. 10),
of Alford (p. 12); which has been generally adopted by 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 edition [1796-1806] that Critics
of the New Testament have permitted themselves to handle the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s
Gospel with disrespect. Previous critical editions of the New Testament are free from this
reproach. “There is no reason for doubting the genuineness of this portion of Scripture,”
wrote Mill in 1707, after a review of the evidence (as far as lie 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 un-
disputed possession of its place. Alter in 1786-7, and Birch in 17887, (suspicious as the latter
evidently was of its genuineness,) followed their predecessors’ example. But Matthaei, (who
also brought his labours to a close in the year 1788,) was not content to give a silent suffrage.
He had been for upwards of fourteen years a laborious collator of Greek MSS. of the New
Testament, and was so convinced of the insufficiency of the arguments which had been
brought against these twelve verses of S. Mark, that with no ordinary warmth, no common
acuteness, he insisted on their genuineness.

“With Griesbach,” (remarks Dr. 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
already9. He was of opinion, however, that “at some very remote period, the original ending
of the Gospel perished,—disappeared perhaps from the Evangelist’s own copy,—and that the
present ending was by some one substituted in its place.” Griesbach further invented the
following elaborate and extraordinary hypothesis to account for the existence of S. Mark
xvi. 9-20.

7 Quatuor Evangelia Graece cum variantibus a textu lectionibus Codd. MSS. Bibliothecae 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.)

8 Account of the Printed Text, p. 83.

9 Seeabove, p. 3.
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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 Gospels, 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, (Griesbach
says,) by the natural desire which possessors of the Gospels will have experienced to supple-
ment their imperfect copies as best they might. “Let this conjecture be accepted,” proceeds
the learned veteran,—(unconscious apparently that he has been demanding acceptance for
at least half-a-dozen wholly unsupported as well as entirely gratuitous conjectures,)—“and
every difficulty disappears; and it becomes perfectly intelligible how there has crept into al-
most every codex which has been written, from the second century downwards, a section
quite different from the original and genuine ending of S. Mark, which disappeared before
the four Gospels were collected into a single volume.”—In other words, if men will but be
so accommodating as to assume that the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel disappeared 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, inasmuch
as it has been long since exploded, need not now occupy us. But it is worth observing that
the argument already exhibited, (such as it is,) breaks down under the weight of the very
first fact which its learned author is obliged to lay upon it. Codex B.,—the solitary manuscript

witness for omitting the clause in question, (for Codex ¥ had not yet been discovered,)—had

been already claimed by Griesbach as a chief exponent of his so-called “Alexandrine Recen-
sion.” But then, on the Critic’s own hypothesis, (as we have seen already,) Codex B. ought,
on the contrary, to have contained 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 misfortune of being saddled with a worthless theory was surely never more
apparent. By the time we have reached this point in the investigation, we are reminded of
nothing so much as of the weary traveller who, having patiently pursued an ignis fatuus
through half the night, beholds it at last vanish; but not until it has conducted him up to his
chin in the mire.
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Neither Hug, nor Scholz his pupil,—who in 1808 and 1830 respectively followed
Griesbach with modifications of his recension-theory,—concurred in the unfavourable
sentence which their illustrious predecessor had passed on the concluding portion of S.
Mark’s Gospel. The latter even eagerly vindicated its genuinenessslo. But with Lach-
mann,—whose unsatisfactory text of the Gospels appeared in 1842,—originated a new
principle of Textual Revision; the principle, namely, of paying exclusive and absolute defer-
ence 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 conclu-
sions 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 épofodvto ydp 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 unhesitating; has been eagerly

proclaimed by all three on many different occasions as well as in many different placeslz;

»»

10 “Eam esse authenticam rationes internae et externae probant gravissimae.
11 Ifind itdifficult 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,—(con-
strained 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
annoyance; and indeed, as seldom as possible to introduce his respected name. An open grave reminds one of
the nothingness of earthly controversy; as nothing else does, or indeed can do.

12 Tischendorf; besides eight editions of his laborious critical revision of the Greek Text, has edited our English

“Authorized Version” (Tauchnitz, 1869,) with an “Introduction” addressed to unlearned readers, and the various

readings of Codd. &, 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 Horne’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
Universities,” 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.”
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and may be said to be at present in all but undisputed possession of the field'. The first-
named Editor enjoys a vast reputation, and has been generously styled by Mr. Scrivener,
“the first Biblical Critic in Europe.” The other two have produced text-books which are de-
servedly held in high esteem, and are in the hands of every student. The views of such men
will undoubtedly colour the convictions of the next generation of English Churchmen. It
becomes absolutely necessary, therefore, to examine with the utmost care the grounds of
their verdict, the direct result of which is to present us with a mutilated Gospel. If they are
right, there is no help for it but that the convictions of eighteen centuries in this respect
must be surrendered. But if Tischendorf and Tregelles are wrong in this particular, it follows
of necessity that doubt is thrown over the whole of their critical method. The case is a crucial
one. Every page of theirs incurs suspicion, if their deliberate verdict in this 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,” (he says,) “admits of satisfactory proof.” He then recites in detail
the adverse external testimony which his predecessors had accumulated; remarking, that it
is abundantly confirmed by internal evidence. Of this he supplies a solitary sample; but de-
clares that the whole passage is “abhorrent” 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 endeav-
ours 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 divor-
cing the twelve verses in question from the inspired text of the Evangelist. On the other
hand, the evidence in favour of the place is despatched in less than twelve lines. What can

13 The Rev. P. H. Scrivener, Bp. Ellicott, and Bp. Wordsworth, are honourable 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 resolutely insist on its genuineness and canonicity. To the honour of
the best living master of Textual Criticism, the Rev. F. H. Scrivener, (of whom I desire to be understood to speak
as a disciple of his master,) he it stated that he has never at any time given the least sanction to the popular
outcry against this portion of the Gospel. “Without the slightest misgiving” he has uniformly maintained the
genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9-20. (Introduction, pp. 7 and 429-32.)

14 “Haecnona Marco scripta esse argumentis probatur idoneis,” (p. 320.) “Quae testimonia aliis corroborantur
argumentis, ut quod conlatis prioribus versu 9. parum apte adduntur verba d¢’ fig £kPef. item quod singula
multifariam a Marci ratione abhorrent.” (p. 322)—I quote from the 7th Leipsic ed.; but in Tischendorf’s 8th ed.
(1866, pp. 403, 406,) the same verdict is repeated, with the following addition:—“Quae quum ita sint, sanae erga
sacrum textum pietati adversari videntur qui pro apostolicis venditare pergunt quae a Marco aliena esse tam

luculenter docemur.” (p. 407.)
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be the reason that an Editor of the New Testament parades elaborately every particular of
the evidence, (such as it is,) against the genuineness of a considerable portion of the Gospel;
and yet makes summary work with the evidence in its favour? That Tischendorf has at least
entirely made up his mind on the matter in hand is plain. Elsewhere, he speaks of the Author
of these verses as “Pseudo 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 show
“that the early testimony that S. Mark 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 himself extends no further than épofodvrto ydp.”
He is the only critic I have met with to whom it does not seem incredible 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 complete 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 who 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 misappre-
hension of the question at issue, which we are least of all prepared to encounter in such a
quarter. We admire his piety but it is at the expense of his critical sagacity. For the question
is not at all one of authorship, but only one of genuineness. Have the codices been mutilated
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 certainly spurious. 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 unauthorized addition
to it. If they belong to the post-apostolic age it is idle to insist on their Inspiration, and to
claim that this “authentic anonymous addition to what Mark himself wrote down” is as

15  Evangelia Apocrypha, 1853, Prolog. p. lvi.
16 pp.253,7-9.
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much the work of God “as were the Ten Commandments written by His own 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 difficult to understand why
the learned editor should think himself at liberty to sever them from their context, and in-
troduce 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 after-
wards, can say that they have a good claim to be received as an authentic or genuine part of
the second Gospel, that is, a portion of canonical Scripture, passes 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'’.

3. Dean Alford went a little further than any of his predecessors. He says that this passage
“was placed as a completion of the Gospel soon after the Apostolic period,—the Gospel itself
having been, for some reason unknown to us, left incomplete. The most probable supposi-
tion” (he adds) “is, that the last leaf of the original Gospel was torn away.” The italics in this
conjecture (which was originally Griesbach’s) are not mine. The internal evidence (declares
the same learned writer) “preponderates vastly against the authorship of Mark;” or (as he
elsewhere expresses it) against “its genuineness as a work of the Evangelist.” Accordingly,
in his Prolegomena, (p. 38) he describes it as “the remarkable fragment at the end of the
Gospel.” After this, we are the less astonished to find that he closes the second Gospel at ver.
8; introduces the Subscription there; and encloses the twelve verses which follow within
heavy brackets. Thus, whereas from the days of our illustrious countryman Mill (1707), the
editors of the N. T. have either been silent on the subject, or else have whispered only that
this section of the Gospel is to be received with less of confidence than the 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 Griesbach’s adverse sentence pronounced
fifty years ago, and to load the blessed Evangelist with bonds.

It might have been foreseen that when Critics so conspicuous permit themselves thus
to handle the precious deposit, others would take courage to hurl their thunderbolts in the
same direction with the less concern. “It is probable,” (says Abp. Thomson in the Bible
Dictionary,) “that this section is from a different hand, and was annexed to the Gospels soon
after the times of the Apostleslg.”—The Rev. T. S. Green19, (an able scholar, never to be

17  In his first edition (1848, vol. i. p.163) Dr. Davidson pronounced it “manifestly untenable” that S. Mark’s
Gospel was the last written; and assigned A.D. 64 as “its most probable” date. In his second (1868, vol. ii. p. 117),
lie says:—“When we consider that the Gospel was not written till the second century, internal evidence loses much
of its force against the authenticity of these verses.”—Introduction to N. T.
18 Vol ii. p. 239.
19 “Developed Criticism, [1857], p. 53.
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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 conclu-
sion to the work, which some cause had prevented the author from completing?®.”—Pro-
fessor Westcott—who, jointly with the Rev. F.]. 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 probably

» « » <«

by another hand.” “It is in vain to speculate on the causes of this abrupt close.” “The remain-

ing verses cannot be regarded as part of the original narrative of S. MarkZI.”—Meyer insists
that this is an “apocryphal fragment,” and reproduces all the arguments, external and internal,
which have ever been 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 authenticity;”
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 offer 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 plain considerations which will be of use to us throughout all our subsequent
inquiry; and which indeed we shall never be able to afford to lose sight of for long.

20 Ed. 1847, 1. p.17. Ho recommends this view to his reader’s acceptance in five pages,—pp. 216 to 221.
21 Introduction to the Study of the Gospels, p.311.

22 Critical and Exegetical Commentary, 1865, 8vo. pp. 182, 186-92..
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The question at issue being simply this,—Whether it is reasonable to suspect that the
last twelve verses of S. Mark 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 that the former alternative is the correct one. Our opponents
maintain that these verses did not form part of the original autograph of the Evangelist. But
itis a known rule in the Law of Evidence that the burthen of proof lies on the party who asserts
the affirmative of the issue*>. We have therefore to ascertain in the present instance what
the supposed 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 vyet, it will be found that evidence of overwhelming weight, if not of an entirely
different 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 Ti pe Aéyeic dyadov; 008ei dyaddc, €1 un €ig, 6 Oedg,—it is at the same time insisted
that it was T1 ue Epwtdc mept tod dyadod; i ZoTv O &yaddq. It is proposed to omit the
former words only because an alternative clause is at hand, which it is proposed to substitute
in its room.

2. Again. When it is claimed that some given passage of the Textus Receptus,—S. Mark
xv. 28, for example, (ki EMANPWON 1] ypagr 1 Aéyovoa, Kal yeta avouwv Eloyicbn,) or
the Doxology in S. Matth. vi. 13,—is spurious, all that is pretended is that certain words are
an unauthorized addition to the inspired text; and that by simply omitting them we are so
far restoring the Gospel to its original 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 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 inspired Author.
Nor, (it must be admitted), is any difficulty whatever occasioned thereby; for there is no
reason assignable why the two last-named verses should not cohere; (there is no internal
improbability, I mean, in the supposition;) neither does there exist any a priori reason why
a considerable portion of narrative should be looked for in that particular part of the Gospel.

23 In the Roman law this principle is thus expressed,—“Ei incumbit probatio qui dicit, non qui negat.” Taylor
on the Law of Evidence, 1868, p. 369.
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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 ob-
served what this proposal practically amounts to and means.

(a.) And first, it does not mean that S. Mark himself, with design, brought his Gospel
to a close at the words époodvto ydp. 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.

(I.) 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 original
autograph of the Evangelist is at present attainable. Whether S. Mark 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 au unfinished state: or whether “the last
leaf was torn away” before a single copy of the original could be procured,—(a view which
is found to have recommended itself to Griesbach;)—in which case it will have once had a
different termination from at present; which termination however, by the hypothesis, has
since been irrecoverably lost;—(and to one of these two wild hypotheses the critics are logic-
ally reduced;)—this we are not certainly told. The 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 seven-
teen centuries and upwards was originally incomplete,) of course requires proof. The fore-
going improbable theories, based on a gratuitous assumption, 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
eera’®. In default, therefore, of distinct historical evidence or definite documentary proof
that at some earlier period than that it terminated abruptly, nothing short of the utter unfit-
ness of the verses which at present conclude S. Mark’s Gospel to be regarded as the work of
the Evangelist, would warrant us in assuming that they are the spurious accretion of the
post-apostolic age: and as such, at the end of eighteen centuries, to be deliberately rejected.
We must absolutely be furnished, I say, with internal evidence of the most unequivocal
character; or else with external testimony of a direct and definite kind, if we are to admit
that the actual conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel is an unauthorized substitute for something
quite different that has been lost. I can only imagine one other thing which could induce us

24 This is freely allowed by all. “Certiores facti sumus hanc pericopam jam In secundo saeculo lectam fuisso

tanquam bujus evangelii partem.” Tregelles N. T. p. 214.
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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 supposition that (not S. Mark, but) some copyist of the third century left a copy
of S. Mark’s Gospel unfinished; which unfinished copy became the fontal source of the
mutilated copies which have come down to our own times>.

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 concluding verses of S. Mark are a spurious accretion and unauthorized supplement
to his Gospel, or not?” That is the question 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 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 possibly genuine, or else as certainly 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?S, Conversely, since they do not banish them from
the text, they have no right to pass a fatal sentence upon them; to designate 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.

25 This in fact is how Bengel (N. T. p. 526) accounts for the phenomenon:—“Fieri potuit ut librarius, scripto
versu 8, reliquam partem scribere differret, et id exemplar, casu non perfectum, alii quasi perfectum sequerentur,
praesertim quum ea pars cum reliqué histori4 evangelicd minus congruere videretur.”
26 It is thus that Tischendorf treats S. Luke xxiv. 12, and (in his latest edition) S. John xxi. 25.

31

18

19


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_18.html
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.8
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.9-Mark.16.20
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_19.html
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Luke.24.12
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:John.21.25

Chapter 111. The Early Fathers Appealed to, and Observed to Bear Favourable...

CHAPTERII],

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

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

THE present inquiry must be conducted solely on grounds of Evidence, external and
internal. For the full consideration of the former, seven Chapters will be necessary27: fora
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 con-
strain 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 Fathers, will probably be in every instance the most trustworthy 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 possibly
be rendered by any Translation, however faithful: while Patristic citations are on the whole
a less decisive authority, even than Versions. The reasons are chiefly 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 inaccurate in their citations; the same Father being observed to
quote the same place in different ways. (c.) Copyists and Editors may not be altogether de-
pended 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 certi-
tying 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 conveniently illustrated
by an appeal to the problem before us.

27  Chap. IIL.-VIII, also Chap. X.
28 Chap. IX.
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4. Of course, if we possessed copies of the Gospels coeval with their authors, nothing
could compete with such evidence. But then unhappily nothing of the kind is the case. The
facts admit of being stated within the compass of a few lines. We have one Codex (the Vat-
ican, B) which is thought to belong to the first half of the iyth century; and another, the
newly discovered Codex Sinaiticus, (at St. Petersburg, K) 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 considered by
competent judges to be the depository of a recension of the text as ancient as any of the
others. Notwithstanding its strangely depraved condition therefore,—the many “monstra
potius quam 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 concerned,) to 2 uncial MSS. of the viiith century,—7 of the
ixth,—4 of the ixt? or xth??

indeed,—the copies increasing in number in a rapid ratio as we descend the stream of Time.

, while cursives of the xif and xii? centuries are very numerous

Our primitive manuscript witnesses, therefore, are but five 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 ivth century, while it is thought by competent judges that the last named
may very possibly have been written quite late in the vith,

5. Are we then reduced to this fourfold, (or at most fivefold,) evidence concerning the
text of the Gospels,—on evidence of not quite certain date, and yet (as we all believe) not
reaching further back than to the ivth century of our @ra? 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 described as rare and un-
satisfactory. But what then? From the three hundred, make a liberal reduction; and an
hundred writers will remain who frequently quote the New Testament, and who, when they
do quote it, are probably as trustworthy witnesses to the Truth of Scripture as either Cod.

X 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 Testament have evidently retained their exact original form. What we chiefly de-
siderata at this time is a more careful revision of the text of the Fathers, and more skilfully

29 Viz. E, L, [viii]: K, M, V, T, A, A (queere), IT (Tisch. ed. 8va.) [ix]: G, X, S, U [ix, x]. The following uncials
are defective here,—F (ver. 9-19), H (ver. 9-14), , N, O, P,R, T, W, Y, Z.
33
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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 attention), I shall refer
him to the Appendix®’. What is at least beyond the limits of controversy, whenever the
genuineness of a considerable passage of Scripture is the point in dispute, the testimony of
Fathers who undoubtedly recognise that passage, is beyond comparison the most valuable
testimony we can enjoy.

6. For let it be only considered what is implied by a Patristic appeal to the Gospel. It
amounts to 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 assurance 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 entertained 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 fact.

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 Ecclesiastical 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 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 surnamed Barsabas,” “how that after

30 See Appendix (A), on the true reading of S. Luke ii. 14.
31 Consider bow 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.
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drinking noxious poison, through the Lord’s grace he experienced no evil consequence’2.”

He does not give the words of the Evangelist. It is even surprising how completely he passes
them by; and yet the allusion to the place just cited is manifest. Now, Papias is a writer who
lived so near the time of the Apostles that he made it his delight to collect their traditional
sayings. His date (according to Clinton) is A.D. 100.

I1. Justin Martyr, the date of whose first Apology is A.D. 151, is observed to say concern-
ing the Apostles that, after our Lord’s Ascension,—&EeABOVTeC TavTayod EkApuEav>>: which
is nothing else but a quotation from the last verse of S. Mark’s Gospel,—é&xeivot 8¢ E€eAOGVTEG
gkfpuav navtayoD. And thus it is found that the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel was famil-
iarly known within fifty years of the death of the last of the Evangelists.

III. When Irenzeus, in his third Book against Heresies, deliberately quotes and remarks
upon the 19th verse of the last chapter of S. Mark’s Gospel34, we are put in possession of
the certain fact that the entire passage now under consideration was extant in a copy of the
Gospels which was used by the Bishop of the Church of Lyons sometime about the year
A.D. 180, and which therefore cannot possibly have been written much more than a hundred
years after the date of the Evangelist himself: while it 1may have been written by a contem-
porary of S. Mark, and probably was written by one who lived immediately after his
time.—Who sees not that this single piece of evidence is in itself sufficient to outweigh the
testimony of any codex extant? It is in fact a mere trifling with words to distinguish between
“Manuscript” and “Patristic” testimony in a case like this: for (as I have already explained)
the passage quoted from S. Mark’s Gospel by Irenzeus is to all intents and purposes a fragment
from a dated manuscript; 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 contemporary of Irenzeus, quotes the 17" and 18" verses in his fragment Iept

32 ‘Totopel [sc. Haniag] €repov napddoov nept “Tovotov tOv EmkAndévta BapoaPav yeyovog,—evidently a
slip of the pen for Bapoafav tov émkAndévta Todotov (see Acts i. 23, quoted by Eusebius immediately after-
wards,)—®¢ dnAntriplov edppakov éuptdvtog kai undev dndeg Sux trv tod Kupiov xdprv Uropeivavtog. Euseb.
Hist. Eccl. iii. 39.

33 Apol. 1. c. 45.—The supposed quotations in c. 9 from the Fragment De Resurrectione (Westcott and others)
are clearly references to S. Luke xxiv.,—not to S. Mark xvi.

34 lib. iii. c. x. ad fin. (ed. Stieren, 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 following marginal scholium, which Cramer has already pub-
lished:—Eipnvaiog 6 T®v AmootéAwv TAnciov, év T Tpog TaG aipéoelg Y Adyw To0To AVAVEYKEV TO PHTOV WG
Mdpkw gipnuévov.
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Xap10p6ttwv35. Also in his Homily on the heresy of Noetus>®, Hippolytus has a plain refer-
ence 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 invariably spoken of as GveAOSvta: in the Scriptures, invariably as dvaAnedévra®’. So
that when Hippolytus says of Him, dvalapfdaverar €ig ovpavovg kal €k de€idv TMatpog
kaBiletal, 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,) Vincentius, Bishop of Thibari, (a place not far from Carthage,) in the presence
of the eighty-seven assembled African bishops, quoted two of the verses under considera-
tion38; and Augustine, about a century and a halflater, in his reply, recited the words afresh>°.

VI. The Apocryphal Acta Pilati (sometimes called the “Gospel of Nicodemus”)
Tischendorf assigns without hesitation to the iji* 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 chapter40.

35  First published as his by Fabricius (vol. i. 245.) Its authorship has never been disputed. In the enumeration
of the works of Hippolytus (inscribed on the chair of his marble effigy in the Lateran Museum at Rome) is
read,—IIEPI XAPIZEMATQN; and by that name the fragment in question is actually designated in the third chapter
of the (so called) “Apostolical Constitutions,” (t& p&v odv mp@dta tod Adyov £€e0£ueda Tepl TV Xapiopdtwy.
k.T.A.),—in which singular monument of Antiquity the fragment itself is also found. It is in fact nothing else
but the first two chapters of the “Apostolical Constitutions;” of which the ivh chapter is also claimed for Hip-
polytus, (though with evidently far less reason,) and as such appears in the last edition of the Father’s collected
works, (Hippolyti Romani qua ferentur omnia Grece, ed. Lagarde, 1858,)—p. 74. The work thus assigned to
Hippolytus, (evidently on the strength of the heading,—Awatd€eic tdv avt®v ayiwv AnootéAwv mepi
XELPOTOVIDYV, d14 ‘ItmoAvtov,) is part of the “Octateuchus Clementines,” concerning which Lagarde has several
remarks in the preface to his Reliquice Juris Ecclesiastici Antiquissimee, 1856. The composition in question extends
from p. 5 to p. 18 of the last-named publication. The exact correspondence between the “Octateuchus Clem-
entinus” and the Pseudo-Apostolical Constitutions will be found to extend no further than the single chapter
(the iv'h) specified in the text. In the meantime the fragment mepi xapiopdtwy (containing S. Mark xvi. 17, 18,)
is identical throughout. It forms the first article in Lagarde’s Reliquice, extending from p. 1 to p. 4, and is there
headed Adackahio TtV ayiwv AmootéAwv mept xapiopdtwy.

36 Ad fin. See Routh’s Opuscula, i. p. 80.

37 For which reason I cordially subscribe to Tischendorf’s remark (ed. 8va. p. 407), “Quod idem [Justinus]
Christum aveAnAvBdaa gig tovg ovpavoug dicit, [Apol. L. c. 502] minus valet.”

38 “Innomine meo manum imponite, daemonia expellite,” (Cyprian Opp. p. 237 [Religq. Sacr. p. 124,] quoting
S. Mark xvi. 17, 18,)—“In nomine meo daemonia ejicient . . . . super egrotos manus imponent et bene habebunt.”
39 Responsa ad Episcopos, c. 44, (Reliqq. v. 248.)

40 Evangelia Apocrypha, ed. Tischendorf, 1853, pp. 243 and 351: also Proleg. p. Ivi.
36
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VII. This is probably the right place to mention that ver. 15 is clearly alluded to in two
places of the (so-called) “Apostolical Constitutions*!;” and that verse 16 is quoted (with no
variety of reading from the Textus receptus42) in an earlier part of the same ancient work.

4 or the ivih century43.

The “Constitutions” are assigned to the iii"

VIII and IX. It will be shown in Chapter V. that Eusebius, the Ecclesiastical Historian,
was profoundly well acquainted 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 Eusebi-
us,—inasmuch as he is introduced to our notice by Eusebius himself as asking a question
concerning 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 Nisibenus 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 Nis-
ibis,—a famous Syrian Bishop who was present at the Council of Nicaea, A.D. 325. Gennadius
of Marseille, (who carried on Jerome’s list to the year 495) asserts that the reason of this
omission was Jerome’s ignorance of the Syriac language; and explains that Jacob was the
author of twenty-two Syriac Homilies*%. Of these, there exists a very ancient Armenian
translation; which was accordingly edited as the work of Jacobus Nisi-bonus with a Latin
version, at Rome, in 1756. Gallandius reprinted both the Armenian and the Latin; and to
Gallandius (vol. v.) we are referred whenever “Jacobus Nisibenus” is quoted.

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 Homily, (which bears date A.D. 337), verses
16,17, 18 of S. Mark xvi. are quoted45,—yet not from the version known as the Curetonian

41 Inl vii. ¢. 7 (ad fin.),—AaPdvteg EvoAnv map’ adtod knpvat to ebayyéAtov gic SAov TOv kdopov: and in
L. viii. ¢. 1,—Muiv 10i¢ drootdroig uéAAovot to ebayyélov katayyéAAewy Tdon tfj ktioel. Observe, this imme-
diately follows the quotation of verses 17, 18.

42 Lib. 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.

43 Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 421.

44 Apud Hieron. Opp. ed. Vallars., ii. 951-4.

45  See Dr. Wright's ed. of “Aphraates,” (4'°. 1869,) p. 21. I am entirely indebted to the learned Editor’s Preface

for the information in the text.

37

26

27


http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.15
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_26.html
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.16
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_27.html
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.16-Mark.16.18
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.16-Mark.16.18
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.17-Mark.16.18

Chapter 111. The Early Fathers Appealed to, and Observed to Bear Favourable...

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 N.

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. Matthew and S. John not speaking of it,—S. Mark
recording the event only. Then he quotes verses 19, 20. “This” (he adds) “is the end of the
Gospel. Mark makes no extended mention of the Ascension®.” Elsewhere he has an unmis-
takable 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 the New Testament, for the execution of which task he enjoyed extraordinary facilit-
ies,—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® 0 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>2.”

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

47 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.

48  Opp. iii. 765 A, B.

49  Kai pnv to edayyéAov todvavtiov Aéyet, 6t tff Mapia mpwtn [GeOn]. Chrys. Opp. x. 355 B.

50 “Cogis” (he says to Pope Damasus) “ut post exemplaria Scripturarum toto orbs dispersa quasi quidam
arbiter sedeam; et quia inter se variant, quae sint illa quae cum Graeca consentiant veritate decernam.—Haec
praesens praefatiuncula pollicetur quatuor Evangelia . ... codicum Graecorum emendata conlatione, sed et
veterum.”

51 Vol.i. p. 827 C (ed. Vallars.)

52 Contra Pelagianos, 11. 15, (Opp. ii. 744-5):—“In quibusdam exemplaribus et maxime in Graecis codicibus,
juxta Marcum in fine Evangelii scribitur: Postea quum accubuissent undecim, apparuit eis Jesus, et exprobravit

incredulitatem et duritiam cordis eorum, quia his qui viderant eum resurgentem, non crediderunt. Et illi
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To discuss so weak and worthless a forgery,—no trace of which is found in any MS. in exist-
ence, and of which nothing whatever is known except what Jerome here tells us,—would
be to waste our time indeed. The fact remains, 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

>3 ,—discusses them as the work

than quotes them. He brings them forward again and again
of S. Mark,—remarks that “in diebus Paschalibus,” S. Mark’s narrative of the Resurrection
was publicly 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 Cyril 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.

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.

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 Nyasa, and erroneously ascribed to that Father,) Hesychius appeals
to the 19th verse, and quotes it as S. Mark’s at length56. The date of Hesychius is uncertain;

satisfaciebant dicentes: Sceculum istud iniquitatis et incredulitatis substantia est, quae non sinit per immundos
spiritus veram Dei apprehendi virtutem: idcirco jam nunc revela justitiam tuam.”
53 e.g. ver.12invol. ii. 515 C (Ep. 149); Vol. v. 988 C.—Verses 15, 16, in vol. v. 391 E, 985 A: vol. x. 22 F.
54 Vol.v.997 F, 998 B, C.
55  ¢ZeAB6vteg ydp, enot, diekfpucoov OV Adyov mavtaxod. tod Kuplov cuvepyolbvtog, kal tov Adyov
BePatodvrog, dia TV EmakoAovbnodvtwy onpeiwv. Nestorius c. Orthodoxos: (Cyril. Alexand. adv. Nestorian.
Opp. vol. vi. 46 B.) To which, Cyril replies,—tfj tap’ abtol Suvaosteia xpwuevor, dieknpitrovto kai eipydlovto
TG Beoonpeiag ol Beonéotor pabnrai (Ibid. D.) This quotation was first noticed by Matthaei (Enthym. Zig. i.
161.)
56  Spoiwc 8¢ kol T Mapd Td Mdpk@ yeypapuévov: ‘O v obv Kbprog—Ek Se€1dv Tod ©9e00. Greg Nyss. Opp.
iii. 415.
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but he may, I suppose, be considered to belong to the vith century. His evidence is discussed
in Chapter V.

XIX. This list shall be brought to a close with a reference to the Synopsis Scripturae
Sacrae,—an ancient work ascribed to Athanasius®’, but probably not the production of that
Father. It is at all events of much older date than any of the later uncials; and it rehearses in
detail the contents of S. Mark xvi. 9-20°%,

It would be easy to prolong this enumeration of Patristic authorities; as, by appealing

to Gregentius in the vith century, and to Gregory the Great, and. Modestus, patriarch of

h;—to Ven. Bede and John Damascene in the viiith

Constantinople in the vii' ;—to Theophylact
in the xi™;—to Euthymius in the xii"%: but I forbear. It would add no strength to my argu-
ment that I should by such evidence support it; as the reader will admit when he has read
my xth chapter.

It will be observed then that three competent Patristic witnesses of the ijnd century,—four
of the iiird,—six of the ivth,—four of the Vth,—and two (of uncertain date, but probably) of
the vi'h,—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 contrary, from every
part of the ancient Church: Antioch and Constantinople,—Hierapolis, Cesarea and
Edessa,—Carthage, Alexandria and Hippo,—Rome and Portus. And thus, upwards of
nineteen early mama 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.

57 Athanasii Opp. vol. ii. p.181 F, 182 A. See the Preefat., pp. vii., viii.

58 In dismissing this enumeration, let me be allowed to point out that there must exist many more Patristic
citations which I have overlooked. The necessity one is under, on occasions like the present, of depending to a
great extent on “Indices,” is fatal; so scandalously inaccurate is almost every Index of Texts that can be named.
To judge from the Index in Oehler’s edition of Tertullian, that Father quotes these twelve verses not less than
eight times. According to the Benedictine Index, Ambrose does not quote them so much as once. Ambrose,
nevertheless, quotes five of these verses no less than fourteen times; while Tertullian, as far as I am able to dis-
cover, 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, L. 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 6, 6, 7:—are nowhere noticed in
the Index. The Voice from Heaven at our Saviour’s Baptism,—a famous misquotation (vol. i. 145, l. 14),—does
not appear in the Index of quotations from S. Matthew (iii. 17), S. Mark (i. 11), or S. Luke (iii. 22.)

59 Gregentius apud Galland. xi. 653 E.—Greg. Mag. (Hom. xxix. in Evang.)—Modestus apud Photium cod.
275.—Johannis Damasceni Opp. (ed. 1712) vol. i. 608 E.—Bede, and Theophylact (who quotes all the verses)

and Euthymius in loc.
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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.
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CHAPTERIV.

THE EARLY VERSIONS EXAMINED, AND FOUND TO YIELD
UNFALTERING TESTIMONY TO THE GENUINENESS OF THESE VERSES.

The Peshito,—the Curetonian Syriac,—and the Recension of Thomas of Markel (p.
33.)—The Vulgate (p. 34)—and the Vetus 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 Patristic citations, the third. But it was
explained that whenever (as here) the only question to be decided is whether a considerable
portion of Scripture be genuine or not, then, Patristic references yield to no class of evidence
in importance. To which statement it must now be added that second only to the testimony
of Fathers on such occasions is to be reckoned the evidence of the oldest of the Versions.
The reason is obvious. (a.) We know for the most part the approximate date of the principal
ancient Versions of the New Testament:—(b.) Each Version is represented by at least one
very ancient Codex:—and (c.) It may be safely assumed that Translators were never dependant
on a single copy of the original Greek when they executed their several Translations. Proceed
we now to ascertain what evidence the oldest of the Versions bear concerning the concluding
verses of S. Mark’s Gospel: and first of all for the Syriac.

I. “Literary history,” (says Mr. Scrivener,) “can hardly afford a more powerful case than
has been established for the identity of the Version of the Syriac now called the ‘Peshito’
with that used by the Eastern Church long before the great schism had its beginning, in the
native land of the blessed Gospel.” The Peshito is referred by common consent to the ijnd
century of our @ra; and is found to contain the verses in question.

I1. 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 Curetonian
Syriac,”) have come to light®®: and in this translation also the verses in question are found®!.
This fragmentary 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 conjec-
tured. But it is clear that we are listening to another truly primitive witness to the genuineness
of the text now under consideration;—a witness (like the last) vastly more ancient than

either the Vatican Codex B, or the Sinaitic Codex §; more ancient, therefore, than any Greek

60 Dr. Wright informs me (1871) that some more leaves of this Version have just been recovered.

61 By a happy providence, one of the fragments contains the last four verses.
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copy of the Gospels in existence. We shall not be thought rash if we claim it for the iji*

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 (Hierapolis)
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 revised by Thomas of Hharkel, in the monastery
of Antonia at Alexandria, A.D. 616. The Hharklensian Revision, (commonly called the
“Philoxenian,”) is therefore an extraordinary monument of ecclesiastical antiquity indeed:
for, being the Revision of a revised Translation of the New Testament known to have been
executed from MSS. which must have been at least as old as the v century, it exhibits the
result of what may be called a collation of copies made at a time when only four of our extant
uncials were in existence. Here, then, is a singularly important accumulation of manuscript
evidence on the subject of the verses which of late years it has become the fashion to treat
as spurious. And yet, neither by Polycarp nor by Thomas of Hharkel, are the last twelve
verses of S. Mark’s Gospel omitted®’.

To these, if I do not add the “Jerusalem version,”—(as an independent Syriac translation
of the Ecclesiastical Sections, perhaps of the vih 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 Vulgate, is known to all. It seems scarcely

62 In the margin, against S. Matth. xxviii. 5, Thomas writes,—“In tribus codicibus Greecis, et in uno Syriaco
antiquee versionis, non inventum est nomen, ‘Nazarenus.” —Cf. ad xxvii. 85.—Adler’s N.T. Verss. Syrr., p. 97.

63 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. 79-184) and examine the notes on the following places:—S. Matth. xv.

21: xx. 28 (= D): xxvi. 7. S. Mk. i. 16: xii. 42. S. Lu. x. 17 (= BD): 42 (= BN L): xi. 1: 63. S. Jo. ii. 1 [3] (= N): .
26: vii. 39 (partly = B): x. 8, &c. &c.

64 This work has at last been published in 2 vols. 4to., Verona, 1861-4, under the following title:—Evangeliarium
Hierosolymitanum ex Codice Vaticano Palaestino demprompsit, edidit, Latine vertit, Prolegomenis et Glossario

adornavit, Comes Franciscus Miniscalchi Erizzo.
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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 Manuscripts to which a competent scholar had access in the middle of the
fourth century,—(and Jerome assures us that he consulted several,)—we learn to survey
with diminished complacency our own slender stores (if indeed any at all exist) of corres-
ponding antiquity. It is needless to add that the Vulgate contains the disputed verses: that
from no copy of this Version are they away. Now, in such a matter as this, Jerome’s testimony
is very weighty indeed.

V. The Vulgate, however, was but the revision of a much older translation, generally
known as the Vetus Itala. This Old Latin, which is of African origin and of almost Apostolic
antiquity, (supposed of the ii"d 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 genuineness of these last twelve verses.

The next place may well be given to the venerable version of the Gothic Bishop Ulph-
ilas,—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 unimpeachable,
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 vith 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 ivth or vt century, contains
S. Mark xvi. 9-20.—Fragments of the Thebaic, or dialect of Upper Egypt, (a distinct version
and of considerably earlier date, less properly called the “Sahidic,”) survive in MSS. of very
nearly the same antiquity: and one of these fragments happily contains the last verse of the
Gospel according to S. Mark. The Thebaic version is referred to the ijid 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

65 It does not sensibly detract from the value of this evidence that one ancient codex, the “Codex Bobbiensis”
(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.
66 “Quod Gothicum testimonium haud scio an critici satis agnoverint, vel pro dignitate aestimaverint.” Mai,
Nova Patt. Bibl. iv. 256.
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these words the subscription, (edayyéAiov kata 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 vih century; but like the Ethiopic [iv—vii?] and the Georgian [vi?] it
comes to us in codices of comparatively recent date. All this makes it impossible for us to
care much for its testimony. The two last-named versions, whatever their disadvantages
may be, at least bear constant witness to the genuineness of the verses in dispute.

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 Gospel, that it
might well be deemed in itself decisive.

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

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

(a) In the yih 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 Fath-
ers,—(four authorities in all,)—are observed to recognise these verses.

(b) In the iyth century, (to which Codex B and Codex ¥ probably belong, five Greek

writers, one Syriac, and two Latin Fathers,—besides the Vulgate, Gothic and Memphitic
Versions,—(eleven authorities in all,)—testify to familiar acquaintance with this portion of
S. Mark’s Gospel.

(c) In the jii"d 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 find century, Irenaeus, the Peshito, and the Italic Version as plainly attest that
in Gaul, in Mesopotamia 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
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best class. They deliver themselves in the most unequivocal way. And their testimony to the
genuineness of these Verses is unfaltering.

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

The grounds for assuming that his “last Twelve Verses” are spurious, shall be exhibited
in the ensuing chapter.
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CHAPTERYV.

THEALLEGED HOSTILE WITNESS OF CERTAIN OF THE EARLY FATHERS
PROVED TO BE AN IMAGINATION OF THE CRITICS.

The mistake concerning Gregory of Nyssa (p. 89).—The misconception concerning Euse-
bius (p. 41).—The oversight concerning Jerome (p. 51);—also concerning Hesychius of Jerus-
alem, (or else Severus of Antioch) (p. 57);—and concerning Victor of Antioch (p. 59).

IT would naturally follow to shew that manuscript evidence confirms the evidence of
the ancient Fathers and .of the early Versions of Scripture. But it will be more satisfactory
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 S. Mark. “The absence
of this portion from some, from many, or from most copies of his Gospel, or that it was not
written by S. Mark himself,” (says Dr. Tregelles,) “is attested by Eusebius, Gregory of Nyasa,
Victor of Antioch, Severus of Antioch, Jerome, and by later writers, especially Greeks®”.”
The same Fathers are appealed to by Dr. Davidson, who adds to the list Euthymius; and by
Tischendorf and Alford, who add the name of Hesychius of Jerusalem. They also refer to

» «

“many ancient Scholia.” “These verses” (says Tischendorf) “are not recognised by the sections

of Ammonius nor by the Canons of Eusebius: Epiphanius and Ceesarius 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 circumstance
that Clement of Alexandria, who appears to have no reference to the last chapter of S.
Matthew’s Gospel, should be also without any reference to the last chapter of S. 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 accomplished
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

67 Account of the Printed Text, p. 247.
68 Gr. Teat. p. 322.
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Verses to be demolished that the list is further eked out with the names of (8) Ammonius,
(9) Epiphanius, and (10) Ceesarius,—to say nothing of (11) the anonymous authors of
Catene, and (12) “later writers, especially 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, however, this also is added,—‘Now
when He was risen early the first day of the week, He appeared first to Mary Magdalene,
out of whom He had cast seven devils.”

That this testimony should have been so often appealed to as proceeding from Gregory
of Nyssa7o, 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 induced every
fresh assailant of so considerable a portion of the Gospel to be very sure of his ground before
reiterating what his predecessors had delivered. And yet it is evident that not one of the recent
writers on the subject can have investigated this matter for himself. It is only due to their
known ability to presume that had they taken ever so little pains with the foregoing quotation,
they would have found out their mistake.

(1.) For, in the first place, the second “Homily on the Resurrection” printed in the iii"
volume of the works of Gregory of Nyssa, (and which supplies the critics with their quota-
tion,) is, as every one may see who will take the trouble to compare them, word for word the
same Homily which Combefis in his “Novum Auctarium,” and Gallandius in his “Bibliotheca
Patrum” printed as the work of Hesychius, and vindicated to that Father, respectively in
1648 and 1776”1, Now, if a critic chooses to risk his own reputation by maintaining that the
Homily in question is indeed by Gregory of Nyssa, and is not by 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 word, under the name of “Severus of Antioch,” and to be unsuspiciously printed

69 ’Ev pev 1oig axpifectépolg avtiypd@org tO kata Mdpkov ebayyéAiov péxpt o0 EpoPodvto yap, Exel TO
TéAog. €v 8¢ Tiol mpdokettal kal tabta dvactdg 8¢ mpwi mpwtn caPPdrwy (sic) €pdvn Tpdtov Mapia T
MaySaAnvii @’ fig éxPePAriket Entd Sopudvia. Opp. (ed. 1638) iii. 411 B.
70 Tregelles, Printed Text, p.248, also in Horne’s Introd. iv. 434-6. So Norton, Alford, Davidson, and the rest,
following Wetstein, Griesbach, Scholz, &c.
71 Nov. Auct. 743-44.—Bibl. Vett. PP. xi. 221-6.
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as his by Montfaucon in his “Bibliotheca Coisliniana” (1715), and by Cramer in his
“Catena’>” (1844),—although it may very reasonably become a question among critics
whether Hesychius of Jerusalem or Severna of Antioch 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 “Hesychius,”—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,) —who 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 accurate 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 writer of the yith century. I shall have to recur
to his work by-and-by. The next name is

Eusebius,

I1. With respect to whom the case is altogether different. What that learned Father has
delivered concerning the conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel requires to be examined with at-
tention, and must be set forth much more in detail. And yet, I will so far anticipate what is
about to be offered, as to say at once that if any one supposes that Eusebius has anywhere

S.74”_he is mistaken. Eusebius nowhere says

plainly “stated that it is wanted in many MS
so. The reader’s attention is invited to a plain tale.

It was not until 1825 that the world was presented by Cardinal Angelo Mai’> with a few
fragmentary specimens of a lost work of Eusebius on the (so-called) Inconsistencies in the

Gospels, from a MS. in the Vatican’®. These, the learned Cardinal republished more accur-

72 Bibl. Coisl. pp. 68-75.—Catena, i. 243-51.
73 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.—1 have really no independent opinion on the subject.
74  Alford, Greek Test. p. 433.
75  Scriptorum Vett. Nova Collectio, 4to. vol. i. pp. 1-101.
76 Atp.217, (ed. 1847), Mai designates it as “Codex Vat. Palat. cxx pulcherrimus, seeculi 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.
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ately in 1847, in his “Nova Patrum Bibliotheca’’;” and hither we are invariably referred by

those who cite Eusebius as a witness against the genuineness of the concluding verses of the
second Gospel.

It is much to be regretted that we are still as little as ever in possession of the lost work
of Eusebius. It appears to have consisted of three Books or Parts; the former two (addressed
“to Stephanus”) being discussions of difficulties at the beginning of the Gospel,—the last
(“to Marinus”) relating to difficulties in its concluding chapters78. The Author’s plan, (as
usual in such works), was, first, to set forth a difficulty in the form of a Question; and
straightway, to propose a Solution of it, —which commonly assumes the form of a consider-
able dissertation. But whether we are at present in possession of so much as a single entire
specimen of these “Inquiries and Resolutions” exactly as it came from the pen of Eusebius,
may reasonably be doubted. That the work which Mai has brought to light is but a highly
condensed exhibition of the original, (and scarcely that,) its very title shows; for it is
headed,—“An abridged selection from the a Inquiries and Resolutions [of difficulties] in
the Gospels’ by Eusebius’®.” Only some of the original Questions, therefore, are here noticed
at all: and even these have been subjected to so severe a process of condensation and
abridgment, that in some instances amputation would probably be a more fitting description
of what has taken place. Accordingly, what were originally two Books or Parts, are at present
represented by XVI. “Inquiries,” &c., addressed “to Stephanus;” while the concluding Book
or Part is represented by IV. 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
addressed to Marinus is found to have contained “Inquiries, with their Resolutions, concern-

77 Vol. iv. pp. 219-309.

78 See Nova P. P. Bibliotheca, iv.255.—That it was styled “Inquiries with their Resolutions” (ZntApata kai
AVoeig), 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: “Edidit” (he says) “de Evangeliorum

A

Diaphonia,” (De Scriptt. Illustt. c. 81.) Again, Ataguwvia Ebayyehiwv, (Hieron. in Matth. 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, Iepi tfig dokovorg €v toig edayyeAio k.T.A. Srapwviag. The Author of the Catena on S. Mark
edited by Cramer (i. p. 266), quotes an opinion of Eusebius dv t® mpog Mapivov mepi tig dokovong év Toig
gvayyeAiolg tepl ti¢ dvaotdosws Srapwviag: extracted from the same MS. by Simon, Hist. Crit. N.T. p. 89.
79 ExAoyr €V ouVTOUW €k TV cuvteBévtwy UTo EboePiov tpog Ztépavov [and mpdg Mapivov] mepl tdv £v
10i¢ Ebayyehiowg ntnudtwy kai Aboewv. Ibid. pp. 219, 255.—(See the plate of fac-similes facing the title of vol.
i. ed. 1825.)
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ing our Saviour’s Death and Resurrection®’,”—while a quotation professing to be derived

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®?. It is absolutely
necessary that all this should be clearly apprehended by any one who desires to know exactly
what the alleged evidence of Eusebius concerning the last chapter of S. Mark’s Gospel is
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 Eusebius comes

to light, (and it has been seen within about 300 years®®) it will exhibit anything essentially

80 EU0£P10G . ... év Taig mpOg Mapivov émi taig mepi tod Belov mdboug kal tig dvactdoews {ntriceot Kai
€kAUoeot, K.T.A. 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.)
81 This passage is too grand to be withheld: —00 ydp v &&18¢ t1¢ &v Tfj TéAe1 Tovdaiwv, (K pnotv EvséPiog
ke@aaiy 1y’ Tpdg Mapivov,) to katd o0 diafdAov tpdmatov Tov otavpdv Pactdoar GAN 6 €€ &ypol, O¢ undev
EMKEKOIVAOVNKE Tf] Katd Xp1otoDd paigovia. (Possini Cat. in Marcum, p. 343.)
82 Mai, iv. p. 299.—The Catenz, inasmuch as their compilers are observed to have been very curious in such
questions, are evidently full of disjecta membra of the work. These are recognisable for the most part by their
form; but sometimes they actually retain the name of their author. Accordingly, Catena have furnished Mai
with a considerable body 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 that with the stores at his command, Mai has not
contrived to enlighten us a little more on this curious subject. It would not be difficult to indicate sundry passages
which he has overlooked. Neither indeed can it be denied that the learned Cardinal has executed his task in a
somewhat slovenly manner. He does not seem to, have noticed that what he quotes at pp.357-8—262—283—295,
is to be found in the Catena of Corderius at pp. 448-9—449—450—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 published 3 (if not 7) years before
his own,—else, at p. 299, instead of quoting Simon, he would have quoted Cramer’s Catene, 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 transcribed by Corderius from a MS. in the Vatican.
(Possini Preefat. p. ii.) In the Vatican, too, he might have found the fragment he quotes (p. 300) from p. 364 of
the Catena of Possinus. In countless places he might, by such references, have improved his often manifestly
faulty text.
83 Mai quotes the following from Latinus Latinius (Opp. ii. 116.) to Andreas Masius. Sirletus (Cardinalis)
“scire te vult in Sicilid inventos esse . . . libros tres Eusebii Ceesariensis de Evangetiorum Diaphonid, qui ut ipse
sperat brevi in lucem prodibunt.” The letter is dated 1663. I suspect that when the original of this work is re-
covered, it will be found that Eusebius digested his “Questions” under heads: e.g. mepi T00 Td@ov, Kal Tfig
dokovong Srapwviag (p. 264): Tepi g Sokovong Tepl T dvaoctdoewg dragpwviag. (p. 299.)
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different from what is contained in the famous passage which has given rise to so much
debate, and which may be exhibited in English as follows. It is put in the form of a reply to
one “Marinus,” who is represented as asking, first, the following 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 difficulty admits of a twofold solution. He who is for getting rid of the entire
passag684, 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, certainly not in all,) might be dispensed with; especially if it should prove to contradict
the record of the other Evangelists. This, then, is what a person will say who is for evading
and entirely getting rid of a gratuitous problem.

“But another, on no account daring to reject anything whatever which is, under whatever
circumstances, met with in the text of the Gospels, will say that here are two readings, (as
is so often the case elsewhere;) and 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 passage85. And certainly, 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 expression, (‘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 Sabbath,” (for it was then that He rose); and all that comes after,

84 I translate according to the sense,—the text being manifestly corrupt. Trjv to0to @dokovcav TepLKOTV is
probably a gloss, explanatory of t0 ke@dAatov avtd. In strictness, the ke@dAaiov begins at ch. xv. 42, and extends
to the end of the Gospel. There are 48 such ke@dAaia 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. Tlepikont}v, on the contrary, in this place seems to have its true technical meaning, and to denote the
liturgical section, or “lesson.”

85 ’Avdayvwopa (like mepikon, 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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expressive as it is of a distinct notion, we shall connect 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 appeared 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 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.’
The former®®, 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 dev-
i1s37”—Such is the entire passage. Little did the learned writer anticipate what bitter fruit
his words were destined to bear!

1. Let it be freely admitted that what precedes is calculated at first sight to occasion
nothing but surprise and perplexity. For, in the first place, there really is no problem to solve.
The discrepancy suggested by “Marinus” at the outset, is plainly imaginary, the result (chiefly)
of a strange misconception of the meaning of the Evangelist’s Greek,—as in fact no one was
ever better aware than Eusebius himself. “These places of the Gospels would never have
occasioned any difficulty,” he writes in the very next page, (but it is the commencement of
his reply to the second question of Marinus,)— “if people would but abstain from assuming
that Matthew’s phrase (o€ caPPdtwv) 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 proceeds:—“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 between 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 different 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;

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

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

88 Mai, iv. 257. So far, I have given the substance only of what Eusebius delivers with wearisome prolixity. It
follows,—d{ote TOV abTOV 0XedOV VOEToOaL Katpov, fj TOV 6pddpa £yyvg, mapd Toig ebayyeAiotaic Siapdpolg
Ovduaot Tetnpnuévov. undév te dagépely Matbaiov ipnkdta “oOPe—tdpov” [xxviii. 1.] Twdvvou @cavtog
“1f] 8¢ wd—&t oong okotiag.” [xx. 1.] TAatuk®§ ydp Eva kal Tov adtdv Snlodot xpdvov Srapbporg pripact.—For

the principal words in the text, see the Appendix (B) ad fin.
53

a7


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_47.html

Chapter V. The Alleged Hostile Withess of Certain of the Early Fathers Proved...

except on one hypothesis,—which, although at first it may sound somewhat extraordinary,
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 produc-
tion: but that Eusebius, having met with the suggestion 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 invariably89 substituted
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 advocated with such tedious emphasis, would probably prove satisfactory to
no one. In fact, the entire method advocated in the foregoing passage is hopelessly vicious.
The writer begins by advancing statements which, if he believed them to be true, he must
have known are absolutely fatal to the verses in question. This done, he sets about discussing
the possibility of reconciling an isolated expression in S. Mark’s Gospel with another in S.
Matthew’s: just as if on that depended the genuineness or spuriousness of the entire context:
as if, in short, the major premiss in the discussion were some such postulate as the follow-
ing:—“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 equilibrium, and even counterbalance the adverse testimony of
almost every MS. of the Gospels extant F Why does he not at least deny the truth of the alleged
facts to which lie 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 P As before, I really cannot tell, —except on the hypothesis which has been already
hazarded.

89 I allude to the following places:—Combefis, Novem Auctarium, col. 780.—Cod. Mosq. 138, (printed by
Matthaei, Anectt. Greec. 62.)—also Cod. Mosq. 139, (see N.T. ix. 223-4.)—Cod. Coislin. 195 fol. 165.—Cod.
Coislin. 23, (published by Cramer, Catt. 251.)—Cod. Bodl. ol. Meermau Auct. T. i. 4, fol. 169.—Cod. Bodl. Laud.
Gr. 83, fol. 79.—Any one desirous of knowing more on this subject will do well to begin by reading Simon Hist.
Crit. du N.T. p. 89. See Mai’s foot-note, iv. p. 257.
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3. Note also, (for this is not the least extraordinary feature of the case,) what vague and
random statements those are which we have been listening to. The entire section (S. Mark
xvi. 9-20,) “is not met with in all the copies:” at all events not “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 P The first is comparatively unimportant. Not so the second. The last
two, on the contrary, would be absolutely fatal,—if trustworthy? 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 the Gospels in existence but two to be accounted for? With Irenzeus
and Hippolytus, with the old Latin and the Vulgate, with the Syriac, and the Gothic, and
the Egyptian versions to refer to, we are able to assert that the author of such a statement
was guilty of monstrous exaggeration. We are reminded of the loose and random way in
which the 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 éxatov kai é€fjkovta 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 represents; 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 observed to make critical remarks about the ancient copies which
simply cannot be correct.

And yet the author of the exaggeration under review, be it observed, is clearly not Euse-
bius. 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 rejected 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,—inas-
much as by the faithful and pious, this reading is not held to be genuine rather than that;
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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 deceive those who are unable to verify the quotation for themselves.

It has been urged indeed that Eusebius cannot have recognised the verses in question
as genuine, because a scholium purporting 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. Mark
xvi. 14 it is plainly recorded that “Afterwards He appeared unto the Eleven as they sat at
meat.” May I be permitted to declare that I am distrustful of the proposed 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 obtaining 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 prominence in the passage under discussion? By no means. The mutilated
state of S. Mark’s Gospel in the Vatican Codex (B) and especially in the Sinaitic Codex (X)
sufficiently establishes the contrary. Let it be freely conceded, (but in fact it has been freely
conceded already,) that there must have existed in the time of Eusebius 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 Eusebi-
us,—to induce us to believe that they are 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 emphatically
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 thought, suffice to exhibit it
in a wholly unexpected light; and induce us to form an entirely different estimate of its
practical bearing upon the present discussion.
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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 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 messenger had conveyed to him out of the African
province a quantity of similar interrogatories, Jerome sent two Egyptian monks the following
account of how he had proceeded in respect of the inquiry,—(it concerned 1 Cor. xv.
51,)—which they had addressed to him:—“Being pressed for time, I have presented you
with the opinions of all the Commentators; for the most part, translating their very words;
in order both to get rid of your question, and to put you in possession of ancient authorities
on the subject.” This learned Father does not even profess to have been in the habit of deliv-
ering 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 arguments by which they have recom-
mended their opinions. My own authority, (who am but nothing,) is vastly inferior to that
of our predecessors in the Lord.” Then, after special commendation of the learning of Origen
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’2.” We are not surprised, after this
straightforward avowal of what was the method 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 Eusebius 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

90 Ep. cxx. Opera, (ed. Vallars.) vol. i. pp. 811-43.
91 Ibid. p. 844.

92 Ibid. p. 798-810. See especially pp. 794, 809, 810.
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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,—Him-
self, 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 appeared.”—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’>.

This, however, is not by any means the strangest feature of the case. That Jerome should
have availed himself ever so freely of the materials which he found ready to his hand in the
pages of Eusebius cannot be regarded as at all extraordinary, after what we have just heard
from himself of his customary method of proceeding. It would of course have suggested the
gravest doubts as to whether we were here listening to the personal sentiment of this Father,
or not; but that would have been all. What are we to think, however, of the fact that Hedibia’s
question to Jerome proves on inspection to be nothing more than a translation of the very
question which Marinus had long before addressed to Eusebius? We read on, perplexed at
the coincidence; and speedily make the notable discovery that her next question, and her
next, are also translations word for word of the next two of Marinus. For the proof of this

93 “Hujus queestionis duplex solutio est. [Tovtov dirtny av €in 1 Adoig.] Aut enim non recipimus Marci
testimonium, quod in raris fertur [oraviwg é€v 1o @epdueval Evangeliis, omnibus Graciee libris pene hoc
capitulum [t0 ke@dAaiov avTd] in fine non habentibus; [év Tovtd yap oxedov €v dnact Toig dvTiypdolg To0
Katd Mdapkov ebayyeAiov meptyéyparntat O TéAog]; praesertim cum diversa atque contraria Evangelistis ceteris
narrare videntur [udAiota eimep €xoiev avtidoyiav tff TOV Aowm@v edayyehot@v paptupia.] Aut hoc
respondendum, quod uterque verum dixerit [éxatépav Tapadektéav UMEPXEWV ... cLYXWPOLMEVOUL Eival
GAnBodc.] Mattheeus, quando Dominus surrexerit vespere sabbati: Marcus autem, quando tum viderit Maria
Magdalena, id est, mane prima sabbati. Ita enim distinguendum est, Cum autem resurrexisset: [ueTd SraotoAfig
avayvwotéov Avactdg O€:] et, parumper, spiritu coarctato inferendum, Prima sabbati mane apparuit Mariee
Magdalenz: [eita Umooti€avteg pnréov, Mpwt T wid t@V caPpdrwv épdvn Mapia ti MaydaAnvii.] Ut qui
vespere sabbati, juxta Mattheeum surrexerat, [rapd t@ Matdaiw, 0ye caffdtwv: tote yap £ynyepto.] ipse mane
prima sabbati, juxta Marcum, apparuerit Mariee Magdalenze. [mpwi ydp tfj t1d to0 capPdrov épdvr Mapia tfj
MaydaAnvfi.] Quod quidem et Joannes Evangelista significat, mane Eum alterius diei visum esse demonstrans.”
[tobto yoOv é8HAwoe kai 6 Twdvvng mpwi kai adtdg Tf il T00 capPdtov DOt adtdv paptupricag.] For the
Latin of the above, see Hieronymi Opera, (ed. Vallars.) vol. i. p. 819: for the Greek, with its context, see Appendix
(B).
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statement the reader is again referred to the foot of the page94. It is at least decisive: and the
fact, which admits of only one explanation, can be attended by only one practical result. It
of course shelves the whole question as far as the evidence of Jerome is concerned. Whether
Hedibia was an actual personage or not, let those decide who have considered more attent-
ively 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 investigate
the problem on the present occasion. I do but claim to have established beyond the possib-
ility of doubt or cavil that what we are here presented with is not the testimony of Jerome at
all. Tt is evident that this learned Father amused himself with translating for the benefit of
his Latin readers a part of the (lost) work of Eusebius; (which, by the way, he is found to
have possessed in the same abridged form in which it has come down to 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 diffi-
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 them-
selves. I offer this only in the way of suggestion, and am not concerned to defend it. The
only point I am concerned to establish is that Jerome is 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 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 fact’,”—is entirely to misunderstand the

94 1pwtag T TpOTOV,—TIHG Tapd wev Td Matbaiw oPe maffdrwv aivetat Eyeyepuévog 6 Zwtrp, Tapd ¢
T MApk Tpwi Tf] Y& TV caPPdtwv; [Eusebius ad Marinum, (Mai, iv. 255.)] Primum quaeris,—Cur Matthaeus
dixerit, vespere autem Sabbati illucescente in una Sabbate Dominum resurrexisse; et Marcus mane resurrectionem
ejus factam esse commemorat. [Hieronymus ad Hedibiam, (Opp. i. 818-9.)] I1&¢, katd tOv MatBaiov, Oe
cafPdtwv  MaydaAnvn tebeapévn thv dvdotacty, katd toV Twdvvny 1 abTh £6TOG KAalel Tapd TQ) Uvnueie
Tfj W& tod cafParov. [Ut supra, p. 257.] Quomodo, juxta Matthaeum, vespere Sabbati, Maria Magdalene vidit
Dominum resurgentem; et Joannes Evangelista refert eam mane una sabbati juxta sepulcrum flere? [Ut supra,
p- 819.] TI®¢, katd tov Matbaiov, 0P capfdtwv | MaydaAnv petd tiig dAANg Mapiag apapévn T@V ToddV
100 ZWTfipog, 1 adth Tpwt Tfj Y& to0 caPPdtov dkovel un pov dntov, katd tov Twdvvnv. [Ut supra, p. 262.]
Quomodo, juxta Matthaeum, Maria Magdalene vespere Sabbati cum altera Maria advoluta sit pedibus Salvatoris;
cum, secundum Joannem, audierit a Domino, Noli me tangere. [Ut supra, p. 821.]

95 Tregelles, Printed Text, p. 247.
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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 inhabiting the furthest extremity of
Gaul, who nevertheless was demonstrably not its author: who goes on to propose as hers
question after question verbatim as he found them written in the pages of Eusebius; 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 responsibility quite disappears from sight.
We must hear no more about Jerome, therefore, as a witness against the genuineness of the
concluding verses of S. Mark’s Gospel.

On the contrary. Proof is at hand that Jerome held these verses to be genuine. The
proper evidence of this is supplied by the fact that he gave them a place in his revision of
the old Latin version of the Scriptures. If he had been indeed persuaded of their absence
from “almost all the Greek 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” (eikf},—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” (€pywv for tékvwv) in S. Matth. xi. 19, he does not admit that
(manifestly corrupt) reading,—which, however, 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 conclusion of S. Mark’s Gospel that he actually quotes it,
and on more than one occasion: but to prove this, is to prove more than is here required%.
I am concerned only to demolish the assertion of Tischendorf, and Tregelles, and Alford,
and Davidson, and so many more, concerning the testimony of Jerome; and I have demol-
ished 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 Resurrection,”
contained in the works of Gregory of Nyssa (above, p. 39), has delivered on the same subject.
It will be remembered that we saw reason for suspecting that not

Severus 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 question97,—which, however, cannot at all events be assigned to the illustrious

96 See above, p. 28.
97  See above, p. 40-1.
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Bishop of Nyssa, the brother of Basil the Great. “In the more accurate copies,” (says this
writer,) “the Gospel according to Mark has its end at ‘for they were afraid.” In some copies,
however, this also is added,—‘Now when He was risen early the first day of the week, He
appeared first to Mary Magdalene, out of whom He had cast seven devils.” This, however,
seems to contradict to some extent what we before delivered; for since it happens that the
hour of the night when our 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.”98—1 presume it would be
to abuse a reader’s patience to offer any remarks on all this. If a careful perusal of the fore-
going passage does not convince him that Hesychius is here only reproducing 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 transferred 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. Matthew’s oY¢ tQV
cafPdtwv with the mpwi of S. Mark.

It is, however, only 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 kindloo,)
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

98 See the Appendix (C) § 2.

99  See the Appendix (C) § 1.—For the statement in line 5, see § 2.

100 In the Eccl. Graec. Monumenta of Cotelerius, (iii. 1-53,) may be seen the discussion of 60 problems,
headed,—Zvvaywyn dnopi@v kai EmAboewv, EkAeyeioa év émtouf] £k TG evayyeAIKTiC supPwVias Tod ayiov
‘Houyiov mpeofutépov TepocoAbuwv. From this it appears that Hesychius, following the example of Eusebius,
wrote a work on “Gospel Harmony,” —of which nothing but an abridgment has come down to us.

101 He says that he writes,—IIpd¢ trv T00 Unokeluévou TpoPAfuatog Adotv, kal TGV EAAWV TGOV KATK TNV

g&étaoy TV pnTtdv d9vaguopévwy {nticewv, K.T.A. Greg. Nyss. Opp. iii. 400 C.
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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 particularly into an examination of this
(so-called) ‘Homily’: but I must not dismiss it without pointing out that its author at all
events cannot be thought to have repudiated the concluding verses of S. Mark: for at the
end of his discourse, he quotes the 19th verse entire, without hesitation, in confirmation of
one of his statements, and declares that the words are written by S. Mark!%2,

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 Eusebius had long before de-
livered on the same subject, as if it exhibited his own individual teaching. It is demonstrable!®?
that he is not bearing testimony to the condition of the MSS. of S. Mark’s Gospel in his own
ago: neither, indeed, 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 vith
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 concerned;—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 Commentator of antiquity about whom less is certainly known. Clinton

(who enumerates cccxxii “Ecclesiastical Authors” from A.D. 70 to A.D. 685104

) does not
even record his name. The recent “Dictionary of Greek and Roman Biography” is just as
silent concerning him. Cramer (his latest editor) calls his very existence in question; propos-
ing to attribute his Commentary on S. Mark to Cyril of Alexandria'®. Not to delay the
reader needlessly,—Victor of Antioch is an interesting and unjustly neglected Father of the
Church; whose date,—(inasmuch as he apparently quotes sometimes from Cyril of Alexandria
who died A.D. 444, and yet seems to have written soon after the death of Chrysostom, which

took place A.D. 407), may be assigned to the first half of the fifth century,—suppose A.D.

102 Spoiwg 8¢ kal td mapd T6) Méipk yeypappévov: ‘O piv obv Kopoog, k.T.A. Greg. Nyss. Opp. iii. 415 D.—See
above, p. 29, note (g).

103 See below, chap. X.

104  Fasti Romani, vol. ii. Appendix viii. pp. 395-495.

105 Vol. i. Praefat. p. xxviii. See below, note (p).
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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 to the verses in question; whereas his evidence
to their 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 re-
spected critic has strangely misapprehended the evidence!%®,

I must needs be brief in this place. I shall therefore confine myself to those facts concern-
ing “Victor of Antioch,” or rather concerning his work, which are necessary for the purpose
in hand!'?”.

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, 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, Apollinarius, Theodorus of
Mopsuestia, Eusebius, and Chrysostom; as, with or without acknowledgment, to transcribe
largely (but with great license) from one or other of these writers. Thus, the whole of his
note on S. Mark xv. 38, 39, is taken, without any hint that it is not original, (much of it, word
for word,) from Chrysostom’s 88th Homily on S. Matthew’s Gospel'%®. 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. Itis in fact an extract from those very “Quaestiones ad Marinum” concern-
ing 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.

106  “Victor Antiochenus” (writes Dr. Tregelles in his N. T. vol. i. p. 214.) “dicit 6t1 vevéBevtan to mapd Mapkw
televtaiov €v TioL Pepduevoy.”
107  For additional details concerning Victor of Antioch, and his work, the studious in such matters are referred
to the Appendix (D).
108  Opp. vol. vii. p. 825 E-826 B: or, in Field’s edition, p. 527, line 3 to 20.
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But itis Victor’s familiar use of the writings of Eusebius,—especially of those Resolutions
of hard Questions “concerning 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 by name in the very first page
of his Commentary. That his last page also contains a quotation from it, (also by name), has
been already pointed out'%. Attention is now invited to what is found concerning S. Mark
xvi. 9-20 in the last page but one (p. 444) of Victor’s work. It shall be given in English; because
I will convince unlearned as well as learned readers. Victor, (after quoting four lines from
the 8ot Homily of Chrysostomno), reconciles (exactly as Eusebius is observed to do'ty
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 in-
consistent 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 recorded 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 ‘earlyuz.”’

No one, I presume, can read this passage and yet hesitate to admit that he is here
listening to Eusebius “ad Marinum” 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, surveying the originals with attention, may easily convince himself

109 Cramer, p. 266, lines 10, 11,—&¢ @notv Evoépiog 6 Katoapeiog év T mpog MPpivov k.T.A. And at p. 446,
line 19,—E00eP16g @rotv O Katoapeiog K.T.A..

110 Compare Cramer’s Vict. Ant. i. p. 444, line 6-9, with Field’s Chrys. iii. p. 539, line 7-21.

111 Maij, iv. p. 257-8.

112 Cramer, vol. i. p. 444, line 19 to p. 445, line 4.
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that Victor is here nothing else but a copyist113 . That the work in which Eusebius reconciles
“seeming discrepancies in the Evangelical narratives,” was actually lying open before Victor
while be 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:— “I know very well,” he says, “what has been suggested
by those who are at the pains to remove the apparent inconsistencies in this place''*” But
when writing on S. Mark xvi. 9-20, he does more. After abridging, (as his manner is,) what
Eusebius explains with such tedious emphasis, (giving the substance of five columns in
about three times as many lines,) he adopts the exact expressions of 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 therefore of a passage of which we are
all beginning by this time to be weary; so exceedingly rash are the statements with which it

113 The following is the original of what is given above:—'Ene1d1) 3¢ €v Tio1 T@V AvTiypd@wv TpdoKeLTal TR
napdvtt edayyeli, “avactag d¢ tfj wid tod caPPdrov mpwi, Epdvn (Note, that Victor twice omits the word
np@Tov, and twice reads tfj W to0 caffdrov, (instead of mpdtn capPdrov), 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.) Mapiq tfi MaydaAnvij,” Sokel 8¢ To0to Sra@wvelv T OIO
MatOaiov eipnuéve, épodpev ®wg duvatov uev eineiv 8t vevobevtar to mapd Mdpkw teAevtaiov &v Tiol
@epbuevov. TANY Tva ur d6&wpuev émi T Erotpov Kataelyely, oUtwg dvayvwodueda: “dvaoctdag 8¢, kal
vmootifavteg Endywuev, “npwi T W tod caPPdrov épdvn Mapia tfi MaydaAnvii” tva [The extract from
Victor is continued below in the right hand column: the left exhibiting the text of Eusebius ‘ad Marinum.’] (Euse-
bius.) (Victor.) t0 pév “dvactag,” dvlanéupwuev?] éni v mapd T@ Matbaiw “ope capfdtwv.” (tdte yap
gynyepto.) o 3¢ £€f|g, £Tépag Ov dravoiag UTOGTATIKOV, CUVAPWUEV TOIG EMAEYOUEVOLG. TO HEV “GvacTdg,”
avanéupwyev €l Thv napd Td MatBaiy “oPe saPPdrwv.” (tdte yap €yiyepBar abtov motebopev.) to O¢ £ERG,
£tépag Ov davoiag mapactatikdv, cuvdpwpev Toig EmAeyouévoig (“mpwil” yap “Tfj W tod cafpdrov Epdvn
Moapia tf MaydaAnvii.”) (tov yap “Oge caPBdrwv” katd MatBaiov éynyepuévov iotopel “mpwi” fwpakéval
Mapiav thv MaydaAnviv.) todto yodv €diAwoe kal O Twdvvng “mpwi” kal avtog “tfi wd tod caPPdrov”
OEBat adTdV T MaySaAnvii paptuprcag. Todto yodv é5iAwoe kai Twdvvng, “mpwi” kai adtdg “Tfi wd Tédv
cappdrwv” OBt adToV Tf MaySaAnvij uaptuprocag. [31 words are here omitted.] ¢ napiotacBal év tovtoig
KatpoLg 800" TOV pev ydp ThG dvactdoews tov “OPe tod caffdrov.” Tov 8¢ tfig Tod Zwtiipog émpaveiag, Tov
“npwl.” w¢ mapiotacdat év TovTo1g KatpoLg dV0* TOV UEV TAG AvaoTdoewg ToV “OPe Tod caPPdtov.” Tov d¢ Tfig
100 Zwtiipog émeaveiag, tov “npwi” [Eusebius, apud Mai, iv. p. 256.] [Victor Antioch, ed. Cramer, i. p. 444-
5: (with a few slight emendations of the text from Evan. Cod. Reg. 178.)]
114 oUk ayvo® d¢ w¢ dapdpouvg ontaciag yeyeviiobai @actv ol thv dokoboav dapwviav Stahdoat
omovddlovteg Vict. Ant. ed. Cramer, vol. i. p. 445, 1. 23-5: referring to what Eusebius says apud Mai, iv. 264
and 265 (§ iiii): 287-290 (§§ v, Vi, Vii.)
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is introduced, so utterly preposterous the proposed method of remedying a difficulty which
proves after all to be purely imaginary.

What then is the testimony of Victor? Does he offer any independent statement on the
question in dispute, from which his own private opinion (though nowhere stated) may be
lawfully inferred? Yes indeed. Victor, though frequently a Transcriber only, is observed
every now and then to come forward in his own person, and deliver his individual senti-
ment!!®, 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 week, He appeared first to Mary Mag-
dalene,’ be not found,—(certain individuals having supposed it to be spurious,)—yet WE, at
all events, inasmuch as in very many we have discovered it to exist, have, out of accurate
copies, subjoined also the account of our Lord’s Ascension, (following the words ‘for they
were afraid,” ) in conformity with the Palestinian exemplar of Mark 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 following. Amen'!®”_—And 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 intelligent Father, writing in the first
half of the vi! 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 enjoyed 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 Palestinian Exemplar, he had from
accurate copies furnished his own work with the Twelve Verses in dispute;—which is a cat-

115 e.g.in the passage last quoted.
116 For the original of this remarkable passage the reader is referred to the Appendix (E).
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egorical 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 progress 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
easily reduced to one. Three of them, (Hesychius, Jerome, Victor,) prove to be echoes, not
voices. The remaining two, (Gregory of Nyssa and Severus,) are neither voices nor echoes,
but merely names: Gregory of Nyssa having really no more to do with this discussion than
Philip of Macedon; and “Severus” and “Hesychius” 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 inquiry117. But,

I. Eusebius, (as we have seen), instead of proclaiming his distrust of this portion of the
Gospel, enters upon an elaborate proof that its contents are not inconsistent with what is
found in the Gospels of S. Matthew and S. John. His testimony is reducible to two innocuous
and wholly unconnected propositions: the first,—That there existed in his day a vast number
of copies in which the last chapter of S. Mark’s Gospel ended abruptly at ver. 8; (the correl-
ative of which of course would be that there also existed a vast number which were furnished
with the present ending.) The second,—That by putting a comma after the word 'Avaotdg,
S. Mark xvi. 9, is capable of being reconciled with S. Matth. xxviii. 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.

I1. The observations of Eusebius are found to have been adopted, and in part transcribed,
by an unknown writer of the vith century,—whether Hesychius or Severus is not certainly
known: but if it were Hesychius, then it was not Severus; if Severus, then not Hesychius.
This writer, however, (whoever he may have been,) is careful to convince us that individually
he entertained no doubt whatever about the genuineness of this part of Scripture, for he

117 How shrewdly was it remarked by Matthaei, eighty years ago,—“Scholia certe, in quibus de integritate
hujus loci dubitatur, omnia ex uno forne promanarunt. Ex eodem fonte Hieronymum etiam hausisse intelligitur
ex ejus loco quem laudavit Wetst. ad ver. 9.—Similiter Scholiastae omnes in principio hujus Evangelii in
disputatione de lectione €v foaia T po@rity ex uno pendent. Fortasse Origenes auctor est hujus dubitationis.”
(N. T. vol. ii. p. 270.)—The reader is invited to remember what was offered above in p. 47 (line 23.)

118 It is not often, I think, that one finds in MSS. a point actually inserted after 'Avaotag 8¢. 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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says that he writes in order to remove the (hypothetical) objections of others, and to silence
their (imaginary) doubts. Nay, be 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 witness, is simply to misrepresent the
facts of the case. He is, on the contrary, the strenuous champion of the verses which he is
commonly represented as impugning.

II1. As for Jerome, since that illustrious Father comes before us in this place as a trans-
lator of Eusebius only, he is no more responsible for what Eusebius says concerning S. Mark
xvi. 9-20, than Hobbes of Malmesbury is responsible for anything that Thucydides has related
concerning the Peloponnesian war. Individually, however, it is certain that Jerome was
convinced of the genuineness of S. Mark xvi. 9-20: for in two different places of his writings
he not only quotes the 9th and 14th verses, but he exhibits all the twelve in the Vulgate.

IV. Lastly, Victor of Antioch, who wrote in an age when Eusebius was held to be an in-
fallible oracle on points of Biblical Criticism,—having dutifully rehearsed, (like the rest,)
the feeble expedient of that illustrious Father for harmonizing S. Mark xvi. 9 with the nar-
rative 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 behalf were probably
identical;) but statement he meets with counter-statement,—fact he confronts with fact.
Scarcely can anything be imagined more emphatic than his testimony, 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 many MSS. (wg v
mAgioto1g). He had derived his text from “accurate” ones: (¢€ dxpip@v dvtrypdwv.) More
than that: he leads his reader to infer that he had personally resorted to the famous
Palestinian Copy, the text of which was held to exhibit the inspired verity, and had satisfied
himself that the concluding section of S. Mark’s Gospel was there. He had, therefore, been
either to Jerusalem, or else to Caesarea; had inquired for those venerable records which had
once belonged to Origen and Pamphilus''%; and had inspected them. Testimony more ex-
press, more weighty,—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 come before us lends the slightest countenance to the modern dream
that S. Mark’s Gospel, as it left the hands of its inspired Author, ended abruptly at ver. 8.
Neither Eusebius nor Jerome; neither Severus of Antioch nor Hesychius of Jerusalem; cer-

119 Scrivener’s Introduction, pp. 47, 126, 431.
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tainly not Victor of Antioch; least of all Gregory of Nyssa,—yield a particle of support to
that monstrous fancy. The notion is an invention, a pure imagination of the Critics ever
since the days of Griesbach.
It remains to be seen whether the MSS. will prove somewhat less unaccommodating.
VIL. 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 Compilation on the Gospels, assigned
to A.D. 1116. Euthymius lived, in fact, full five hundred years too late for his testimony to
be of the slightest importance. Such as it is, however, it is not unfavourable. He says,—“Some
of the Commentators state that here,” (viz. at ver. 8,) “the Gospel according to Mark finishes;
and that what follows is a spurious addition.” (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!20.”

—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 Ecclesiastic of the xii® century be supposed to yield to the hypothesis that
S. Mark’s Gospel, as it left the hands of its inspired Author, was an unfinished work?

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

120 ®aol &8¢ tveg TOV Enyntdv évtadba cuumAnpodoBatl TO katd Mdpkov gbayyéhov: ta 8¢ é@ediic
TpocdriknV eivan peTadyevestépav. Xpn 8¢ kai tavtnv Epunvedoat undév tij dAnbeia Avpaivouévny.—Euthym.
Zig. (ed. Matthaei, 1792), in loc.
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CHAPTER VI.

MANUSCRIPT TESTIMONY SHEWN TO BE OVERWHELMINGLY IN
FAVOUR OF THESE VERSES.—Part 1.

S. Mark xvi. 9-20, contained in every HS. in the world except two.—Irrational Claim to

Infallibility set up on behalf of Cod. B (p. 73) and Cod. 8 (p. 75).— These two Codices shewn

to be full of gross Omissions (p. 78),—Interpolations (p. 80),—Corruptions of the Text (p.
81),—and Perversions of the Truth (p. 83).—The testimony of Cod. B to S. Mark xvi. 9-20,
shewn to be favorable, notwithstanding (p. 86).

THE two oldest Copies of the Gospels in existence are the famous Codex in the Vatican
Library at Rome, known as “Codex B;” and the Codex which Tischendorf brought from

Mount Sinai in 1859, and which he designates by the first letter of the Hebrew alphabet ().

These two manuscripts are probably not of equal antiquity12 1. An interval of tifty years at
least seems to be required to account for the marked difference between them. If the first
belongs to the beginning, the second may be referred to the middle or latter part of the ivth
century. But the two Manuscripts agree in this,—that they are without the last twelve verses
of S. Mark’s Gospel. In both, after époPolvto ydp (ver. 8), comes the subscription: in Cod.

B,—KATA MAPKON; in Cod. &¥,—EYATTEAION KATA MAPKON.

Let it not be supposed that we have any more 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. Manuscripts, Fathers, and Versions alike, are only not
unanimous in bearing consistent testimony. But the consentient witness 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 uncialslzz, and about six hundred cursive Copies of this Gospel,)—which
leaves out the last twelve verses of S. Mark.

The inference which an unscientific observer would draw from this fact, is no doubt in
this instance the correct one. He demands to be shewn the Alexandrine (A) and the Parisian
Codex (C),—neither of them probably removed by much more than fifty years from the
date of the Codex Sinaiticus, and both 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,—notwithstanding that it is observed on
most occasions to exhibit an extraordinary sympathy with the Vatican (B),—here sides with

121 For some remarks on this subject the reader is referred to the Appendix (F).
122 Viz. A, C[v]; D [vi}; E, L [viii]; F, K, M, V, T, A, A (quaere), I1 [ix]; G, H, X, S, U [ix, x].
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A and C against B and . He inquires after all the other uncials and all the cursive MSS. in

existence, (some of them dating from the xth century,) and requests to have it explained to
him why it is to be supposed that all these many witnesses,—belonging to so many different
patriarchates, 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 xvith chapter, is absolutely fatal to the two
Codices in question. It is useless to din into his ears that those Codices are probably both
of the iv century,—unless men are prepared to add the assurance that a Codex of the ivth
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

Cod. B and Cod. : for it is obvious that a copy of the Gospels which has been so seriously

mutilated in one place may have been slightly tampered with in another. He is willing to
suspend his judgment, of course. The two oldest copies of the Gospels in existence are entitled
to great reverence because 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 accorded, on no intelligible principle can more be claimed for any two MSS. in
the world.

The rejoinder to all this is sufficiently obvious. Mistrust will no doubt have been thrown
over the evidence borne to the text of Scripture in a thousand other places by Cod. B and

Cod. 8, after demonstration that those two 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 ascertain the character of the Witnesses
by a patient and unprejudiced examination of their Evidence,—not in one place, or in two,
or in three; but on several important occasions, and throughout. If we find it invariably
consentient and invariably truthful, then of course a mighty presumption will have been
established, the very strongest possible, that their adverse testimony in .respect of the con-
clusion 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 pre-
pared 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
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evidence of an entirely trustworthy kind can be procured to confront them: above all, if
some one ancient witness of unimpeachable veracity can be found who shall bear contradict-
ory evidence: what other alternative will be left us but to reject their testimony in respect of
S. Mark xvi. 9-20 with something like indignation; and to acquiesce in the belief of universal
Christendom for eighteen hundred years that these twelve verses are just as much entitled
to our unhesitating acceptance as any other twelve verses in the Gospel which can be named?

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

without any123 . 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 ending125 . The

Vatican MS. (like the Sinaitic'?® ) was originally derived from an older Codex which con-

123 Vercellone,—Del antichissimo Codice Vaticano della Bibbia Greca, Roma, 1860. (pp. 21.)

124  Dublin Univ. Mag. (Nov. 1859,) p. 620, quoted by Scrivener, p. 93.

125 OupoloTéAgvTOV.

126 See Scrivener’s Introduction to his ed. of the Codex Bezae, p. xxiii. The passage referred to reappears at
the end of his Preface to the 2nd ed. of his Collation of the Cod. Sinaiticus.—Add to his instances, this from S.
Matth. xxviii. 2, 3:— KAI EKAGHTO E

TTAN(J AYTOY [HN AE
H EIAEA AYTOY] (WC

ACTPATIH It is plain why the scribe of ¥ wrote eravw avtov wg actpamn.—The

next is from S. Luke xxiv. 31:— AIHNYTH
CAN OI O®OAAMOI

KAI [ETTETN(WCAN AYTo
KAI] AYTOC A®AN

TOC ETENETO Hence the omission of kot eneyvwoav avtov in 8.—The following
explains the omission from ¥ (and D) of the Ascension at S. Luke xxiv. 52:— ATl

AYT(ON KAI [AN
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tained about twelve or thirteen letters in a line'?’”. And it will be found that some of its
omissions which have given rise to prolonged discussion are probably to be referred to

E®EPETO EIC TON
OYPANON KAI] AY

TOITIPOCKYNHCI The next explains why ¥ reads neptkaAuvpavteg emnpwtwy avtov

in S. Luke xxii. 64:— AEPONTEC KAITIE
PIKAAYWANTEC E
[TYIITON AYTOY TO

TTPOCUVTION KAI E]
MTHPWTWN AYTS The next explains why the words kot mag €1¢ avtnv Pradeton

are absent in & (and G) at S. Luke xvi. 16:— EYAITE

AIZETAI [KAI TTIAC
EIC AYTHN BI

AZETAI] EYKOTI(W)

TEPON AE ECTIN To
127 In this way, (at S. John xvii. 15, 16), the obviously corrupt reading of Cod. B (1va tTnpnong avtouvg €k Tov
koopov)—which, however, was the reading of the copy used by Athanusius (Opp. p. 1035: al. ed. p.825)—is ex-
plained:— EK TOY [[TONHPOY.

EK TOY] KOCMOY

OYK EICIN KA®UJIC Thus also is explained why B (with ¥, A, D, L) omitsa precious

clause in S. Luke xxiv. 42:— OIITOY MEPOC KAI
[ATIO MEAICCI
OY KHPIOY KAI]

AABUN EN(WPION And why the same MSS. (all but A) omit an important clause

in S. Luke xxiv. 53:— EN T IEP( [AIN
OYNTEC KAI] EYAO

TOYNTEC TON @N And why B (with §, L) omits an important clause in the history

of the Temptation (S. Luke iv. 5):— KAI ANATAT (DN AY
TON [EIC OPOC Y¥H

AON] EAIZEN AYT()
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nothing else but the 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 supposing that the words omitted did not exist in the inspired auto-
graph 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 repetitions. 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.

I1. More recently, a claim to co-ordinate primacy has been set up on behalf of the Codex
Sinaiticus. Tischendorfis actually engaged in remodelling his seventh Leipsic edition, 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 unparalleled, but happily rather
unusual in documents of first-rate importance.” On many occasions, 10, 20, 30, 40 words

130 «T etters and words, even whole sentences, are

are dropped through very carelessness
frequently written twice over, or begun and immediately cancelled: while that 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 pro-
nounced that the state of the text, as proceeding from the first scribe, may be regarded as

very rough'>1” But when “the first scribe” and his “very rough” performance have been

128 In this way the famous omission (¥, B, L) of the word Sevutepomptw, in S. Luke vi. 1, is (to say the least)

capable of being explained:— ETENETO AE EN CAB
BAT() A[EYTEPO
TPWTO AJIATIOPEYE

COAl and viov Bapaxov (X)) in S, Matth. xxvii. 35—
AIMATOC ZAXAPIOY
[YIOY BAPAXIOY]
ON EOONEYCATE
129 He has reached the 480th page of vol. ii. (1 Cor. v. 7.)

130 In this way 14 words have been omitted from Cod. 8 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.

131  Scrivener’s Full Collation, &c., p. iv.; quoting Tregelles’ N. T. Part II. page ii.)
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thus unceremoniously disposed of, one would like to be informed what remains to command

respect in Codex N? TIs, then, manuscript 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 ori-
ginal 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 , threatens to grow into a species of tyranny,—from

which I venture to predict there will come in the end an unreasonable and unsalutary recoil.
It behoves us, therefore, to look closely into this matter, and to require a reason for what is
being done. The text of the sacred deposit is far too precious a thing to be sacrificed to an
irrational, or at least a superstitious devotion to two MSS.,—simply because they may possibly
be older by a hundred years than any other which we 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 I have already shewn,) the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel are fully estab-

lished132; 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 vt century shall
exhibit a more correct text of Scripture than one written in the vth, or even than one written
in the x™. For the proof of this statement, (if it can be supposed to require proof,) it is enough
to appeal to Codex D. That venerable copy of the Gospels is of the vith century. 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 8. 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 ac-
curate Editor,) “it is hardly an exaggeration to assert that it reproduces the textus receptus
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 expanding the narrative by means of interpolations which seldom recommend themselves
as genuine by even a semblance of internal probability133.” Where, then, is the a priori
probability that two MSS. of the ivth 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 shown themselves to

hammer the sacred text on the anvil of Codd. B and ¥,—not unfrequently in defiance of

the evidence of all other MSS., and sometimes to the serious detriment of the deposit,—would

132 See Chap. IV. p. 37.

133 Scrivener’s Introduction to con. Bezae, p. liv.
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admit of striking illustration 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!> 4), is an abler endeavour to familiarize the public mind with
the same belief. I am bent on chewing 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 opinion of the value of their
evidence to discover that it is easier to find two consecutive verses in which the two MSS.
differ, the one from the other, than two consecutive verses in which they entirely 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 speaking
the truth. Shall I be thought unreasonable if I confess that these perpetual inconsistencies

between Codd. B and x,—grave inconsistencies, and occasionally even gross ones,—alto-

gether destroy my confidence in either?

(b) 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 corruptions of
such an unique and peculiar kind as to betray a (probably not very remote) common corrupt
original. These coincidences in fact are so numerous and so extraordinary as to establish a
real connexion between those two codices; and that connexion is fatal to any claim which
might be set up on their behalf as wholly independent witnesses!>>.

(¢) Further, it is evident that both alike have been subjected, 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

few samples of the grave blemishes which disfigure our two oldest copies of the Gospel.

134 e.g inS.John i. 42 (meaning only ¥, B, L):iv.42 (N, B,C):v. 12(N, B, C,L): vi. 22 (A, B, L), &c.

135 e.g. S. Matth. x. 26; xii. 24, 27: S. Luke xi. 15, 18, 19 (BeelefovA).—1 Cor. xiii. 3 (kavxnowuat).—5. James
i. 17 (amookiaopatog).—Acts i. 5 (ev 1v. far. ay.).—S. Mark vi. 20 (nmopet).—S. Matth. xiv. 30 (1oxvpov).—S.
Luke iii. 32 ({wpnAh).—Acts i. 19 (idig omitted).—S. Matth. xxv. 27 (ta 1;yvpia).—S. Matth. xvii. 22
(ovotpeopevwv).—S. Luke vi. 1 (Sevuteponpddty omitted).—See more in Tischendorf’s Prolegomena to his 4to.
reprint of the Cod. Sin. p. xxxvi. On this head the reader is also referred to Scrivener’s very interesting Collation

of the Cod. Sinaiticus, Introduction, p. xliii. seq.
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1. And first, since it is the omission of the end of S. Mark’s Gospel which has given rise
to the present discussion, it becomes a highly significant circumstance that the original

scribe of Cod. N had also omitted the end of the Gospel according to S. John'3®. In this sup-

pression of ver. 25, Cod. ¥ 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 absurdum of
a theory of recension, (with Tischendorf in his last edition,) to accommodate our printed

text to the vicious standard of the original penman of Cod. ¥, 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,
Irenaeus, Hippolytus, Epiphanius, Didymus, Gregory of Nazianzus, Chrysostom, Theodoret,

by all the oldest versions, and by almost every MS. in existence, including Cod. ¥, —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 advoc-
ates more chary of their confidence in cases where it is less countenanced by other witnesses
than in the instance before us.”

Cod. B (not Cod. ) 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, forgive
them; for they know not what they do.” It also withholds the statement that the inscription
on the Cross was “in letters of Greek, and Latin, and Hebrew!8.” Cod ¥, on the other hand,

omits the confession of the man born blind (6 8¢ £pn, motedw, KOp1E" KAl TPOGEKOVNGEV

adT®) in S. John ix. 38.—Both Cod. ¥ and Cod. B retain nothing but the word viév of the

expression TOV V1OV aOTAG TOV TPWTHTOKOV, in S. Matth. i. 25; and suppress altogether the
important doctrinal statement 0 Qv €v T® o0pavo®, in S. John iii. 13: as well as the clause
NeNBWV dra péocov adT@v: kal apfiyev o0twg in S. John viii. 59. Concerning all of which,
let it be observed that I am neither imputing motives nor pretending to explain the design
with which these several serious omissions were made. All that is asserted is, that they cannot

136  See Tischendorf’s note in his reprint of the Cod. Sin., Prolegg. p. lix.
137 "Qobn 8¢ adtd dyyehog—kataPaivovta &mt thv yAv S. Luke xxii. 43, 44.
138 6 8¢ ’Inoolg—Tti motobot, (xxiii. 34):—-ypdupacty EAAnvikoic kai Pwpaikoic kal ‘Efpaikoig, (xxiii. 38.)
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be imputed to the carelessness of a copyist, but were intentional: and I insist that they effec-
tually dispose of the presumption that when an important passage is observed to be wanting

from Cod. B or Cod. &, its absence is to be accounted for by assuming that it was also absent

from the inspired autograph of the Evangelist.

2. To the foregoing must be added the many places where the text of B or of 8, or of

both, has clearly been interpolated. There does not exist in the whole compass of the New
Testament a more monstrous instance of this than is furnished by the transfer of the incident
of the piercing of our Redeemer’s side from S. John xix. 24 to S. Matth. xxvii., in Cod. B and

Cod. 8, where it is introduced at the end of ver. 49, in defiance of reason as well as of author-
ity13 ?_ “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 unquestionably false!*?.” Another singularly gross spe-

cimen 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 account of the healing of the Cen-
turion’s servant,—Ko1 UTOGTPEYPAG O EKATOVTAPXOG E1G TOV OIKOV QXUTOV EV QLT T WA,
gupev Tov ada vylavovta viii. 13.)—Nor can anything well be weaker than the substitution
(for VoteprioavTog oivov, in S. John ii. 3) of the following'*!, which is found only in Cod.
N:—o1vov ouk €1x0V, 0TL sLVETEAEGHN 0 01VOG TOL YauOUL.

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 ) nuag et epyalecdat
Ta gpya ToL TePPavTog Nuag (S. John ix. 4) carries with it its own sufficient condemnation;
being scarcely rendered more tolerable by B’s substitution of ue for the second nuag.—In-
stead of teOepeA{wto yap émi thv nétpav (S. Luke vi. 48), B and N present us with the insipid

gloss, S o kaAwg otkodopelsbat avtnv.—In the last-named codex, we find the name of
“Isaiah” (noatov) thrust into S. Matth. xiii. 35, in defiance of authority and of fact.—Can I
be wrong in asserting that the reading o povoyevng 6€og (for vidg) in S. John i. 18, (a reading

found in Cod. B and Cod. N alike,) is undeserving of serious attention?—May it not also be

139 aAhog 8 Adapwv Aoyxnv evu€ev avtov TV TAevpav, kat ENABev v8wp kat atpa. Yet B, C, L and N contain
this!
140  Coll. of the Cod. Sin., p. xlvii.

141  So, in the margin of the Hharklensian revision.
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confidently declared 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 avBpwmog o Aeyopevog
Inoouvg, in S. John ix. 11, although the same two Codices conspire in exhibiting it?—or, on

the authority of one of them (¥), to read ev avtw {wn sottv* (for &v adtd {wh Av) in S.

John i. 42—Certain at least it is that no one will ever be found to read (with B) efdounkovta

8vo in S. Luke x. 1,—or (with 8) o ekkextog T90V Ogov (instead of 6 VIO ToT 00D in S.

John i. 34.—But let me ask, With what show of reason can the pretence of Infallibility, (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 critical 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 to convince me that the text

with which Cod. B and Cod. & 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 infelicitous) is not of serious importance; as when, (to give examples

from Cod. N,) for tov dxhov &mikeicOat adT@ aim? (in S. Luke v. 1) we are presented with

cuvaxOnvar tov oxAlov:i—when for {(@®v dowtwg (in S. Luke xv. 13) we read €1 xwpav
pakpav; and for ot £€ovoidlovteg abtdv (in S. Luke xxii. 25), we find ot apxovteg Twv
[eBvwv] e€ovaralovov avtwv, kat, (which is only a weak reproduction of S. Matth. xx.
25):—when again, for okotia 1dn £éyeydvel (in S. John vi. 17), we are shewn katelafev de
avtoug N okotia: and when, for kal tig £otiv 0 mapadwowv avtdv (in S. John vi. 64) we are
invited to accept ka1 Tig NV 0 peEAAwV avtov napa&Sovoc1144. But it requires very little ac-

142 Note, that it is a mistake for the advocates of this reading to claim the Latin versions as allies. Anekpifin
EKEVOG, "AvOpwmog Aeyduevog Inoodg k.T.A. is not “Respondit, Ille homo qui dicitur Jesus,” (as both Tischendorf
and Tregelles assume;) but “Respondit ille, Homo,” &c.,—as in verses 25 and 36.

143  This rending will be found discussed in a footnote (p) at the end of Chap. V1I.,—p. 110.

144 The following may be added from Cod. ¥:—ueydAor a0tév (in S. Mark x. 42) changed into PaciAeig:

eumev (in S. Mark xiv. 58) substituted for fu€ic fikovoapev adtov Aéyovtog: eBdounkovta tesoapwv (in S. Lu.

ii. 37) for dySonk: and swpakev ot (in S. Jo. viii. 57) for épakag:—in all which four readings Cod. Y is without

support. [Scrivener, Coll. Cod. Sin. p. 1i.] The epithet peyav, introduced (in the same codex) before AiBov in S.

Mark xv. 46; and ko natpiag inserted into the phrase €€ otkov Aapid in S. Lu. i. 27,—are two more specimens

of mistaken officiousness. In the same infelicitous spirit, Cod. B and Cod. 8 concur in omitting ioxvpév (S.

Matt. xiv. 30), and in substituting Tukva for muypfj, and pavticwvtat for fanticwvrtat in S. Mark vii. 3 and

4:—while the interpolation of taocopevog after é€ovsiav in S. Matth. viii. 9, because, of the parallel place in S.
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quaintance 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 émi tov viov t00 ©€00 (S. John. ix. 35), we are by no means
willing to acquiesce in the proposed substitute, Tov viov Tov avBpwmov: neither, when the
Saviour says, ylvwokopal Umo TV Epwv (S. John x. 14) are we at all willing to put up with
the weak equivalent yivwokovot pe ta epa. Still less is kat egot avtovg edwkag any equivalent
at all for kal ta Eud T&vta od £0T1, KAl TG 6 Eud, in S. John xvii. 10: or, aAAot {woovey o,
KAl TTO1NooLsty 6ot 0o oL OgAelg, for GAA0G oe {Woet. kKal oloet dtov ov BEA€LG, 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. ® conspire in substituting
for avémeua yap OUAG TPOG ADTOV,—aAVETEUPEV Yap auTov Tpog Nuag; which leads one
to suspect the copyist was misled by the narrative in ver. 7. Similar instances might be
multiplied to an indefinite extent.

Two yet graver corruptions of the truth of the Gospel, (but they belong to the same
category,) remain to be specified. Mindful, I suppose, of S. James’ explanation “how that by

works a man is justified,” the author of the text of Codices B and ¥ has ventured to alter our

Lord’s assertion (in S. Matth. xi. 19,) “Wisdom is justified of her children,” into “Wisdom

is justified by her works;” and, in the case of Cod. N, his zeal is observed to have so entirely

carried him away, that he has actually substituted epywv for tékvwv in the parallel place of
S. Luke’s Gospel.—The other example of error (S. Matth. xxi. 31) is calculated to provoke
a smile. Finding that our Saviour, in describing the conduct of the two sons in the parable,
says of the one,—Uotepov 8¢ petapeAndeig dniiAdev, and of the other,—xal o0k &niAOev;
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 identifying the son who “af-
terwards repented and went,” would be to designate him as 0 Uotepog. Accordingly, in reply
to the question,—Tig €k T®V d00 &noincev td OEANUa ToD matpdo; we are presented (but
only in Cod. B) with the astonishing information,—Aeyovciv o votepog. And yet, seeing
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 tampering with the text of the Gospels

are, it must be confessed, very serious. But it is a yet more fatal circumstance in connexion

Luke’s Gospel; and the substitution of avBpwnog avstnnog et (from S. Luke xix. 21) for ckAnpdg &l dvBpwmog
in S. Matth. xxv. 24, are proofs that yet another kind of corrupting influence has been here at work besides those

which have been already specified.
80
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with Cod. Band Cod. X that they are convicted of certain perversions of the truth of Scripture

which must have been made with deliberation and purpose. Thus, in S. Mark xiv, they ex-
hibit a set of passages—(verses 30, 68, 72)—“which bear clear marks of wilful and critical

correction, thoroughly carried out in Cod. ¥, 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. ¥, 3{g

is omitted in ver. 30,”—£xk devtépov and di¢ in ver. 72,—“and kal GAékTwp EPWIVNoe 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 X. We are con-

strained to approach these two manuscripts with suspicion in all cases where a supposed
critical difficulty in harmonizing the statements of the several Evangelists will account for
any of the peculiar readings which they exhibit.

Accordingly, it does not at all surprise me to discover that in both Codices the important
word ¢€eA@oboat (in S. Matth. xxviii. 8) has been altered into aneA@ovoat. I recognise in
that substitution of amno for €€ the hand of one who was not aware that the women, when
addressed by the Angel, were inside the sepulchre; but who accepted the belief (it is found
to have been as common in ancient as in modern times) that they beheld him “sitting on

the stone4®.”

—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 8£0¢ petd X0oAfig
peptypévov: which results from a mistaken endeavour on the part of some ancient critic to
bring S. Matth. xxvii. 34 into harmony with S. Mark xv. 23. The man did not perceive that
the cruel insult of the “vinegar and gall” (which the Saviour tasted but would not drink) was
quite a distinct thing from the proffered 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. ¥ 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

145 Scrivener, Coll. Cod. Sin. p. xlvii.

146 Add to the authorities commonly appealed to for £€eA6. Chrys.834 (twice,) (also quoted in Cramer’s
Cat.241). The mistake adverted to in the text is at least as old as the time of Eusebius, (Mai, iv. p. 264 = 287), who
asks,—T®¢ mapd T@ Matddiw 1) MaydaAnvr) Mapia uetd tig dAANG Mapiag £€w to0 pvAHaTog EDpaKev TOV
éva dyyehov émkabruevov t¢ AiBw tol puvruatog, K.T.A.
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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 accurate” copies,—notwithstand-

147

ing the physical impossibility which is involved by the statement *’.— Another geographical

misconception under which the scribe of Cod. Cod. X is found to have laboured was that

Nazareth (S. Luke i. 26) and Capernaum (S. Mark i. 28) were in Judaea. Accordingly he has

altered the text in both the places referred to, to suit his private notion'*®

.—A yet more
striking specimen of the preposterous method of the same scribe is supplied by his substitu-
tion of Kaiosapiag for Zapapeiog in Acts viii. 5,— evidently misled by what he found in viii.
40 and xxi. 8. —Again, it must have been with a view of bringing Revelation into harmony

with the (supposed) facts of physical Science that for the highly significant Theological record

Kol éokotiodn & fjAtoc at the Crucifixion', has been substituted both in B and &, tov nAtov

ekMmovtog,—a statement 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 contradiction, while he

147 Tischendorf accordingly is forced, for once, to reject the reading of his oracle 8¥,—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. ®X? ... .. The reader is reminded of what

was offered above, in the lower part of p. 49.

148 A similar perversion of the truth of Scripture is found at S. Luke iv. 44, (cf. the parallel place, S. Matth. iv.

23: S. Mark i. 39). It does not mend the matter to find N supported this time by Codd. B, C, L, Q, R.

149 S. Lu. xxiii. 45:—08mep ovdénote mpdtepov ouVEPN, AN 1 v AlyUmty ubvov, 8te to ndoxa teAelobat
#ueMe kol ydp ékeiva todtwy tomog fv. (Chrys. vii. 824 C.)

150  8mwg 8¢ uf) einwot Tiveg Exherv eivan T6 yeyevnuévov, v Tii Tecoapeokatdekdtn Muépa Thc ceAfvng
yéyove 16 ok6tog:—8te ExAetPv ovpuffivar dufxavov. So Victor of Antioch, in his Catena on S. Mark (ed.
Possin.) He makes the remark twice: first (p. 351) in the midst of an abridgment of the beginning of Chrysostom’s
88th Homily on S. Matthew: next (p. 352) more fully, after quoting “the great Dionysius” of Alexandria. See also
an interesting passage on the same subject in Cramer’s Catena is Matth. p. 237,—from whom derived, I know
not; but professing to be from Chrysostom. (Note, that the 10 lines £€ dvemypd@ov, beginning p. 236, line 33
= Chrys. vii. 824, D, E.) The very next words in Chrysostom’s published Homily (p. 825 A.) are as follows:—-"Ote
Y&p 00k v ExAeric, AN dpyr Te kal dyavdkTnois, o0k Evredfev uévov § Aov Av, GAAX kai &rd o0 katpod:
TPEIG Yap Dpag Tapeuetvey, 1) 8¢ EkAerig év md yivetal kaipod Potifi.—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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rejects the geographical impossibility.—And this may suffice concerning the text of Codices

Band N.

III. We are by this time in a condition to form a truer estimate of the value of the testi-
mony 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 & are the very reverse of infallible guides.

Their deflections from the Truth of Scripture are more constant, as well as more licentious
by far, than those of their younger brethren: their unauthorized omissions from the sacred
text are not only far more frequent but far more flagrant also. And yet the main matter before
us,—their omission of the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel,—when rightly understood,
proves to be an entirely different phenomenon from what an ordinary reader might have
been led to suppose. Attention is specially requested for the remarks which follow.

IV. To say that in the Vatican Codex (B), which is unquestionably the oldest we possess,
S. Mark’s Gospel ends abruptly at the 8th verse of the xvit chapter, and that the 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 Gospel deviated
from his else invariable practice. lie 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 withheld. Why did he leave that column vacant?
What 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 degree 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 instructed to leave them out,—and he obeyed: but he prudently left a blank space in
memoriam rei. Never was blank more intelligible! Never was silence more eloquent! By this
simple expedient, strange to relate, the Vatican Codex is made to refute itself even while it
seems to be bearing testimony against the concluding verses of S. Mark’s Gospel, by with-
holding 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 unsuspected witness. The earlier
scribe, I repeat, unmistakably comes forward at this stage of the inquiry, to explain that he
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at least is prepared to answer for the genuineness of these Twelve concluding Verses with
which the later scribe, his copyist, from his omission of them, might unhappily be thought
to have been unacquainted.

It will be perceived that nothing is gained by suggesting that the scribe of Cod. B. may
have copied from a MS. which exhibited the same phenomenon which he has himself repro-
duced. This, by shifting the question a little further back, does but make the case against

Cod. N the stronger.

But in truth, after the revelation which has been already elicited from Cod. B, the evidence

of Cod. ¥ 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 Vatic-
anus'!. 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 reduced to the
condition of Cod. B; and that the scribe, only because he knew not what it meant, exhibited
S. Mark’s Gospel in consequence as if it really had no claim to those twelve concluding verses
which, 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. ¥ are at variance on the main point. They contradict one another concerning

the twelve concluding verses of S. Mark’s Gospel. For while Cod. ¥ refuses to know anything
at all about those verses, Cod. B admits that it remembers them well, by volunteering the
statement that they were found in the older codex, of which it is in every other respect a
faithful representative. The older and the better manuscript (B), therefore, refutes its junior

(N). 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 testimony: and,—“Though without the Twelve Verses concerning
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 the four oldest Codices of the

Gospels extant,—B, N, A, C,—two (B and N) are without these twelve verses: two (A and

C) are with them. Are these twelve verses then an unauthorized addition to A and C? or

151 See above, p. 70, and the Appendix (F).
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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 discussion has not already reached a
stage at which an unprejudiced Arbiter might be expected to address the prosecuting parties
somewhat to the following effect:—

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

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

(a) “Those many Fathers whom you represented as hostile, prove on investigation to
be reducible to one, viz. Eusebius: 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.

(b) “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 itself—the Codex from which it was copied—was furnished
with those very Verses which you wish me to believe that some older MS. still must needs
have been without. What else can be said, then, of your method but that it is frivolous? and
of your charge, but that it is contradicted by the evidence to which you yourselves appeal?

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

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

“But, on the other hand, what are the facts of the case? (1) The earliest of the Fathers,—(2)
the most venerable of the Versions,—(3) the oldest MS. of which we can obtain any tid-
ings,—all are observed to recognise 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 égoPolvrto ydp:’—with Griesbach that ‘the last leaf of the original Gospel was probably
torn away.’ ... It is high time, I say, that this case were dismissed. But there are also costs

to be paid. Cod. B and Cod. ® are convicted of being ‘two false witnesses,’ and must be held

to go forth from this inquiry 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.
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CHAPTER VII.

MANUSCRIPT TESTIMONY SHEWN TO BE OVERWHELMINGLY IN
FAVOUR OF THESE VERSES.—Part II.

The other chief peculiarity of Codices B and N (viz. the omission of the words ¢v Eéow

from Ephes. i. 1) considered.—Antiquity unfavourable to the omission of those words (p.
93).—The Moderns infelicitous in their attempts to account for their omission (p.
100).—Marcion probably the author of this corruption of the Text of Scripture (p.

106).—Other peculiarities of Codex R disposed of (p. 109).

THE subject which exclusively occupied our attention throughout the foregoing chapter
admits of apt and powerful illustration. Its vast importance will be a sufficient apology for
the particular disquisition which follows, and might have been spared, but for the plain
challenge of the famous Critic to be named immediately.

“There are two remarkable readings,” (says Tischendorf, addressing English readers on
this subject in 1868,) “which are very instructive towards determining the age of the manu-

scripts [ 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 év 'EQéow from the first verse of S. Paul’s

Epistle to the Ephesians,—another peculiarity, in which Codd. ¥ and B stand quite alone

among MSS.

I. Here is an extraordinary note of sympathy between two copies of the New Testament
indeed. Altogether unique is it: and that it powerfully corroborates the general opinion of
their high antiquity, no one will deny. But how 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
ancientness of a reading is one thing: its genuineness, (as I have explained elsewhere,) quite
another. The questions are entirely distinct. It may even be added that while the one is really
of little moment, the latter is of all the importance in the world. I am saying that it matters

very little whether Codd. ¥ and B were written in the beginning of the ivth 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 suppression of the last two words in the phrase toig
dyfoig Toig ovotv &v E@éow, 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
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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:—IadAog dndotolog Tnood Xpiotod dia OeAfjuatog @0, Toig
dyio1g Toig oUotv kal TMoToiG v Xp10T¢) 'Incod? . . . If it be eagerly declared in reply that the
thing is simply incredible: that the words €v 'EQéow are required for the sense; and that the
commonly received reading is no doubt the correct one: then,—there is an end of the dis-
cussion. Two extraordinary notes of sympathy between two Manuscripts 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 unwarrant-
able.—If, however, on the contrary, it be maintained that the words év E@&ow 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 unauthorized supplement,) we demand to be shewn
the evidence on the strength of which this opinion is maintained, in order that we may as-
certain what it is precisely worth.

Tischendorf,—the illustrious discoverer and champion of Codex N, and who is accus-

tomed to appeal triumphantly to its omission of the words v Egéow 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), aftirmed
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 Versions, 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 Marcion!®?.”—This then is the sum of the
evidence. Proceed we to examine it somewhat in detail.

(1) And first, I take leave to point out that the learned writer is absolutely without au-
thority for his assertion that “Marcion did not find the words €v "EQéow in his copy” of S.
Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians. Tischendorf’s one pretence for saying so is Tertullian’s

statement that certain heretics, (Marcion he specifies by name,) had given to S. Paul’s “Epistle
to the Ephesians” the unauthorized title of “Epistle to the Laodiceans'.” This, (argues

152 Tischendorf’s “Introduction” to his (Tauchnitz) edition of the English N. T., 1869,—p. xiii.
153 “Epistola quam nos ‘ad Ephesios’ praescriptam habemus, haeretici vero ‘ad Laodicenos.” Adv. Marcion.
lib. v. c. xi, p. 309 (ed. Oehler.)
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Tischendorf,) Marcion could not have done had he found év ’E@éo in the first verse! >4,

But the proposed inference is clearly invalid. For, with what show of reason can Mar-
cion,—whom Tertullian taxes with having dared “titulum interpolare” in the case of S. Paul’s
“Epistle to the Ephesians,”—be therefore, assumed to have read the first verse differently
from ourselves? Rather is the directly opposite inference suggested by the very language in
which Tertullian (who was all but the contemporary of Marcion) alludes to the circum-
stance!™.

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 the account in
Epiphanius proves that Tischendorf is mistaken in the statement which he addresses to the

English reader, (quoted above;) and that he would have better consulted for his reputation

154 “Titulum’ enim ‘ad Laodicenos’ ut addidisse accusatur a Tertulliano, ita in salutatione verba &v "E@£ow
omnino non legisse censendus est.” (N. T. in loco.)

155 “Ecelesiae quidem veritate Epistolam istam ‘ad Ephesios’ habemus emissam, non ‘ad Laodicenos;” sed
Marcion ei titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit, quasi et in isto diligentissimus explorator.” Adv. Marcion. lib.
v. ¢. xvii, pp. 322-3 (ed. Oehler.)

156  G&no £t@v ikav@v. (Epiphan. Opp. i. 310 C.)

157 He describes its structure minutely at vol. i. pp. 309-310, and from pp. 312-7; 318-321. [Note, by the way,
the gross blunder which has crept into the printed text of Epiphanius at p. 321 D: pointed out long since by
Jones, On the Canon, ii. 38.] His plan is excellent. Marcion had rejected every Gospel except S. Luke’s, and of S.
Paul’s Epistles had retained only ten,—viz. (1st) Galatians, (2nd and 3rd) I and II Corinthians, (4th) Romans,
(5th and 6th) I and II Thessalonians, (7th) Ephesians, (8th) Colossians, (9th) Philemon, (10th) Philippians.
Even these he had mutilated and depraved. And yet out of that one mutilated Gospel, Epiphanius selects 78
passages, (pp. 312-7), and out of those ten mutilated Epistles, 40 passages more (pp. 318-21); by means of which
118 texts he undertakes to refute the heresy of Marcion. (pp. 322-50: 350-74.) [It will be perceived that Tertullian
goes over Marcion’s work in much the same way.] . . Very beautiful, and well worthy of the student’s attention,
(though it comes before us in a somewhat incorrect form,) is the remark of Epiphanius concerning the living
energy of God’s Word, even when dismembered and exhibited in a fragmentary shape. “0OAov yap to0 cwpatog
{@vTog, wg einely, TAg Oelag ypaprg, toiov npioke (sc. Marcion) uéAog vekpdv katd tiv avtod yvouny, iva
napeloaydyn Yebdog katd tiig GAndeiag; . . . . mapékope TOANG TV HEAGDV, katéoxe d¢ Evid Tva Tap’ EauTdy”
Kal avta O¢ ta kataoxedivra €Tt {Ovta o0 dUvatat vekpobobat, GAN kel pev t0 {wTikOV THG EUPEoEwS, K&V

e pupiwg map’ adtd katd Aentov drotundein. (p. 375 B.) He seems to say of Marcion,— Fool! to suppose thy

89

94


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_94.html
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_95.html

Chapter VII. Manuscript Testimony Shewn to Be Overwhelmingly in Favour of...

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 Epistle to the Ephesians 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!? 8,) 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 interpolated form, might seem

162 __1 have entered into this whole question more in detail perhaps than was ne-

to favour
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

shallow wits Could quench a life like that. Go, learn That cut into ten thousand bits Yet every bit would breathe
and burn!

158 He quotes Ephes. ii. 11, 12, 13, 14: v. 14: v. 31. (See Epiphanius, Opp. p. 318 and 371-2.)

159 Ibid. p.318 C(=371B),and 319 A (=374 A.)

160 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.

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

162 TIpocéBeto 8¢ &v TG 18iw AmooToAk® kahovuéve kai TG kahovpévng Tpdg Aaodikéac:— Ei¢ Kipoc,
pia miotic, &v Pdntioua, gic Xp1otdc, £1g Oedc, kai Mathp TdvTwy, 6 &mi TdvTwy kai §1& TdvTwy kai év ndoty.”
(Epiphan. Opp. vol. i. p. 374.) Here is obviously a hint of tp1&v avdpxwv Gpx@v Stagpopdg mpog GAARAaG
£xouo®v: [Mapkiwvog yap tod pataidppovog didayua, gig tpeic dpxdg thig povapxiag tounv kai dxipeorv.
Athanas. i. 231 E.] but, (says Epiphanius), o0x oUtwg €xet 1] Tod ayiov AnoctdéAov Unébeat kai o@atiopévov
KApuypa. GAAG EAAwG tap8a to 6oV Torritevpa. Then he contrasts with the “fabrication” of Marcion, the inspired
verity,—Eph. iv. 6: declaring éva ©€ov, TOV a0TOV TATEPA TAVTWY,—TOV ADTOV €M TAVTWYV, KAl £V oL, K.TA,—P.
374 C. Epiphanius reproaches Marcion with having obtained materials ékto¢ T00 Evayyehiov kai tod ‘AnostédAov:
o0 yap £80&e t@ Eeevotdt Mapkiwvt 4nd T Tpdg "Egesioug tadtny thv paptupiav Aéyewy, (sc. the words
quoted above,) &AAa Tfig TpOG Aaodikéag, Tfg un ovong év T@ AnootdAw. (p. 375 A.) (Epiphanius here uses

‘Andotolog in its technical sense,—viz. as synonymous with S. Paul’s Epistles.)
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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 warrant the inference that the words
¢v E@éow were absent from his copy, is Origen, in the beginning of the third century. “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,

163 ”—Origen had read toig &yio1g toig oUotv év E@éow in his copy, it

into a state of being
is to me incredible that he would have gone so very far out of his way to miss the sense of
such a plain, and in fact, unmistakable an expression. Bishop Middleton, and Michaelis before
him,—reasoning however only from the place in Basil, (to be quoted immediately,)—are
unwilling to allow that the words €v ’E@éow were ever away from the text. It must be admitted
as the obvious inference from what Jerome has delivered on this subject (infrd, p. 98 note

(s)) that he, too, seems to know nothing of the reading (if reading it can be called) of Codd.
Band N.

(3) The influence which Origen’s writings exercised over his own and the immediately
succeeding ages of the Church, was prodigious. Basil, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia,
writing against the heresy of Eunomius about 150 years later,—although he read é¢v E@éow
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 addressing 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 ori-
ginal, 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 indispensable to the validity of his argu-

163 'Qpryévng 8¢ pnot,—Emi uévwv "E@esiwv elpouey keipievov to “Toic dyioic Toic obot” kai {nroduey, i
uf) tapéAkel Tpookeipevov o “toic dyfoic Toic obot,” tf Shvatar onuatverv; Spa obv el un Gomnep &v Tfi 'EES0w
Svoud enatv éxvtod 6 xpnuatilwyv Mwoei to "ON obtwg ot peTéxovTeg Tod dvtog yivovtat “Gvteg,” kahovpevol

« v ~ ) 5 3y 5 w>r , \ « \ \ % ,, e 5\ ~ W \
olovel €k ToU ) eivat €ig T0 eivat. “e€eAé€ato yap O Oedg o un Svta,” enoiv 6 avtog MadAog, “iva ta Gvta
katapyfoy.”—Cramer’s Catena in Ephes. i.1,—vol. vi. p. 102.
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ment,)—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 mutilated text
which alone suggested it to Origen’s fervid imagination. —But what there is in all this 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, adopting 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 employed167: but he does not
seem to have apprehended that Origen’s text was without the words év E@éow. If he was
acquainted with Origen’s text, (of which, however, his writings afford no indication,) it is
plain that he disapproved of it. Others, he says, understand S. Paul to say not “the Saints
which are:” but,—“the Saints and faithful which are at Ephesusmg.”

(5) The witnesses have now all been heard: and I submit that there has been elicited
from their united evidence nothing at all calculated to shake our confidence in the universally
received reading of Ephesians i. 1. The facts of the case are so scanty that they admit of being

faithfully stated in a single sentence. Two MSS. of the ivih

century, (exhibiting in other re-
spects 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

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

165 ’AMG kai toig 'E@eciolg émotéAAwv w¢ yvroiwg Avwpévolg T "Ovtt 8t émyvioewg, “Svtag” adtolg
i81alévTwe wvduacey, eimav: “Toic dyloig Toic oiot, Kai moToic év Xp1oT@ 'Incod.” obtw ydp kal of mpd AUV
napadeddkact, kal fuei§ év Toig maAaioig T®V avtypdwy evprikapev. Note also what immediately follows.
(Basil Opp. p. 254 E, 255 A.)

166 See the places quoted by Scrivener, Introd. pp. 381-91; particularly p. 385.

167 Hieron. Opp. vol. vii. p. 543:—“Illud quoque in Praefatione commoneo, ut ciatis Origenem tria volumina
in hanc Epistolam conscripsisse, quem et nos ex parte sequuti sumus.”

168 “Quidam curiosius quam necesse est putant ex eo quod Moysi dictum est ‘Haec dices filiis Israel, Qui est
misit me,” etiam eos qui Ephesi aunt [Note this. Cf. “qui aunt Ephesi,” Vulg.] sancti et fideles, essentiae vocabulo
nuncupatos: ut ... ab Eo ‘qui est,” hi ‘qui sunt’ appellentur . . .. Alii vero simpliciter, non ad eos ‘qui sint,” sed

‘qui Ephesi sancti et fideles sint’ scriptum arbitrantur.” Hieron. Opp. vii. p. 545 A, B.
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from Origen’s copy: and 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 Origen does not say that he approved of this reading. Still less does Basil. They

both witness to the fact that the words £v 'EQécw were omitted from some copies of the iii*

century, just as Codd. B and §; 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 unintelligible if the words €v 'E¢&ow be omitted:
but (what is far more to the purpose) the direct evidence of all the copies, whether uncial

169

or cursive ~ ,—and of all the Versions,—is against the omission. In the face of this over-

whelming mass of unfaltering evidence to insist that Codd. B and ¥ 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 untrustworthy in countless
other places,—against all the MSS.—all the Versions,—is nothing else but an act of vulgar
prejudice. 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 whole of the New Testament of
a reading even probably correct in which the four following notes of spurious origin con-
cur,—which nevertheless are observed 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.

3. The adverse testimony of all the Versions, without exception.

4. The adverse testimony of the oldest Ecclesiastical Writers.

To which if I do not add, as I reasonably might,—

5. The highest inherent improbability,—
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 discovering reasons at the end of fifteen
hundred years for every corrupt reading which found its way into the sacred text during
the first three centuries subsequent to the death of S. John, we shall have enough to do. Let

169 The cursive “Cod. N°. 67**” (or “672”) is improperly quoted as “omitting” (Tisch.) these words. The ref-
erence 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. €v épéow punctis notat.” The MS. must
have a curious history. H. Treschow describes it in his Tentamen Descriptionis Codd. aliquot Graece, &c. Havn.
1773, pp. 62-73.—Also, A. C. Hwiid in his Libellus Criticus de indole Cod. N. T. Graeci N. T. Lambec. xxxiv. &c.

Havn. 1785.—It appears to have been corrected by some Critic,—perhaps from Cod. B itself.
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any one take up the Codex Bezae, (with which, by the way, Cod. B shows marvellous sym-
pathylm,) 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 “reproduces 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 expounding the narrative by means of interpolations which seldom recom-
mend 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 individuals;—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 follow up the detection of a depravation of the text with a theory
to account for its existence. Let me be allowed to say that such theories are seldom satisfact-
ory. Guesses only they are at best.

Thus, I profess myself wholly unable to accept the suggestion of Ussher,—(which,
however, found favour with Garnier (Basil’s editor), Bengel, Benson, and Michaelis; and
has since been not only eagerly advocated by Conybeare and Howson following a host of
German Critics, but has even enjoyed Mr. Scrivener’s distinct approval;)—that the Epistle
to the Ephesians “was a Circular addressed to other Asiatic Cities besides the capital Eph-
esus,—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 T0ig obowleft utterly void' 72 At first sight, this conjecture
has a kind of interesting plausibility which recommends it to our favour. On closer inspec-
tion,—(i) It is found to be not only gratuitous; but (ii) altogether unsupported and unsanc-
tioned by the known facts of the case; and (what is most to the purpose) (iii) it is, as  humbly
think, demonstrably 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'”3, was charged with a distinct Epistle to
the Colossians'’%: an Epistle nevertheless so singularly like the Epistle to the Ephesians that

170  So indeed does Cod. ¥ occasionally. See Scrivener’s Collation, p. xlix.

171  Scrivener’s Introduction to Codex Bezae, p. liv.
172 Scrivener, Coll. of Cod. Sin. p. xlv.
173 Eph.vi. 21, 22.
174 Coloss. iv. 7, 16.
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it is scarcely credible S. Paul would have written those two several Epistles 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 Colossians in like manner were to
read the Epistle,—(to whom addressed, we know not),—which S. Paul describes as tr|v £k
Aaodikeiac!”?. 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 be 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 Laodicea,—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 Ephesians to certain of the principal Churches of Asia Minor,—why
should he have left the salutation blank, (“carta bianca,” as Bengel phrases it176,) 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 N.

(b) Let the full extent of the demand which is made on our good nature be clearly appre-
ciated. 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 toig oUotv 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 ¥. And even this is not all. The same hypothesis

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 ¥ is

175  Ubi supra.

176  Gnomon, in Ephes. i. 1, ad init.
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not that we find the name of another City in the salutation of S. Paul’s “Epistle to the Eph-
esians,” 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 addresses
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 this had been
the case, (or indeed if Tychicus had filled up the blanks for the Apostle,) is it not simply in-
credible that we should never have heard a word about the matter until now? unaccountable,
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.140177], the “Muratorian” fragment
[A.D. 170 or earlier], Irenaeus [A.D.175], Clemens Alexandrinus, Tertullian, Origen, Di-
onysius Alexandrinus, Cyprian, Eusebius,)—and all copies wheresoever found, give one

unvarying, unfaltering witness. Even in Cod. B. and Cod. ¥, (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 respectfully 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! 752

177  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.

178 e. Let it be clearly understood by the advocates of this expedient for accounting for the state of the text of

Codd. D. and X, that nothing whatever is gained for the credit of those two MSS. by their ingenuity. Even if we

grant them all they ask, the Codices in question remain, by their own admission, defective. Quite plain is it, by
the very hypothesis, that one of two courses alone remains open to them in editing the text: either (1) To leave
a blank space after T0ic o0o1v: or else, (2) To let the words &v Eqéow 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 ff)
have been faithfully met and sufficiently disposed of by Dean Alford (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 is Ephesus, and to no other Church.”] In the former case, they will be exhibiting a curiosity; viz. they will
be shewing us how (they think) a duplicate (“carts bianca”) copy of the Epistle looked with “the space after toig
oot 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,—toig dyiotg toic obotv [&v 'E@écw] kal motoic k.T.A., they

are acting on an entirely different theory. They are merely testifying their mistrust of the text of every MS. in

the world except Codd. B and ®. 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.
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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, essentially a modern notion. I suspect, in short, that the suggestion before us is only
another instance of the fatal misapprehension which results from the incautious transfer of
the notions suggested by some familiar word in a living language to its supposed equivalent
in an ancient tongue. Thus, because kUkA10¢ or €ykUkA10G confessedly signifies “circularis,”
it seems to be imagined that éykUkA10¢ €mioToAr] may mean “a Circular Letter.” Whereas
it really means nothing of the sort; but—“a Catholic Epistle179.”

An “Encyclical,” (and that is the word which has been imported into the present discus-
sion), was quite a different 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 “En-

cyclicallSO.”

So is the well-known Canonical Epistle which Gregory, Bp. of Neocaesaraea in
Pontus, in the middle of the third century, sent to the Bishops of his provincelSI. As for “a
blank circular,” to be filled up with the words “in Ephesus,” “in Laodicea,” &c.,—its like (I
repeat) is wholly unknown in the annals of Ecclesiastical Antiquity. The two notions are at
all events inconsistent and incompatible. If S. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians 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 be-
ginning 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,” “Catholic “or “General
Epistle,”—addressed toic dyioic Toi¢ ovo1v, Kal moToig v Xplot® 'Incod? There does not
live the man who will accept so irrational a supposition. The suggestion therefore by which
it has been proposed to account for the absence of the words év E@éow in Ephes. i. 1 is not
onlyin itselfin the highest degree improbable, and contradicted by all the evidence to which

179 ’EykOxAiov émotoAny, vel éykoxMa ypdupata Christophorsonus et alii interpretantur literas circulares:
ego cum viris doctis malim Epistolas vel literas publicas, ad omnes fideles pertinentes, quas Graeci alias vocant
£moToAdG kaboAikdc.—Suicer in voce.

180  KoaBoAkai Aéyovtar abrat, olovel éykOrAior.—See Suicer in voce, "EyKUOKAL0G.

181 Routh’s Reliquiaa, vol. iii. p.266.—“Tum ex Conciliis, tum ex aliis Patrum scriptis notum est, consuevisse
primos Ecclesiae Patres acta et decreta Conciliorum passim ad omnes Dei Ecclesias mittere per epistolas, quas
non uniprivatim dicarunt, sod publice describi ab omnibus, dividi passim et pervulgari, atque cum omnibus
populis communicari voluerunt. Hac igitur epistolae £éyxOkAiot vocatae sunt, quia KukAGoe, quoquo versum et

in omnem partem mittebantur.”—Suicer in voc.
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we have access; but it is even inadmissible on critical grounds, and must be unconditionally
surrendered'®2. It is observed to collapse before every test which can be applied to it.

III. Altogether marvellous in the meantime it is to me,—if men must needs account for
the omission of the words €v E@éow 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 heretic, (A.D. 140) is distinctly charged by Tertullian (A.D. 200), and by
Jerome a century and a half later, with having abundantly mutilated the text of Scripture,
and of S. Paul’s Epistles in particular. Epiphanius compares the writing which Marcion

tampered with to a moth-eaten coat'®3. “Instead of a stylus,” (says Tertullian,) “Marcion

1845»

» <«

employed a knife.” “What wonder if he omits syllables, since often he omits whole pages

S. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians, Tertullian even singles out by name; accusing Marcion of

182 “On the whole,” says Bishop Middleton, (Doctrine of the Greek 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 communicate it to the Colossi-
ans.”—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 subsequent 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 their Epistle to Colosse direct? And why do we find
the Colossians charged to read publicly tr|v ék Aaodikelag, which (by the hypothesis) would have been only a
copy,—instead of th|v €€ E@écov, which, (by the same hypothesis,) would have been the original? Nay, why is
it not designated by S. Paul, tr|v npog E@epiovg,—(if indeed it was his Epistle to the Ephesians which is alluded
to,) instead of trv ék Aaodikeiag; which would hardly be an intelligible way of indicating the document? Lastly,
why are not the Colossians ordered to communicate a copy of their Epistle to the illustrious Church of the
Ephesians also, which had been originally addressed by S. Paul? If the Colossians must needs read the Epistle
(so like their own) which the Apostle had just written to the Ephesians, surely the Ephesians must also be supposed
to have required a sight of the Epistle which S. Paul had at the same time written to the Colossians!

183 Epiphan. Opp. i. 311 D.

184 “Marcion exerte et palam machaera non stilo usus est, quoniam ad materiam suam caedem Scripturarum
confecit.” (Tertullian Praescript. Haer. c. 38, p. 50.) “Non miror si syllabas subtrahit, cam paginas totas plerumque

subducat.” (Adv. Marcion. lib. v, c. xvii, p. 455.)
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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, Colossians, Philippians. All this has been fully explained in a preceding
page!®.

But it is also evident that Marcion put forth as S. Paul’s another Epistle,—of which all
we know for certain is, that it contained portions of the Epistle to the Ephesians, and 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 Ephesians,
but also that some of his followers industriously erased from certain other copies the words
év EQéow in ver. 1,—as being the only two words in the entire Epistle which effectually 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 words
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. ¥

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 identifying allusion,—sufficiently explains why Marcion selected
this particular Epistle for the subject of his fraud. But, to infer from this circumstance, in
defiance of the Tradition of the Church Universal, and in defiance of its very Title, that the
Epistle is Encyclical,” in the technical sense of that word; and to go on to urge this character-
istic as an argument in support of the omission of the words €v E@éow,—is clearly the
device of an eager Advocate; not the method of a calm and unprejudiced 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,”

185 See above p. 95, and see note (f) p. 94.

186 See, by all means, Alford on this subject, vol. iii. Prolegg. pp. 13-15.
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would, as a matter of course, be instantly communicated to others besides the members of
that particular Church: and in fact this may explain why there is nothing specially “Ephesian”
in the contents of the Epistle. The Apostle,—(as when he addressed “the Churches of Gala-
tia,”)—may have had certain of the other neighbouring Churches in his mind while he wrote.
But all this is wholly foreign to the question before us: the one only 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) Toig &ryioig Toig obotv &v E@écw kal miotoic v X. L.

(2) Toig &ryioig Toig OVGIV EV . . . . .. Kal motoig v X. I.

(3) Toig dyloig Toig ovat, kal TMoToiG £V X. L.

What I have been saying amounts to this: that it is absolutely unreasonable for men to
go out of their way to invent a theory wanting every element of probability in order to account
for the omission of the words év ’E@éow from S. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians; while they
have under their eyes the express testimony of a competent witness of the ij"d century that
a certain heretic, named Marcion, “presumed to prefix an unauthorized title to that very
Epistle,” (“Marcion ei titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit,”)—which title obviously could
not stand unless those two words 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 €v 'E@éow are an unauthorized 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 established itself, until
the words are found in every copy,—are represented in every translation,—have been recog-
nised 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 how the words v 'E@éow
came to be put in, or came to be left out; but simply whether, on an impartial review of the
evidence, it be reasonable (with Tischendorf, Tregelles, Conybeare and Howson, and so
many more,) to suspect their genuineness and enclose them in brackets? Is it credible that
the words €v E@éow are a spurious and unauthorized addition to the inspired autograph
of the Apostle?. .. We have already, as I think, obtained a satisfactory answer to this question.
It has been shown, as conclusively as in inquiries of this nature is possible, that in respect

of the reading of Ephesians i. 1, Codd. B and N 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 upholders have selected, and to which they still make their most con-
fident 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
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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.Icannot, I suppose, act more fairly by Tischendorf than by transcribing in conclusion

his remarks on the four remaining readings of Codex & to which he triumphantly appeals:

promising to dismiss them all with a single remark. He says, (addressing unlearned readers,)
in his “Introduction” to the Tauchnitz (English) New Testament!3”: —

“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 we find
in sundry quotations before the time of Origen'®%; but now, among all known Greek MSS.

itis only in the Sinaitic, and the famous old Codex Bezae, a copy of the Gospels at Cambridge;

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

188 Oneis 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 Irenaeum), (2) Clemens Alex., and (3) Theodotus (apud Clem.) read &oti: but then
(1) Irenaeus himself, (2) Clemens Alex., and (8) Theodotus (apud Clem.) also read fjv. These testimonies,
therefore, clearly neutralize each other. Cyprian also has both readings.—Hippolytus, on the other hand, reads
#ot1; but Origen, (though he remarks that #ot1 is “perhaps not an improbable reading,”) reads fiv ten or eleven
times. "Hvis also the reading of Eusebius, of Chrysostom, of Cyril, of Nonnus, of Theodoret,—of the Vulgate, of
the Memphitic, of the Peshito, and of the Philoxenian Versions; as well as of B, A, C,—in fact of all the MSS. in

the world, except of N and D. All that remains to be set on the other side are the Thebaic and Cureton’s Syriac,

together with most copies of the early Latin. And now, with the evidence thus all before us, will any one say that
it is lawfully a question for discussion which of these two readings must exhibit the genuine text of S. John i. 4?
(For 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,—6 yéyovev
&v a0t {wn 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 oti (for fjv) in such a sentence as that, was obvious. . .. Chrysostom’s
opinion is well known, “Let us beware of putting the full stop” (he says) “at the words 00d¢ £v,—as do the
heretics.” [He alludes to Valentinus, Heracleon (Orig. Opp. i. 130), and to Theodotus (apud Clem. Alex.). But
it must be confessed that Irenaeus, Hippolytus (Routh, Opusc. i. 68), Clemens Alex., Origen, Concil. Antioch.
(A.D. 269, Routh iii. 293), Theophilus Antioch., Athanasius, Cyril of Jer.,—besides of the Latins, Tertullian,
Lactantius, Victorinus (Routh iii. 459), and Augustine,—point the place in the same way. “It is worth our obser-
vation,” (says Pearson,) “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.

0 yéyovev.”] Chrysostom proceeds,—“In order to make out that the Spirit is a creature, they read ‘O yéyovev,
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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 observes 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 wit-
nessed 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 difficult to settle, the Sinaitic is alone
among all Greek copies indubitably 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!.”

&v a0t {wi| fv; by which means, the Evangelist’s language is made unintelligible.” (Opp. viii. 40.)—This
punctuation is nevertheless adopted by Tregelles,—but not by Tischendorf. The Peshito, Epiphanius (quoted
in Pearson’s note, referred to infrd), Cyprian, Jerome and the Vulgate divide the sentence as we do.—See by all
means on this subject Pearson’s note (z), Art. viii, (ii. p. 262 ed. Burton). Also Routh’s Opusc. i. 88-9.

189 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 Codes
Sinaiticus:— (1.) S. John i. 4: ev avtw {wn eotv.—(2.) S. Matth. xiii. 35: to pnbev dia noaiov tov pogntov.—(3.)
S. John xiii. 10: 0 Aedovpevog ovy ext xpelav vipacdat.—(4.) S. John vi. 51: av TIg @ayn €K TOL EHOV APTOV,
{noel €1g TOV ALWVa—O0 APTOG OV £YW dWoW LTEP TG TOL KOoUov {wng n oapé pov eotwv. (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 announcement that they are almost the private property of the single

Codex . The last three are absolutely worthless. They stand self-condemned. To examine is to reject them: the
second (of which Jerome says something very different from what Tisch. pretends) and fourth being only two
more of those unskilful attempts at critical emendation of the inspired Text, of which this Codex contains so
many sorry specimens: the third being clearly nothing else but the result of the carelessness of the transcriber.
Misled by the like ending (opototéAevtov) he has dropped a line: thus:— OYX EXI

XPEIAN [EI

MH TOYC [TOAAC] NI

WAVOAI AAAA ECTIN The first, I have discussed briefly in the foregoing footnote

(p) p- 110.
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Let it be declared without offence, that there appears to exist in the mind of this illustrious
Critic a hopeless confusion between the antiquity of a Codex and 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 Tischendorf thinks it enough in all the preceding

passages to assure his reader that a given reading in Cod. ¥ was recognised by Origen, by

Tertullian, by Jerome. To have established this one point he evidently thinks sufficient.
There is implied in all this an utterly false major premiss: viz. That Scriptural quotations
found in the writings of Origen, of Tertullian, of Jerome, must needs be 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 Receptus190.” 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 inevitably
to mislead an unsuspecting reader. Without offence to Dr. Tischendorf, I must be allowed
to declare that, in the remarks we have been considering, he shows 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 an early uncial Codex, is every bit as fatal as to
have “taken a gift.” Verily, “it doth blind the eyes of the wise!1”

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

the authority of Codex B and Codex N. On the other hand, it is perfectly certain that no

future collations, no future discoveries, will ever make it credible that the last Twelve Verses

190 Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 386. The whole Chapter deserves careful study.
191 Deut. xvi. 19.
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of S. Mark’s Gospel are a spurious supplement to the Evangelical Narrative; or that the words

€v E@éow are an unauthorized interpolation of the inspired Text.

And thus much concerning Codex B and Codex .

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 remain
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.
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CHAPTER VIIIL

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

Later Editors of the New Testament the victims of their predecessors’ inaccuracies.—Birch’s
unfortunate mistake (p. 117).—Schol’s serious blunders (p. 119 and pp. 120-1).—Griesbach’s
sweeping misstatement (pp. 121-2).— The grave misapprehension which has resulted from all
this inaccuracy of detail (pp. 122-3).

Codex L (p. 123).—Ammonius not the author of the so-called “Ammonian” Sections (p.
125).—Epiphanius (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 N. True, that the rest of the evidence may be disposed of in a single short sen-

tence:—The Twelve Verses under discussion are found in every copy of the Gospels in existence

with the exception of Codices B and N. 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!?2.” Tischendorf has
nearly the same words: “Scholia” (he says) “in very many MSS. state that the Gospel of Mark
in the most ancient (and most accurate) copies ended at the ninth verse.” That distinguished
Critic supports his assertion by appealing to seven MSS. in particular,—and referring gen-
erally to “about twenty-five others.” Dr. Davidson adopts every word of this blindfold.

1. Now of course if all that precedes were true, this department of the Evidence would
become deserving of serious 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 ac-
curate 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 suspicion and without inquiry.
But then they have slightly misrepresented Scholz; and Scholz (1830) slightly misunderstood
Griesbach; and Griesbach (1796) took liberties with Wetstein; and Wetstein (1751) made a
few serious mistakes. The consequence might have been anticipated. The Truth, once thrust

192 Printed Text, p.254.
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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 de-
clared, 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 con-
venient 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 a
hundred years. A very little study of the subject would have shown them that Griesbach
derived the first eleven of his references from Wetstein194, 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 state-
ments without acknowledgment and without examination. Unfortunately Scholz did his
work (as usual) in such a slovenly style, that besides perpetuating old mistakes he invented
new ones; which, of course, have been reproduced by those who have simply translated or

transcribed him. And now I shall examine his note “(z)l%”

, with which practically all that
has since been delivered on this subject by Tischendorf, Tregelles, Davidson, and the rest,
is identical.

(1.) Scholz (copying Griesbach) first states that in two MSS. in the Vatican Library197

the verses in question “are marked with an asterisk.” The original author of this statement

193 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.
194 Wetstein quoted 14 Codices in all: but Griesbach makes no use of his reference to Reg. 2868, 1880, and
2282 (leg. 2242?) which = Evan. 15, 19, 299 (?) respectively.
195 Variae Lectiones, &c. (1801, p. 225-6.)—He cites Codd. Vatt. 358, 756, 757, 1229 (= our 129, 137, 138,
143): Cod. Zelada (= 181): Laur. vi. 18, 34 (=186, 195): Ven. 27 (= 210): Vind. Lamb. 88, 39, Kol. 4 (= 221, 222,
108): Cod. iv. (leg. 5?) S. Mariae Bened. Flor. (= 199): Codd. Ven. 6, 10 (= 206, 209.)
196 Nov. Test. vol. i. p. 199.
197 Vat. 766, 757 = our Evan. 137, 138.
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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 religiously reproduced
by every Critic in turn; and it is universally taken for granted that they represent two ancient
witnesses against the genuineness of the last twelve verses of the Gospel according to S.
Mark.

And yet, (let me say it without offence,) a very little attention ought to be enough to
convince any one familiar with this subject that the proposed inference is absolutely inad-
missible. For, in the first place, a solitary asterisk (not at all a rare phenomenon in ancient
MSS.1%%) has of necessity no such signification. And even if it does sometimes indicate 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 might discover.

Well aware, however, that I should never be listened to, with Birch and Griesbach, Scholz
and Tischendorf, and indeed every one else against me,—I got a learned friend at Rome to
visit the Vatican Library for me, and inspect the 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 re-
gisters 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.

198 Quo signo tamquam censoria virgula usi sunt librarii, qua Evangelistarum narrationes, in omnibus
Codicibus non obvias, tamquam dubias notarent.— Variae Lectiones, &c. p. 225.

199 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 adulterd.

200 Further obligations to the same friend are acknowledged in the Appendix (D).
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On the contrary. After épofodvto ydp, the former Codex has, in the text of S. Mark xvi.

9 (fol. 150 b), a plain cross,—(not an asterisk, thus

but a cross, thus +),—the intention of which is to refer the reader to an annotation on fol.
151 b, (marked, of course, with a cross also,) to the effect that S. Mark xvi. 9-20 is undoubtedly
genuinezm. The evidence, therefore, not only breaks hopelessly down; but it is discovered
that this witness has been by accident put into the wrong box. This is, in fact, a witness not
for the plaintiff, but for the defendant!—As for the other Codex, it exhibits neither asterisk
nor cross; but contains 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 halt 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 copies, however, it all forms
part of the text?®2.” 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 circum-
stance 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 entirely203 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

201 Similarly, in Cod. Coisl. 20, in the Paris Library, (which our 36,) against S. Mark xvi. 9, is this sign

.Itisintended (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.
202  évtelfev Ewg T0D TEAOUC €V TIoL TGOV Avprypd@wv ol Keltal €v O Toi¢ pxaiolg, Tava AmapdAeinta
keitat.—(Codd. 20 and 300 = Paris 188, 186.)

203  See more concerning this matter in the Appendix (D), ad fin.
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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.”

(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 conjunction 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 outweighing the bare
statement (next to be noticed) of the undeniable historical fact that, “in some copies,” S.
Mark ends at ver. 8,—but “in many does not”?

(4.) Scholz proceeds:—“In Cod. 22, after egpofolvto ydp + TéAog is read the following
rubric:"—

&v T101 TOV dvTiypdewv £wc Ode mAnpodtal 6 edayyeAis' Thc’ év moAAoic 8¢ kal Tadta
pépeton®®.

And the whole of this statement is complacently copied by all subsequent Critics and
Editors,—cross, and “té\og,” and all,—as an additional ancient attestation to the fact that
“The End” (té\og) 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 “té\og” in this place
merely denotes that here a well-known Ecclesiastical section comes to an end! ... As far,
therefore, as the present discussion is concerned, the circumstance is purely irrelevant?%®;
and, (as I propose to shew in Chapter XI,) the less said about it by the opposite party, the
better.

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

204 At the end of S. Matthew’s Gospel in Cod. 300 (at fol. 89) is found,—VayyéAov katd MatBaiov £yp8den
kad GvtePAOn ¢k @V TeposoAluorg Tahaiwy dvtiypd@wv, &v otixos PPLd and at the end of S. Mark’s, (at
fol. 147 b)— elayyéhov kata Mdpkov éypden kai GvtePANOn opoiwg €k T@V omovdacpévay otixolg APT
kpaAaiorg GAE This second colophon (though not the first) is found in Cod. 20. Both reappear 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.

205 = Paris 72, fol. 107 b. 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,) fol. 98 b.

206 See more at the very end of Chap. XI.
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“In certain of the copies, the Evangelist finishes here; up to which place Eusebius the
friend of Pamphilus canonized. In other copies, however, is found as follows?%”.” 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 imposing 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 every 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 his own “23”
with “Coisl. 23,” but “Coisl. 23” is his “39,”—of which by-and-by. This reference therefore
has to be cancelled.)—Cod. 41 contains a scholion of precisely the opposite tendency: I mean,
a scholion which avers that the accurate copies of S. Mark’s Gospel contain these last 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 Gospel 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

207 Cod. 1. (at Basle), and Codd. 206, 209 (which = Venet. 6 and 10) contain as follows:— &v Tio1 pev T@V
dvtiypdowv fwc 8e mAnpodtal 6 EdayyeAiotng, £wg ol kol "Eveifiog 6 Maugilov Ekavévicev: v dANoig 8¢
tadta gépetar Gvaotds, k.T.A. But Cod. 199 (which = S. Mariae Benedict. Flor. Cod. IV. [lege 5], according to
Birch (p. 226) who supplies the quotation, has only this:— &V Tio1 @V dvtiypdgwv ov keivrar [?] tabta.

208 Itoriginated in this way. At the end of S. Matthew’s Gospel, in both Codices, are found those large extracts
from the “2nd Hom. on the Resurrection” which Montfaucon published in the Bibl. Coisl. (pp. 68-75), and which
Cramer has since reprinted at the end of his Catena in S. Matth. (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.
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imposing catalogue is what has misled Tischendorf, Tregelles and the rest. They have not
perceived that it is a mere transcript of Griesbach’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®

testimony is found to be quite different from what is commonly supposed. One of them

10 undisposed of have been scrutinized, their

(N°. 38) has been cited in error: while the remaining nineteen are nothing else but copies
of Victor of Antioch’s commentary on S. Mark,—no less than sixteen of which contain the
famous attestation that in most of the accurate copies, and in particular the authentic
Palestinian Codex, the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel were found. (See above, pp. 64
and 65.) . ... And this exhausts the evidence.

(8.) So far, therefore, as “Notes” and “Scholia” in MSS. are concerned, the sum of the

211 3 re observed to contain a note to the

matter proves to be simply this:—(a) Nine Codices
effect that the end of S. Mark’s Gospel, though wanting “in some,” was yet found “in oth-
ers,”—“in many,”—“in the ancient copies.”

(b) Next, four Codices®!? contain subscriptions vouching for the genuineness of this
portion of the Gospel by declaring that those four Codices had been collated with approved
copies preserved at Jerusalem.

(¢) Lastly, sixteen Codices, (to which, besides that already mentioned by Scholz?!3, 1

12*)—contain a weighty critical

am able to add at least five others, making twenty-two in al
scholion asserting categorically that in “very many” and “accurate copies,” specially in the
“true Palestinian exemplar,” these verses had been found by one who seems to have verified
the fact of their existence there for 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

209 See above, pp. 64, 65.

210 22-3 (199, 206, 209) = 19 + 1 (374) = 20.

211 viz. Codd. L, 1, 199, 206, 209:—20, 300:—15, 22.

212 * Cod. A, 20, 262, 300.

213  Evan. 374.

214 viz. Evan. 24, 36, 37, 40, 41 (Wetstein.) Add Evan. 108, 129, 137, 138, 143, 181, 186, 195, 210, 221, 222.
(Birch Varr. Lectt. p. 225.) Add Evan. 374 (Scholz.) Add Evan. 12, 129, 299, 329, and the Moscow Codex (qu.

Evan. 253?) employed by Matthaei.
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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; while twenty—four215

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 supposed
hostile evidence is on the contrary entirely in favour of the versos under discussion. (“I
called thee to curse mine enemies, and, behold, thou hast altogether blessed them these
three times.”)

I1. Nothing has been hitherto said about Cod. L.2!® This is the designation of an uncial
MS. of the viii or ix™ century, in the Library at Paris, chiefly remarkable for the corres-
pondence of its readings with those of Cod. B and with certain of the citations in Origen; a
peculiarity which recommends Cod. L, (as it recommends three cursive Codices of the
Gospels, 1, 33, 69,) to the especial favour of a school with which whatever is found in Cod.
B is necessarily right. It is described as the work of an ignorant foreign copyist, who probably
wrote with several MSS. before him; but who is found to have been wholly incompetent to
determine which reading to adopt and which to reject. Certain it is that he interrupts himself,
at the end of ver. 8, to write as follows:—

“SOMETHING TO THIS EFFECT
IS ALSO MET WITH:

“All that was commanded them they immediately rehearsed unto Peter and the rest.
And after these things, from East even unto West, did 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 THEY WERE AFRAID:

“Now, when He was risen early, the first day of the week?!”,” &.

215 2 (viz. Evan. 20, 200) + 16 + 1 + 5 (enumerated in the preceding note) = 24.
216 * Paris 62, olim, 2861 and 1558.

217  z See the facsimile.—The original, (which knows nothing of Tischendorf’s crosses,) reads as follows:—
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It cannot be needful that I should delay the reader with any remarks on such a termin-
ation 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 fabrication from the genuine text. The same
worthless supplement is found in the margin of the Hharklensian Syriac (A.D. 616), and in

218 __1pass on, with the single remark that I am utterly

ataloss to understand on what principle Cod. L,—a solitary MS. of the viii'™ or ixP century

a few other quarters of less importance

which exhibits an exceedingly vicious text,—is to be thought entitled to so much respectful
attention on the present occasion, rebuked as it is for the fallacious evidence it bears con-
cerning the last twelve verses of the second Gospel by all the seventeen remaining Uncials,
(three of which are from 300 to 400 years more ancient than itself;) 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 condition. The copyist shews that he was as well acquainted as
his neighbours with our actual concluding Verses: while he betrays his own incapacity, by
seeming to view with equal favour the worthless alternative which he deliberately transcribes
as well, and to which he gives the foremost place. Not S. Mark’s Gospel, but Codex L is the
sufferer by this appeal.

Kal A@Baptov KN

PUYHA - TNG al®d

V10U 0WTNPLaG -

g0tV O Kat

TabTa pepo

UEVA HETA TO

£poPouvuo
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npwtn caffatov. i.e.—@épetal mov kal tadta. Mavta 3¢ t& mapnyyeApéva toic Tepi Tov METPoV cLVTOUWG
g&Ayyethav: petd d¢ tadta Kol avtdg O ‘Inoolc &md dvatokiig kal dxpt dVoswg é€anéotethey 8 abTOV 1O
iepov kal d@Bapto kApuypa TAG aiwviov cwtnpiag. "Eotiv 8¢ kal tadta epdueva peTd T €poPodvto ydp.
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218  As, the Codes Bobbiensis (k) of the old Latin, and the margin of two @thiopic MSS.—I am unable to un-
derstand what Scholz and his copyists have said concerning Cod. 274. I was assured again and again at Paris
that they knew of no such codex as “Reg, 79%,” which is Scholz’ designation (Prolegg. p. Ixxx.) of the Cod. Evan.

which, after him, we number “274.”
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ITI. T go back now to the statements found in certain Codices of the xth 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,) £wg o EvoéProg 6 Mapgilov ékavévicev, which are found at the end of ver. 8
in Codd. 1, 206, 209.

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

Ammonius
also, a contemporary of Origen, conspires with Eusebius in disallowing the genuineness of
the conclusion of B. 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 sec-
tions of Ammonius nor yet by the canons of Eusebius are these last verses recognised219.”
“Thus it is seen,”

THE opposite page exhibits an exact Fac-simile, 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 published 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 my 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; mob folio measuring very nearly nine inches, by very
nearly six inches and a half.

219 Nec Ammonii Sectionibus, nec Eusebii Canonibus, agnoscuntur ultimi versus.—Tisch. Nov. Test. (ed.
8va), p. 406.
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proceeds Dr. Tregelles, “that just as Eusebius found these verses absent in his day from the
best and most numerous copies (sic), so was also the case with Ammonites when he formed
his Harmony in the preceding centuryzzo.”

A new and independent authority therefore is appealed to,—one of high antiquity and
evidently very great importance,—Ammonius of Alexandria, A.D. 220. But Ammonius has
left behind him no known writings whatsoever. What 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, however, it cannot be too plainly laid down
that nothing whatever 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 Evangelical Harmony; the peculiarity of which was, that, retaining S.
Matthew’s Gospel in its integrity, it exhibited the corresponding sections of the other three
Evangelists by the side of S. Matthew’s text. There resulted this inevitable inconvenience;
that the sequence of the narrative, in the case of the three last Gospels, was interrupted
throughout; and their context hopelessly destroyed??!.

The “Diatesaaron “of Ammonius, (so Eusebius styles it), has long since disappeared;
but it is plain from the foregoing account of it by a competent witness that it must have been
a 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 something in S. Matthew’s
Gospel.

How it may have fared with the other Gospels in the work of Ammonius is not in fact
known, and it is profitless to 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 different expedient, whereby he extended to the Gospels of S. Mark, S. Luke and S.
John all the advantages, (and more than all,) which Ammonius had made the distinctive

220 Printed Text, p. 248.

221 The reader is invited to test the accuracy of what precedes for himself:—Auu@viog uév 6 ‘AAeavdpeis,
TOAANY, WG €ik0G, rhomoviav kai omouvdnv gloaynoxwg, to did tecodpwy NUiv kataAéAoirnev edayyéAiov, T®
katd Matbaiov Tag OPHoQ®VOUS TV A&V e0ayYEMOTOV TEPIKOTIAG T9apabeils, WG €€ dvdaykng cuppPrival

1OV Tfig dkoAovdiag eippov TdV tprdv SragBapiival, Soov €ni @ Vet Tfig dvayvdoews.
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property of the first Gospelzzz. 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 spew
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 saying that the labours 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 alongside of S. Matthew the
dislocated sections themselves of the other three Evangelists which are of corresponding
purport, Eusebius conceived the idea of accomplishing the same object by means of a system
of double 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 Gospels224

. (If the section was unique, it be-
longed to his last or X" Canon.) Thus, against S. Matthew’s account of the Title on the

Cross, is written 335/I: but in the I*' Canon (which contains the places common to all four

222 “Iva 8¢ owlouévou kal o0 TV Aomdv 8t SAov cwuatdg te Kai gippod, eidvar € oig oG oikeiovg
£kdotov edayyehoTol T8 moug, &v oi¢ katd TGV adTGV véxOncav PIAaANBGS eineiv, ék Tod moviiuatog Tol
TPOELPNUEVOL GVIPOG EIANPWG Apopudg, kab Etépav uéBodov kavévag Séka tov aprBudv diexdpald oot Tovg
UTOTETAYUEVOUG.

223 * This seems to represent exactly what Eusebius means in this place. The nearest English equivalent to
d@opu is “a hint.” Consider Euseb. Hist. Eccl. v. 27. Also the following:—mnoAAag AdaBdvteg dpopuds. (Andreas,
Prolog. in Apocalyps.).—Aafdvteg 4G dpopuds. (Anastasius Sin., Routh’s Rell. i. 15.)

224 kavévag .. .. Siexdpagd oot Ttovg Uotetayuévoug. This at least is decisive as to the authorship of the
Canons. When therefore Jerome says of Ammonius,—“Evangelicos canones excogitavit quos postea secutus est
Eusebius Caesariensis,” (De Viris Illust. c. lv. vol. ii. p. 881,) we learn the amount of attention to which such off-
hand gain statements of this Father are entitled. What else can be inferred from the account which Eusebius
gives of the present sectional division of the Gospels but that it was also his own?—AUtn uév odv 1| TV
brotetayuévwy kavévwv OméBeoiq 1) 8¢ caghc adtdv difynoig, #otiv 1de. EQ kdoTw TOV TEGodpwv
ebayyeMwy &p10uds Tig mpdkertar katd uépog, dpxduevos &md tol mpwtov, ita Sevtépov, kai Tpitov, kal
kabe&fic mpoiwv 81" GAov uéxpt tod téAhoug tob fipAiov. He proceeds to explain how the sections thus numbered
are to be referred to his X Canons:—«a’ €kactov d¢ apiBudv vmoonueinoig did KivvaPdpews mpdkeitat,
dnAodoa év molw tdV déxka kavévwy kaipevog O aptOudg Tuyxdvel.
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Evangelists) parallel with 335, is found,—214, 324, 199: and the Sections 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 introduction in this place calls for apology.
The extraordinary method of the opposite party constrains me however to establish thus
clearly the true relation in which the familiar labours of Eusebius stand to the unknown
work of Ammonius.

For if that earlier production be lost indeed®*

,—ifits precise contents, if the 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 of Ammonius,” as to a known document? Why
above all do Tischendorf, Tregelles, and the rest deliberately claim “Ammonius” for their
ally on an occasion like the present; seeing that they must needs be perfectly well aware that
they have no means whatever of knowing (except from the precarious evidence of Catenae)
what Ammonius thought about any single verse in any of the four Gospels? At every stage
of this discussion, I am constrained to ask myself,—Do then the recent Editors of the Text
of the New Testament really suppose that their statements will never be examined? 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 Ammonius” to which Tischendorf
and Tregelles so confidently appeal? It is even notorious that when they say the “Sections
of Ammonius,” what they mean are the “Sections of Eusebius.”—But, (2dly.) Where is the
proof,—where is even the probability,—that these two are identical? The Critics cannot re-

225  “Frustra ad Ammonium aut Tatianum in Harmoniis provocant. Quae supersunt vix quicquam cum
Ammonio aut Tatiano commune habent.” (Tischendorf on S. Mark xvi. 8).—Dr. Mill (1707),—because he assumed
that the anonymous work which Victor of Capua brought to light in the vith century, and conjecturally assigned
to Tatian, was the lost work of Ammonius, (Proleg. p.68, § 660,)—was of course warranted in appealing to the
authority of Ammonius in support 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 convincingly shewn. (Proleg. p.68.) Any one may easily
satisfy himself of the fact who will be at the pains to examine a few of the chapters with attention, bearing in
mind what Eusebius has said concerning the work of Ammonius. Cap. Ixxiv, for instance, contains as fol-
lows:—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 ch. xiii. come after verses 33-35; while ver. 12 has
altogether disappeared. The most convenient edition for reference is Schmeller’s,—Ammonii Alexandrini quae

et Tatiani dicitur Harmonia Evangeliorum. (Vienna, 1841.)
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quire to be reminded by me that we are absolutely without proof that so much as one of the
Sections of Ammonius corresponded with one of those of Eusebius; and yet, (3dly.) Who
sees not that unless the Sections of Ammonius and those of Eusebius can be proved to have
corresponded throughout, the name of Ammonius has no business whatever to be introduced
into such a discussion as the present? They must at least be told that in the entire absence
of proof of any kind,—(and certainly nothing that Eusebius says warrants any such infer-

ence226,)

—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 imply and
presuppose the Ten Canons; being in many places even meaningless,—nugatory, in fact, (I
do not of course say that they are practically without use,)—except on the theory that those
Canons were already in existence?””. Now the Canons are confessedly the invention of Eu-
sebius. He distinctly claims them??®. Thus much then concerning the supposed 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 remarking), is the following
memorandum found in certain ancient MSS.:—“Thus far did Eusebius canonize229;” which
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,

226 Only by the merest license of interpretation can iln@®g dpopudg be assumed to mean that Eusebius
had found the four Gospels ready divided to his hand by Ammonium into exactly 1165 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 be describes, must have found
in the library at Caesarea 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.

227 For 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).

228 See above, p.128, note (f).

229 See above, p. 125.
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(Lst.) 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 subsequent to § 233, no Section (with, or without, such a subsequent
number) can have existed: —whereas there may have existed one or more subsequent Sections
all duly numbered®*°. This notwithstanding, Eusebius, (according to the memorandum
found in certain ancient MSS.), may have canonised 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 remark that one way of shelving
a certain awkward problem would be, to plead that the subsequent portion of S. Mark’s
Gospel is frequently wanting. 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 correlative of the old one; and since it was Eusebius
who was the voucher for that, what additional probability do we establish that the inspired
autograph of S. Mark ended abruptly at ver. 8, by discovering that Eusebius is consistent
with himself, and omits to “canonize” (or even to “sectionize”) what he had already hypo-
thetically 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 progress 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 sections?®!.” From this it is argue
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 con-
fessedly begins at ch. xvi. 8.—The probability may be thought to be thereby slightly increased

d232

230 Asamatter of fact, Codices abound in which the Sections are noted without the Canons, throughout. See
more on this subject hi the Appendix (G).

231 téooapd glow ebayyéha kepadaiwv xiAwv ékatov é€nkovtadvo. The words are most unexpectedly,
(may I not say suspiciously?), found in Epiphanius, Ancor. 50, (Opp. ii. 54 B.)

232 By Tischendorf, copying Mill’s Proleg. p. 63, § 662:—the fontal source, by the way, of the twin references

to “Epiphanius and Caesarius.”
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that the sectional numbers of Eusebius extended no further than ver. 8: but—Has it been
rendered one atom more probable that the inspired Evangelist himself ended his Gospel
abruptly at the 8th verse? That fact—(the only thing which our opponents have to estab-
lish)—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 Caesarius bear witness to the fact;”—I am constrained to remark that the
illustrious Critic has drawn upon his imagination for three of his statements, and that the
fourth is of no manner of importance.

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

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

(3.) His appeal to

Caesarius
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 wrote anything. A work called Tlevoeig, (which in the xth century was
attributed to Caesarius, but concerning which nothing is certainly known except that
Caesarius was certainly not its author,) is the composition to which Tischendorf refers. Even
the approximate date of this performance, however, has never been ascertained. And yet,
if Tischendorf had condescended to refer to it, (instead of taking his reference at second-
hand,) be would have seen at a glance that the entire context in which the supposed testimony
is found, is nothing else but a condensed paraphrase of that part of Epiphanius, in which the
original statement occurs??,

Thus much, then, for the supposed evidence of Ammonius, of Epiphanius, and of
Caesarius on the subject of the last Twelve Verses 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*>*.

(4.) As for Eusebius, nothing whatever has been added to what we knew before concern-
ing his probable estimate of these verses.

IV. We are now at liberty to proceed to the only head of external testimony which re-
mains undiscussed. I allude to the evidence of

The Catenae.

233 Comp. Epiph. (Ancor. 50,) Opp. ii. 53 C to 55 A, with Galland. Bibl. vi. 26 C to 27 A.
234 Galland. Bibl. vi. 147 A.
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“In the Catenae on Mark,” (crisply declares Dr. Davidson,) “there is no explanation of this
section?*®.”

“The Catenae on Mark:” as if they were quite common things,—“plenty, as blackberries!”
But,—Which of “the Catenae” may the learned Critic be supposed to have examined?

1. Not the Catena which Possinus found in the library of Charles de Montchal, Abp. of
Toulouse, and which forms the basis of his Catena published at Rome in 1673; 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 commu-
nicated to Possinus; because in that Catena the 9th and 12th verses are distinctly commented
o n237.

3. Stillless 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 Greek (1673). Dr. Davidson, I say, cannot certainly have examined
that Catena; inasmuch as it contains, (as I have already largely shewn, and, in fact, as every
one may see,) a long and elaborate dissertation on the best way of reconciling the language
of S. Mark in ver. 9 with the language of the other 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 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 cat-

egorically asserts the genuineness of the last Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s Gospe1239.

235 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 commonplaces of those who undertake to prove that the end of S. Mark’s Gospel is spurious.
236  See Possini Cat. p. 363.
237 ’E@dvn mp@dtov Mapia tf] MaydaAnvii. [= ver. 9.] tadtnv E0céProg v toig mpdg Mapivov £tépav Aéyet
Mapiav mapd thv Beacapévny tdv veaviokov. fi kai duedtepat £k T MaySaAnviig fioav. petd 02 tadta Susiv
£€ abT@Vv mepiatolot. kal T £Efi¢ [= vers. 12] tovg dpgpi tov KAéomav, kabwg 6 Aouvkdg iotopel, (Possini Cat.
p. 364):—Where it will be seen that Text (keiuevov) and Interpretation (¢punveia) are confusedly thrown to-
gether. “Anonymus [Vaticanus]” also quotes S. Mark xvi. 9 at p.109, ad fin.—Matthaei (N. T. ii. 269),—overlooking
the fact that “Anonymus Vaticanus” (or simply “Anonymus”) and “Anonymus Tolosanus” (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 huc usque [sc. ver. 8] nec ultra
commentantur.”—Scholz’ dictum is,—“Commentatorum qui in catenis SS. Patrum ad Marcum laudantur, nulla
explicatio hujus pericopae exhibetur.”
238 See above pp. 62-3. The Latin of Peltanus may be seen in such Collections as the Magna Bibliotheca Vett.
PP. (1618,) vol. iv. p. 330, col. 2 E, F.—For the Greek, see Possini Catena, pp. 359-61.
239  See above, pp. 64-5, and Appendix (E).
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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 furbished up afresh, and paraded before an
impatient generation and an unlearned age, whenever (tanquam 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 undermined.

V. 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. 1Ie 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 unlikely,—I am quite content that my Reader shall decide.

Dismissing the external testimony, therefore, proceed we now to review those internal
evidences, which are confidently appealed to as proving that the concluding Verses of S.
Mark’s Gospel cannot be regarded as really the work of the Evangelist.
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CHAPTER IX.

INTERNAL EVIDENCE DEMONSTRATED TO BE THE VERY REVERSE OF
UNFAVOURABLE TO THESE VERSES.

The “Style” and “Phraseology” of these Verses declared by Critics to be not S.
Mark’s.—Insecurity of such Criticism (p. 140).—The “Style” of chap. xvi. 9-20 shown to be
the same as the style of chap. i. 9-20 (p. 142).—The “Phraseology” examined in twenty-seven
particulars, and skews to be auspicious in none (p. 145),—but in twenty-seven particulars
shewn to be the reverse (p. 170).—Such Remarks fallacious (p. 173).—Judged of by a truer, a
more delicate and philosophical Test, these Verses proved to be most probably genuine (p.
175).

A DISTINCT class of objections remains to be considered. An argument much relied
on by those who deny or doubt the genuineness of this portion of S. Mark’s Gospel, is derived
from considerations of internal evidence. In the judgment of a recent Editor of the New
Testament,—These twelve verses “bear traces of another hand from that which has shaped

the diction and construction of the rest of the Gospel**°.”

They are therefore “an addition
to the narrative,”—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.”—Ac-
cording 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 contrary, terms and expressions,” “phrases and words, are introduced which

Mark never uses; or terms for which he employs others*4!.”

—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 e00€wg, no Ay, &c., but
the baldness and lack of clearness which mark a compiler;) while in single expressions, it is
altogether contrary to Mark’s manner.”—“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 subject than Tischendorf.”
“Singula” (he says) “multifariam a Marci ratione abhorrent?*2.” .. Here, then, is something
very like a consensus of hostile opinion: although the terms of the indictment are somewhat
vague. Difference of “Diction and Construction,”—difference of “Phraseology and

Style,”—difference of “Terms and Expressions,”—difference of “Words and Phrases;”—the

240 Alford on S. Mark xvi. 9-20.
241 Introduction, &c. p. 113.
242 Nov. Test. Ed. 8" i. p. 406.
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absence of S. Mark’s “characteristic peculiarities.” I suppose, however, that all may be brought
under two heads,—(I.) Style, and (II.) Phraseology: meaning by “Style” whatever belongs
to the Evangelist’s manner; and by “Phraseology” whatever relates to the words and expres-
sions 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 Davidson, 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 has been carried away with their dissimulation.”
He has (to my surprise and regret) two suggestions:—

(a) The one,—That this entire section of the second Gospel may possibly have been
written long after the rest; and that therefore its verbal peculiarities need not perplex or
trouble us. It was, 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 an-
swer to point out that there is no appearance whatever of any such interval having been in-
terposed 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 ascertained to exist, it is, to say
the least, a gratuitous exercise of the inventive faculty to discover reasons for their existence.
Whether there be not something radically unsound and wrong in all such conjectures about
“after-thoughts,
Gospel of Jesus Christ is the thing spoken of,—a confusing of things heavenly with things

» <« » <«

supplements,” “appendices,” and “second editions” when the everlasting
earthly which must make the Angels weep,—1I forbear to press on the present occasion. It
had better perhaps be discussed at another opportunity. But gihot &vSpec®** 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

243  Developed Crit. pp. 51-2.
244 &ugolv yap dvtwv @ilotv, otov mpotiudv tv dAnOetav.—Arist. Eth. Nic. L. iii.
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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 Gospel, we shall be perfectly
willing to acquiesce in the new fact:—but not till then.

2. True indeed it is that here and there a voice has been lifted up in the way of protest®*
against the proposed inference from the familiar premisses; (for the self-same statements
have now been so often reproduced, that the eye grows weary at last of the ever-recurring

46 , men do not seem to

string of offending vocables:)—but, with one honorable exception”
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 diction” of the present section of
the Gospel. But I do more. I entirely deny the accuracy of almost every individual statement
from which the unfavourable induction is made, and the hostile inference drawn. Even this
will not nearly satisfy 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
certainly 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

245 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. 481-2.)—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.

246 Allusion is made to the Rev. John A. Broadus, D.D.,—“Professor of Interpretation 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 treatment of the subject and his own
being so entirely different. But it is only due to Professor Broadus to acknowledge the interest and advantage
with which I have compared my lucubrations with his, and the sincere satisfaction with which I have discovered

that we have everywhere independently arrived at precisely the same result.
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them to a very limited portion of the sacred narrative. Altogether to be mistrusted moreover
are they, when (as on the present occasion) it is proposed to make them the ground for
possibly rejecting such a portion of Scripture as spurious. It becomes a fatal objection to
such reasoning that the style may indeed be exceedingly diverse, and yet the Author be
confessedly one and the same. How exceedingly dissimilar in style are the Revelation of S.
John and the Gospel of S. John! Moreover, practically, the promised remarks 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 argu-
ment, the recurrence of the same words constitutes identity of style; the want of such recur-
rence implies difference of style;—difference of style in such a sense as compels us to infer
diversity of authorship. Each writer is supposed to have at his disposal a limited number of
‘formulae’ within the range of which he must work. He must in each chapter employ these
formulae, 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 identity247.”

How utterly insecure must be every approximation to such a method of judging about
the Authorship of any twelve verses of Scripture which can be named, scarcely requires il-
lustration. The attentive reader of S. Matthew’s Gospel is aware that a mode of expression
which is six times repeated in his viiih and ixt™ 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 degrees,” (as Bp. Pearson expresses it?4) “making the last word of the former
sentence the first of that which followeth.”—“He knoweth that he saith true,” is the language
of the same Evangelist concerning himself in chap. xix. 35. But, “we know that his testimony
is 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 supposed that S. Matthew,

247 Dr. Kay’s Crisis Hupfeldiana, p. 34,—the most masterly and instructive exposure of Bp. Colenso’s incom-
petence and presumption which has ever appeared. Intended specially of his handling of the writings of Moses,
the remarks in the text are equally applicable to much which has been put forth concerning the authorship of
the end of S. Mark’s Gospel.
248 Matth. viii. 1 (katafdvtt a0t®):—5 (EloeA0évtt td 1.):—23 (EpPdvtt adt®):—28 (EAOSVTL a0TH):—ix.
27 (mapdyovtt T '.):—28 (EAOS6VTL) —xxi. 23 (EABGVTL a0TR).
249 On the Creed, Art. ii. (vol. i. p.155.)
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S. Luke, S. John are not the authors of those several places? From facts like these no inference
whatever is to be drawn as to the genuineness or the spuriousness of a writing. It is quite to
mistake the Critic’s vocation to imagine that he is qualified, or called upon, to pass any
judgment of the sort.

5.Thave not said all this, of course, as declining the proposed investigation. I approach
it on the contrary right willingly, being confident that it can be attended by only one result.
With what is true, endless are the harmonies which evolve themselves: from what is false,
250 And we all desire nothing but the Truth.
I. To begin then with the “Style and manner” of S. Mark in this place.

the true is equally certain to stand out divergent

1. We are assured that “instead of the graphic, detailed description by which this Evan-
gelist is distinguished, we meet with an abrupt, sententious manner, resembling that of brief
notices extracted from larger accounts and loosely linked together25 1 Surely if this be so,
the only lawful inference would be that S. Mark, in this place, has “extracted 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. Butin truth, (when divested of what is merely a gratuitous assumption,) the preceding
account of the matter is probably not far from the correct one. Of S. Mark’s practice of
making “extracts,” 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 particle 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 divinely guided in this place to handle, in the briefest manner,
some of the chiefest things which took place after our Lord’s Resurrection,—is simply un-
deniable. And without at all admitting that the style of the Evangelist is in consequence
either “abrupt” or “sententious®%,” I yet recognise the 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

250 T uev yap GAnOel mdvta cuvdder T UdpxovTa, T d¢ Yevdel TaxL Srapwvel TaAnOEG. Aristot. Eth. Nic.
L c.vi.

251 Davidson’s Introduction, &c. i. 170.

252 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
puts them together very loosely.” “Mark is also characterised by a conciseness and apparent incompleteness of
delineation which are allied to the obscure.” “The abrupt introduction” of many of his details is again and again

appealed to by Dr. Davidson, and illustrated by references to the Gospel. What, in the name of common sense,

127

142

143


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_142.html
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_143.html

Chapter IX. Internal Evidence Demonstrated to Be the Very Reverse of Unfavourable...

not be discoverable in other parts of the Gospel where the Evangelist is not observed 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 proceed to transcribe
the passage which I deliberately propose for comparison; the 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 may 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 min-
istered 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 Goy is at hand: repent ye, and believe the Gospel. (16.) Now, as He walked by
the sea of Galilee, He saw Simon and Andrew his brother casting a net into the sea: for they
were fishers. (17.) And Jesus said unto them, Come ye after Me, and I will make you to be-
come 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 recognis-
able in this first chapter of S. Mark’s Gospel which is asserted to be peculiar to the last. Note,
that from our Saviour’s Baptism (which occupies the first three verses) the Evangelist passes
to His Temptation, which is dismissed in two. Six months elapse. The commencement of
the Ministry is dismissed in the next two verses. The last five describe the call of four of the
Apostles,—without any distinct allusion to the miracle which was the occasion of it.. ..
How was it possible that when incidents considerable as these had to be condensed within

is the value of such criticism as this? What is to be thought of a gentleman who blows hot and cold in the same
breath: denying at p.170 the genuineness of a certain portion of Scripture because it exhibits the very peculiarities

which at p. 151 he had volunteered the information are characteristic of its reputed Author?

128

144


http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.9-Mark.16.20
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.1.9-Mark.1.20
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.1.9-Mark.1.20
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.1.9-Mark.1.20
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.9
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.10
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.11
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.12
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.13
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.14
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.15
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.16
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_144.html
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.17
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.18
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.19
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.20

Chapter IX. Internal Evidence Demonstrated to Be the Very Reverse of Unfavourable...

the narrow compass of twelve verses, the same “graphic, detailed description” could reappear
which renders S. Mark’s description of the miracle performed in the country of the Gadarenes
(for example) so very interesting; where a single incident is spread over twenty verses, al-
though the action did not perhaps occupy an hour? I rejoice to observe that “the abrupt
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 abridger of
previously well-known facts*>>.” But then, I want to know what there is in this to induce us
to suspect the genuineness of either the beginning or the end of S. Mark’s Gospel?

5. For it is a mistake to speak as if “graphic, detailed description” invariably characterise
the second Gospel. S. Mark is quite as remarkable for his practice of occasionally exhibiting
a considerable transaction in a highly abridged form. The opening of his Gospel is singularly
concise, and altogether sudden. His account of John’s preaching (i. 1-8) is the shortest of
all. Very concise is his account of our Saviour’s Baptism (ver. 9-11). The brevity of his de-
scription of our Lord’s Temptation is even extraordinary (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’ admission “that arguments on style
are often very fallacious, and that by themselves they prove very little. But” (he proceeds)
“when there does exist external evidence; and when internal proofs as to style, manner,
verbal expression, and connection, are in accordance with such independent grounds of
forming a judgment; then, these internal considerations possess very great weight.”

I have already shewn that there exists no such external evidence as Dr. Tregelles supposes.
And in the absence of it,  am bold to assert that since nothing in the “Style” or the “Phras-
eology” of these verses ever aroused suspicion in times past, we have rather to be on our
guard against suffering our judgment to be warped by arguments drawn from such precarious
considerations now. As for determining from such data the authorship of an isolated passage;
asserting or denying its genuineness for no 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

253 N.T.vol i Prolegg. p. 38.
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Chapter IX. Internal Evidence Demonstrated to Be the Very Reverse of Unfavourable...

else but repeated assertions that a certain Word or Phrase,—(there are about twenty-four
such words and phrases in all*>*,)—“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:—

(L) The expression mpditr) caPPdrov, for the “first day of the week” (in ver. 9) “is remark-
able” (he says) “as occurring so soon after” uia cafpdtwv, (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 0 caBBatov, and twice ta caPPata: again,
twice, 1O odPPatov,—twice, 1} fuépa T00 capPdrov,— and once, t& odpPata’>>. Or again,
that S. Matthew should in one and the same chapter five times call the Sabbath, td& cappara,
and three times, 10 odPatov?>®. Attentive readers will have observed that the Evangelists
seem to have been fond in this way of varying their phrase; suddenly introducing a new
expression for something which they had designated differently just before. Often, 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 didPfolog in ver. 1, and 6 melpdlwv, in
ver. 3, for him whom our Saviour calls Zatavdg in ver. 10.—S. Mark, in chap. v. 2, has ta

uvnue+a,—but in ver. 5, t@ pvrpata.—S. Luke, in xxiv. 1, has t0 pvfjua; but in the next

254 It may be convenient, in this place, to enumerate the several words and expressions about to be considered: —
(i.) mpddtn caPPdrov (ver. 9.)—See above. (ii.) &’ fig ExPePArikel Entd Soubvia (ver. 9.)—See p. 152. (iii.)
ekParAewv and (ver. 9.)—See p. 163. (iv.) mopevecdat (vers.10, 12, 15.)—Ibid. (v.) ol yet avtod yevduevor (ver.
10.)—See p. 155. (vi.) Oedobar (ver. 11 and 14.)—See p. 156. (vii.) Beabfivar Ond (ver. 11.—See p.158. (viii.)
dmotelv (ver. 11 and 16.)—Ibid. (ix.) petd tadta (ver. 12.)—See p. 159. (x.) £tepog (ver. 12.)—See p. 160. (xi.)
Uotepov (ver. 14.)—Ibid. (xii.) PAdntewv (ver.18.)—Ibid. (xiii.) mavtaxod (ver. 20.)—See p. 161. (xiv. and xv.)
ovvepyeiv—PePatodv (ver. 20.)—Ibid. (xvi.) ndoa N ktiowg (ver. 15.)—Ibid. (xvii.) &v @ dvduarti pov (ver.
17.)—See p. 162. (xviii. and xix.) mapakoAovBeiv—Enakolovbeiv (ver. 17 and 19.)—See p. 163. (xx.) X€Tpag
¢mbeivon éni Tiva (ver. 18.)—See p. 164. (xxi. and xxii.) uév o0v—0 Koprog—(ver. 19 and 20.)—Ibid. (xxiii.)
GvaAngBivar (ver. 19.)—See p. 166. (xxiv.) €keivog used in a peculiar way (verses 10, 11 [and 13?].)—Ibid. (xxv.)
“Verses without a copulative,” (verses 10 and 14.)—Ibid. (xxvi. and xxvii.) Absence of e00€w¢ and dAv.—See
p. 168.
255 S.Lukevi. 1,2,5,6,7,9:xiii. 10, 14, 15, 16. S. Luke has, in fact, all the four different designations for the
Sabbath which are found in the Septuagint version of the O. T. Scriptures: for, in the Acts (xiii. 14: xvi. 13), he
twice calls it L Ln fjuépa tdv capfdrwv.
256 S. Matth. xii. 1, 2, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12.
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verse, TO uvnueiov.— Enil. with an accusative twice in S. Matth. xxv. 21, 23, is twice exchanged
for énl with a genitive in the same two verses: and €pi@ot (in ver. 32) is exchanged for épigia
in ver. 33.—Instead of dpxwv tA¢ cuvaywyfig (in S. Luke viii. 41) we read, in ver. 49,
dpyiovvdywyog: and for ot dméotodot (in ix. 10) we find ot 8d8eka in ver.12.—O0g in S.
Luke xxii. 50 is exchanged for wtiov in the next verse.—In like manner, those whom S. Luke
calls o1 veditepot in Acts v. 6, he calls veaviokot 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 mpwtrn capPdrov (in ver. 9) instead of the phrase pia
caPPatwv, which he had employed just above (in ver. 2.) But it does not surprise me
much,—when I observe that pia caPPdrwv occurs only once in each of the Four Gospels™’ |
Whether surprised much or little, however,—Am I constrained in consequence, (with
Tischendorfand the rest,) to regard this expression (rpcytn caPPdtov) as a note of spurious-
ness? That is the only thing I have to consider. Am I, with Dr. Davidson, to reason as fol-
lows:—“mpdtn, Mark would scarcely have used. It should have been uia, &c. as is proved
by Mark xvi. 2, &c. The expression could scarcely have proceeded from a Jew. It betrays a
Gentile author?®.” Am I to reason thus? . . . I propose to answer this question somewhat
in detail.

(1.) That among the Greek-speaking Jews of Palestine, in the days of the Gospel, | uia
oV oafPdtwv was the established method of indicating “the first day of the week,” is plain,
not only from the fact that the day of the Resurrection is so designated by each of the Four
Evangelists in 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 exhib-
iting the vernacular idiom of Palestine?®?. The cardinal (pia) for the ordinal (tpwtn) in this
phrase was a known Talmudic expression, which obtained also in Syriac*®!. 4BBatov and
oaPPata,—designations in strictness of the Sabbath-day,—had come to be also used as
designations of the week. A reference to S. Mark xvi. 9 and S. Luke xviii. 12 establishes this

257 Ttoccurs in S. Matth. xxviii. 1. S. Mark xvi. 2. S. Luke xxiv. 1. S. John xx. i. 19. Besides, only in Acts xx. 7.
258 Introduction, &c. i. 169.

259 See the foregoing note (s).

260 See Buxtorf’s Lexicon Talmudicum, p. 2323.

261 vy.Lightfoot (on 1 Cor. xvi. 2) remarks concerning S. Paul’s phrase katd piav cappdrwv,— 1AW =73
[b’had b’shabbath,] ‘In the first [lit. one] of the Sabbath, would the Talmudists say.”—Professor Gandell

writes,—“in  Syriac, the days of the week are similarly named. See Bernstein s. V.

[lit. one in the Sabbath, two in the Sabbath, three in the Sabbath.]”
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Chapter IX. Internal Evidence Demonstrated to Be the Very Reverse of Unfavourable...

concerning odPPatov: a reference to the six places cited just now in note (s) establishes it
concerning caffata. To see how indifferently the two forms (capPatov and odfPota) 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 t& odBPata, and three times as to odpParov?®?. The
origin and history of both words will be found explained in a note at the foot of the page*6®

(2.) Confessedly, then, a double Hebraism is before us, which must have been simply
unintelligible to Gentile readers. Mia t@v cappdtwv sounded as enigmatical to an ordinary
Greek ear, as “una sabbatorum” to a Roman. A convincing proof, (if proof were needed,)
how abhorrent to a Latin reader was the last-named expression, is afforded by the old Latin
versions of S. Matthew xxviii. 1; where &{e caPPérwv, Tf Empwokovon €1 wiav caPPdtwv,
is invariably rendered, “Vespere sabbati, quae lucescit in prima sabbati.”

262 S.Markxii. 1, 2,5, 8,10, 11, 12.

263 The Sabbath-day, in the Old Testament, is invariably n;w, (shabbath): a word which the Greeks could
not exhibit more nearly than by the word odffatov. The Chaldee form of this word is NDT:W (shabbatha:) the

final ¥ (a) being added for emphasis, as in Abba, Aceldama, Bethesda, Cepha, Pascha, &c.: and this form,—(I
owe the information to my friend Professor Gandell,)—because it was so familiar to the people of Palestine,
(who spoke Aramaic,) gave rise to another form of the Greek name for the Sabbath,—viz. cdpPata: which,
naturally enough, attracted the article (t6) into agreement with its own (apparently) plural form. By the Greek-
speaking population of Judaea, the Sabbath day was therefore indifferently called t6 cdpPatov and ta cafpara:
sometimes again, 1 fuépa tod caPPdrov: and sometimes 1 uépa TV caPPdrwv aPPara, although plural in
sound, was strictly singular in sense. (Accordingly, it is invariably rendered “Sabbatum “in the Vulgate.) Thus,
in Exod. xvi. 23,—odpfota dvénavoig dyla té Kupiw: and 25,—&otwv yap odPPata ofpepov T Kupiy. Again,—tii
O fiuépa T £POSUN odPParta. (Exod. xvi. 28: xxxi. 14. Levit. xxiii. 3.) And in the Gospel, what took place on one
definite Sabbath-day, is said to have occurred év toig o&ffaot (S. Luke xiii. 10. S. Mark xii. 1.) It will, I believe,
be invariably found that the form év toig caPPaot is strictly equivalent to év t® odPpdtw and was adopted for
convenience in contradistinction to év toig caffaroig (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 KXXXXXXXXX is put for “weeks;” though the Septuagint

translators have (reasonably enough) there rendered the word £B8ouadag. In Levit. xxv. 8, (where the same

word occurs twice,) it is once rendered dvanavoeig; once, EBdouddes.. Quite distinct is _Sﬂ:gf (shavooa) i.e.
£Bdoug; 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 week; in other words, since the essential feature of a week, as a Jewish division of
time, was the recurrence of the Jewish day of rest;—t6 odpBatov or ta odpPata, 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 pia tév cafPdtwv occurs in the N.T., in all, six times..
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(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 he
had employed in ver. 2, he does so for an excellent and indeed for an obvious reason. In ver.
2, be had conformed to the prevailing usage of Palestine, and followed the example set him
by S. Matthew (xxviii. 1) in adopting the enigmatical expression, 1| yia caffdtwv. 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 Resurrection afresh; and
this time, his phrase is observed to be the Greek equivalent for the Latin “prima sabbati;”
viz. tpwtn caPPdartov. 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 Syriac
rendering of both places is identical.

(4.) But I take leave to point out that this substituted phrase, instead of being a suspicious
circumstance, is on the contrary a striking note of genuineness. For do we not recognise
here, in the last chapter of the Gospel, the very same hand which, in the first chapter of it,
was careful to inform us, just for once, that “Judaea,” is “a country,” (1 Tovdaia xwpa,)—and

» <«

“Jordan,” “a river,” (1] "lopddavng motaudg)?—Is not this the very man who explained to his
readers (in chap. xv. 42) that the familiar Jewish designation for “Friday,” 1| mapackevr),
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 selfsame writer clearly recognisable in this xvith chapter, who in chap. vi. 37
presented us with omekovAdtwp (the Latin spiculator) for “an executioner?” and who, in
chap. xv. 39, for “a centurion,” wrote—not ekatovtapxog, but—kevtupiwvi—and, in chap.
xii. 42, explained that the two Aentd which the poor widow cast into the Treasury were
equivalent to kodpdavtng, the Latin quadrans?—and in chap. vii. 4, 8, introduced the Roman
measure sextarius, (Eéotng)?—and who volunteered the information (in chap. xv. 16) that
aVA1; is only another designation of mpaitwpiov (Praetorium)?—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 Rufus,” evidently for the sake of his Latin readers?®: S. Mark,—who
alone ventures to write in Greek letters (o0&, —chap. xv. 29,) the Latin interjection
“Vah!”—obviously because be was writing where that exclamation was most familiar, and

264 So Eusebius (Eccl. Hist. ii. 15), and Jerome (De Viris Illust. ii. 827), on the authority of Clemens Alex. and
of Papias. See also Euseb. Hist. Eccl. 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 Scripturae (wrongly) ascribed to
Athanasius.
265 mapaokevr], § €ott mpoodPfatov.—Our E. V. “preparation” is from Augustine,—“Parasceue Latine
praeparatio est.”—See Pearson’s interesting note on the word.
266 * Consider Rom. xvi. 13.
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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?6%:—S. 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 tfi¢ & capPdtwv, (which he knew would sound like “una
sabbatorum269,”) in ver. 2;—introduced, also for the benefit of his Latin readers, the Greek
equivalent for “prima sabbati,” (viz. npwtn caPPdrov,) in ver. 9.—This, therefore, I repeat,
so far from being a circumstance “unfavourable to its authenticity,” (by which, I presume,
the learned writer means its genuineness), is rather corroborative of the Church’s constant
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 appearances 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.

(IL.) Less excusable is the coarseness of critical perception betrayed by the next remark.
It has been pointed out as a suspicious circumstance that in ver. 9, “the phrase &¢’ 1|g
ekPePAnker Enta dopdvia, 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. 2270.”—Strange perversity, and yet stranger blindness!

(1.) 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 &’ ig Saiuévia Entd
EEeAnA00e1,—here, &’ g ExPePAriket Entd Sopdvia is read.

(2.) More important is it to expose the shallowness and futility of the entire objec-
tion.—Mary Magdalene “had been mentioned three times before, without such appendix.”
Well but,—What then? After twice (ch. xiv. 54, 66) using the word a0A1| without any “ap-
pendix,” in the very next chapter (xv. 16) S. Mark adds, 6 éotiv npaitddpiov.—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 Mapia 1} TakeBov tod pikpod kot Twof
untnp; is mentioned with one half of that “appendix,” (Mapia 1 Iwof) in ver. 47, and in

267 Townson’s Discourses, i. 172.
268 Ibid.
269 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 sabbati.”
270 Davidson’s Introduction, &c. i. 169, ed. 1848: (ii. 113, ed. 1868.)
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the very next verse, with the other half (Mapia 1 to0 TakwPov.)—I see no reason why the
Traitor, who, in S. Luke vi. 16, is called To0dag Tokapiwitnv, should be designated as To0dav
OV Emkalobuevov Tokapiytnv in S. Luke xxii. 3.—I am not saying that such “appendices”
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 expression that a different
author is recognisable, is abhorrent to the spirit of intelligent Criticism.

(3.) But in the case before us, the hostile suggestion is peculiarly infelicitous. There is
even inexpressible tenderness and beauty, the deepest Gospel significancy, in the reservation
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 sug-
gesting 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*’2

be) Divine as this, can see in the circumstance grounds only for suspicion and cavil? "Anaye.

who, entirely overlooking a solution of the difficulty (if difficulty it

(II1.) Take the next example.—The very form of the “appendix” which we have been
considering (&’ fig ékPePAriker éntd Sorudvia breeds offence. “Instead of éxkPpdAAetv &nd,”

(oracularly remarks Dr. Davidson,) “Mark has ékpdAewv éx>7>.”

274 and once éxParAewv

Nothing of the sort, I answer. S. Mark once has €éxpaAAerv éx
amd. 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
nopeveaBat, “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 mopevesbat are common enough in his Gospel.
Thus, short as his Gospel is, he alone has eioropevofat, ék-ropedecbdat, cup-topevesdat,

napa-nopeveadat, oftener than all the other three Evangelists put together,—viz. twenty-four

271 “Maria Magdalene ipsa est ‘a qua septem daemonia expulerat’: ut ubi abundaverat peccatum, superabundaret
gratiae.” (Hieron. Opp. i. 327.)

272 So Tischendorf,—“Collatis prioribus, parum apte adduntur verba &’ g éxPepAriket £. 8. (p. 322.) I am
astonished to find the same remark reiterated by most of the Critics: e.g. Rev. T. S. Green, p. 52.

273 Introduction, &c. vol. i. p.169.

274 viz. in chap. vii. 26.
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times against their nineteen: while the compound rpogropeteadat is peculiar to his Gospel.—1
am therefore inclined to suggest that the presence of the verb mopeteaBat in these Twelve
suspected Verses, 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,
napovoia, a word used only by S. Matthew among the Evangelists, is by him used four times;
yet are all those four instances found in one and the same chapter. S. Luke alone has
xapiCeabat, and he has it three times: but all three cases are met with in one and the same
chapter. S. John alone has AUmn, 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 tdAavtov, no less than fourteen occur in one chapter. The
nine occasions when S. Luke uses the word pva all occur in one chapter. S. John uses the
verb dvictava 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 Gospels in which they
severally occur.

(4.) Ishall of course be reminded that tdAavtov and pva are unusual words,—admitting
of no substitute in the places where they respectively occur. But I reply,—Unless the Critics
are able to show me which of the ordinary compounds of mopevopatS. Mark could possibly
have employed for the uncompounded verb, in the three places which have suggested the
present inquiry, viz.:—

ver. 10:—é&kelvn mopevOeioa AnryyetAev T0ig UET abTOD YEVOUEVOLG.

ver. 12:—38votv £€ abT®V . . . TopeLOUEVOIG €16 GypoV.

ver. 13:—mopevBévteg €1¢ TOV kdopov dravta, knpv&ate TO edayyEALOV;—
their objection is simply frivolous, and the proposed adverse reasoning, worthless. Such, in
fact, it most certainly is; for it will be found that mopevBeioa in ver.10,—mopgvopévoig in
ver. 12,—mopevbévteg in ver. 15,—also “admit of no substitute in the places where they
severally occur;” and therefore, 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*””.

(V.) Then further,—the phrase toi¢ pet’ avtod yevopévoig (in ver. 10) is noted as sus-
picious. “Though found in the Acts (xx. 18) it never occurs in the Gospels: nor does the word
paBntat in this passage.”

(1.) The phrase pet a0tod yevopevol 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

275 Professor Broadus has some very good remarks on this subject.
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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 oi uet’ avto0. (The aorist participle
of yivouat is added of necessity to mark the persons spoken of. In no other, (certainly in no
simpler, more obvious, or more precise) way could the followers of the risen Saviour have
been designated 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; 25; v. 40, and here. This, therefore, is a slightly
corroborative circumstance,—not at all a ground of suspicion.

(3.) But it seems to be implied that S. Mark, because he mentions tovg padntdg often
elsewhere in his Gospel, ought to have mentioned them here.

(a) I answer:—He does not mention tovg padntdg 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 times to speak of them;—what reason would that be for his
mentioning them here, where he is not speaking of them?

(¢) It must be evident to any one reading the Gospel with attention that besides o1
padntai,—(by which expression S. Mark always designates the Twelve Apostles,)—there
was a considerable company of believers assembled together throughout the first Easter
Day276. 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 (800 ¢€ abt@v as S. Luke and S.
Mark call them) on their return to Jerusalem, “found the Eleven gathered together, and then
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 unmistakably genuine? What else is this but one of those delicate discrim-
inating 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?

(VI.) We are next assured by our Critic that 8edoBon “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

276 Consider the little society which was assembled on the 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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verb OedoBat, here twice employed by S. Mark, occurs nowhere 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 probably aware that tapafaivetv in like manner is to be found in two consecutive
verses of S. Matthew’s Gospel; mapakovUeLv, twice in the course of one 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 avalnteiv and dvtanodidoval, of dvtimapépyesbar and
datifeobat, in S. Luke: of dviotdvat and {wvvivatl in S. John. But who ever dreamed of
insinuating that the circumstance is suspicious?

(2.) As for Be&oBat, 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 respectfully inquired,—What possible sus-
picion does OedoBa1 throw upon the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel?

(3.) None whatever, would have been the reply. But in the meantime Dr. Davidson hints

4277

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 opinion278:
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 OedoBou is the very word specially required
in these two places,—though nowhere else in S. Mark’s G05p61279? 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 occurrence? The occasion cries aloud for this very verb
OedoBati; 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 manifestly designed for their edification.

(VIL.) But,—(it is urged by a Critic of a very different stamp,)—&0ed0n O’ avt|g (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 BedoBat occurs but three times in the New Testament in all?® s, Matthew,

277 S.Luke (v. 27) £0edoato TeAwvny. S. Matthew (ix. 9) and S. Mark (ii. 14) have preferred iev &vOpwmnov
(Aguiv TOV T00 AA@aiov) kabrjuevov Eml T TeAdviov.

278 See S. Matth. ix. 9.

279 One is reminded that S. Matthew, in like manner, carefully reserves the verb 8ewpeiv (xxvii. 55: xxviii. 1)
for the contemplation of the—Saviour’s Cross and of the Saviour’s Sepulchre.

280  S. Matth. vi. I: xxiii. 5. S. Mark xvi. 11.
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on the two occasions when he employs the word, connects it with a dative®!. What is there
suspicious in the circumstance that 0edo0at 0o 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 uf @opeiofe Gné>?,—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 un
@oPeiode ané once®; and seven times makes the verb govern an accusative. This, never-
theless, 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 épopriOncav @ofov péyav 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 @oPeioOar 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 pretend
that they are in the least degree suspicious.—I pass on.

(VIIL) It is next noted as a suspicious circumstance that dmioteiv 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 amioteiv have occurred? Now, unless
some reason can be shewn why the word should, or at least might have been employed
elsewhere, to remark upon its introduction in this place, where it could scarcely be dispensed
with, as a ground of suspicion, is simply irrational. It might just as well be hold to be a sus-
picious circumstance, in respect of verses 3 and 4, that the verb drmokvAiewv 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 phenomenon 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 dmioteiv 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

281 TIpdg to Beabiivar adtoig, (vi. 1); and toig &vOpmols, xxiii. 5).
282  S. Luke xii. 4.
283 S. Matth. x. 28.

284 S.Mark iv. 41. 8. Luke i. 9.
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word dmioteiv 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 circumstance in the case of the third Evangelist, why should it
in the case of the second?

(4.) But, lastly, the noun dmotia (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 circumstances,—this one for example,—prove rather, on closer inspec-
tion, to be confirmatory facts?

(IX.) We are next assured that peta tadta (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 yeta tadta 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.”)

But what is the obvious inference from the facts of the case, as stated by the learned
Critic, except that the blessed Evangelist must be presumed to have been unconscious of any
desire to introduce the expression under consideration on any other occasion except the present?

(2.) Then, further, it is worth observing that while the phrase petd tadta occurs five
times in S. Luke’s Gospel, it is found only twice in the Acts; while S. Matthew never employs
it at all. Why, then,—I would respectfully inquire—why need S. Mark introduce the phrase
more than once? Why, especially, is his solitary use of the expression to be represented 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 hereZSS.)”

(X.) Another objection awaits us.-“Etepog also “is unknown to Mark,” says Dr. David-
son;—which only means that the word occurs in chap. xvi. 12, but not elsewhere in his
Gospel.

It so happens, however, that €tepog 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 Uotepov (in ver. 14) viz. that it “occurs nowhere” in the
second Gospel.

But why not state the case thus?—“Yotepov, 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

285 Professor Broadus, ubi supra.
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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 Adntewv (in ver. 18).

But what is the fact? The word occurs only twice in the Gospels,—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 and S.
Luke. What possible significancy would Dr. Davidson attach to the circumstance?

(XTII.) Once more.—“mavtayol” (proceeds Dr. Davidson) “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:—ovvepyeiv and Pefatodv 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 suspicious 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 suvepyeiv and Pefatodv be two of them?

(XVI.) “Tidoa ktioig is Pauline,” proceeds Dr. Davidson, (referring to a famous expression
which is found in ver. 15.)

(1.) All very oracular,—to be sure: but why ndoa ktioig 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?3¢,

(2.) In this place, however, the phrase is ndoa 1| ktioi. 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 Rom. viii. 22.

(3.) In the meantime, how does it come to pass that the learned Critic has overlooked
the significant fact that the word ktioig 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 Lord’s Ministerial Commission
to the Apostles are these,—knp0O&€ate 10 €bayyéAov don tf] ktioel (ver. 15): inasmuch,
too, as S. Paul in his Epistle to the Colossians (i. 23) almost reproduces those very words;
speaking of the Hope to0 €bayyeAiov ... tob knpuxBévrtog év mdon kticel tf] OO TOV
obpavdv:”"—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

286 Col.i. 15,23.18. Pet. ii. 13.
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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 conjecture. 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
cityin A.D. 61;—seeing, too, that it wasin 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 dis-
cover nothing unreasonable in the speculation. If, however, it be well founded,—(and it is
impossible to deny that the coincidence of expression may be such as I have sugges-
ted,)—then, what an august corroboration would this 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 recognised 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 necessary) for
what immediately goes before.

(XVIIL.) Next,—¢&v t@ 6vOparti pov (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-
where employing the preposition €ri:—(viz. in ix. 37: ix. 39: xiii. 6.)

(1.) Now really, if it were so, the reasoning would be nugatory. S. Luke also once, and
once only, has &v t@ dvéparti pou: his usage elsewhere being, (like S. Mark’s) to use £mi.
Nay, in two consecutive verses of ch. ix, £v T® 6vopati pov—oov is read: and yet, in the very
next chapter, his Gospel exhibits an unique instance of the usage of év. Was it ever thought
that suspicion is thereby cast on S. Luke x. 172

(2.) But, in fact, the objection is an oversight of the learned (and generally accurate)
objector. The phrase recurs in S. Mark ix. 33,—as the text of that place has been revised by
Tischendorf, by Tregelles and by himself. This is therefore a slightly corroborative, not a
suspicious circumstance.

(XVIIL. and XIX.) We are further assured that mapaxkoAovOeiv (in ver. 17) and
EMakoAovOeiv (in ver. 20) “are both foreign to the diction of Mark.”

(1.) But what can the learned author of this statement possibly mean? He is not speaking
of the uncompounded verb dkoAovBeiv, of course; for S. Mark employs it. at least twenty
times. He cannot be speaking of the compounded verb; for cuvakoAovBeiv occurs in S.
Mark v. 37. He cannot mean that napakoAovBeiv, 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
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verbs compounded 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 mapd and éni have a suspicious look; for at least
thirty-three such compounds, (besides the two before us,) occur in his sixteen chapter3287.
What, then, I must really ask, can the learned Critic possibly mean?—I respectfully 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 it 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 circumstance, that (in ver. 18) the
phrase xeipag émtiBévar éni Tiva occurs; “instead of xeipag émtidévar tiva.”

(1.) But on the contrary, the phrase “is in Mark’s manner,” 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 time5288.) 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 illustration 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. EmOEIG TaG XeTpag avT@ (Viii. 23) and also EnéOnke
TaG Xeipag €mi (ver. 25.) S. Matthew has the latter phrase once; the former, twice?®®. Who
will not admit that all this (so-called) Criticism is the veriest trifling; and that to pretend to
argue about the genuineness of a passage of Scripture from such evidence as the present is
an act of rashness bordering on folly? . . . The reader is referred to what was offered above
on Art. VIL

287 mapafdAiew [I quote from the Textus Receptus of S. Mark iv. 30,—confirmed as it is by the Peshito and
the Philoxenian, 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, ¥) and almost every cursive Codex. The evidence of Cod. C and of
Origen is doubtful. Who would subscribe to the different reading adopted on countless similar occasions by the
most recent Editors of the N.T.?]: mapayyéAewv: mapdyewv: mapayivesdar: mapadiddvar: mapadapPdverv:
Tapatnpeiv: mapatifévar: mapagépetv: Tapépxeobat: Tapéxelv: mapiotdvat.—EnayyéAheobat: ématoxvvesdat:
énaviotacBar: énepwtdv: EmPAAAeLy: Emyvddokery: Entypdgetv: éminreiv: EmAappfdvecdar: émAavOdvesdar:
EMAVELY: EminTeLV: EMPPATTELY: EMOKIALELV: EMOTPAPELV: EMIGVVAYELV: EMOVUVTPEXELY: EMTAGOELV: EMTIOEVAL:
EmTIUdV: EMTPENELY.

288 S. Mark v. 23: vi. 5: vii. 32: viii. 23.

289 Matth. ix. 18:—xix. 13, 15.
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(XXI. and XXII.) Again: the words u&v o0v—06 K0p1og (ver. 19 and ver. 20) are also de-
clared to be “foreign to the diction of Mark.” I ask leave to examine these two charges separ-
ately.

(1.) u&v o0V occurs only once in S. Murk’s Gospel, truly: but then it occurs only once in
S. Luke (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 0 KUpiog 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 KVpiog 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 assignable for the use of that expression in chap. i. 1. And so, I venture to reply, there is
a fully sufficient reason assignable for the use of this expression in chap. xvi. 19%°°.,

(3.) By S. Matthew, by S. Mark, by S. John, our Lord is called 'Inco0¢ Xpiotdg,—but only
in the first Chapter of their respective Gospels. By S. Luke nowhere. The appellation 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
by the extraordinary title 6 Adyog; but nowhere else in his Gospel, (except once in ver. 14,)
does that Name recur. Would it be reasonable to represent this as a suspicious circumstance?
Is not the Divine fitness of that sublime appellation generally recognised and admit-
ted291?—Sure1y, 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 Scripture-phrase,

292» s as much above them as Heaven is above Earth?

or language of the Holy Ghost

(XXIIL.) Another complaint:—avaAn@0Ofjvat, 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 happens to be one of them? What possible inconvenience can be
supposed to follow from that circumstance?

(2.) But the remark is unreasonable. AvaAn@6fjvat and &vaAnyng are words proper to

the Ascension of our Lord into Heaven. The two Evangelists who do not describe that event,

290 See below, pp. 184-6.
291 See Pearson on the Creed, (ed. Burton), vol. i. p. 151.

292 Ibid. p. 183,—at the beginning of the exposition of “Our Lord.”
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are without these words: the two Evangelists who do describe it, have them?>®. Surely, these
are marks of genuineness, not grounds for suspicion!

It is high time to conclude this discussion.—Much has been said about two other minute
points:—

(XXIV.) It is declared that ékeivog “is nowhere found absolutely used by S. Mark:” (the
same thing may be said of S. Matthew and of S. Luke also:) “but always emphatically:
whereas in verses 10 and 11, it is absolutely used?®*” Another writer says,—“The use of
¢keivog in verses 10, 11, and 13 (twice) in a manner synonymous with 6 8, is peculiar®>.”

(1.) Slightly peculiar it is, no doubt, but not very, that an Evangelist who employs an
ordinary word in the ordinary way about thirty times in all, should use it “absolutely” in
two consecutive verses.

(2.) But really, until the Critics can agree among themselves as to which are precisely
the offending instances,—(for it is evidently a moot point whether ékeivog be emphatic in
ver. 13, or not,)—we may be excused from a prolonged 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 copulative: whereas Mark always has the copulative in such cases, par-
ticularly kal.” But then,—

(1.) Unless we can be shewn at least two or three other sections of S. Mark’s Gospel re-
sembling 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 Uotepov
3¢ and the reading is not impossible. So that the complaint is really reduced to this,—That
in ver. 10 the Evangelist begins Exeivn mopevbeioa, instead of saying kot ékelvn mopevbeioa.
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 suspected 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 Mag-
dalene on the morning of the Resurrection.” And then we should have remembered the fa-
miliar place in the fourth Gospel:—

yovat ti kAaieig; tiva {nteig; EKE'INH dokodoa k.T.A. X.

293 S. Mark xvi. 19. S. Luke ix. 51. Acts i. 2.
294 Alford

295 Davidson
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After which, the sentence would not have seemed at all strange, even though it be
“without a copulative:”—

&o’ g éxPePAriker Emta Soudvia. 'EKE'INH mopevdeion k.T.A.

(4.) For after all, the only question to be asked is,—Will any one pretend that such a
circumstance as this is suspicious? 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 pecu-
liarity of form or expression 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 and represented
as a note of spuriousness,—in the face of (a) the unfaltering tradition of the Church universal
that the document has never been hitherto suspected: and (b) 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 successfully the foregoing objections
may seem to have been severally disposed of, yet that the combined force of such a multitude
of slightly suspicious circumstances must be not only appreciable, but even remain an in-
convenient, 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 Art-
icles, a slight residuum of suspiciousness, then of course the aggregate of so many fractions
would have amounted to something in the end.

But since it has been proved that there is absolutely nothing at all suspicious in any of
the alleged circumstances which have been hitherto examined, the case becomes altogether
different. The sum of ten thousand nothings is still nothing296. 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 e00¢w¢ and
naAv,—(both of them favourite words with the second Evangelist,)—has been pointed out
as one more suspicious circumstance. Let us take the words singly:—

296 Exactly so Professor Broadus:—“Now it will not do to say that 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 multi-
plication of littles may amount to much; but not so the multiplication of nothings. And how many of the expres-
sions which are cited, appear, in the light of our examination, to retain the slightest real force as proving difference
of authorship? Is it not true that most of them, and those the most important, are reduced to absolutely nothing,

while the remainder possess scarcely any appreciable significance?”—p. 360, (see above, p. 139, note g.)
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(a) The adverb €00¢wg (or €0OV) is indeed of very frequent occurrence in S. Mark’s
Gospel. And yet its absence from chap. xvi is proved to be in no degree a suspicious circum-
stance, from the discovery that though it occurs as many as

12 timesin chap. i

and 6 ” chap. v;

and 5 ? chap. iv, vi;
and 3 > chap. ii, ix, xiv;
and 2 > chap. xi;

»

it yet occurs only 1 chap. iii, viii, x, xv;

»

while it occurs chap. xii, xiii, xvi.

(b) In like manner, tdA1v, which occurs as often as

6 timesin chap. xiv;

and 5 7 chap. x;
and 3 > chap. viii, xv;
and 2 ? chap. ii, 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 tdAwv should be absent from
the last twelve verses of S. Mark, than that it should be away from the first forty-five?
(2.) Again. Since €00€wg is not found in the xii™® or the xiiit® chapters of this same

th th, or xiiith chapter,—(for the sufficient reason that

Gospel,—nor méAwv in the %t vith ix
neither word is wanted in any of those places,)—what possible “suspiciousness” can be sup-
posed to result from the absence of both words from the xvith chapter also, where also neither
of them is wanted? Why is the xvith 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 themselves they prove very little: but when there does exist ex-
ternal evidence, and when internal proofs as to style, manner, verbal expression, and con-

nection, are in accordance with such independent grounds of forming a judgment; then

297  S.John has ndAwv (47 times) much oftener than S. Mark (29 times). And yet, tdAw is not met with in the

nnd, or the iiird, or the vth, or the Viith, or the xvth, or the Xviith chapter of S. John’s Gospel.

147

169


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_169.html

Chapter IX. Internal Evidence Demonstrated to Be the Very Reverse of Unfavourable...

these internal considerations possess very great weight298.”—For all 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 precariousness 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)
demonstrably without argumentative cogency of any kind;—or else, (2) distinctly corrobor-
ative and confirmatory circumstances: 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 of
less clearly witnessing in favour of the section®’.

ITI. 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 indications of S. Mark’s undoubted
manner. Such is the reference to fktioig (in ver. 15):—the mention of &motia (in ver.
14):—the occurrence of the verb mopevesOat (in ver. 10 and 12),—of the phrase év t®
dvouarti pov (in ver. 17),—and of the phrase xeipag émti®évar éni tiva (in ver. 18):—of the
Evangelical term for our Lord’s Ascension, viz. &veArjpOn (in ver. 19):—and lastly, of the
compounds mapakoAovBeiv and émakoAovbeiv (in verses 17 and 20.)

To these Thirteen, will have to be added all those other notes of identity of author-
ship,—such as they are,—which 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.) Avictavai, for rising from the dead; which is one of S. Mark’s words. Taking into
account the shortness of his Gospel, he has it thrice as often as S. Luke; twelve times as often
as S. Matthew or S. John.

(xv.) The idiomatic expression TopevOUEVOILG €1G AypoV, 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 mpwi (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

298  Printed Text, p. 256.

299 It will be found that 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.

300 Ch. xiii. 16,—0 €1 TOV dypov &v: and ch. xv. 21,—-&pxduevov &’ dypod,—an expression which S. Luke

religiously reproduces in the corresponding place of his Gospel, viz. in ch. xxiii. 26.
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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 AMlav in connexion with mpwi.

(xvii.) The phrase knpOocewv 0 edayyéAov (in ver. 15) is 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 knp0Oocelv more than twice as often
as S. Matthew: three times as often as S. Luke.

(xix.) ebayyéAov,—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 pavepovsBat 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 ckAnpokapdia 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 two occasions; of which ch. xvi. 14 is one.

(xxii.) In the same spirit, they would have bade us observe that mavtayo0 (ver.
20)—unknown to S. Matthew and S. John, and employed only once by S. Luke,—is twice
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 mavtaxdev (or mavtobev) 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 kaA&¢ (which is found in ver. 18) is another favorite word with S. Mark:
occurring as it does, (when the length of these several narratives 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) observation would have been that €xev,
in the sense of “to be,” (as in the phrase kaA@®g €xevv, 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 &ppwotog 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.
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(xxvi.) And we should have been certainly reminded by them that the conjunction of
nevBolot kal kKAalovot (in ver. 10) is characteristic of S. Mark,—who has kAatovtag kai
dAaAdlovtog in ch. v. 38: BopuPeiobde kol kAalete in the very next verse. As for mevOeiv, it
is one of the 123 words common to S. Matthew and S. Mark, and peculiar to their two
Gospels.

(xxvii.) Lastly, “katakpivw (in ver. 16), instead of kpivw, 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
he has oftener in proportion than S. Matthew,—more than twice as often as either S. Luke
or S. John.

Strange,—that there should be exactly “xxvii” notes of genuineness discoverable in these
twelve verses, instead of “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 imposing assertions respecting
the “Style” and “Phraseology” of this section of the Gospel which were rehearsed at the

outset301

,—are destitute of foundation, But from this discovery alone there results a settled
conviction which it will be found difficult henceforth to disturb. A page of Scripture which
has been able to endure so severe au 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 systematically; 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. Something 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.

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 show 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
aptand intelligible a designation as can be devised for the purely mechanical process whereby
it is proposed by a certain school of Critics to judge of the authorship of Scripture,)—is

301 See above, p. 148.
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about the coarsest as well as about the most delusive that could be 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 suspicious character as the last®®2. 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 “€0ayyéAiov 'Incod Xpiotod” is “Pauline.”—We should be re-
minded (iii.) that this Evangelist nowhere introduces any of the Prophets by name, and that

h303» (in ver. 2) is a suspicious circumstance:—(iv.) that a

therefore the mention of “Isaia
quotation from the Old Testament is “foreign to his manner,”—(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 Judaea by its usual name (Tovdaia, viz. in iii. 7: x. 1: xiii.
14), the unique designation, 1| Tovdaia xpa (in ver. 5) would be pronounced decisive
against “the authorship of Mark.”—(vii.) The same thing would be said of the unique ex-
pression, £v Topddvn motau®, which is found in ver. 5,—seeing that this Evangelist three
times designates Jordan simply as Top&dvng (i. 9: iii. 8: x. 1).—(viii.) That entire expression
in ver. 7 (unique, it must be confessed, in the Gospel,) 00 00k €l tkavdg—Omodnudtwy
avtod, would be pronounced “abhorrent to the style of Mark.”—(ix.) t0 [Tvedya, 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 0 [Tvedpa o “Aytov, (as in ch. iii. 29; xii. 36: xiii. 11).—(x.) The

same would be said of ot TepocoAvyitat (in ver. 5) for “the inhabitants of Jerusalem:” we

302 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 following (text of Tregelles):—ver. 44, téBvnkev (elsewhere
amofvriokw):—ver. 45, yvoug dnd, a construction found nowhere else in the New Testament: also £8wprjcato
and nt@ua: ver. 46, Eveilnoev, AeAatounuévov, métpag, TpocekOAoev:—chap. xvi. ver. 1, drayevouévov, and
Gpddparta: ver. 2, wid TV capPdrwv:—ver. 3, dmokvAicer—ver. 4, dvekekOAotat. Also, opb8pa, (Mark’s word
is Mav.) Ver. 5, &v toig 8¢€10ig is a construction not found in Mark, or the other Gospels, though the word
8e€16¢ occurs frequently:—ver. 8, eiev, in this particular sense, not elsewhere in the New Testament: Tp4poG.
“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 examples 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 regards 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. 361.
303 Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford.
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should be assured that S. Mark’s phrase would rather be ot &no TepocoAduwv,—as in ch.
iii. 8 and 22.—And (xi.) the expression motedeTe €v TQ eDayyeAiw (ver. 15), we should be
informed “cannot be Mark’s;”—who either employs €icand 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 probably
be told that the ten following words are all “unknown to Mark:”—(xii.) tpixeq,—(xiii.)
depuartivn,—(xiv.) 60U, —(xv.) dkpideg,—(xvi.) €A, (xvii.) &ypiog (six instances in a
single verse (ver. 6): a highly suspicious circumstance!),—(xviii.) kOntev,—(xix.) tudg, (xx.)
Umodfuata (all three instances in ver. 7!)—(xxi.) e08okeilv,—(xxii.) kal £yéveTo . . . AAOEV,
(ver.9),—unique in S. Mark!—(xxiii.) BamntiCeoOat £ig (ver 9), another unique phrase!—(xxiv.)
ol obpavot 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 ndAwv, 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 consid-
erations 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 philosophical, more real test than
the coarse, uncritical expedient 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 gen-
erally allowed to be deserving of attention,—in fact, to be a singularly corroborative circum-
stance,—that within the narrow compass of these Twelve Verses we meet with every principal
characteristic of S. Mark’s manner:—Thus,

(i.) Though he is the Author of the shortest of the Gospels, and though to all appearance
he often merely reproduces what S. Matthew has said before him, or else anticipates some-
thing, 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 manner which is susceptible of memorable illustration
from the section before us.

How many and how considerable are the new circumstances which S. Mark here deliv-
ers!—(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 message,—(4) who not only did not believe her story, but when Cleopas
and his companion declared what had happened to themselves, “neither believed 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 ex-
traordinary. Lastly, (7) this is the only place in the Gospel where The Session at the right
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Hand of God is recorded. ... So many, and such precious incidents, showered into the
Gospel Treasury 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. , 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 Evangelist is his love of picturesque,
or at least of striking details,—his proneness to introduce exceedingly minute particulars,
often of the profoundest significancy, and always of considerable interest. Not to look beyond
the Twelve Verses (chap. i. 9-20) which were originally proposed for comparison,—We are
reminded (a) that in describing our Saviour’s Baptism, it is only S. Mark who relates that
“He came from Nazareth” to be baptized.—(b) 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 resemb-
lance of his account to what is found in S. Matthew,) records that the father of S. James and

304.”—N0w, of this characteristic, we

S. John was left “in the ship with the hired servants
have also within these twelve verses, at least four illustrations:—

(a) Note in ver. 10, that life-like touch which evidently proceeded from an eye-wit-
ness,— ‘mevBodot kal kAalovot.” S. Mark relates that when Mary conveyed to the Disciples
the joyous tidings of the Loan’s Resurrection, she found them overwhelmed with sor-
row,— “mourning and weeping.”

(b) Note also that the unbelief recorded in ver. 13 is recorded only there.

(c) Again. S. Mark not only says that as the two Disciples were “going into the country,”

305 ver. 12,) Jesus also “went with them”—(cuv-emopeveto, as S.

(mopevopévolg €1g ypdv
Luke relates;)—but that it was as they actually “walked” along (nepinatobotv) 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 “take 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 language entirely independent of the later Evangelist. I allude, for

304 S.Marki.9: 14: 20.

305 The same word is found also in S. Luke’s narrative of the same event, ch. xxiv. 13.
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instance; to his substitution of émiPaAwv EkAate (xiv. 72) for S. Matthew’s EkAavoev TKp»OG
(xxvi. 75);—and of 6 TéktwV (vi. 3) for 0 To0 tékTovog L1OG (S. Matth. xiii. 55).—The “woman
of Canaan” in S. Matthew’s Gospel (yvvr] Xavavaia, ch. xv. 22), is called “a Greek, a
Syrophenician by nation” in S. Mark’s (EAAnVig, Zupogotvicoa T@ YéVvel, ch. vii. 26).—At
the Baptism, “instead of the “opened” heavens of S. Matthew (&vewxOnoav, ch. iii. 16) and
S. Luke (&vewxOfjvat, ch. iii. 22), we are presented by S. Mark with the striking image of
the heavens “cleaving” or “being rent asunder” (ox1{ouévouc>%%, ch. i. 10).—What S. Matthew
calls ta 6pra MayadaAd (ch. xv. 39), S. Mark designates as ta pépn AaApavouvdd (ch. viii.
10.)—In place of S. Matthew’s {Oun Zaddovkaiwv, (ch. xvi. 6), S. Mark has (oun ‘Hpwdov
(ch. viii. 15.)—In describing the visit to Jericho, for the §0o tugAoti of S. Matthew (ch. xx.
29), S. Mark gives v10¢ Tipaiov Baptipaiog 6 TUgAOS . . . . mpocatt@v (ch. x. 46.)—For the
kA&doug of S. Matth. xxi. 8, S. Mark (ch. xi. 8) has oto1p&dag; and for the other’s mpiv
aAéktopa uwviicat (xxvi. 34), he has mpiv ) dig (xiv. 30.)—It is so throughout.

Accordingly,—(as we have already more than once had occasion to remark,)—whereas
the rest say only 1 pia t@v capfdtwv, S. Mark says npdtn cappdrov (in ver. 9).—Whereas
S. Luke (viii. 2) says &’ ¢ datuévia Entd £EeAnA00el,—S. Mark records that from her
ekPePAnkel nta Sarpdvia.—Very different 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 “He
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 expression
be carefully noted. Both are historically accurate, but they proceed from opposite points of
view. Viewed on the heavenly side, (God’s side), the Disciples’ “eyes” (of course) “were
holden:”—viewed on the earthly side, (Man’s side), the risen Saviour (no doubt) “appeared
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 Rome he wrote it; and that it was with
an immediate view to Latin readers that it was published. Twelve such expressions were
enumerated above (at p. 150-1); and such, it was also there shewn, most unmistakably is
the phrase tpawtn caPPdrov 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 1 @ tdv cappdrwv,
which has occurred just above, in ver. 2. Now this, it will be remembered, is one of the

306 Onwhich, Victor of Antioch (if indeed it be he) finely remarks,—ZExi{ovtat 8¢ oi ovpavol, fj katd Matdaiov
&volyovtal, tva toi¢ &vBpdmolg dmododfi €€ olpavol 6 dyiaopdg, kal cuvagdfi toig €myeiog td
ovpavia.—(Cramer p. 271.)
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hacknied objections to the genuineness of this entire portion of the Gospel;—quite proof
enough, if proof were needed, of the exceeding improbability 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 constant
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 by Townson®%, in a work which deserves to
be in the hands of every student of Sacred Science. Instead of reproducing any of the famil-
iar cases in order to illustrate my meaning, I will mention one which has perhaps never been
mentioned in this connexion before.

(a) Reference 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” (ka®apilwv>*® ndvta t& Ppipata), does
really seem to be no part of the Divine discourse; but the Evangelist’s inspired comment on
the Saviour’s words®®®. Our Saviour (he explains) by that discourse of His—ipso,
facto—“made all meats clean.” How doubly striking a statement, 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” (6 ©d¢ éxabdproe>1?)
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 taken up (dveAOn) from us, must one be ordained to be a witness with
us of His Resurrection®'!.” Does not S. Peter thereby define the precise limits of our Saviour’s

Ministry,—shewing it to have “begun” (GpE&uevog) “from the Baptism of John,”—and closed

307 Disc. v. Sect. ii.

308 This appears to be the true reading.

309 So Chrysostom 6 8¢ M dpkog @roiv, 8t “kabapilwv td Ppdpata,” tadtadAeyev. [vii. 526 A]—He seems
to have derived that remark from Origen [in Matth. ed. Huet. i. 249 D]:—xatd tOv Mdpkov éAeye tadta 6
Twthp “kabapilwv ndvta ta Ppwpata.”’—From the same source, I suspect, Gregory Thaumaturgus (Origen’s
disciple), Bp. of Neocaesarea in Pontus, A.D. 261, [Routh, iii. 257] derived the following:—xkai 6 Zwtr|p 6 “ndvta
kaBapilwv T Bpdpata” ov t6 elomopevdevoy, enol, kool tov dvOpwnov, GAAG T6 Eknopevduevov.—See,
by all means, Field’s most interesting Adnotationes in Chrys., vol. iii. p.112. . . . "Evte00e (finely says Victor of
Antioch) 6 kavog dpxetar véuog 6 katd to mvedua. (Cramer i. 335.)

310 Actsx. 16.

311 Actsi. 22, 23. Cf. ver. 2,—&xp1 fig fiuépag . . . &veAripOn.
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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 &pxn; (ch. i. 1) is signally declared to have been the Baptism
of John,—and. the utmost limit, the day when (as S. Mark says) “He was taken up (dveAripon)
into Heaven,”—(ch. xvi. 19)?

(c) I will only further remind the reader, in connexion with the phrase, ndon tfj ktioel,
in ver. 155,—(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 &’
&pxfic ktiocewc 2. S. Mark has besides ktioewc fic £ktioe & ©€d¢ (ch. xiii. 19); while S. Peter
alone styles the Almighty, from His work of Creation, 0 ktiotng (1 S. Pet. iv. 19).

VI. But besides, and over and above such considerations as those which precede,—(some
of which, T 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 materi-
als,—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 Scripture,—(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, reviled, 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 carefully—(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,—unmistakable 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 Word>13.” Or, (if the Reader prefers the image,) the indications
of a Divine Original 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 darkness 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

312 S. Markx. 6: xiii. 19.—2 S. Pet. iii. 4 (Cf. 1 S. Pet. ii. 13.)
313 Is. Ixvi. 2.
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whether the Style of S. Mark xvi. 9-20 be indeed as utterly discordant from that of the rest
of the Gospel as is commonly represented. We found, instead, the most striking resemb-

lance®'*

. 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
315 _Let us for the third time draw the two

extremities of this precious fabric into close proximity in order again to compare them.

as the diction of the other: and so we found it

Nothing I presume can be fairer than to elect that, once more, our attention be chiefly dir-
ected to what is contained within the twelve verses (ver. 9-20) of S. Mark’s first 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 resemb-
lance, 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 argumentative weight and significancy. I allude to the following:—

(a) [Pamtilwv, Pdmtiopa (i. 4)—xkal (a) Bamtiodeig
gPantilovro (i. 5)—&Pdntion, Panticet
(i. 8)]—«al Pamticdn (i. 9)

(b) [knpvoowyv, Ekrpucoe (i. 7)] (b) gxnpu€av (xvi. 20)

(b and ¢) knpboowv to €dayyéAov, (i. (c) knpo€ate T edayyéAlov (xvi. 15
14)— [&pxr) toD ebayyeAiov (i. 1)]

(c and d) motedete év @ evayyeNiw (i. (d) Amiotnoav (xvi. 11)—o08¢ éniotevoav

15) (xvi. 13)—TtrVv amiotiav, ovK EMIGTELOAV
(xvi. 14)—0 mioteboag, 6 Amotroog (xvi.
16)—rt0ig motedoaot (xvi. 17.)

Now this, to say the least, shews that there exists an unmistakable relation of sympathy
between the first page of S. Mark’s Gospel and the last. The same doctrinal phraseo-
logy>16
observed to occur in both. (i.) A Gospel to be everywhere preached;—(ii.) Faith, to be of all

,—the same indications of Divine purpose,—the same prevailing cast of thought is

required;—(iii.) Baptism to be universally administered; (“one Lord, one Faith, one Bap-
tism:”)—Is not this the theme of the beginning of S. Mark’s Gospel as well as of the end of

314 Seeabove, p.143-5.
315 See above, p. 174-5.

316 My attention was first drawn to this by my friend, the Rev. W. Kay, D.D.
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it? Surely it is as if on comparing the two extremities of a chain, with a view to ascertaining
whether the fabric be identical or not, It were discovered that those extremities are even
meant to clasp!

(2.) But the essential parallelism between S. Mark xvi. 9-20 and S. Mark i. 9-20 is a pro-
founder 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 ch.i.9 to 11:—Our Lord’s Mani- (A) in ch. xvi. 9 to 11:—Our Lord’s ap-
festation to the World ém@aveia on His pearance to Mary Magdalene (épdvn)
“coming up (dvaPaivwv) out of the wa- after His Resurrection (&vaotdg) from
ter” of Jordan: (having been “buried by Death: (of which God had said, “Thou art
Baptism,” as the Apostle speaks:) when My Son, this day have I begotten Thee.”

the
claimed,—“Thou art My beloved Son in

Voice from Heaven pro-

whom I am well pleased.”

(B)—— 12, 13:—Christ’s victory over
Satan; (whereby is fulfilled the promise
“Thou shalt tread upon the lion and ad-
der: the young lion and the dragon shalt
Thou trample under feet.”)

[(C)——8:—The Pentecostal Gift fore-
told: “He shall baptize you with the Holy
Ghost.”]

——12 to 14:—Two other Manifestations
(EpavepwiBn) to Disciples.

(B)——17, 18:—Christ’s promise that
“they that believe”
and “shall take up serpents:” (as [in S.
Luke x. 19] He had given the Seventy
“power to tread on serpents and scorpi-

shall cast out devils”

ons, and over all the power of the En-
emy.”)

(C)——17:—The chief Pentecostal Gift
specified: “They shall speak with new
tongues.”

(D) in ch. i. 14, 15:—Christ “comes into (D) in ch. xvi. 15, 16:—He commands His
Galilee, preaching the Gospel .... and Apostles to “go into all the world and

saying .... Repent ye, and believe the preach the Gospel to every creature. He
Gospel.” that believeth and is baptized shall be
saved.”

(E)——15: Hisannouncement, that “The (E)——19:—S. Mark’s record concerning
time is fulfilled, and the Kingdom of God Him, that “He was received up into
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.”)
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(F)——16 t0 20:—The four Apostles’ Call (F)——20:—The Apostles’ Ministry,
to the Ministry: (which [S. Luke v. 8, 9] which is everywhere miraculously at-
is miraculously attested.) tested,—“The Lord working with them,

and confirming the word by the signs that
followed.”

It is surely not an unmeaning circumstance, a mere accident, that the Evangelist should
at the very outset and at the very conclusion of his Gospel, so express himself! If, however,
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 pro-
posed for critical survey, I am not a little struck by the discovery that the VIth 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 fortuitous circumstance, that two cardinal verities like these,—(viz. “He as-
cended 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 remarkable 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 Gospel; 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 “Inco0¢” and “Xp1otdg,”—here, in the last two verses (S. Mark xvi. 19, 20) is styled for
the first and for the last time, “0 K'YPIOZ”—the Lord>18,

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 Unc-
tion);—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

317 The Creed itself, (“ex variis Cyrillianarum Catacheseon locis collectum,”) may be seen at p. 84 of De
Touttée’s ed. of Cyril. Let the following be compared:— dveAfjugdn €1 TOv 00pavdv, kal Ekddioev ek deiiov
100 ©€00, (ch. xvi. 19.) ANEA@ONTA E'IX TO'YZ OYPANO'YZ, KA'l KA@'TZANTA 'EK AEMI"QN TOY ITATP'OZ
(Art. VI.) This may be seen is situ at p. 224 C of Cyril. fdntiopa petavoiag €1g dpeov Guaptidv, (ch. i. 4.)
B’AIITIEMA METANO'IAZ E'TZ "AGEZIN AMAPTI QN (Art. X.) This may be seen at p. 293 C of Cyril. The point
will be most intelligently and instructively studied in Professor Heurtley’s little work De Fide et Symbolo, 1869,

p.-9.
318 See above,—p.165-6.
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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 fabricator 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. Verily, such Critics do not recognise the token of the Divine Finger even
when they see it!

(b) Next, as a matter of fact, we have a spurious Supplement to the Gospel,—the same
which was exhibited above at p. 123-4; and which may here be with advantage reproduced
in its Latin form:—“Omnia autem quaecumque praecepta erant illis qui cum Petro erant,
breviter exposuerunt. Post haec et ipso Iesus adparuit, et ab oriente usque in occidentem
319 »__ Another

apocryphal termination is found in certain copies of the Thebaic version. It occupies the

misit per illos sanctam et incorruptam praedicationem salutis aeternae. Amen

place of ver. 20, and is as follows:—“Exeuntes terni in quatuor climata caeli praedicarunt
Evangelium in mundo toto, Christo operante cum iis in verbo confirmationem cum signis
sequentibus eos et miraculis. Atque hoc modo cognitum est regnum Dei iu terra tota et in
mundo toto Israelis in testimonium gentium omnium harum quae exsistunt ab oriente ad
occasum.” It will be seen that the Title of Dominion (6 KOpiog—the Lord) is found in neither
of these fabricated passages; but the Names of Nativity and of Baptism ('Inco0¢ and
Xptot6G—Jesus and Christ) occur instead.

(ii.) Then further:—It is an extraordinary note of genuineness that such a vast number
of minute but important facts should be found accumulated within the narrow 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) wholly
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 sup-
position 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 purposely to break away from their guidance, and to adventure some extraordinary

319 Cod. Bobbiensis (k): which however for “illis” has “et:” for “Petro,” “puero:” and for “occidentem,” “ori-
entem.” It also repeats “usque.” I have ventured to alter “ab orientem” into “ab oriente.”—Compare what is

found in the Philoxenian margin, as given by White and Adler.

160

186


http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Matt.28.18
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_186.html
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.20

Chapter IX. Internal Evidence Demonstrated to Be the Very Reverse of Unfavourable...

statement of his own,—which nevertheless carries the true Gospel 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 tp&tn safPdrtov) has occasioned general of-
fence: 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
significancy,—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 already320.

(iv.) Ithas also been pointed out, (but the circumstance must be by all means here insisted
upon afresh,) that the designation (found in ver. 10) of the little company of our Lord’s
followers,—“toig pet’ avtoD yevouévoig,”—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, unconscious of their bliss, were “mourning
and weeping” till after sunrise on the first Easter Day. The reader is reminded of what has
been already offered 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® 21),
would have familiarly designated the Apostolic body as “a0toig toig £vdeka,” in ver. 14.
The phrase o1 0wWdeka, he uses in proportion far oftener than any other two of the Evangel-
ists’®2. And it is evident that the phrase oi £v8eka soon became an equally recognised des-
ignation of the Apostolic body,—“from which Judas by transgression fell.” Its familiar intro-
duction into this place by the second Evangelist is exactly what one might have 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
¢€eAOOVTEC.

The precise meaning of the expression,—depending on the known force of the prepos-
ition 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

320 See above (Art. IL.) p. 152-3.
321 Consider S. Luke xxiv. 9: 33. Acts ii. 14.
322 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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body out of the city of Jerusalem>>>. And tacitly, beyond a question, there is herein contained
a recollection 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 Father upon you: but tarry ye in the city of

Jerusalem, until ye be endued with power from on high3 24>

... After many days “they went
forth,” or “out.” S. Mark, (or perhaps it is rather S. Peter,) expressly says so,—&€eA0vteg.
Aye, and that was a memorable “outgoing,” truly! What else was its purpose but the evan-
gelization of the World?

VIL. Let this suffice, then, concerning the evidence derived from Internal considerations.
But lest it should hereafter be reckoned as an omission, and imputed to me as a fault, that
I have said nothing about the alleged Inconsistency 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 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 inconsistency whatever between anything which S. Mark here says, and
what the other Evangelists deliver? I should have proved that,—(assuming the other Evan-
gelical 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 by whom is such proof required?

(a) Not by the men who insist that errors are occasionally to be met with in the Evangel-
ical narratives. In their estimation, 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

3 25,) “have no dread whatever of acknow-

“sound Theologians,” (for so they style themselves
ledging” 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.

(b) 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

323 Compare S. Luke xxii. 39; and especially S. John xviii. 1,—where the moment of departure from the city
is marked: (for observe, they had left the house and the upper chamber at ch. xiv. 31). See also ch. xix. 17,—where
the going without the gate is indicated: (for £w tfig mOAnG £nabde [Heb. xiii. 12.]) So Matth. xxvii. 32. Consider
S. Luke xxi. 37.
324 S.Luke xxiv. 49. Acts i. 4.
325 See above, p. 2.
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in this place. It is only one of many places where a prima facie discrepancy, though it does
not fail to strike,—yet (happily) altogether fails to distress them. Consciously or uncon-
sciously, such readers reason with themselves 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 full of difficulties. And yet those difficulties are observed
invariably to disappear under competent investigation. Can I seriously doubt that if sufficient
critical skill were brought to bear on the highly elliptical portion of narrative contained in
these Twelve Verses, it would present no 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 discussion of the Principles of Gospel Harmony,—for which the
present would clearly not be the proper place.

VIIL Let it suffice that, in the foregoing pages,—

1. T have shewn that the supposed argument from “Style,” (in itself a highly fallacious
test,) disappears under investigation.

It has been proved (pp. 142-5) that, on the contrary, the style of S. Mark xvi. 9-20 is ex-
ceedingly like the style of S. Mark i. 9-20; and therefore, that it is rendered probable by the
Style that the Author of the beginning of this Gospel 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 circumstances 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.
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CHAPTER X.

THE TESTIMONY OF THE LECTIONARIES SHEWN TO BE ABSOLUTELY
DECISIVE AS TO THE GENUINENESS OF THESE VERSES.

The Lectionary of the East shewn to be a work of extraordinary antiquity (p. 195).—Proved
to be older than any extant MS. of the Gospels, by 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 honourable place,
(p.204.)—Now, this becomes the testimony of ante-Nicene Christendom in their favour (p.
209.)

I HAVE reserved for the last the testimony of The Lectionaries, which has been hitherto

d326;—passed by without so much as a word of comment, by those

all but entirely overlooke
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 rendered 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 army of Martyrs’ indeed; as
well as by MSS. innumerable which have long since perished, but which must of necessity
once have been. And so, it comes to us like the voice of many waters: dates, (as I shall show
by-and-by,) from a period of altogether immemorial antiquity: is endorsed by the sanction
of all the succeeding ages: admits of neither doubt nor evasion. This subject, in order that
it may be intelligibly handled, will be 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 tradi-
tions 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 beginning in countless particulars to its
divinely-appointed model. The same general Order of Service went on unbroken,—conducted
by a Priesthood whose spiritual succession 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

326 The one memorable exception, which I have only lately met with, is supplied by the following remark of
the thoughtful and accurate 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 kvplakf] TV HupoPdpwV, €l TOV pBpov. Secundo, T¢) SpOpw tiig dvaApew. Tertio, ut EwOvov
avaotdoipov y'. De hoc loco ergo vetustissimis temporibus nullo modo dubitavit Ecclesia.”—Matthaei had
slightly anticipated this in his ed. of 1788, ii. 267.

327 Tag TV 1ep®v amootédAwv dradoxdg,—are the first words of the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius.
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Sacraments of the Jews are [but] types of ours?8” 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 Versicle
simply held its ground. The congenial utterances of the chosen race passed readily into the
service of the family of the redeemed. Unconsciously perhaps, the very method of the one
became adopted by the other: as, for example, the method of beginning a festival from the
“Eve” of the preceding 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 question, a controversy rather, whether Easter should
or should not be celebrated with the ]ew5329.

But it is the faithful handing on to the Christian community of the Lectionary 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 reading 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 Martyr, (A.D. 150) describes the Chris-
tian practice in his time as precisely similar>3; 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 Prophets.” 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 Vespers 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
Gospels3 32 Our own actual practice seems to bear a striking resemblance to that of the

328 See the heading of 1 Cor. x. in our Authorised Version.

329 See Bingham’s Origines, Book xx. ch. v. §§ 2, 3, 4.

330 Tfj tod nAlov Aeyouévn NUépQ, TAVTWV KATA TOAELS A &ypoug HEVOVTWY ML TO a0TO GLUVEAEVOIG YiveTal,
Kol T4 GIopvpoveUata TV AIooTOAWY | T SUYYPAUUATA TV TPOPNTAV AVAYLVWOOKETAL, UEXPLG EYXWPEL.
Then came the Sermon,—then, all stood and prayed,—then followed Holy Communion.—Apol. i. c. 67, (ed.
Otto, i. 158.)

331 6 pdtnv évtadba eioeAbwv, gine, T€¢ TpoPrTNG, Tolog GndeToAog AUTV orjuepov SieAéxOn, kai mepi
Tivwv;—(Opp. ix. p. 697 E. Field’s text.)

332 Cassian writes,—“Venerabilis Patrum senatus . ... decrevit hunc numerum [sc. duodecim Orationum]
tam in Vespertinis quam in Nocturnis conventiculis custodiri; quibus lectiones geminas adjungentes, id est,
unam Veteris et aliam Novi Testamenti . ... In die vero Sabbati vel Dominico utrasque de Novo recitant
Testamento; id est, unam de Apostolo vel Actibus Apostolorum, et aliam de Evangeliis. Quod etiam totis
Quinquagesimae diebus faciunt hi, quibus lectio curae est, seu memoria Scripturarum.”—Instit. lib. ii. c. 6. (ed.

1733, p. 18.)
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Christian Church at the earliest period: for we hear of (1) “Moses and the Prophets,” (which
will have been the carrying 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
“Gos.pels3'3 321t is, in fact, universally received that the Eastern Church has, from a period
of even Apostolic antiquity, enjoyed a Lectionary,—or established system of Scripture les-
sons,—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

commences, as theirs did, in the autumn, (in September3 34

); and 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 assigned to “the Law and the
Prophets>>°,” was henceforth enjoyed by the Gospels and the Apostolic writings. “Saturday-
Sunday” lections—(capPatokvpiakai, for so these Lections 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 sanctuary retained:—Easter

Eve, which from the earliest period to this day has been called “péya 06(6[30(170V337,” is dis-

covered to have borne the self-same appellation in the Church of the Circumcision®3®. —If
I do not enter more minutely into the structure of the Oriental Lectionary,—(some will
perhaps think I have said too much, but the interest of the subject ought to be a sufficient
apology,)—it is because further details 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 received rule,
must have existed from a period long anterior to the date of any known Greek copy of the

New Testament Scriptures.

333 Constitutiones Apostolicae, lib. ii. c. 57, 69: v. 19: viii. 5.

334 See Scrivener’s Introduction, p.74, and the reff. in note (k) overleaf.

335 English readers may be referred to Horne’s Introduction, &c. (ed. 1856.) vol. iii. p. 281-2. The learned
reader is perhaps aware of the importance of the preface to Van der Hooght’s Hebrew Bible, (ed. 1705) § 35: in
connexion with which, see vol. ii. p. 352 b.

336 Thus, the kuplakn tfig Tupopdyov is “Quinquagesima Sunday;” but the week of “the cheese-eater” is the
week previous.

337 See Suicer’s Thesaurus, vol. ii. 920.

338 “Apud Rabbinos, 517;1-[ n;w Sabbathum Magnum. Sic vocatur Sabbathum proximum ante

Pascha.”—Buxtorf, Lexicon Talmud. p. 2323.
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(IL.) That although there happens to be extant neither “Synaxarium,” (i.e. Table of
Proper Lessons of the Greek Church), nor “Evangelistarium,” (i.e. Book containing the Ec-
clesiastical Lections in extenso), of higher antiquity than the viiith century,—yet that the
scheme itself, as exhibited by those monuments,—certainly in every essential particular,—is
older than any known Greek MS. which contains it, by at least four, in fact by full five hun-
dred years.

(IT1.) 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 throughout 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 Jerusalem (A.D. 348,) having to speak
about our Lord’s Ascension, 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 the latter part of the ivth century, the order of

340

the lessons which were publicly read in the Church on Saturdays and Sundays™*" was famil-

iarly known to the congregation: for he invites them to sit down, and study attentively be-

forehand, at home, the Sections (nepikomndg) of the Gospel which they were about to hear

h341

in Church”™ .—Augustine is express in recording that in his time proper lessons were ap-

339 Kal 1) uév dkolovdia tfig Sidackaliag [cf. Cyril, p. 4, lines 16-7] tfi¢ niotewg Tpoétpeney eineiv kal T
nepl tfig AvaAPews: GAN 1} Tod O£0l xdpig provounoe TAnpéotatd oe dkoboatl, KATA THV NUETEPaV Aobévelav,
f] X0£¢ Nuépq katd tiv Kupiakfv: kat oikovopiav thg Oiag xdpitog, év Tff Tuvdet tfi¢ T@V dvayvwopdtwy
axoAovBiag Td epl Tf§ £ig 00pavoULG AvEdov Tod ZwTipog UGV Tepiexolong: EAEyeto 8¢ Ta Aeydpeva, udAota
pev S mdvrag, kai did T T@V Tot®V Ouod TARBog E€mpétwg dedid oer nreitan 8¢ el mpoofoyeg Toig
Aeyopévorg. 0i8ag yap 8111y dkohovdia t8fig Miotews Siddokat o motedetv eig T'ON ANAZTANTA T Hi TP'ITH1
HM'EPA’ KA'T'ANEA®'ONTA E'IZ TO'YT O"YPANO'YZ, KA'T KA@'TZANTA 'EK AEGI"QN TO™Y MATPOZ—pdAtota
U&V o0V pvnuovevety oe vouilw tfig éEnyrioewg. TAfv év mapadpoyfi kai viv Droutuviickw oe T®V gipnuévavy.
(Cyril. Hier. Cat. xiv. c. 24. Opp. p.217 C, D.)—Of that Sermon of his, Cyril again and again reminds his auditory.
Méuvnoo 8¢ kal TV elpnuévwv pot ToANdKIG Tepl oD, €k de€1v To0 Matpdg kabéleobar tov Yiov.—Ibid. D.
From this it becomes plain why Cyril nowhere 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.

340 See above, p. 193 and p. 194.

341 "Qorte 8¢ evpabéotepov yevéoBar tev Adyov, dedueba kai mapakaA9o8luev, Omep kal éml TV GAAwY
YPAQ®V TENOIRKAUEV, TPOAAUPAVELY, TRV TEPIKOTNV TAG Ypa@fic iV v HéAAwuev £€nveiobat.—In Matth. Hom.

i. (Opp. vii. 13 B.)—Kata piav capfdtwv, A kai katd odfPatov, trv uéAlovsav év DUiv dvayvwo@rossdal
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pointed for Festival days3 42; and that an innovation which he had attempted on Good Friday

343 _Now by these few notices, to look no further, it is rendered

had given general offence
certain 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, ¥, A, C, D) themselves.

But we may go back further yet; for not only Eusebius, but Origen and Clemens Alex-
andrinus, by their habitual use of the technical term for an Ecclesiastical Lection (nepikort],
avayvwolg, avayvwopa,) remind us that the Lectionary practice of the East was already
established in their days3 4

II. The Oriental Lectionary consists of “Synaxarion” and “Eclogadion,” (or Tables of
Proper Lessons from the Gospels and Apostolic writings daily throughout the year;) together
with “Menologion,” (or Calendar of immovable Festivals and Saints” Days.) That we are
thoroughly acquainted with all of these, as exhibited in Codices of the viii', ix™™ and x'
centuries,—is a familiar fact; in illustration of which it is enough to refer the reader to the
works cited at the foot of the page3 45 But it is no less certain that the scheme of Proper

Lessons itself is of much higher antiquity.

TGV ebayyeAiwy TEPIKOTN VY, TAOTNV TIPS TOUTWVY TAOV NUEPGOV UeT XETpag AapPdvwy Ekactog oikot kabriuevog
avaywwokétw.”—In Joann. Hom. ix, (Opp. viii. 62 B.)

342 It caused him (he says) to interrupt his teaching. “Sed quia nunc interposita est sollemnitas sanctorum
dierum, quibus certas ex Evangelio lectiones oportet in Ecclesia recitari, quae ita sunt annuae ut aliae esse non
possint; ordo ille quem susceperamus necessitate paullulum intermissus est, non amissus.”—(Opp. vol. iii. P. ii.
p- 825, Prol.)

343 The place will be found quoted below, p. 202, note (o).

344 See Suicer, (1. 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.) See also above, p. 45, notes (r) and (s).

345 At the beginning of every volume of the first ed. of his Nov. Test. (Riga, 1788) Matthaei has laboriously
edited the “Lectiones Ecclesiasticae” 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 peculiarity of indicating the Ecclesiast-
ical sections throughout, in the manner of an ancient MS.; and that, with extraordinary fulness and accuracy.
His Tuvadpia (i. 723-68 and iii. 1-24) though not intelligible perhaps to ordinary readers, are very important.
He derived them from MSS. which he designates “B” and “H,” but which are our “Evstt. 47 and 50,”—uncial
Evangelistaria of the viiith 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 “Synaxarium” and “Menologium” of Codd. K and M, (viiith or ix™ century.) See also his vol.
pp. 456-69. Unfortunately, (as Scrivener recognises, 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” (t®v
ayiwv ndBwv), he entitles TGV &yiwv ndvtwv of (p. 472); and so throughout. Mr. Scrivener (Introduction, pp.

68-75,) has given by far the most intelligible account of this matter, by exhibiting in English the Lectionary of
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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 reflec-
tion, that even when the occasion of a Homily (suppose) 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, the employment of certain
passages of Scripture is, in a manner, inevitable346, and may on no account be pressed.

2. Thus, when Chrysostom3'47 and when Epiphanius348, preaching on Ascension Day,
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, 2349; 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 proof results therefrom that either chapter was actually used.

3. But we are not reduced to this method. It is discovered 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 words of as many known
Lections. “Let us attend to this delightful section (nepikomnr]) 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 beginning of the Gospel for Sexagesima Sunday.—Cyril Of Alexandria’s (so
called) “Commentary on S. Luke” is nothing else but a series of short Sermons, for the most

the Eastern Church, (“gathered chiefly from Evangelist. Arund. 547, Parham 18, Harl. 5598, Burney 22, and
Christ’s Coll. Camb.”); and supplying the references to Scripture in the ordinary way. See, by all means, his In-
troduction, pp. 62-65: also, pp. 211-225.

346 x Consider the following:—Ev tf] f|épa ToD 6TaLPOT T& TEPL TOD GTAVPOT TAVTA AVAYLVWOKOUEV. EV TR
cafPdte td peydAw mdAr, 8§t tapddéOn Audv 6 Kbpoog, 8t otavpddBIr, Sti dnébave TO Kata odpka, 8ti
¢tdon’ tivoc o0V Evekev kal TaC TPEEELS TGV ATooT8EAWY 0V UETX THV TEVINKOOTNY dvaylviokouey, STe kal
gyévovto, kai apxnv EdaPov;—Chrys. Opp. iii. 88. Again:—ei yap tote €pavto Tolelv Ta onueia ol dndaToAot,
flyouv petd thv kupiov évdotaoty, tote fdet kal to PipAiov dvayiviokesbat t900T0. omep yap T& mePL TOD
oTavpol €V Tf] NUEPE 0TALPOD AVAYLVWOKOUEV, Kal Ta €V TG Avaot8doel dpoiwg, kal Td &v EkAe9ITn £0pT®
yeyovéta T adt® TdAv dvayvwokouev, oUtwg €8st kal & Baduatatd dmootoMKka &v aig fuépalg TV
4mooToAMK@V onueiwv dyayvdokeobat. Ibid. p. 89 D.

347 Opp. ii. 454 B, D.

348  Opp. ii. 290 B.

349 Opp.ii. 357 E.
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part delivered on known Ecclesiastical Lections; which does not seem to have been as yet
observed.—Augustine (A.D. 416) says expressly that he had handled S. John’s Gospel in

precisely the same way350

.—All this is significant in a high degree.

4.1proceed, 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 Hierosolymitan
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 Chrysostom in a sermon on our Saviour’s Baptism,
preached at Antioch, A.D. 387,) “that this is called the Festival of the Epiphany. Two mani-
festations are thereby intended: concerning both of which you have heard this day S. Paul
discourse in his Epistle to Titus®>>2.” 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 Gallican Liturgy>>>, the affinities
of which with the East are well known.

(b) 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 “Epiphany”) John
cried, “Behold the Lamb of God,” &c., and a Voice from Heaven proclaimed Him at His
Baptism. Accordingly, 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.

(¢) 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 liturgical arrangement of a yet earlier

350 “Meminit sanctitas vestra Evangelium secundum Joannem ex ordine lectionum nos solere tractare.” (Opp.
iii. P. ii. 825 Prol.)
351 See Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 246.
352  Chrysostom Opp. ii. 369 B, C.—Compare Scrivener, ubi supra, p. 75.
353 Ed. Mabillon, p. 116.
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age3 > _ 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 ar-
rangement in the African Church®. In the old Galilean Lectionary, as might have been
expected, the same rule is recognisable. It ought to be needless to add that the same arrange-
ment 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>.

354 Opp. vol. iii. p. 85 B: 88 A:—Ttivog £vekev ol matépeg UGV €v T@ Tevtnkootf] TO fipAiov TV TpdEewv
avaywokeoot évopobétnoav.—tivog €vekev o PipAiov tdv mpdlewv TOV GmooTOAWY €V TR Kap@ Thig
TEVTNKOOTIG GVAYIVWOKETAL.

355 “Anniversaria sollemnitate post passionem Domini nostis illum librum recitari.” Opp. iii. (P. ii.) p. 337
G.

356 Idesire to leave in this place the permanent record of my deliberate conviction 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 Prolocutor,—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 entirely different purpose,
(viz. the Ornaments and Vestments question,) 29 Commissioners (14 Clerical and 15 Lay) found themselves
further instructed “to suggest and report whether any and what alterations and amendments may be 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 entirely new Lectionary for the Church
of England. So to mutilate the Word of God that it shall henceforth be quite impossible to understand a single
Bible story, or discover the sequence of a single connected portion of narrative,—seems to have been the guiding
principle of their deliberations. With reckless eclecticism,—entire forgetfulness of the requirements of the poor
brother,—strange disregard for Catholic Tradition and the claims of immemorial antiquity;—these Commis-
sioners, (evidently unconscious of 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 suffered herself to be robbed
of her ancient birthright without resistance; without remonstrance; without (in her corporate 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 inheritance? . .. I am amazed and grieved beyond measure at what is taking place. At least, (as on other

occasions,) liberavi animam meam.
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(d) 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®>8,

(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 S.
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 ivth century.

(f) The same two verses used to be left out on the Tuesday after Sexagesima (tfj y g
Tupo@ayov) for which day S. Luke xxii. 39—xxiii. 1, is the appointed lection. And this explains
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 practice of omitting these verses,
at least a hundred years; for 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 iji*
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 & immediately after S. Matth. xxvii.
49,—is probably indebted for its place in those two MSS. to the Eastern Lectionary practice.
If this suggestion be well founded, a fresh proof is obtained that the Lectionary of the East
was fully established in the beginning of the ivth century. But see Appendix (H).

(h) 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

357 A trace of this remains in the old Gallican Liturgy,—pp. 137-8.
358 Bingham, XIV.iii. 3.
359  Opp. vol. vii. p. 791 B.

360 See Dean Payne Smith’s Translation, p. 863.
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this practice’®!; which Augustine expressly states was also the practice in his own day362.

Traces of the same method are discoverable in the old Galilean Lectionary3 63,

(i) 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 Laz-
arus>®* Now S. John xi. 1-45 is the lection for the antecedent Sabbath, in all the Lectionaries.

(k) In conclusion, I may be allowed so far to anticipate what will be found fully estab-
lished 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 primitive 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 ancient than Cod. B or Cod. &, (which are referred to the beginning of the ivih century),

but it must be older than Origen in the iji*d century, or the Vetus Itala and the Syriac in the
iind. And thus it is demonstrated, (1st) That fixed Lessons were read in the Churches of the
East in the immediately 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 way.

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 Arles,
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 following:—(1)
Nativity: (2) the Theophania: (3) Pascha: (4) Ascension: (6) Pentecost>®>. Epiphanius, his
contemporary, (Bishop of Constantia in the island of Cyprus,) makes the same enumera-

361 kot TV peydAnv tod Mdoxa éonépav tadta tdvta dvayvwoketat.—Chrys. Opp. vii. 818 C.
362 “Passio autem, quia uno die legitur, non solet legi nisi secundum Matthaeum. Voluerum aliquando ut per
singulos annos secundum omnes Evangelistas etiam Passio legeretur. Factum est. Non nudierunt homines quod
consueverant, et perturbati sunt.”—Opp. vol. v. p. 980 E.
363 Ed. Mabillon, pp. 130-5.
364 Epiph. Opp. ii. 152-3.
365 Chrys. Opp. i. 497 C.
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tion366

, in a Homily on the Ascension®®’. In the Apostolical Constitutions, the same five
Festivals are enumerated>®®. Let me state a few Liturgical facts in connexion with each of
these.

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®®’.
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 disintegrated3 70, But this is not material to the
present inquiry. We know that, as a matter of fact, “the Epiphanies” (for t& émgavia is the
name of the Festival) became in consequence distributed over Dec. 25 and Jan. 5: our Lord’s

371,—which used

Baptism being the event chiefly commemorated on the latter anniversary
to be chiefly observed in honour of His Birth®’?.—Concerning the Lessons for Passion-tide
and Easter, as well as concerning those for the Nativity and Epiphany, something has been
offered already; to which may be added that Hesychius, in the opening sentences of that

3 73, testifies that the conclusion

“Homily” which has already engaged so much of our attention
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 Pente-

374,—which is observed to be also the method of the Lectionaries.

cost
I1I. 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 Festivals of

366 Epiph. Opp. ii. 285-6.

367 Thelearned reader will be delighted and instructed too by the perusal of both passages. Chrysostom 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 solemnity of all: being to the others what a
beautiful head is to the human body.

368 Constt. Apostl. lib. viii. c. 33. After the week of the Passion and the week of (1) the Resurrection,—(2)
Ascension-Day is mentioned; (3) Pentecost;—(4) Nativity;—(5) Epiphany. [Note this clear indication that this
viii™ Book of the Constitutions was written or interpolated at a subsequent date to that commonly assigned to
the work.]

369 Bingham’s Origines, B. xx. c. iv. § 2.

370 Chrys. Opp. ii. 355. (See the Monitum, p. 352.)

371 Chrys. Opp. ii. 369 D.

372 Epiphanius, Adv. Haer. LI, c. xvi. Opp. i. 439 A.)

373 See above, pp. 58-9 and 67.

374 Opp. iii. 102 B. See Bingham on this entire subject,—B. xiv, c. iii.
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the Church. Augustine, in a well-known passage, hints that it may have been of Apostolical
origin®’>; so exceedingly 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
chew 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,—neither 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.

(b) The same lection precisely was adopted among the Syrians by the Melchite
Churches’ 76,—(the party, viz. which maintained the decrees of the Council of Chalcedon):
and it is found appointed also in the “Evangeliarium Hierosolymitanum377.” In the Evan-
gelistarium 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
Liturgy378. Strange, that the self-same Gospel 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 esteem by the Eastern Churches

375 “Illa quae non scripta, sed tradita custodimus, quae quidem toto terrarum orbe observantur, datur intelligi
vel ab ipsis Apostolis, vel plenariis Conciliis quorum in Ecclesia saluberrima authoritas, commendata atque
statuta retineri. Sicut quod Domini Passio, et Resurrectio, et Ascensio in coelis, ut Adventus de coelo Spiritus
Sancti anniversaria sollemnitate celebrantur.”—Ep. ad Januarium, (Opp. ii. 124 B, C).

376 “Lect. fer. quint., quae etiam Festum Adscensionis Dni in caelos, ad mat. eadem ac lect. tert. Resurrect.;

» <« » <«

in Euchar. lect. sext. Resurrect.”—But “Lect. y Resurrectionis” is “Marc. xvi. 9-20:” “Lect. ¢,” “Luc. xxiv.
36-53.”—See Dean Payne Smith’s Catalogus Codd. Syrr. (1864) pp.116, 127.

377 See above, p. 34, note (e).

378 R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 148.

379 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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(Greek and Syrian3 80), 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 Syriacssl, certainly older than A.D. 683,
attests that S. Mark xvi. 9-20 was the “Lection for the great First Day of the week,” (ueydAn
Kuptakr), i.e. Easter Day). Other copies almost as ancient>®? add that it was used “at the end
of the Service at the dawn.”

(e) Further, these same “Twelve Verses” constituted the Lesson at Matins for the 2nd
Sunday after Easter,—a Sunday which by the Greeks is called kvupiakr TV pvpo@dpwv, but
with the Syrians bore the names of “Joseph and Nicodemus®%3.” So also in the “Evangeliarium
Hierosolymitanum.”

(f) Next, in the Monophysite Churches of Syria, S. Mark xvi. 9-18 (or 9-20%%%) was also
read at Matins on Easter—Tuesday3 85 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

1386

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’®. The same verses (beginning with ver. 9)
are indicated in the oldest extant Lectionary of the Roman Church?8,

(g) Lastly, it may be stated that S. Mark xvi. 9-20 was with the Greeks the Gospel for the
Festival of S. Mary Magdalene (1] popo@dpoc), July 2238,
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 Verses of a

380 Edayyéhix Gvactaoipud éwbivd. See Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 72, and R. P. Smith’s Catal. p. 127. See by
all means, Suicer’s Thes. Eccl. i. 1229.

381 Dr. Wright’s Catal. p. 70, N°. CX. (Addit. 14,464: fol. 61 b.)

382  Ibid. N°. LXX (fol. 92 b), and LXXII (fol. 87 b).

383  “Quae titulo Josephi et Nicodemi insignitur.” (R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 116.)—In the “Synaxarium” of
Matthaei (Nov. Test. 1803, i. p. 731) it is styled K. T@v p. kai Twor)@ to0 dikaiov.

384 Adler’s N. T. Verss. Syrr. p. 71.

385 Dean Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 146.

386 Ed. Mabillon, pp. 144-5.

387 “Resurrectio Domini nostriI.C. ex more legitur his diebus [Paschalibus] ex omnibus libris sancti Evangelii.”
(Opp. 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. Mark xvi. 12.—Ibid. 997 F, 998
B.

388 Hieron. Comes (ed. Pamel. ii. 27.)

389  SoScrivener’s Introduction, p. 75.—Little stress, however, is to be laid on Saint’s Day lessons. In Matthaei’s
“Menologium” (Nov. Test. 1803, 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 (5) at p. 750.
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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.) That 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 shown to be a plain historical fact. Cyril, at Jerusalem,—(and by
implication, his namesake at Alexandria,)—Chrysostom, at Antioch and at Con-
stantinople,—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

390

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 Eusebius,—which is the age of Codices B and ¥,—at least admits of

no controversy.

(2.) Next,—Documents of the vith century put us in possession of the great Oriental
Lectionary as it is found at that time to have universally prevailed throughout the vast un-
changing 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 Gospels
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 incid-

entally made by Greek Fathers of the ivth century to what was the Ecclesiastical practice of

390 Note, (in addition to all that has gone before,) that the Festivals are actually designated by their Greek

» » « »

names in the earliest Latin Service Books: not only “Theophania,” “Epiphania,” “Pascha,” “Pentecostes,” (the
second, third and fourth of which appellations survive in the Church of the West, in memoriam, 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 Symeon on
that occasion. Friday, or tapac9keun, 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 determined that in this matter East and West would walk by the same rule.

391 From Professor Wright’s Catalogue of Syriac MSS. in the British Museum (1870) it appears that the oldest
Jacobite Lectionary is dated A.D. 824; the oldest Nestorian, 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 L. pp.146, 178, 194.

177

208


http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.9-Mark.16.20

Chapter X. The Testimony of the Lectionaries Shewn to be Absolutely Decisive...

their own time, there are found to emerge countless as well as highly significant notes of
correspondence,—warrants us in believing, (in the absence of testimony of any sort to the
contrary,) that the Lectionary we speak of differs in no essential 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 documents alone are wanting to make that altogether demonstrable 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 vit" 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. 46432,
Should an Evangelium of similar date 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. Acceptable 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 ivi? 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 ) bear witness throughout to the

corrupting influence of a system 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 conviction 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 Verses of the Gospel according to S. Mark”
from the very first are found to have won for themselves not only an entrance, a lodgment,

392 Itis exhibited in the same glass case with the Cod. Alexandrinus (A.)
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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 itis not here, (be it carefully observed,) as when 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 known 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 two of the Church’s greatest Festivals,—Easter and Ascension. A more weighty or a more
significant circumstance can scarcely be 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,”
would have been tolerated in the Church’s solemn public Service six or seven times a-year.
No. It is impossible. 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 pericopa
de adulterd) 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 con-
strained to testify astonishment and even some measure of concern. Have the Critics then,
(supposing them to be familiar with the evidence which has now been set forth so much in
detail;)—Have the Critics then, (we ask) utterly taken leave of their 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 genuineness 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 un-
dertook 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 capacity, has never
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been of their opinion. They may doubt. The ante-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 ivth century, utterly incredible is it that these same Twelve Verses should have
been disseminated, 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 As-
cension-Day.
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CHAPTER XI.

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, by an induction of instances, to have steered
depravation throughout by the operation of the ancient Lectionary system of the Church (p.
217).—The omission of S. Mark’s “last Twelve Verses,” (constituting an integral Ecclesiastical
Lection,) shewn to be 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 much mistaken if the suggestion which I am about to offer has not already
presented itself to every reader of ordinary intelligence who has taken the trouble to follow
the course of my argument thus far with attention. It requires no acuteness 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 he nowhere says that
their genuineness was anciently suspected. As for himself, his elaborate discussion of their
contents convinces me that individually, he regarded them with favour. The mere fact,—(it

3935

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 ), 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 an integral Ecclesiastical Lection; which lection,—inasmuch 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. Eu-
sebius, I observe, (see p. 45), designates the portion of Scripture in dispute by its technical
name,—ke@aAaiov or mepikony; (for so an Ecclesiastical lection was anciently called). Here
then is a rare coincidence indeed. It is in fact simply unique. Surely, I may acid 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

393 The reader is requested to refer back to p. 45, and the note there.—The actual words of Eusebius are given
in Appendix (B).
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way occasioned by the fact that those same twelve verses constituted an integral Church
Lection? How is it possible to avoid suspecting 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 be 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 unprejudiced 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 skew that the
Lectionary practice of the ancient Church does indeed furnish a sufficient clue for the un-
ravelment 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 yet. I propose that Eusebius himself, the chief
author of all this trouble, shall be brought back into Court and invited to resyllable his
Evidence; and I am much mistaken if even he 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 evidence 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 considerations which I
shall have to rehearse are in fact unknown to Critics: yet is it evident that their bearing on
the problem before us has hitherto altogether escaped their notice. On the other hand, by
one entirely a novice to this department of sacred Science, I could scarcely hope to be so
much as understood. Let me be allowed, therefore, to preface what I have to say with a few
explanatory details which I promise shall not be tedious, and which I trust will not be found
altogether without interest either. If they are anywhere else to be met with, it is my misfortune,
not my fault, that I have been hitherto unsuccessful in discovering the place.

L. 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 Ecclesiastical 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,” (e0ayyeAotdpiov,)—from the Acts and
Epistles, in a book called “Praxapostolus,” (npa&andotodog). These Lectionary-books, both
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Greek and Syriac, are yet extant in great numbers>*%, and (I may remark in 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 viiith

century,
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 pur-
pose,)—that besides transcribing the Ecclesiastical lections into separate books, it became
the practice at a very early period to adapt copies of the Gospels to lectionary purposes.
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 Text>®. There is in the British Museum a copy of S. Mark’s Gospel accord-
ing to the Peshito version, certainly written previous to A.D. 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 xiih to the thh

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 rub-
ricated statement (not always very easy to decipher) of the occasion when the ensuing portion

of Scripture was to be read. The ancients, to a far greater extent than ourselves398, were ac-

394 See the enumeration of Greek Service-Books in Scrivener’s Introduction, &c. pp. 211-25. For the Syriac
Lectionaries, see Dean Payne Smith’s Catalogue, (1864) pp. 114-29-31-4-5-8: also Professor Wright’s Catalogue,
(1870) pp. 146 to 203.—I avail myself of this opportunity to thank both those learned Scholars for their valuable
assistance, always most obligingly rendered.
395 “Evangelistariorum codices literis uncialibus scripti nondum sic ut decet in usum criticum conversi sunt.”
Tischendorf, quoted by Scrivener, [Introduction to Cod. Augiensis,—80 pages which have been separately published
and are well deserving of study,—p. 48,] who adds,—“I cannot even conjecture why an Evangelistarium should
be thought of less value than another MS. of the same age.”—See also Scrivener’s Introduction, &c. p. 211.
396 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.
397 Addit. MS. 14,464. (See Dr. Wright’s Catalogue, p. 70.)
398 Add to the eight examples adduced by Mr. Scrivener from our Book of C. P., (Introduction, p. 11), the
following:—Gospels for Quinquagesima, 2nd S. after Easter, 9th, 12th, 22nd after Trinity, Whitsunday, Ascension
Day, SS. Philip and James (see below, p. 220), All Saints.
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customed,— (in fact, they made it a rule,)—to prefix unauthorized formulae 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 unsuspiciously into the inspired text>*. All that belongs to this subject
deserves particular attention; because it is this which explains not a few of the perturbations
(so to express oneself) which the text of the New Testament has experienced. 1Nre are made
to understand how, what was originally intended 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
unauthorized into the text of Scripture,—at another, the omission 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 the 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

399 Thus the words eine 8% 6 KOptog (S. Luke vii. 31) which introduce an Ecclesiastical Lection (Friday in the
iiird week of S. Luke,) inasmuch as the words are found in no uncial MS., and are omitted besides by the Syriac,
Vulgate, Gothic and Coptic Versions, must needs be regarded as a liturgical interpolation.—The same is to be
said of 6 'Incod¢ 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 Receptus, in the Vulgate and some
copies of the old Latin, to the fact that the Gospel for the ixth 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, 'Avact84g 6 'Inco0g is con-
stantly 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 “0715” in Cod. 267 (= Reg. 69,) rubro above the same contraction (for 0
‘Inoovg) in the text.

400 Not, of course, so long as the present senseless fashion prevails of regarding Codex B, (to which, if Cod.
L. and Codd. 1, 33 and 69 are added, it is only because they agree with B), as an all but infallible guide in settling
the text of Scripture; and quietly taking it for granted that all the other MSS. in existence have entered into a
grand conspiracy to deceive mankind. Until this most uncritical method, this most unphilosophical theory, is

unconditionally abandoned, progress in this department of sacred Science is simply impossible.
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has left abiding traces of its operation. When a few such undeniable cases have been adduced,
all objections grounded on prima facie improbability 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 ivth 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 con-
clusion, 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 fasten attention on the confessedly erring testimony in this place of
Codex B. “Confessedly erring,” I say; for the genuineness 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®l, Of course they are also omitted in the same
Evangelistaria from the lesson for the Tuesday after Sexagesima, (tf] ¥ tfig Tupo@dyouv, 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,

402

and to proceed per saltum from ver. 42 to ver. 45°°°. What more obvious therefore than

401 See Matthaei’s note on S. Luke xxii. 43, (Nov. Test. ed.1803.)

402 This will be best understood by actual reference to a manuscript. In Cod. Evan. 436 (Meerman 117) which
lies before me, these directions are given as follows. After t& cOv yevéoBw (i.e. the last words of ver. 42), is
written UnépPa €ig to tfig ¥. Then, at the end of ver. 44, is written—&p&ouv tfig ¥, after which follows the text kai
avaotag, &c. In S. Matthew’s Gospel, at chap. xxvi, which contains the Liturgical section for Thursday in Holy
Week (tf] ayiq kal ueydAn £€), my Codex has 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 AN’ WG

(i.e. bndvta.) But in order to explain what is meant; the above rubricated word and sign are repeated at foot, as
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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 unreasonable is
it to impute heretical 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. N, 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 only do not insist that this must needs be the result of the singular Lectionary
practice already described 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 GAAog 8¢ Aafwv Adyxnv
EvuEev abTod TV TAeLpdv: kal €AV B8wp kal adpa. (Chrysostom’s codex was evidently
vitiated in precisely the same way.) This interpolation therefore may 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 Lord’s supplication on behalf of His
murderers, (0 8¢ 'Incodg éAeye, [ldtep, Gpeg adToig ov ydp o1daot ti molovot. 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 “a fatal omission” it certainly is).
Simply by the fact that in the Eastern Church the Lection for the Thursday after Sexagesima

breaks off abruptly, immediately before these very words,—to recommence at ver. 44403,

brdva elg T katd Aovkdv év kepahaiw pb. O@dn 8¢ a8dtw dyyelog: eita oTpag9esic Evradda mdAwv, Aéye:
kai €pxetan mpog Toug uabntdg—which are the first words of S. Matth. xxvi. 40. Accordingly, my Codex (No.
436, above referred to) immediately after S. Luke xxii. 42, besides the rubric already quoted, has the following:
&p&ov tfi¢ peydAng £ Then come the two famous verses (ver. 43, 44); and, after the words Gvaotdg &mo Tog
TpooeLXT|G, the following rubric occurs: Undvta €ig TO Tfig ueydAng € Math. €pxetan mpdg Todg padntdg. [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 ], m, n.]
403  See by all means Matthaei’s Nov. Test. (ed. 1803,) i. p. 491, and 492.
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(4.) Note, that at ver. 32, the eighth “Gospel of the Passion” begins,—which is the reason

why Codd. B and ® (with the Egyptian versions) exhibit a singular irregularity in that place;

and why the Jerusalem Syriac introduces the established formula of the Lectionaries (cUv
T® 'InooD) at the same juncture.

(If I do not here insist that the absence of the famous pericopa de adultera (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 convinced, nevertheless,
that the first occasion of the omission of those memorable verses was the lectionary practice
of the primitive Church, which, on Whitsunday, read from S. John vii. 37 to viii. 12, leaving
out the twelve verses in question. Those verses, from the nature of their contents, (as Au-
gustine declares,) easily came to be viewed with dislike or suspicion. 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.)

(5.) The two oldest Codices in existence,—B and 8,—stand all but alone in omitting

from S. Luke vi. 1 the unique and indubitably genuine word devteponpyte; which is also
omitted by the Peshito, Italic and Coptic versions. And yet, when it is observed that an Ec-
clesiastical lection begins here, and that the Evangelistaria (which invariably leave out such
notes of time) simply drop the word,—only substituting for v caPpdtew the more familiar
101G 0&PBPact,—every one will be ready to admit that if the omission of this word be not due
to the inattention of the copyist, (which, however, seems to me not at all unlikely®4,) 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,—einev
d¢ kat £tépav mapaBoAriv; which is nothing else but a marginal note which has found its

way into the text from the margin; being the liturgical introduction of a Church-lesson®%>

which afterwards began ginev 6 Kopioc tv mapaBoAy tadtnvi®e.

(7.) In like manner, the same Codex makes S. John xiv. begin with the liturgical for-
mula,—(it survives in our Book of Common Prayer407 to this very hour!)—«kai einev toig
padritaig avtod: in which it is countenanced by certain MSS. of the Vulgate and of the old

Latin Version. Indeed, it may be stated generally concerning the text of Cod. D, that it bears

404 See above, p. 75, note (h).
405 For the 5th Sunday of S. Luke.
406 Such variations are quite common. Matthaei, with his usual accuracy, points out several: e.g. Nov. Test.
(1788) vol. i. p. 19 (note 26), p. 23: vol. ii. p. 10 (note 12), p. 14 (notes 14 and 15), &c.
407 SS. Philip and James.
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marks throughout of the depraving 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 which, Cod. D is kept in countenance by the old Latin, 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 xai, in S. Luke ix. 57, reads é¢yéveto dé—which is the reading of the Textus Receptus.
Cod. D, (with some copies of the old Latin,) exhibits kai éyéveto. All the diversity which is
observable in this place, (and it is considerable,) is owing to the fact that an Ecclesiastical
lection begins here*98, In different Churches, the formula with which the lection was intro-
duced slightly differed.

(9.) Cod. Cis supported by Chrysostom and Jerome, as well as by the Peshito, Cureton’s
and the Philoxenian Syriac, and some MSS. of the old Latin, in reading 6 'Inco0g at the be-
ginning of S. Matth. xi. 20. That the words have no business there, is universally admitted.
So also is the cause of their interpolation generally recognized. The Ecclesiastical lection for
Wednesday in the ivi? week after Pentecost begins at that place; and begins with the for-
mula,—¢év t@ kaipw Ekelvw, fp&ato 6 Incodg oveldilerv.

Similarly, in S. Matth. xii. 9, xiii. 36, and xiv. 14, Cod. C inserts 0 'Inco0g; a reading
which on all three occasions 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 Ecclesiastical lections begin at those places**’, that the Holy Name is introduced
there.

Let me add that the Sacred Name is confessedly an interpolation in the six places indic-
ated at foot,—its presence being accounted for by the fact that, in each, an Ecclesiastical
lection begins410. Cod. D 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 era.

Cod. D, and copies of the old Latin and Egyptian versions also read to0 'Inco0, (instead
of abto?,) in S. Mark xiv. 3; which is only because a Church lesson begins there.

(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

408  viz. caPPdrw 6: i.e. the ix? Saturday in S. Luke.—Note that Cod. A also reads éyéveto 8¢ in S. Lu. xi. 1.

h

409 viz. Monday in the v, Thursday in the vi™ week after Pentecost, and the viiith Sunday after Pentecost.

410 viz. S. Luke xiii. 2: xxiv. 36. S. John i. 29 (6 Iwdvvng): 44: vi. 14: xiii. 3,—to which should perhaps be added

xxi. 1, where B, N, A, C (not D) read 'Incodg.
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as the beginning of the vih Gospel of the Resurrection: so that the liturgical note dpxr stands
at the beginning,—té\og 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 it from the text altogether?

(13.) Codices B, N, and D are alone among MSS. in omitting the clause 1AWV diax

Uéocov abT@OV* Kal Tapiiyev o0TwG, at the end of the 59th verse of S. John viii. The omission
is to be accounted for by the fact that just there the Church-lesson for Tuesday in the b
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 several varieties), the spurious and tasteless appendix,—«ai Urtootpéag
6 Ekatévtapxog £ig TOV oikov abTod v avTh Tf Opa eVpev TOV Taida Uytaivovta: a clause
which owes its existence solely to the practice of ending the lection for the ivth Sunday after

Pentecost in that unauthorized manner*!!. But it is not only in cursive MSS. that these

words are found. They are met with also in the Codex Sinaiticus (X): a witness at once to the

inveteracy of Liturgical usage in the ivth century of our @ra, and to the corruptions which
the “Codex omnium antiquissimus” will no doubt have inherited from a yet older copy than
itself.

(15.) In conclusion, I may remark generally 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 in-
offensive solution than by referring them to the Lectionary practice of the primitive
Church*!2,

Thus when instead of kol dvafaivwv 6 Tnoodg €1¢ TeposdAvpa (S. Matth. xx. 17), Cod.
B reads, (and, is almost unique in reading,) MéAAwv 8¢ avaPaivwv 6 'Incodg; 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

411 See by all means Matthaei’s interesting note on the place,—Nov. Test. (1788) vol. i. p. 113-4. It should be
mentioned that Cod. C (and four other uncials), together with the Philoxenian and Hierosolymitan versions,
concur in exhibiting the seine spurious clause. Matthaei remarks,—“Origenes (iv. 171 D) hanc pericopam haud
adeo diligenter recensens terminal eum in yevn@rjtw cot.” Will not the disturbing Lectionary practice of his day
sufficiently explain Origen’s omission?

412 TrecalS.Johnx. 29: xix. 13: xxi. 1;—but the attentive student will be 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.
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Origen once,) are observed to put the same Name after ‘lepocOAvpa: when, lastly, two of
Field’s MSS.413, and one of Matthaei’s, (and I dare say a great many more, if the truth were
known,) omit the words 6 'Incodg entirely:—who sees not that the true disturbing force in
this place, from the ijnd century of our @ra downwards, has been the Lectionary practice of
the primitive Church?—the fact that there the lection for the Thursday after the viii? Sunday
after Pentecost began?—And this may sulffice.

IV.Ithas been proved then, in what goes before, morn effectually even than in a preced-
ing page414
“Synaxaria” were fully established in the immediately post-Apostolic age, but also that at

, not only that Ecclesiastical Lections corresponding with those indicated in the

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 N as well as A, C and D,—exhibit not a few traces of the mischievous agency alluded

to; errors, and especially omissions, 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 regularly indicated throughout, in the text or in the margin. A fa-
miliar contraction, executed probably in vermillion

ap, indicates the “beginning” (&pxn) of each lection: a corresponding contraction

indicates its “end” (téAog.) Generally, these rubrical directions, (for they are nothing else,)

413 Viz. Kand M. (Field’s Chrys. p. 251.)—How is it that the readings of Chrysostom are made so little account
of? By Tregelles, for example, why are they overlooked entirely?
414 See above, p. 197 to 204.
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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. When they do
occur in the later uncials, they do not by any means always seem to have been the 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 generally—(in order the better to attract his attention,)—inserted in the margin 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 into the body of the text*!®. In uncial MSS., however, all such
symbols are not only rare, but (what is much to be noted) they are exceedingly irregular in
their occurrence. Thus in Codex I, in the Bodleian Library, (a recently acquired uncial MS.
of the Gospels, written A.D. 844), there occurs no indication of the “end” of a single lection

in S. Luke’s Gospel, until chap. xvi. 31 is reached; after which, the sign abounds. In Codex
L, the original notes of Ecclesiastical Lections occur at the following rare and irregular inter-
vals: 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. 1416 In the oldest uncials, nothing of the kind is discoverable. Even
in the Codex Bezae, (vi'! century,) not a single liturgical direction 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 xiith century;
and although, previous to the ixh century, systematic liturgical directions are probably un-
known*!7; the need of them must have been experienced by one standing up to read before

the congregation, long before. The want of some reminder where he was to begin,—above

415 e.g.in Cod. Evan. 10 and 270.

416 In some cursive MSS. also, (which have been probably transcribed from ancient originals), the same
phenomenon is observed. Thus, in Evan. 265 (= Reg. 66), e\ only occurs, in S. Mark, at ix. 9 and 41: xv. 32 and
41: xvi. 8. Apy at xvi. L. It is striking to observe that so little were those ecclesiastical notes (embedded in the
text) understood by the possessor of the MS., that in the margin, over against ch. xv. 41, (where “teA®” stands
in the text,) a somewhat later hand has written,—te[Aog] t[ng] wplag]. A similar 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.

417 Among the Syriac 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 Live been only irregularly inserted in the oldest copies.
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all, of some hint where he was to leave off,—will have infallibly made itself felt from the
first. Accordingly, there are not wanting indications that, occasionally, teAoc (or to teAoc)
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 &méyel. NADev 1] Wpa,—we meet with the unintelligible anexet to teAoc
katH wpa Now, nothing else has here happened but that a marginal note, designed originally
to indicate the end (to teAoc) of the lesson for 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*!®

.Ifind D’s error here is shared (a) by the Peshito Syriac,
(b) by the old Latin, and (c) by the Philoxenian: venerable partners in error, truly! for the
first two probably carry back this false reading to the second century of our cera; 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 teAoc) occurring at S. Mark
xvi. 8, (which is “the end” of the Church-lection for the ii" Sunday after Easter,) should
have unhappily suggested to some copyist,—kaAAvypagiag quam vel Criticae Sacrae vel
rerum Liturgicarum peritior—the notion that the entire “Gospel according to S. Mark,” came
toan end at verse 82. ... Isee 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 import of the solitary liturgical note tehoc (or to teAoc) which
he found at the close of verse 8. True, that he will have probably beheld, further on, several
additional otiyot. But if he did, how could he acknowledge 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, fo transcribe any further, having before
him, (as he thought,) an assurance that “TTHE 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 multiply copies of the Gospel so mutilated; (critics or commentators
intent on nothing so much as reconciling the apparent discrepancies in the Evangelical

418 Note, that the Codex from which Cod. D was copied will have exhibited the text thus,—amnexet to tedoc
HABev H wpa,—which is the reading of Cod. (= 13 Reg. 50.) But the scribe of Cod. D, in order to improve the
sense, substituted for fAGev the word kai. Note the scholion [Anon. Vat.] in Possinus, p. 321:—a&méxel, toutéott,
nenAnpwratl, TEAog €xel T kat éué. Besides the said Cod. 13, the same reading is found in 47 and 54 (in the
BodLl.): 56 (at Linc. Coll.): 61 (i.e. Cod. Montfort.): 69 (i.e. Cod. Leicestr.): 124 (i.e. Cod. Vind. Lamb. 31): ¢*"
(i.e. Lambeth, 1177): 2P (i.e. the 2nd of Muralt’s S. Petersburg Codd.); and Cod. 439 (i.e. Auddit. Brit. Mus.

5107). All these eleven MSS. read dnéxet to téAog at S. Mark xiv. 41.
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narratives:)—appears to me not at all unlikely419. 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 appear 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 difficulty of harmonizing one Gospel with another in this place, (such
as it is,) was the cause why these Twelve Verses were originally suppressed421. (1) First, be-
cause 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 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 perpetuated 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 capa-
city, 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 teAoc in the Codex Bezae, already adverted
to,) I reasoned with myself as follows:—But if the mutilation of the second Gospel came

419  So Scholz (i. 200):—“Pericopa haec casu quodam forsan exciderat a codice quodam Alexandrino; unde
defectus iste in alios libros transiit. Nec mirum hunc defectum multis, immo in certis regionibus plerisque scribis
arrisisse: confitentur enim ex ipsorum opinione Marcum Matthaeo repugnare. Cf. maxime Eusebium ad
Marinum,” &ec.

420 mepirtd &v €in, kol pdAiota eimep €xotev qvtidoyiav tf] TOV Aom@v edayyeAiot@v poaptupie. (Mai, Bibl.
P.P. Nova, vol. iv. p. 256.)

421 Alford’s N. T. vol. i. p. 433, (ed. 1868.)—And so Tischendorf, (ed. 8va. pp. 406-7.) “Talem dissentionem
ad Marci librum tam misere mutilandum adduxisse quempiam, et quidem tanto cum successu, prorsus incredible
est, nec ullo probari potest exemplo.”—Tregelles is of the same opinion. (Printed Text, pp. 255-6.)—Matthaei,
a competent judge, seems to have thought differently. “Una autem causa cur hic locus omitteretur fuit quod
Marcus in his repugnare ceteris videtur Evangelistis.” The general observation which follows is true
enough:—“Quae ergo vel obscura, vel repugnantia, vel parum decora quorundam opinione habebantur, ea olim
ab Criticis et interpretibus nonnullis vel sublata, vel in dubium vocata esse, ex allis 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 haec caeteris 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 importance,) Mr. Scrivener also. (Coll. Cod. Sin. p. xliv.)
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about in this particular 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 apparatus

423 at fol. 104, the word + Teloc +

which is sometimes found in MSS. of a similar date
conspicuously written by the original scribe immediately after S. Mark xvi. 8, as well as at
the close of the Gospel. It occurred besides only at ch. 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 accommodated 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 solitary in a MS. of this date, are to be accounted for only in one
way. They infallibly represent a corresponding peculiarity in some far more ancient docu-
ment. The fact that the word teloc is here (a) set down unabbreviated, (b) 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 circumstance which shall
be specified at foot*?4,

3. The very same phenomena reappear in Cod. 362> The sign + tehoc +, (which occurs
punctually at S. Mark xvi. 8 and again at v. 20,) is found besides in S. Mark’s Gospel only at

8426;

chap. i. at chap. xiv. 315 and (+ teAoc oov keaA,) at chap. xv. 24;—being on every

422 Thave to acknowledge very gratefully the obliging attentions of M. de Wailly, the chief of the Manuscript
department.

423  See above, p. 224.

424 Whereas in the course of S. Matthew’s Gospel, only two examples of + tedoc + occur, (viz. at ch. xxvi. 35
and xxvii. 2,)—in the former case the note has entirely lost its way in the process of transcription; standing where
it has no business to appear. No Liturgical section ends thereabouts. I suspect that the transition (Onéppaoig)
anciently made at ver. 39, was the thing to which the scribe desired to call attention.

425 = 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 produced Reg. 178, (the codex described above); but it exhibits a different text.
Bound up with it are some leaves of the LXX of about the viiith century.

426 End of the Lection for the Sunday before Epiphany.
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occasion incorporated with the Text. Now, when it is perceived that in the second and third
of these places, teloc 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**’.

4. Only once more.—Codex 22 (= Reg. 72) was never prepared for Church purposes. A
rough hand has indeed scrawled indications of the beginnings and endings of a few of the
Lessons, here and there; but these liturgical notes are no part of the original MS. At S. Mark
xvi. 8, however, we are presented (as before) with the solitary note + teAoc +—-, incorporated
with the text. Immediately after which, (in writing of the same size,) comes a memorable
statement®?® in red letters. The whole stands thus:—

@oPoivTo yap + TéAoC +—
£V TICL TGOV AVTLYpAPwV.
Ewc 08 mAnpodtat & &v
ayyehictrc: €n moAhoic
de. kal tadta Qépetatl +—
Avaotao 6¢. Tpwl Tpwth caPPdtwv.

And then follows the rest of the Gospel; at the end of which, the sign + tehoc + is again
repeated,—which sign, however, occurs nowhere else in the MS. nor at the end of any 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 teloc 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 further.” The two circumstances so brought together

seem exactly to bridge over the chasm between Codd. B and ¥ on the one hand,—and Codd.

24 and 36. on the other; and to supply us with precisely the link of evidence which we require.
For observe:—During the first six centuries of our ara, no single instance is known of a

codex in which teAoc is written at the end of a Gospel. The subscription of S. Mark for in-

stance is invariably either KATA MAPKON,—(as in B and N): or else EYAITEAION KATA
MAPKON,—(as in A and C, and the other older uncials): never teAoc. But here is a Scribe

who first copies the liturgical note teAoc,—and then volunteers the critical observation that
“in some copies of S. Mark’s Gospel the Evangelist proceeds no further!” A more extraordin-

427 InS. Matthew’s Gospel, I could find teloc so written only twice,—viz. at ch. ii. 23 and xxvi. 75: in S. Luke
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 it Gospel of the Passion, the vith Sunday of S. Luke.

428 This has already come before us in a different connection: (see p. 119): but it must needs be reproduced

here; and this time, it shall be exhibited as faithfully as my notes permit.

195

230

231


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_230.html
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.8
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.8
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_231.html
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Matt.2.23 Bible:Matt.26.75
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Luke.8.39

Chapter XI. The Omission of These Twelve Versesin Certain Ancient Copies...

ary corroboration of the view which I am endeavouring to recommend to the reader’s ac-
ceptance, 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 explanation of the
difficulty, is the true one!

5.1 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 cumulative force is unquestionably
great,—which an examination of 99 MSS. of the Gospels brought to light***. Enough has
been said already to shew,

(Ist.) That it must have been a customary thing, at a very remote age, to write the word
teloc 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 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 off there, no one can believe®*’. Why, then, did the Scribe leave off? But the

429 (1.) In Evan. 282 (written A.D. 1176),—a codex which has been adapted to Lectionary purposes,—the sign
war

ad ;
strange to say, is inserted into the body of the Text, only at S. Mark xv. 47 and xvi. 8. (2) Evan. 208, (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 €gofodvto ydp and dvactég, 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 téAog 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; much 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, + téAog t00

kot Mdpkov ebayyeliov -s- or simply + TéAog + . . . . In Evan. 282, S. Matthew’s Gospel shares this peculiarity
with S. Mark’s.
430 “Neminiin mentem venire potest Marcum narrationis suae filum ineptissime abrupisse verbis—épopodvto

yap.”—Griesbach Comment. Crit. (ii. 197.) So, in fact, uno ore all the Critics.
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Reader is already in possession of the reason why. A sufficient explanation of the difficulty
has been elicited from the very MSS. themselves. 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 defective from
the 8th verse onwards some vestige may be discoverable of the forgotten truth. Now, it has
been already fully shewn that it is a mistake to introduce into this discussion 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 we are bound to listen to every word of it with the utmost possible attention.

A problem is proposed for solution. “There are two ways of solving it,” (Eusebius be-
gins):—0 pev yap [to kepdAatov avtd] TV ToT0 PAoKovsaV TEPLKOTV GOETGV, €lTOL GV
un év dnactv avtnv @épecdat Toig AvTiypd@olg Tod Katd Mdpkov gvayyeliov t& yoOv
akpiPfi TV avtiypdewv T'O T'EAOT meptypd@el TG Katd TOV Mdpkov iotopiag €v T0ig

”

ASyo1g k.T.A. oig émAéyet, “kai 008evi 008&V gimov, épofolvto ydp.” Ev To0Tw oxeddv év
§maot Toi¢ dvtiypdgolc Tod katd Mapkov edayyehiov meptyéypamtar T'O TEAOS®? | .
Let us halt hero 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 now we perceive to be of paramount significancy?
Eusebius is pointing out that one way for a man (so minded) to get rid of the apparent in-
consistency between S. Mark xvi. 9 and S. Matth. xxviii. 1, would be for him to reject the

entire “Ecclesiastical Lection*>3”

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 delivering 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

431 Chap. V. See above, pp. 66-7.

432 The English reader will follow the text with sufficient 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).

433 1V to0t0 @dokovoav mepikonfv. The antecedent phrase, (t0 ke@dAatov avtd,) I suspect must be an

explanatory gloss.
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then follows an expression in which this ancient Critic is observed ingeniously to accom-
modate 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
phenomenon to which I have been calling attention within the last two pages, and which I
need not further insist upon or explain: viz. that the words TO TEAOC were in some very
ancient (“the accurate”) copies found written after épofotvto ydp: although to an unsuspi-
cious reader the expression which he uses may well seem to denote nothing more than that
the second Gospel generally 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 Eusebius 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 nowhere say so. He expresses himself enig-
matically, resorting to a somewhat unusual phrase43 > which perhaps admits of no exact
English counterpart: but what he says clearly amounts to no more than this,—that “the ac-
curate copies, at the words épofodvto ydp, circumscribe THE END (TO TEAOC ) of Mark’s
narrative:” that there, “in almost all the Copies of the Gospel according to Mark, is circum-
scribed 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

434 “This then is clear,” (is Dr. Tregelles’ comment,) “that the greater part of the Greek copies had not the
verses in question.”—Printed Text, p. 247.

435 Observe, the peculiarity of the expression in this place of Eusebius consists entirely In his introduction of
the words 10 TéAog. Had he merely said dxpifr tdv dvtiypadewv to gvayyéAiov kata Mdpkov Teptypdgel €v
101G Adyoig K.T.A. .... Ev 00T Ydp oxedoV €v dmaoct toig Gvpypd@olg meptyéypamtal T Katd Mdapkov
evayyéMov,—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:—0 KAjung . . . €ig trjv Kopddov
TEAeLTNV TEPLYpdPEL TOVG Xpdvoug, (Hist. Eccl. lib. vi. c. 6.)—TnndAutog . . . £nti 10 Tp@dTOV T0¢ AVTOKPATOPOG
"ANe€GvOpov Tovg xpdvoug meptypdpel, (Ibid. c. 22. See the note of Valesius on the place.)—Or this, referred to
by Stephanus (in voce),—Evog § €1 uvnobeig meptypdyw tov Adyov, (Praep. Evang. lib. vi. c. 10, [p. 280 ¢, ed.
1628].) But the substitution of t0 téAog for 10 edayyéAiov wants explaining; and can be only satisfactorily ex-

plained in one way.
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with in all the copies;” i.e. that some copies did not contain them. But this, so far from being

a startling statement, is no more than what Codd. B and ® in themselves are sufficient to

establish. In other words, Eusebius, (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 refut-
ation,) is found to bear consistent testimony to the two following modest propositions;
which, however, are not adduced by him as reasons for rejecting S. Mark xvi. 9-20, but only
as samples of what might be urged by one desirous of shelving a difficulty suggested by their
contents;—

(1st.) That from some ancient copies of S. Mark’s Gospel these last Twelve Verses were
away.

(2nd.) That in almost all the copies,—(whether mutilated or not, he does not state,)—the
words TO TEAOC 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 Hesychius,
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 body437.” I suspect (with Matthaei, [supra, p. 66,]) that
Origen is the true author of all this confusion. He certainly relates of himself that among his
voluminous exegetical writings was a treatise on S. Mark’s Gospel**®. To Origen’s works,

436 See above, p. 66 and p. 67.
437 TIGpet vov . . . TpoG T@ TéAEL TV aVTGOV T&VTOTE T0iG Tdot {nrovueva [sic]l.—Mai, vol. iv. p. 255.
438 “Consentit autem nobis ad tractatum quem fecimus de scripturd Marci.”—Origen. (Opp. iii. 929 B.) Tractat.
xxxv. in Matth. [I owe the reference to Cave (i. 118.) It seems to have 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), 'Qpiyévoug ntpdAoyog ig trv
gpunveiav tod katd Mdpkov evayyeAiov. Note, that Reg. 937 is but a (xvi" cent.) counterpart of the preceding;
which has been transcribed [xviii™ cent.] in Par. Suppl. Grace. 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 pointed out. to me by the Rev. W. R. Churton.
James, in his “Ecloga Oxonio-Cantabrig.,” (1600, lib. i. p. 49,) mentions “Homiliae Origenis super Evangelio
Marcae, Stabat ad monumentum.”—.Read instead, (with Rev. H. O. Coxe, “Cat. Codd. MSS. C. C. C.;” [N°. 142,
4,]) as follows:—“Origenis presb. Hom. in istud Johannis, Maria stabat ad monumentum,” &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.
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Eusebius, (his apologist and admirer,) is known to have habitually resorted; 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 copies,” what he actually means is the text of Scripture
which was employed or approved by Origen®>. The more attentively the language of Eusebius
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
overlooked. He certainly does not say, as Jerome, from his loose translation of the passage440,
evidently imagined,—“omnibus Graeciae libris pene hoc capitulum in fine non habentibus:”
but only,—“non in omnibus Evangelii exemplaribus hoc capitulum inveniri;” which is an
entirely different thing. Eusebius adds,—“Accuratiora saltem exemplaria FINEM narrationis
secundum Marcum circumscribunt in verbis égpopodvto ydp;”—and, “In hoc, fere in omnibus
exemplaribus Evangelii secundum Marcum, FINEM circumscribi.”—The point, however,
of greatest interest is, that Eusebius here calls attention to the prevalence in MSS. of his time
of the very liturgical peculiarity which plainly supplies the one true solution of the problem
under discussion. His testimony is a marvellous 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 kata

Mdpkov edayyéAiov (so he writes) uéxpt 100 “€pofodvro ydp,” &xel T'O T'EAOCH!,

439 So Chrysostom, speaking of the reading BnfaPapd. Origen (iv. 140) says that not only oxedov €v mdot
T0iG AvTlypG@oig, but also that apud Heracleonem, (who wrote within 50 years of S. John’s death,) he found
BnBavia written in S. John i. 28. Moved by geographical considerations, however, (as he explains,) for Bnfavia,
Origen proposes to read BnOaPapd.—Chrysostom (viii. 96 D), after noticing the former reading, declares,—8ca
3¢ tdv avtiypdewv dxpipéotepov €xer év BnBafapd @notv: but he goes on to reproduce Origen’s reason-
ing;—thereby betraying himself. —The author of the Catena in Matth. (Cramer, i. 190-1) simply reproduces
Chrysostom:—yxpr 8¢ yivawokewv 61 ta dkpipf] TV avtypdgwv év BnbaPapd mepiéxel. 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 reading of
that place is not “60” but “160,”—oUtwg yap t& dkpifi] mepiéxet, kai | ‘Qpyévoug tig dAndeiag Pefaiworg. Ac-
cordingly, Eusebius also reads the place in the same erroneous way.

440 Jerome says of himself (Opp. vii. 537,)—“Non digne Graeca in Latinum transfero: aut Graecos lege (si
ejusdem linguae habes scientiam) aut si tantum Latinus es, noli de gratuito munere judicare, et, ut vulgare
proverbium est: equi dentes inspicere donati.”

441 See above, pp. 57-9: also Appendix (C), § 2.
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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 exhib-
ited the Liturgical hint, (TO TEAOC,) 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 suo,) will have remarked on the phenomenon before him; and Eusebius
will have adopted his remarks,—as the heralds say, “with a difference,”—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 TEAOC most inopportunely occurs at chap. xiv.

41**2))_will have become the progenitor of several other copies (as Codd. B and ); and

some of these, it is pretty evident, were familiarly known to Eusebius.

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 solely responsible
for every word that he has delivered concerning S. Mark xvi. 9-20. Every link in my argument
will remain undisturbed, and the conclusion will be still precisely the same, whether the
mistaken Criticism before us originated with another or with himself.

XII. But why, (it may reasonably be asked,)— Why should there have been anything ex-
ceptional in the way of indicating the end of this particular Lection? Why should téAog 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, (kvuptant y" t@v pvpo@dpwv 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. 2-844. in the Churches of the Jacobite, or Monophysite Christians, the Eucharistic lesson
for Easter-Day was ver. 1-84%, (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

446

throughout the year™™. (6) That same third matin lesson of the Resurrection was also the

442  See above, pp. 225-6.
443 R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 116.
444 See Adler’s N. T. Verss Syrr., p. 70.
445 R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p.146.
446 See p. 206, also note (k).
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Lesson at Matins on Ascension-Day; as well in the Syrian*%” as in the Greek?*® Churches.
(7) With 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—18449.—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®0?

XIII. One more circumstance, and but one, remains to be adverted to in the way of
evidence; and one more suggestion 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 S. Hark 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 Ulphilas (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. Accordingly it is thus that the Gospels stand in the Codd. Vercellensis (a),
Veronensis (b), Palatinus (e), Brixianus (f) 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,

447 R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 117.

448  i. Accordingly, in Cod. Evan. 266 (= Paris Reg. 67) is read, at S. Mark xvi. 8 (fol. 126), as follows:—é@ofodvto
YGp. [then, rubro] téhog tol B” £wbivov, kai Tfg Kuplakfig T®V pupo@dpwy, dpxr. [then the text:] Avactdg
K.TA. ... After ver. 20, (at fol. 126 of the same Codex) is found the following concluding rubric:—téAog to0 I’
£wBivou ebayyehiov. In the same place, (viz. at the end of S. Mark’s Gospel,) is found in another Codex (Evan.
7 = Paris Reg. 71,) the following rubric:—té\og to0 tpitov tod £wbivov, kai Tod GpBpov tiig aAvaARPews.

449 R. Payne Smith’s Catal. p. 146.

450 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 épofodvro ydp,
put the final EbayyéAiov katd Mdpkov, 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 evidence, which has been described

above, at p. 36, as well as to estimate its exact value.
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(which last is our Evan. 256), at Moscow. And 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 page 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 which has happened in respect of one of the Codices at Moscow™*

) what else could
result when a copyist reached the words,
E®OBOYNTO I'AP. 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 Wetstein,
Griesbach, and Tischendorf,) that “the last verse of S. John’s Gospel is omitted in Cod. 63:”
the truth of the matter being (as Mr. Scrivener has lately proved) that the last leaf of Cod.
63,—on which the last verse of S. John’s Gospel was demonstrably once written,—has been
lost*>.

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 saw TO TEAOC written after ver. 8: he assumed that it was the Subscription, or

at least that it denoted “the End,” of the Gospel.

451 Euseb. apud Mai, iv. p. 264 = p. 287. Again at p. 289-90.—So also the author of the 2nd Homily on the
Resurr. (Greg. Nyss. Opp. iii. 411-2.)—And see the third of the fragments ascribed to Polycarp. Patres Apostol.,
(ed. Jacobson) ii. p. 515.
452 1 believe this will be found to be the invariable order of the Gospels in the Lectionaries.
453 This is the case for instance in Evan. 15 (= Reg. 64). See fol. 98 b.
454 Tallude of course to Matthaei’s Cod. g. (See the note in his N. T. vol. ix. p. 228.) Whether or no the learned
critic was right in his conjecture “aliquot folia excidisse,” matters nothing. The left hand page ends at the words
£poPolvrto ydp. Now, if téAog 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 Bezae (D), S. Mark’s Gospel ends at ver. 15: in the
Gothic Codex Argenteus, at ver. 11. The Codex Vercell. (a) proves to be imperfect from ch. xv. 15; Cod. Veron.
(b) from xiii. 24; Cod. Brix. (f) from xiv. 70.
455  Scrivener, Coll. Cod. Sin. p. lix.
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2. Whether certain ancient Critics, because it was acceptable to them, were not found
to promote this mistake,—it is useless to inquire. That there may have arisen some old
harmonizer of the Gospels, who, (in the words of Eusebius,) was disposed to “regard what
followed as superfluous 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 would 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 TEAOC frequently 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 intel-
ligent copyist of the iii"d century, because he read the words TO TEAOC at S. Mark xvi. 8,
can have been beguiled thereby into the supposition that those words indicated “the End”
of S. Mark’s Gospel?—Shall I be told that, even if one can have so entirely overlooked the
meaning of the liturgical sign as to suffer it to insinuate itself into his text**’, it is nevertheless
so improbable as to pass all credence that another can have supposed that it designated the
termination of the Gospel of the second Evangelist?—For all reply, I take leave to point out
that Scholz, and Tischendorf, and Tregelles, and Mai and the rest of the Critics have, one
and all, without exception, misunderstood the same word occurring in the same place, and in
precisely the same way.

Yes. The forgotten inadvertence of a solitary Scribe in the second or third century has
been, in the nineteenth, deliberately reproduced, adopted, and stereotyped 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 misled 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®*3? To this hour, the illustrious

456  See p. 227.

457 See above, p. 226.

458  So Scholz:—“hic [sc. 22] post ydp + TéAog; dein atramento rubro,” &c.—Tischendorf,—“Testantur scholia
... Marci Evangelium . . . versu 9 finem habuisee. Ita, ut de 30 fere Codd. certe tree videamus, 22 habet: é&pofouvto
yap + telog. ev Tiol, &c.”—Tregelles appeals to copies, “sometimes with té\og interposed after ver. 8,” (p.
254.)—Mai (iv. 256) in the same spirit remarks,—“Codex Vatican-palatinus [220], ex quo Eusebium producimus,
post octavum versum habet quidem vocem Té\oG, ut alibi interdum observatum fuit; sed tamen ibidem eadem

manu subecribitur incrementum cum progredientibus sectionum notis.”
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Editors of the text of the Gospels are clearly, one and all, labouring under the grave error
of supposing that “¢pofodvto ydp + téAog,”—(for which they are so careful to refer us to
“Cod. 22,”)—is an indication that there, by rights, comes the “End” of the Gospel according
to S. Mark. They have failed to perceive that TEAOC 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 few pages of summary, we may now bring this long disquisition to an end.
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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 incredible (p. 246):—But that at some very remote
period Copies have suffered mutilation, a supposition probable in the highest degree (p.
248).—Consequences of this admission (p. 252).—Parting words (p. 254.)

THIS Inquiry has at last reached its close. The problem was fully explained at the out-
set*®®. All the known evidence has since been produced*®’, every Witness examined*¢!,
Counsel has been heard on both sides. A just Sentence will assuredly follow. But it may not
be improper that I should in conclusion 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 ivth century, there must have existed
Copies of the Gospels in which the last chapter of S. Mark extended no further than ver. 8,
the Question arises,—How is this phenomenon to be accounted for? . .. The problem is not
only highly interesting and strictly legitimate, but it is even inevitable. In the immediately
preceding chapter, I have endeavoured to solve it, and I believe in a wholly unsuspected
way.

But the most recent Editors of the text of the New Testament, declining to entertain so
much as the possibility that certain copies of the second Gospel had experienced mutilation
in very early times in respect of these Twelve concluding Verses, have chosen to occupy
themselves rather with conjectures as to how it may have happened that S. Mark’s Gospel
was without a conclusion from the very first. Persuaded that no more probable account is to
be given of the phenomenon than that the Evangelist himself put forth a Gospel which (for
some unexplained reason) terminated abruptly at the words épofodvto ydp (chap. xvi.
8),—they have unhappily 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 reasonable:

First,—That the Gospel according to S. Mark, as it left the hands of its inspired Author,
was in this impeded or unfinished state; ending abruptly at (what we call now) the 8th verse

459 Chap. L andII.
460 Chap. IV, VI—X.
461 Chap.III, V, and VIIL
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of the last chapter:—of which solemn circumstance, at the end of eighteen centuries, Cod.

B and Cod. N 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. Band Cod. Y 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*®%:—(b) to introduce after ver. 8, the subscription “KATA
MAPKON*6%"_(¢) to shut up verses 9-20 within brackets***. Regarding them as “no integral
part of the Gospel*®>,”—“as an authentic anonymous addition to what Mark himself wrote

466

down™",”—a “remarkable Fragment,” “placed as a completion of the Gospel in very early

times*7;”—they consider themselves at liberty to go on to suggest that “the Evangelist may
have been interrupted in his work:” at any rate, 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 away*®®.”

We listen with astonishment; contenting ourselves with modestly suggesting that surely
it will be time to conjecture why S. Mark’s Gospel was left by its Divinely inspired Author
in an unfinished state, when the fact has been established 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 respect, but S. Mark’s Gospel is a
vast deal more precious to me than Dr. Tischendorf’s reputation,)—that “a healthy piety
reclaims against the endeavours of those who 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

462 Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford.
463 Tregelles, Alford.
464 Alford.
465 “Haec non a Marco scripta esse argumentis probatur idoneis.”—See the rest of Tischendorf’s verdict,
suprd, p. 10; and opposite, p. 245.
466 Tregelles’ Account of the Printed Text, p. 259.
467 Alford’s New Test. vol. i. Proleg. [p. 38] and p. 437.
468 So Norton, Tregelles, and others.
469 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.
470 Vide supra, p. 10.
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Gospel; and that the Twelve Verses with which his Gospel concludes were the fabrication
of a subsequent age; than,—(f) 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 ivth 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) “or 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 in the same manner?’2,
Irenaeus, his contemporary, (living within seventy years of S. John’s death,) complains of a

corrupted Text?”?

. We are able to go back yet half a century, and the depravations of Holy
Writ become avowed and flagrant*’*, A competent authority has declared it “no less true
to fact than paradoxical in sound, that the worst corruptions to which the New Testament

has been ever subjected originated within a hundred years after it was composed*”>.” Above

all, it is demonstrable that Cod. B and Cod. ¥ abound in unwarrantable omissions very like

the present*’®; 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 observed 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 virth chapter, that the omission of the words év E@éow
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,

(Ist.) 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

471  Opp. vol. iii. p. 671.
472 Eusebius Eccl. Hist. iv. 23. Consider Rev. xxii. 18, 19.
473 Note the remarkable adjuration of Irenaeus, Opp. i. 821, preserved by Eusebius, lib. v. 20.—See Scrivener’s
Introduction, p.383-4. Consider the attestations at the end of the account of Polycarp’s martyrdom, PP. App.
ii. 614-6.
474  Allusion is made to the Gnostics Basilides and Valentinus; especially to the work of Marcion.
475 Scrivener’s Introduction, pp.381-391.
476  See Chap. VI.
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they were the work of a post-Apostolic period. The very difficulties which they present afford
the strongest presumption of their genuineness.” No fabricator of a supplement to S. Mark’s
Gospel would have ventured on introducing so many minute seeming discrepancies: and
certainly “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 convin-
cing argument that we have here to do with no spurious appendage to the Gospel478. Were
this a deservedly 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
Presbyter,—Justin Martyr, or Hegesippus, or one of the “Seniores apud
Irenaeum,”—Clemens Alexandrinus, or Tertullian, or Hippolytus,—if not Origen, yet at
least Eusebius,—if not Eusebius, yet certainly Jerome,—some early Writer, I say, must cer-
tainly 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 conjecture,—(that silence so profound, this improbab-
ility so gross!)—is enough, I submit, in the entire absence of Evidence on the other side, to

477  Chap. IX.

478 “Ad defendendum hunc locum in primis etiam valet mirus Codicum consensus in vocabulis et loquendi
formulis singulis. Nam in locis mapeyypdmntog, etiam multo brevioribus, quo plures sunt Codices, eo plures
quoque sunt varietates. Comparetur mode Act. xi,. 18, Matth. viii. 13, et loca similia.”—C. F. Matthaei’s Nov.
Test. (1788) vol. ii. p. 271.

479 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 witnesses, if there had not been real grounds for regarding it to be
true?”—(Printed Text, p. 257.) Certainly not, we answer. But where are the “good witnesses” of the “transmitted

fact?” There is not to much as one.
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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 convincing testimony that the oldest
copies of all did contain the Verses in question480: 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 recognised termination of S. Mark’s Gospel *3.

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
we 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 suffered that mutilation in respect of their last Twelve Verses of which we
meet with no trace whatever, no record of any sort, until the beginning of the fourth century.

(i.) And the facts which now meet us on the very threshold, are in a manner conclusive:
for if Papias and Justin Martyr [A.D. 150] do not refer to, yet certainly Irenaeus [A.D. 185]
and Hippolytus [A.D. 190-227] distinctly quote Six 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 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] Vincentius 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 al*®2, Besides the Gothic and Egyptian versions in the ivih century; besides
Ambrose, Cyril of Alexandria, Jerome, and Augustine in the Vth, to say nothing of Codices
A and C;—the Lectionary of the Church universal, probably from the second century of our
cera, is found to bestow its solemn and emphatic sanction on every one of these Twelve
Verses. They are met with in every MS. of the Gospels existence, uncial and cursive,—except
two®83; they are found in every Version; and are contained besides in every known Lectionary,
where they are appointed to be read at Easter and on Ascension Day484.

480 See above, pp. 86-90.
481 See Chap. III.
482 See above, Chap. III. and IV.
483 “Habent periocham hanc Codices Graeci, si unum B excipias, omnes.” (Scholz, adopting the statement
of Griesbach.)—See above, p. 70.
484 See above, Chap. X.
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(iii.) Early in the ivth century, however, we are encountered by a famous place in the
writings of Eusebius [A.D. 300-340], who, (as I have elsewhere explained485 ) is the only
Father who delivers any independent testimony on this subject at all. What he says has been
strangely misrepresented. It is simply as follows:—

(a) 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? Euse-
bius, 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:” (ur) €v amdol @épeadat.) Declining, however, to act thus presumptuously in re-
spect of anything claiming to be a part of Evangelical Scripture, (008 0t100v ToAp®V aBetelv
TGOV OMwoodV €v Tf] TOV ebayyeMwV ypa@f] @epouévwy,)—he adopts the hypothesis that
the text is genuine. Kai 81 T008e 100 pépoug suyxwpovuévou eivat &éAndods, he begins: and
he enters at once without hesitation on an elaborate discussion to shew how the two places
may be reconciled*®. 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
again487. On the other hand, the express statement of Victor of Antioch [A. D. 450?] that
he knew of the mutilation, but had ascertained by Critical research the genuineness of this
Section of Scripture, and had adopted the Text of the authentic “Palestinian” Copy™88,—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 judgment
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
what 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 hypothetical suggestion
of Eusebius already quoted; which, (after a fashion well understood by those who have given

485 See above, pp. 66-68.
486 See above, pp. 41 to 51: also Appendix (B).
487 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-

488 See above, p. 64-5: also Appendix (E).
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any attention to these studies), is observed to have rapidly propagated itself in the congenial
soil of the v century. And even if it could be shewn that Eusebius deliberately rejected this
portion of Scripture, (which has never been done,)—vyet, inasmuch as it may be regarded
as certain that those famous codices in the library of his friend Pamphilus at Caesarea, to

489,—the only sufferer from

which the ancients habitually referred, recognised it as genuine
such a conflict of evidence would surely be Eusebius himself: (not S. Mark, I say, but Euse-
bius:) 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. . His words were translated by Jerome®Y; adopted

by Hesychius491; referred to by Victor®%; reproduced “with a difference” 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 Tregelles and the rest: again destined
to fall into a congenial, though very differently prepared soil; and again destined (I venture
to predict) to die out and soon to be forgotten for ever.

(iv.) After all that has gone before, our two oldest Codices (Cod. B and Cod. N) 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 ivth
century: they are certainly without the concluding section of S. Mark’s Gospel. But it may
not be forgotten that both Codices alike are disfigured throughout by errors, interpolations
and omissions without number; that their testimony is continually divergent; and that it
often happens that where they both agree they are both demonstrably in error®®> Moreover,
itis a highly significant circumstance that the Vatican Codex (B), which is the more ancient
of the two, exhibits a vacant column at the end of S. Mark’s Gospel,—the only vacant column
in the whole codex: whereby it is shewn that the Copyist was aware of the existence of the

489 P. 68 and note (d); p. 119 and note (m).
490 P.51-7.

491 P.57-9.

492 P.59-66.

493 P.114-125.

494 P.68-9.

495 Chap. VL
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Twelve concluding Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel, even though he left them out*?%; while the

original Scribe of the Codex Sinaiticus (X) 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.*’
(I.) 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

Gospel in the beginning of the fourth century; of which, Cod. B and Cod. ¥ are the two solitary

surviving specimens,—Eusebius, the one historical witness. We have to decide, I mean,
between the evidence for this fact,—(namely, that within the first two centuries and a-half
of our ara, the Gospel according to S. Mark suffered mutilation;)—and the reasonableness
of the other opinion, 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

them**3

,)—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 evidence of a fact? The assump-
tion is not only gratuitous, arbitrary, groundless; but it is discountenanced by the evidence
of MSS., of Versions, of Fathers, (Versions and Fathers much older than the iyth century:)
is rendered in the highest degree improbable by every internal, every external consideration:
is condemned by the deliberate judgment of the universal Church,—which, in its corporate
capacity, for eighteen hundred years, in all places, has not only solemnly accepted the last
Twelve Verses of S. Mark’s Gospel as genuine, but has even singled them out for special

honour®”,

496 See above, pp. 86 to 88.
497 Will it be believed that Tischendorf accordingly rejects that verse also as spurious; and brings the fourth
Gospel to au end at ver. 24, as he brings the second Gospel to an end at ver. 82 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 my
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. Tischendorf’s judgment in this
particular. The utmost which can be allowed is that the Scribe may have possibly changed his pen, or been called
away from his task, just before bringing the fourth Gospel to a close.
498 See Chap. IX.
499 Chapter X.
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(IL.) Let it be asked in conclusion,—(for this prolonged discussion is now happily at an
end,)—Are any inconveniences 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 reasonably be sup-
posed, 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
inconveniences whatever likely to supervene?

No reasons whatever are assignable, I reply; neither are there any inconvenient con-
sequences of any sort to be anticipated,—except indeed to the Critics: to whom, it must be
confessed, the result proves damaging enough.

It will only follow,

(1st) That Cod. B and Cod. ¥ must be henceforth allowed to be in one more serious

particular 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 unconditionally withdrawn.

(3rdly) That, in all future critical editions of the New Testament, these “T'welve Verses”
will have to be restored to their rightful honours: never more appearing disfigured with
brackets, encumbered with doubts, banished from their context, or molested with notes of
suspicion. On the contrary. A few words of caution against the resuscitation of what has
been proved to be a “vulgar error,” will have henceforth to be introduced in memoriam 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 perhaps 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 undis-
tinguishable 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 wilfully 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
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text throughout, now that they have been shewn the insecurity of the foundation on which
they have so confidently 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.”

T'0 T'EAOC
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APPENDIX (A).

On the importance of attending to Patristic Citations of Scripture.—
The correct Text of 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 illustration
of the position there maintained, viz. that this subject has not hitherto engaged nearly as
much attention as it deserves.

L. Instead of év &vBpwmoig evdokia, (which is the reading of the “Textus receptus,”)
Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles and Alford present us with €v dvBpmoig ebdoking. Their
authority for this reading is the consentient testimony of the four oldest MSS. which contain

S. Lukeii. 14 (viz. B, X, A, D): The Latin Versions generally (“in hominibus bonae voluntatis™);

and the Gothic. Against those are to be set, Cod. A (in the Hymn at the end of the Psalms);
all the other uncials; together with every known cursive MS.; and every other ancient Version
in existence.

So far, the evidence of mere Antiquity may be supposed to preponderate in favour of
gvdokiag: though no judicious Critic, it is thought, should hesitate in deciding in favour of
g0dokia, even upon the evidence already adduced. The advocates of the popular Theory
ask,—But why should the four oldest MSS., together with the Latin and the Gothic Versions,
conspire in reading e0doxiag, if eddokia 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 MS. and every other Version in the world should read e0dokia, if ebdoxia
be wrong? But the evidence of Antiquity has not yet been nearly cited. I proceed to set it
forth in detail.

It is found then, that whereas e0dokiag is read by none, €0doklia is read by all the fol-
lowing 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 ad fin.,—IIIrd cent.]

(3) Methodius, [Galland. iii. 809 B,—A.D. 290.]

(4) Eusebius, twice, [Dem. Ev. 163 c: 342 B,—A.D. 320.]

(5) Aphraates the Persian, (for whose name [suprd, 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 explained below.

(9) Epiphanius, [i. 154 D,—A.D. 375.]
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(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 Opp.
ii. 593 A: vi. 398 C,—A.D. 420.]

(12) Theodoret, [in Coloss. i. 20,—A.D. 430.]

(13) Theodotus of Ancyra, [Galland. x. 446 B,—A.D. 430.]

(14) Proclus, Abp. of Constantinople, [Gall, x. 629 A,—A.D. 434.]

To which may be added the evidence of

(15) Cosmas Indicopleustes, four times repeated, [Coll. Nov. PP., (Montfaucon,) ii. 152
A, 160 D, 247 E, 269 C,—A.D. 535.]

(16) Eulogius, Abp. of Alexandria, [Gall. 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 our own Textus Receptus exhibits it,—(viz. €v avBpwmo1§
gvdokia,)—who does not see that the four oldest uncial authorities for €0dokiag are hope-
lessly 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 therefore the evidence of Antiquity is even over-
whelming.

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 Devotions.
Take it, from a document of the v century:—

AOZA EN YYICTOIC OEW
KAI EITI THC EIPHNH

EN ANOP(IIOIC EYAOKIA®

But the text of this Hymn, as a Liturgical document, at a yet earlier period is unequivoc-
ally established by the combined testimony of the Apostolical Constitutions (already quoted,)
and of Chrysostom, who says expressly:—EUxaptotodvteg Aéyouev, Ad&a év Upiotolg O,
Kal €nti yiig eipnvn, €v avBpmoig evdokia. [Opp. xi. 347 B.] Now this incontestably proves
that the Church’s established way of reciting the Angelic Hymn in the ivih 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 hun-

1 Pseudo-Gregory Thaumaturgus, Pseudo-Basil, Patricius, and Marias Merecator are designedly omitted in
this enumeration.

2 Codex A,—Uuvog £éw8919vdg at the end of the Psalms.
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dreds,—or rather of thousands of copies of the Gospels of a date anterior to A.D. 400, which
have long since perished.

To insist upon this, however, is not at all my present purpose. About the true reading
of S. Luke ii. 14, (which is not the reading of Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, Alford,)
there is clearly no longer any room for doubt. It is perhaps one of the best established
readings in the whole compass of the New Testament. My sole object is to call attention to
the two following facts:—

(1) That the four oldest Codices which contain S. Luke ii. 14 (B, 8, A, D, A.D. 320-520),

and two of the oldest Versions, conspire in exhibiting the Angelic Hymn incorrectly.

(2) That we are indebted to fourteen of the Fathers (A.D. 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. Irenaeus 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 excelsis
Deo et in terra pax hominibus bonae voluntatis,”) presently adds,—“In eo quod dicunt,
Gloria in altissimis Deo et in terra pax, enm qui sit altissimorum, hoc est, supercaelestium
factor et eorum, quae super terram omnium conditor, his sermonibus glorificaverunt; qui
suo plasmati, hoc est hominibus suam benignitatem salutis de caelo misit.” (ed. 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 exhibits 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 sententia, recto quaestio nasceretur. Nunc vero in eo 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.” (Opp. iii. p.
946.) “From this,” (says Tischendorf, who is followed by Tregelles,) “it is plain that Origen
regarded e0dokiog as the true reading; not ebdokia—which is now thrice found in his Greek
writings.”—But,

Is one here more struck with the unfairness of the Critic, or with the feebleness of his
reasoning? For,—(to say nothing of the insecurity of building on a Latin. Translation>, es-
pecially in such a matter as the present,)—How can testimony like this be considered to
outweigh the three distinct places in the original writings of this Father, where he reads not

3 The old Latin Interpreter of Origen’s Commentary on S. Matthew seems to have found in Origen’s text a

quotation from S. Luke ii. 14 which is not represented in the extant Greek text of Origen. Here also we are
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gvdokiag but evdokia? Again. Why is a doubt insinuated concerning the trustworthiness
of those three places, (“ut nunc reperitur,”) whore 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 partisan, 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 chews that
Tischendorf’s proposed inference 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, ‘T am not come to send Peace upon earth, but a sword?
....Consider,” (he proceeds) “whether the answer may not be this:”—and then comes the
extract given above. Origen, (to express oneself with colloquial truthfulness,) is at his old
tricks. He is evidently acquainted with the reading e0doxk{ag: 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 €iprivn e0dokiag together, being simply preposter-
ous,—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 evdokiag. Those learned persons have evidently overlooked the candid acknowledg-
ment of De Touttée, Cyril’s editor, (p. 180, cf. bottom of p. 162,) that though the MSS. of
Cyril exhibit e0d0kla, yet in his editorial capacity he had ventured to print €0dokiag. 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 offence, remind Editors of Scripture that instead of copying, they ought in every
instance fo verify their references?)

III. The history of this corruption of the Text is not hard to discover. It is interesting
and instructive also.

In the immediately post-Apostolic age,—if not earlier still, —some Copyist will have
omitted the év before avOpwmoig. The resemblance of the letters and the similarity of the
sound (EN, AN,) misled him:—

ENANOPWIIOIC

Every one must see at a glance how easily the thing may have happened. (It is in fact
precisely what has happened in Acts iv. 12; where, for év avBpwnoig, D and a few cursive
MSS. read &vBpwmnoig,—being countenanced therein by the Latin Versions generally, and
by them only.)

(2.) The result however—(86&a €v OPiotolg Oe® Kol £ml yiig elprjvn avOpwmolg
gvdokla—was obviously an impossible 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

presented with “hominibus bonae voluntatis.” (Opp. iii. 537 C). We can say nothing to such second-hand evidence.

4 Consider his exactly similar method concerning Eph. i. 1. (Supra, pp. 96-99.)
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meaning into the words, some one with the best intentions will have put the sign of the
genitive (c) at the end of e0dokia. 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 hominibus bonae voluntatis. . . . . It is evident,
by the way, (if the quotation from Irenaeus, given above, is to be depended upon,) that
Irena3us must have so read the place: (viz. €iprivn avOpwmnoig evdoking.)

(3.) To restore the preposition (EN) which had been accidentally thrust out, and to ob-
literate the sign of the genitive (c) which had been without authority thrust in, was an obvious
proceeding, Accordingly, every Greek Evangelium extant exhibits év &vBpmoig: while all

but four (B, X, A, D) read e0doxia. In like manner, into some MSS. of the Vulgate (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 version.—The Gothic
represents a copy which exhibited év &vBpwmoic eddokiag

The consequence is that .a well-nigh untranslatable expression retains its place in the
Vulgate to the present hour. Whether (with Origen) we connect e0dokiag with eipfvn,—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 unquestionably correct.
The reading of the latest Editors is as certainly 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 reconstruct 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 necessary 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

5 From the Rev. Professor Bosworth.
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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 Science is one of exceeding
difficulty. Revisionists here will find it necessary altogether to disabuse their minds of the
Theory of Textual Criticism which is at present the dominant 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 acceptance at the hands of the Church,—it will be found necessary that
the work should be confided to Churchmen. The Church may never abdicate her function
of being “a Witness and a Keeper of Holy Writ.” Neither can she, without flagrant inconsist-
ency 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 aptitude 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 deliberate insult to the Majesty of Heaven in the Divine Person
of Him who is alike the Object of the Everlasting Gospel, and its Author?

223

264

265


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_264.html
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_265.html

Appendix (B). Eusebius“ ad Marinum” concerning the reconcilement of S. Mark...

APPENDIX (B).

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 Eusebisus, taken from the “Qusstiones ad Marinum”
published by Card. Mai, in his “Nova Patrum Bibliotheca” (Romae, 1847,) vol. iv. pp. 255-
7.

L [1&¢ mapa pev t@ Matbaiw SPe caPPdtwv Qaivetat £yeyepuévog 6 TwThp, Tapd O€
TQ MApKW Tpwt T & t@v caPPdtwv.

Tottov S1rth) v e 1 Ao & pév yap [0 kepdAaiov adtd del.® ?] thv tovto pdokovsay
TEPIKOTV GOeT@V, €lmot av prn €v dnacly avTnv @épecbat toig dvtiypd@olg Tod Kata
Mdpkov ebayyeAiov: T yoOv dkpiPii TV AvTiypd@wv tO TENOG TEPLYPAPEL TG KATA TOV
Mépkov iotopiag €V toig Adyoig Tod 0pOEvTog veaviokov taig yuvatél kal elpnktog avtaic
“un @oPeiode, Incodv {nreite oV Nalapnvdv.” kai toic €€fic, oig EmAéyer “kai dxovoacat
Epuyov, kal o0devi 00V einov, Zpofodvto ydp.” 'Ev TolTw yap oxedov év dnact Toig
avTiypd@oig tod katd Mdpkov evayyeAiov mepryéypamntal to téhog T 8¢ £Efi¢ omaviwg év
1otV GAN 00K €v oL PePOUEVX TIEPLTTA AV €1, Kal pdAlota eimep €xotev avtiloyiav Tfj
TV Aom@v edayyeMot@v waptupia. tadta pév odv efmot &v T1¢ mapattobuevos kal mévTn
avalp@v eIt £pATNUX. "AAAOG O£ T1g 008’ 0TI00V TOAU®V GOETETV TGOV OWOODV €V Tf|
TGV edayyeAiwvy ypagf @epouévwy, SIMARY eival gnot Thv dvayvwoty, w¢ kal v £Tépolg
TOANOTG, eKatépav Te mapadektéay UIApyeLV, T@ pr) pdAAov tavtnv ékeivng, 1 €ketvny
TavTNG, TAPX TOIG TLoTOoI¢ Kal eAaPéoty Eykpivesdat.

Kai &7 to00e tod wépovg cuyxwpovuévov eival dAnBodg, mpoorikel TOV vodv
diepunvevev ol dvayvwopartog el yoOv SiéAotuev thv to0 Adyou didvolav, odk av
gvpotpev avTnV Evavtiav toi¢ tapd ol Matbaiov oye saPPdatwv éynyépbat tov Zwtipa
Aedeypévorg to yap “avaotag de mpwi tff wid tod caPPdrov” Katd TOV Mdpkov, UETA
SiaoToMC dvayveoduedar kol petd o dvaotac 8¢, omootifouev’: kol TV Sidvolav
dpopilouev T@V £Efic EmAeyouévwv. ita TO pév dvaotdg dv, éml Thv mapd T¢ Matdaiw
Y€ oaPPdrwv. téte yap eyryeptor o 8¢ €€ £Tépac Ov dravoiag UTTOGTATIKOV, CUVAPWUEV

6 Vid. supra, p. 233.

7 P.S. T avail myself of this blank space to introduce a passage from Theophylact (A.D. 1077) which should
have obtained notice in a much earlier page:—Avaotdg 8¢ 6 Inoodc: évratba otiéov, eita einé: mpwil mpKdtn
cappdrov EAdvn Mapia T MaySaAnvii. ol ydp dvéotn mpwi (tic ydp oide mdte dvéotn;) GAN é@dvn mpwi
kuprakf Nuépa (adtn yap 1 tpddTn Tob cafPdrov, tovtéot, Thg EPSouddoc,) Hv dvw ékdAeoe piav sapfdrwv:
[Opp. vol. i. p. 263 C.] It must be superfluous to point out that Theophylact also,—like Victor, Jerome, and

Hesychius,—is here only reproducing Eusebius. See above, p. 66, note (c).

224

266


http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Mark.16.9
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Matt.28.1
http://www.ccel.org/study/Bible:Matt.28.1
http://www.ccel.org/ccel/burgon/mark/Page_266.html

Appendix (B). Eusebius“ ad Marinum” concerning the reconcilement of S. Mark...

T0i¢ €mAeyopévolg mpwl yap tf] Hid tod caPPdrov épdavn Mapia tff MaydaAnvi]. todto
yoiv édfAwoe kai 6 Twdvvng mpwi kai adtdg Tfi Wwd T00 caPPdrov WOl avTdV TH
MaySaAnvi paptumfoag. obtws obv kol mapd T Mdpkw Tpwl épdvn adTf. od mpwi
avaotag, GAAG oA mpdtepov katd tOV Matbaiov e tob cafBdtov. TOTE Yap AVAOTAG
€pavn tfi Mapiq, o0 tote GAAG Tpwl. w¢ mapiotacdat €v TovTolg Kaipovg SV0. TOV HEV yap
TG dvaotdoews TOV Oe Tol caPPdrtov, Tov d¢ Tiv ToD ZwTipog Empaveiag, TOV Tpwt, OV
Eypaev 6 Mdpkoo eimwv (6 kal petd SiaotoAfg dvayvwotéov) dvaoctdg 8¢ eita
vnooti€avteg, T €€fi¢ pntéov, mpwl tfj wid to0 caPPdtov épdvn Mapia tfi MaydaAnvii,
&’ A ExPePAlker émta Sopdvia.

I1. TI&g katd tov Matbaiov oPe cafPdatwv | MaydaAnvr tebeapévn TV Gvdotaoty,
Katd TOV Twdvvny 1 adth éot®oa KAaiel Tapd T@ pvnueie t@ wid tod caffdrtov.

00d¢ev av {nTnbein kata toLg TOTOUG, €1 TO OYPe cafPdtwy un TV EoTepviy Kpav TV
peta trv fuépav tol cappdrov Aéyecbar UoAdBorpev, K¢ Tveg dmetAfpacty, GAAX TO
Ppadl kai oY Tfig VUKTOG TG HeTa TO odPPatov, K.T.A.
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APPENDIX (C).

Proof that HESYCHIUS is a copyist only in what he says concerning the end of S. Mark’s
Gospel.

(Referred to at pp. 57-58.)

§ 1. IT was confidently stated above (at p. 58) that Hesychius, discussing the consistency
of S. Matthew’s 0Ye T@v caPPdtwv (chap. xxviii. 1), with the mpwt of S. Mark (chap. xvi.
9), is a copyist only; and that he copies from the “Quastiones 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

(Eusebius.) (Hesychius, or Severus.)
0 O0Y¢ ocaPPdtwv un thv eomepvryv O OPe caPPdtwy ol TV £omépav TNV
Wpav TV YeTa TV Muépav tol caPPdtov peta thv dvotv tos nAiov dnAoi. . ..
AéyeoBat bmoAdPoryev . ...

GAAG TO Ppadl kai OPE TG VUKTOG. GAAG .... TO Ppddiov kai mOAL
deotnKoG. . . .

oUtw yap kal OPE Tfig Wpag elwbayev Kol yap mov Kal oUTw( NUIv oOvnOeg
Aéyerv, kal OPe ToD KapoU, kal OPe TG Aéyety, OPe toD Kalpod mapayéyovag:
Xpelag o0 thv Eomépav dnAodvteg, 00O e Thc Dpag, OPE TG Xpelag ovxl TNV
TOV peta NAlov dvouag xpdvov, to 8¢ eomépav, Kal TOv peta nAiov duopag
0pOdpa Ppadiov tovTw onuaivovteg T@ xpdévov dnAodowv: GAAG o Ppddiovy, ...
TPOmW" TOV TPOTOV TOUTOV UNVVOULOL.

00ev omep depunvedwv avTog Eavtov 6 Mathaiog .... Womep €punveLwv
0 MartBaio¢ peta t0 OPe caPPdrwyv, €avtdv, Enfyaye tf] €m@wokovon €ig
gnnyaye Tfi Em@wokovon ei¢ ulav piav cappdtwv.

caPpatwv.

"EB0¢ 8¢ GAnv trv €Pfdoudda caPPatov caBPatov O¢ thv ndoav ERSoudda kaleiv
KAAETV. ‘EBpatoig £€00c.

Aéyetar yoOv mapa toi¢ EvayyeAiotaig avtika yoOv ol edayyeAtotal Tf] pid twv
T W@ t@v cafPdtwv: cafpdatwv eaoct:
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gv d¢ tf] ovvnbeiq, devtépa caPPdrwy, oltw O Kat év tf] cuvnOela kekxpNueda,
Kal tpitn cafPdarwv. devtépav  caPPdtwv, kai  tpitnv
caPpatwv.

(Eusebius ad Marinum, apud Mai, vol. (Greg. Nyss. [vid. supra, p. 39 to 41.] Opp.
iv. p. 257-8.) vol. iii. p. 402.

§ 2. Subjoined, in the right-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 Euse-
bius, and from Victor of Antioch, is in order to shew the sources from which Hesychius
obtained his materials,—as explained at p. 58: —

(Eusebius.) (Hesychius, or Severus.)
@ yoOv dkpipf] TV dvtiypdpwv O év uév  obv  Toig  dkpiPeotépolg
TENOG TEPLYPAPEL TG KATA TOV MAPKOV AVTLYpA (oG TO Katd Mdpkov evayyEALov
iotoplag év toig Adyorc k.TA. oig uexpi o0 “époPodvro yap, #xel T
¢mléyer ... “kal 00devi 00ev, eimov, TéAog.
gpoPolvro yap.”

(Eusebius ad Marinum, apud Mai, iv. p.

255.)

(Victor of Antioch

gnedn O6¢ &v Tol ... mpdokeital ... €v O¢ tTior mpdokeltar Kal TtalTa.
“Avaotag”  k.T.A. dokel 0¢ tToOTO “Avactag” K.T.A. ToUTO 8¢ £vavtiwoiv

dapwvely @  0mO0  MatBaiov tiva dokel €xelv mpog Tt Eumpocdev

ElPNUEVW. . . . glpnuévar
[tAic yap pag TAG VUKTOG GyvwWoTou
Tuyxavovong kad’ fv 6 Twtnp avéot,
n®¢  évtalba  dvaotfivar  “mpwi”
véypamtay, GAN o0dev  évavtiov
(PAaVNoETAL TO PNTOV, £1]

oUTWG avayvwodueda: ““Avaotag 0¢,” Kol HET EMOTAUNG Gvayvwooueda: kal yap

vnootiavteg Endywuev, “mpwt Tff wid vmootiar del ovvet®g “Avaoctag Of,

OV ocaPPitwv  £@dvr Mapia @ kit oUtwg Emaydyely, “mpwl TPWTN

MaySdaAnvi]” tva to pev “dvaoctag’—  cafPdtwv €pavn mpdTtov Moapig T
MaydaAnvi].” tva T pev “avactag”
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(Victor Antioch., ed. Cramer, vol. i. p. [€xn TNV &va@OPAV CLUPEOVWS TG

444, line 19 to line 27.

MatOaiw, Tpd¢ TOV mpoAafovta kaipov,
0 d¢ “mpwl” mpog TNV TH¢ Mapiag
YEVOUEVNV Empdvelav arodobein. ]
(Greg. Nyss. Opp. 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,]
ascribed to “Severus, Archbishop of Anti-
och,” [Ibid. p. 243.])
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APPENDIX (D).

Some account of Victor of Antioch’s Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel; together with an
enumeration of MSS. which contain Victor’s Work.

(Referred to at p. 60.)

“APRES avoir examiné avec soin les MSS. de la Bibliothéque du Roi,” (says the Pére Si-
mon in his Hist. Crit. du N.T. p. 79,) “j"ai réconnu que cet ouvrage” (he is speaking of the
Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel popularly ascribed to Victor of Antioch,) “n’est ni
d’Origéne, ni de Victor d’Antioche, ni de Cyrille, ni d’aucun autre auteur en particulier.
C’est un recueil de plusieurs Péres, dont on a marqué les nom dans quelques exemplaires;
et si ces noms 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 acquiescence in this learned
writer’s verdict. That the materials out of which Victor of Antioch constructed his Com-
mentary 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 observations with which I was unwilling before to encumber the 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 “Victor, Presbyter of Antioch,” for its Author’. A Latin translation of this work, (not

8 Kollar, (editing Lambecius,—iii. 159, 114,) expresses the same opinion.—Huet (Origeniana, lib. iii. c. 4, pp.

274-5,) has a brief and unsatisfactory dissertation on the same subject; but he arrives at a far shrewder conclusion.
9 The copies which I have seen, are headed,—BIKTOPOC (sometimes BIKT(L)POC) NMPECBYTEPOY

ANTIOXETIAC EPMHNEIA E1C TO KATA MAPKON EYAITEAION; 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, Ne. iii,
xii, Xiv, xix, xlviii. Also, N°. xlvii (comp, xxviii.)
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the original Greek,) was, in the first instance, published at Ingolstadt in 158017, by Theodore
Peltanus. His Latin version found its way at once into “Bibliothecz,” (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 anonymous 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 anonymous) which he had obtained from the Library of Charles de Montchal,
Abp. of Toulouse. These three transcripts Possinus published in a well-known volume. It
is to be wished that he had kept them distinct, instead of to some extent blending their
contents confusedly into one!l. Still, the dislocated paragraphs of Victor of Antioch are re-
cognisable 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 one 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 [infrd, 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 comb abroad disfigured
in every page with errors so gross as to be even scandalous, and with traces of slovenly edit-

10 Victoris Antiocheni in Marcum, et Titi Bostrorum Episcopi in Evangelium Lucae commentarii; ante hac
quidem nunquam in lucem editi, nunc vero studio et opera Theodori Peltani luce simul et Latinitate donati.
Ingolstad. 1680, 8vo. pp. 510.

11 “Ex hoc ego, quasi metallo triplici, una conflata massa, inde annulos formavi, quos singulos Evangelici
contextus articulis aptatos, inter segue morsu ac nexu mutuo commissos, in torquem producerem, quo, si possem
consequi, sancto Evangelistae Marco decus et ornamentum adderetur.”—Prefatio: from which the particulars
in the text are obtained.

12 BIKTQPOZ mpecPutépov ‘Avtioxeiog kai AAAwV Tivdv ayiwv natépwyv ¢€fonoig £ig To kata Mdpkov dytov

evayyéAov: ex Codd. Mossq. edidit C. F. Mattheei, Mosquee, 1775.
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orship 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 accomplished. a scholar, be alto-
gether unaccountable. Moreover, 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 serious attention.

On a comparison of these four Editions of the same work, it is discovered that the Latin
version of Peltanus (1580), represents 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 confesses 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 employed, and that which Possinus afterwards published.—Not 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 Possinus. 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 cor-
rections might easily be introduced into it, and the whole brought back in countless partic-
ulars more nearly to the state in which it is plain that Victor originally left it;—1 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 Cramer’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 edition. 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 boundless license
which 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 per

13 P. xxvii-xxviii.
14 To understand what is alluded to, the reader should compare the upper and the lower half of p. 442 in
Cramer: noting that he has one and the same annotation before him; but diversely exhibited. (The lower part

of the page is taken from Cod. 178.) Besides transposing the sentences, the author of Cod. 178 has suppressed
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saltum from the beginning to the end of a passage: sometimes to leave out a whole page: to
transpose: to paraphrase: to begin or to end with quite a different form 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 different ways. I question whether there exist in Europe three
manuscripts of Victor which correspond entirely throughout. The result is perplexing in a
high degree. Not unfrequently (as might be expected) we are presented with two or even
three different exhibitions of one and the same annotation'®. Meanwhile, as if to render the
work of collation (in a manner) impossible,—(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 licentiousness on the part of Victor’s ancient
transcribers is this:—They must have known perfectly well, (in fact it is obvious,) 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 (Chrysostom chiefly) from whom he
obtained his materials. We are to remember also, I suppose, the labour which transcription
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'®. Why, for example, remodel the structure
of a sentence and needlessly vary its phraseology? Never I think in my life have I been more
hopelessly confused than in the Bibliothéque, while attempting to collate certain copies of
Victor of Antioch.

I dismiss this feature of the case by saying that if any person desires a sample of the
process I have been describing, he cannot do better than bestow a little attention on the
“Preface” (0UmdBeoig) at the beginning of Victor’s Commentary. It consists of thirty-eight
lines in Cramer’s edition: of which Possinus omits eleven; and Matthaei also, eleven;—but
not the same eleven. On the other hand, Matthaei'” prolongs 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 ékkAnoioig. [Cramer, p. 264, line 16,] Evan. 300,

the reference to Chrysostom, and omitted the name of Apolinarius in line 10. (Compare Field’s ed. of Chrys. iii.
529, top of the page.)
15 Thus the two notes on p. 440 are found substantially to agree with the note on p. 441, which = Chrys. p.
627. See also infra, p. 289.
16 Let any one, with Mai’s edition of the “Qusestiones ad Marinum” of Eusebius before him, note how merci-
lessly they are abridged, mutilated, amputated by subsequent writers. Compare for instance p. 257 with Cramer’s
“Catenae,” p. 251-2; and this again with the “Catena in Joannem” of Corderius, p. 448-9.
17 With whom, Reg. 177 and 703 agree.
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[= Reg. 186, fol. 93, line 16 from bottom] proceeds,—KAAung €v €ktw t®V HTOTUTWOEWY
(thirty-one lines, ending) xapaktnp éyéveto.

On referring to the work of Possinus, “Anonymus Vaticanus” is found to exhibit so
admirable a condensation (?) of the Ut6Oeo1¢ in question, that it is difficult to divest oneself
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 Com-
mentary, and nothing but perplexity awaits us at every step. 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 produc-
tion, 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
failed to discover any separate exposition of S. Mark’s Gospel, 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
vitt [vii"P] tome of Origen’s Exegetics on S. John’s Gospel.” We are thus presented at the
outset with two of Victor’s favorite authorities. The work of Eusebius just named he was
evidently thoroughly familiar with!'?. 1 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 Apolinarius,
Theodore of Mopsuestia, and Titus of Bostra>!. Passages from Cyril of Alexandria are occa-

18 p.263,line 3 to 13, and in Possinus, p. 4.
19 Eusebius is again quoted at p. 444, and referred to at p. 445 (line 23-5). See especially p. 446.
20 Whatis 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 GAAog 8¢ gnot, (foot of p. 427) is also Origen. Cf. Possinus,
p. 324.
21 See pp. 408, 418, 442.
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sionally met with?%; and once at least (p- 370) he has an extract from Basil. The historian
Josephus he sometimes refers to by name>>.

But the Father to whom Victor is chiefly indebted is Chrysostom,—whom he styles “the
blessed John, Bishop of the Royal City;” (meaning Constantinople#). Not that Victor, strictly
speaking, transcribes from Chrysostom,; 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 page25 . Then, he proceeds to quote another Father probably; or, it may
be, to offer 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 0 pév @not or &AAog 8¢
ono?%, a reader of Victor’s Commentary might almost mistake 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 Chrysostom’s phrases £y 8¢ otpon?’,
&c. The result is that it is often impossible to know to whose 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.

22 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 Possinus (p. 102) to Athanasius: while a scholium at p. 321 and p. 359, has no owner.
23 e.g. p. 408,411 (twice).
24 In p.418,—0 1§ PactAidog méAews Eniokonog Twdvvng. For instances of quotation from Chrysostom,
comp. V. A. p. 315 with Chrys. pp. 398-9: p.376 with Chrys. pp. 227-8: p.420 with Chrys. p. 447, &c.
25 Take for example Victor’'s Commentary on the stilling of the storm (pp. 312-8), which is merely an abridged
version of the first part of Chrysostom’s 28th Homily on S. Matthew (pp. 395-8); about 46 lines being left out.
Observe Victor’s method however. Chrysostom begins as follows:—0 pév o0v Aoukdg, dmaAAdTTwy EauTdV
00 dmontndfval TGV Xpdvwv TV Té&1y, obtwg sinev. (Then follows S. Luke viii. 22.) kai 6 Mdpko¢ dpoig.
00toc 8¢ oly oBTwe' dAAX kai dkolovBiav vtaiba Siatnpel. Victor, because he had S. Mark (not S. Matthew)
to comment upon, begins thus:—0 pev Mdpkog dnaAAdrTwv xvtdv To0 drartndfval thv xpévwv Ty ta,
obtwe einev, duolwc 82 kai 6 Aokag 6 8¢ Matfaioc ovy obtwe’ dAAK kai dkoAovdiav évtadBa Siatnpei.
26 e.g. V.A. p.422 (from 6 pév @notv to &AAog 8¢ @nowv) = Chrys. p. 460. Observe the next paragraph also,
(p. 423,) begins, GAAog pnotv.—So again, V. A. pp. 426-7 = Chrys. pp. 473-6: where dAAog 8¢ pnouv, at the
foot of p.427 introduces a quotation from Origen, as appears from Possinus, p. 324.—See also p. 269, line
1,—which is from Chrys. p.130, fj wg 6 &AAog being the next words.—The first three lines in p. 316 = Chrys. p.
399. Then follows, GAAog 8¢ @nov. See also pp. 392: 407 (paoi Tiveg—ETepog 8¢ @riowv): pp. 415 and 433. After
quoting Eusebius by name (p.446-7), Victor says (line 3) &AAog 8¢ gnov.
27 e.g. V.A.p. 420 line 15, which = Chrys. p. 447.
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I suspect that, occasionally, copyists of Victor’s work, as they recognised a fragment
here and there, prefixed to it the name of its author. This would account for the extremely
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 Author;—above all, seeing that sometimes, at all events, he is original,
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 Lazarus. 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 accurately than the others. It is
plain, however, that Matthew, 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 the city which was a sinner,”
&ec., &c.

But the most important instance by far of independent and sound judgment is supplied
by that concluding paragraph, 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 0 év
ayioig, [p. 408,] and 0 pakapiog, [p. 442,]) died in A.D. 407, it cannot be right to quote “401”

28 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 Possinus found in a certain place (p. 311), is not mentioned
in Laud. Gr. 33 fol. 100 b, at top, &c.

29 So in the Catena of Cordorius, in S. Joannem, p. 302.
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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
approximate 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 uninteresting
to the critical student. An enumeration of all the extant Codices with which I am acquainted
which contain Victor of Antioch’s Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel, follows:—

(i.) Evan. (= Reg. 230) a most beautiful MS.

The Commentary on S. Mark is here assigned to Victor by name; being a recension
very like that which Matthaei has published. S. Mark’s text is given in extenso.

(ii.) Evan. (= Reg. 189: anciently numbered 437 and 1880. Also 134 and 135. At back,
1603.) A grand folio, well-bound and splendidly written. Pictures of the Evangelists in such
marvellous condition that the very tools employed by a scribe might be reproduced. The ground
gilded. Headings, &c. and words from Scripture all in gold.

Here also the Commentary on B. Mark’s Gospel is assigned to Victor. The differences
between this text and that of Cramer (e.g. at fol. 320-3, 370,) are hopelessly numerous and
complicated. There seem to have been extraordinary liberties taken with the text of this
copy throughout.

(iii.) Evan. 20 (= Reg. 188: anciently numbered 1883.) A splendid folio,—the work of
several hands and beautifully written.

Victor’s Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel is generally considered to be claimed for
Cyril of Alexandria by the following words:

YITOOECIC EIC TO KATA MAPKON AT'TON EYAITEAION
EK THC EIC AYTON ETIMHNEIAC TOY EN AT'TOIC
KYPIAAOY AAEEANAPEIAC.

The correspondence between Evan. 20 and Evan. 300 [infra, N°. xiv], (= Reg. 188 and
186), is extraordinary3 0 In S. Mark’s Gospel, (which alone I examined,) every page begins
with the same syllable, both of Text and Commentary: (i.e. Reg. 186, fol. 94 to 197 = Reg.188,
fol. 87 to 140). Not that the number of words and letters 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 throughout; some very ancient (the original?) possessor of Reg. 188 having carefully

30 Ibelieve 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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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 as-
similated 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.) (Cod. Reg. 188.)
(1) Matth. xxvi. 70. a0T@V Aéywv  aOTOV TAVTWV AEywV
(2) Mk. i. 2. wg KaBwg
(3) 7 1L.® oot

(4) ” 16. Barovrag augipAnotpov  du@ipdAovtag dueifAnotpov
(5) Mk. ii. 21. maha1- €1 8¢ un ye na?\oa' 3¢ urj, afpel 0 TARpwua

alpel &’ adTod TO TANpWUA a0TOD 280
(6) 7 iii. 10. éBepdmevev €Bepdmevoev
(7) 7 iii. 17. 00 TakbPov Takwpov

(8) ” iii. 18. kal MatOaiov kai ©.  kal M. TOV TeEA@VNV Kal ©.
(9) 7 vi. 9. un €vdbonobe gvd£duabat
(10) ” vi. 10. yévete ueivate
In the 2nd, 3rd, and 6th of these instances, Tischendorf is found (1869) to adopt the
readings of Reg. 188: in the last four, those of Reg. 186. In the 1st, 4th, and 5th, he follows
neither.
(iv.) Evan. 24 (= Reg. 178.) A most beautifully written fol.
Note, that this Codex has been mutilated at p. 70-1; from S. Matth. xxvii. 20 to S. Mark
iv. 22 being away. It cannot therefore be ascertained whether the Commentary on S. Mark
was here attributed to Victor or not. Cramer employed it largely in his edition of Victor
(Catenae, vol. i. p. xxix,), as I have explained already at p. 271. Some notices of the present
Codex are given above at p. 228-9.
(v.) Evan. 25 (= Reg. 191: anciently numbered Colb. 2259: 1880. Folio: grandly written.
3)
No Author’s name to the Commentary on S. Mark. The text of the Evangelist is given
in extenso.
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(vi.) Evan. 34 (= Coisl. 195.) A grand folio, splendidly written, and in splendid condition:
the paintings as they came from the hand of the artist.

Atfol. 172, the Commentary on S. Mark is claimed for Victor. It will be found that Coisl.
23 (infra, N°. ix.) and Coisl. 195 are derived from a common original; but Cod. 195 is the
more perfect copy, and should have been employed by Cramer in preference to the other
(supra, p.271.) There has been an older and a more recent hand employed on the Comment-
ary.

(vii.) Evan. 36 (= Coisl. 20.) A truly sumptuous Codex.

Some notices of this Codex have been given already, at p. 229. The Commentary on S.
Mark is Victor’s, but is without any Author’s name.

(viii.) Evan. 37 (= Coisl. 21.) Fol.

The Commentary on S. Mark is claimed for Victor 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 abbreviated.

The Commentary on S. Mark is claimed for Victor: 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 resem-
bling 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. Graec. 33.) 4to. The Commentary 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 (= Reg. 177: anciently numbered 22423).

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:
but the work 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
diversely found it ascribed to Cyril and to Victor. (EmAnpwOn cUv Oe® 1 punveia Tod KaTd
Mdpkov dyfov edayyeriov &md @wviig, &v Tioty ebpov KupiAlov AleEavpéwg, év &ANo1g
d¢ Biktopog mpeoPutépov.)
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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.
beautifully written throughout.

The Commentary on S. Mark is here claimed for Victor.

(xvi.) Evan. 309 (= Reg. 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 properly a text of the Gospel;
but parts of the text interwoven with the Commentary. Take a specimen’’: (S. Mark xvi.
8-20.)

Kat e£eABovoat eguyov amo Tov HvnuELov. €1xeV O afTac TPOUOC KAl EKOTATLE. EWC
d1a TwV EMakoAoLOOVVTWY GMUELWV.

Over the text is written

M
KEI

(kewpévov i.e. Text) and over the Commentary

M
EP

(Epunvela, 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 grand fol.

The Commentary on S. Mark is Victor’s, but is without any Author’s name. (See above,
on N°. viii.)

(xix.) Evan. 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:—

QPITENOYC ITPOAOT'OC EIC THN EPMHNEIAN TOY
KATA MAPKON EYATITEAIOY.
See on this subject the note at foot of p. 235.

31 Note, that this recurs at fol. 145 of a Codex at Moscow numbered 384 in the Syr. Cat.
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(xx.) Evan. 304 (= Reg. 194. Teller 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 Commentary is here anonymous.

(xxii.) Evan. 92 (which belonged to Faesch of Basle [see Wetstein’s Proleg.], and which
Haenel [p. 658 b] says is now in Basle Library). Wetstein’s account of this Codex shows that
the Commentary on S. Mark is here distinctly ascribed to Victor. He says,—“Continet
Marcum et in eum Victoris Antiocheni Commentarios, foliis 5 mutilos. Item Scholia in
Epistolas Catholicas,” &c. And so Haenel.

(xxiii.) Evan. 94 (As before, precisely; except that Haenel’s [inaccurate] notice is at p.
657 b.) This Codex contains Victor of Antioch’s Commentary on S. Mark, (which is evidently
here also assigned to him by 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,—“Victoris Antiocheni Scholia in Evang. Marci: chart”2.”

(xxv.) Evan. 108 (Vind. Forlos. 5. Koll. 4.) Birch (p. 225) refers to it for the Scholion
given in the next article. (Append. E.)

Evan. 129 (Vat. 358.)

P X M EIC KATA
BIKOPOC IIT ANTIO EP MAPKON

The Commentary is written along the top and bottom and down the side of each page; and
there are references (o, f, 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 ToAA&V €ig 6 kata M.)—All 5 begin, Mdpkog
0 evayyeAotng. In all but the 4th, the second paragraph begins cagéotepov.

The third passage begins in all 5, 'lcoduvapel Todto. Any one seeking 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.

32 Catalogus Librorum MSS. Lips. 1830, 4to, p 656 b.
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(xxviii.)Evan. 138 (Vat. 757.) On a blank page or fly-leaf at the beginning are these
words:—6 &vtiypagog (sic) obtog €otiv 6 MTéTpog 6 T Aaodikeiag Sotic mponyeital TV
MV Enyntdv évtadBa. (Comp. N°. xlvii.) The Commentary and Text are 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 Four Gospels
in the Library of Cardinal Xavier of Zelada (Prolegomena, p. lviii): “Cujus forma est in folio,
pp. 596. In margine passim occurrunt scholia ex Patrum Commentariis exscripta.”

(xxxi.) Evan. 186 (Laur. vi. 18.) This Codex is minutely described by Bandini (Cat. i.
130), who gives the Scholion (infra, p. 388-9), and says that the Commentary is without any
Author’s name.

(xxxii.) Evan. 194 (Laur. vi. 33.) Biktopog mpecfutépov Avtioxelog epunvela €ig to
Katd Mdpkov ebayyéAtov. (See the description of this Codex in Bandini’s Cat. i. 158.)

(xxxiii.) Evan. 195 (Laur. vi. 34.) This Codex seems to correspond in its contents with
N°. xxxi. supra: 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 Au-
thor’s name prefixed,) is defective at the end. (See Bandini, p. 355.)

(xxxv.) Evan 210 (Venet. 27.) “Conveniunt initio Commentarii eum iis qui Victori
Antiocheno tribuuntur, progressu autem discrepant.” (Theupoli Graeca D. Marci Bibl. Codd.
MSS. Venet. 1740.) I infer that the work is anonymous.

(xxxvi.) Venet. 495. “Victoris Antiocheni Presbyteri expositio in Evangelium Marci,
collecta ex diversis Patribus.” (I obtain this reference from the Catalogue of Theupolus.)

(xxxvii.) Evan. 215 (Venet. 544.) I presume, from the description 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 Commentary 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..—

(x1.) Evan. 237 (This is Matthaei’s d or D [described in his N. T. ix. 242. Also Vict. Ant.
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 B [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.
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Codd. MSS. at the end of vol. ii. p. 123. Also N. T. ix. 202.] The Commentary on S. Mark is
anonymous.

(xlii.) Evan. 253 (Matthaei’s 10 [described in his N. T. ix. 234.] It was lent him by
Archbishop Nicephorus.) Matthaei says (p. 236) that it corresponds with a (our Evan. 259).
No Author’s name is prefixed to the Commentary on S. Mark.

(xliii.) Evan. 255 (Matthaei’s 12 [described in his N.T. ix. 222. Also Vict. Ant. ii. 133.]
“SS. Synod. 139.” The Scholia on S. Mark are here entitled é€nyntikai ékAoyai, and (as in
14) are few in number. For some unexplained reason, in his edition of Victor of Antioch,
Matthaei saw fit to designate this MS. as “B.” [N. T. ix. 224 note.] . . . . See by all means, infrad,
the “Postscript.”

(xliv.) Evan. 256 (Matthaei’s 14 [described in his N. T. ix. 220.] “Bibl. Typ. Synod. 3.”)
The Commentary on S. Mark is here assigned to Victor; 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.

(xlvi.) Evan. 332 (Taurin. xx b 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 Commentary 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) + épunveia [Tétpov Aaodikelag eig Toug &
&y[iouc] edayyehotdg + This is simply a mistake. No such Work exists: and the Commentary
on the second Evangelist is that of Victor. (See No, xXxviii.)

(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 evidently
assigned to Victor.

(li.) Evan. 7P€ (ix. 3. 471.) A valuable copy of the Four Gospels, dated 1062; which Edw.
de Muralto (in his Catalogue of the Greek MSS. in the Imperial Library at Petersburg) says
contains the Commentary of Victor Ant. (See Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 178.).

(lii.) At Toledo, in the “Biblioteca de la Iglesia Mayor,” Haenel [p. 885] mentions:—“Vic-
tor Antiochenus Comm. Graec. in iv. [?] Evangelia saec. xiv. membr. fol.”

To this enumeration, (which could certainly be very extensively increased,) will probably
have to be added the following:—

Evan. 146 (Palatine-Vat. 5.)

Evan. 233 (Escurial Y. ii. 8.)
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Evan. 373 (Vat. 1423.)

Evan. 379 (Vat. 1769.)

Evan. 427 (Monacensis 465, Augsburg 10.)

Middle Hill, N°. 13,975,—a MS. in the collection of Sir Thomas Phillipps.

In conclusion, it can scarcely require to be pointed out that Victor’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 peculiar favour. It is evident, in fact, that an Epitome of Chrysostom’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 Commentary of ancient Christendom on the fourfold
Gospel. Individual 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 intro-
duced extracts according 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 offered in the way of partial elucidation of the difficulty pointed
out above, at pp. 272-4.
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APPENDIX (E).

Text of the concluding Scholion of Victor of Antioch’s Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel;
in which Victor bears emphatic testimony to the genuineness of “the last Twelve Verses.”

(Referred to at p. 65.)

I HAVE thought this very remarkable specimen of the method of an ancient and (as I
think) unjustly neglected Commentator, 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;) sup-
plemented by several other MSS., which, for convenience, I have arbitrarily designated by
the letters of the alphabet as under™>.

Ei 8¢ kol 10 “Avaotac? 88 mpwi mpdyy cappdrov épdvn mpctov Mapia T MaySaAnvi,”
kol & £E7i¢ EmeepSueva, év T6 Katk Mdpkov edayyehiw mapd>> mAelotoic dvtiypdgorg
00 keiviar®®, (Gc véBa yap évéuioav avtd tvee eivan’’.) AN fueic &€ dkpipdv

qvTiypduwy, o¢ &v mheloTolc ebpdvtec adTd>s, kard T MaAaiotvaiov edayyéAtov Mdpkov,
9

WG ExeLn aAndewa, GUVtses{Kocpsv3 KAl TNV €V aUTQ EMPEPOUOVITV EGTIOTIKIV AVACTAGLY,

33 Reg. 177 = A: 178 = B: 230 = C.-Coisl. 19 = D: 20 = E: 21 = F: 22 = G: 24 = H.—Matthaei’s d or D = L his
eorE=7:his12=K: hisaor A = L.—Vat. 358: = M: 756 = N: 757 = O: 1229 = P: 1445 = Q.— Vind. Koll. 4 Forlos.
5=R.—Xav. de Zelada = S.—Laur. 18 = T: 34 = U.— Venet. 27 = V.—Vind. Lamb. 38 = W: 39 = X.

34 So B—E (which I chiefly follow) begins,—To 8¢ avaotag.

35 B begins thus,—Et 8¢ ka1 0 avaotag 8 mpwt peTa T emipepopeva mapa. It is at this word (mopa) that
most copies of the present scholion (A, C,D,F,G, H,L],K,L, M,N, O,P,Q,R,S, T, U, V, W, X) begin.

36 So far (except in its opening phrase) E. But C, D, F, H, , ], K, L, M, N, O, P, T, begin,—Ilapa mAgioto1g
aVTLYPa@o1g ov Kewvtal [I, ov kertat: J, ovk v dg] tavta ta [M, O, T om. ta] em@epopeva v [D, F, H om, ev]
T Kata Mapkov [B, ev Tw TapovTt] evayyeAiy.

37 SoLJ, K, L, and IL P proceeds,—wg voBa vouisBevta tiow ewvat. But B, C, D, E, F, G, M, N, O, T exhib-
it,—w¢ voBa vopiloavteg auta Tiveg [B om. Tiveg] etval. On the other hand, A and Q begin and proceed as fol-
lows,—Iapa TAELGTOIG AVTLYpaPOLG TavTa Ta [Q om. Ta] emipepopeva v [A om. ev] Tw Kata MapKov evayyeAw
w¢ voBa voutsavte Tiveg [Q, Tivag (a clerical error): A om. Tiveg] ouk eOnkav.

38 So B, except that it omits wg. So also, A, D, E,F, G, H, ], M, N, O, P, Q, T, except that they begin the sentence,
nuerg de.

39 SoD,E F G H,J,MN,O, P, T: also B and Q, except that they prefix ka1 to kata to I1. B is peculiar in
reading,—w¢ exe1 n aAnbeia Mopkou (transposing Mapkov): while C and P read,—opwg nueig €€ akpipwv
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et T “¢poPoivro ydp?®.” tovteotiv dmd Tob “dvactic 8¢ mpwi TpdTn caPPdtov,” Kaf
KO EEFiC uéxpt To0 “S1& TV EmakoAovbolvTwy onueinv. AuAvil.”

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 many various readings have been laboriously accumulated. The result, it is thought, is
eminently instructive, and (to the student of Ecclesiastical Antiquity) important also.

For it will be perceived by the attentive reader that not more than two or three of the
multitude of various readings afforded by this short Scholion can have possibly resulted
from careless transcription®?. The rest have been unmistakably occasioned by the merest
licentiousness: every fresh Copyist evidently considering himself at liberty to take just
whatever liberties he pleased with the words before him. To amputate, or otherwise to mu-
tilate; 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 us 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 manner 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
au early Father, we are in a position to approach more intelligently the Commentary of

AVTIYPOPWY KAl TAELGTWY 0L PNV aAla kat ev To ITaAaisTivaiy evayyeAlw Mapkov EVPOVTEG AUTH WG EXEL T
aAnBela cuvtedeKapEy.

40 So all, apparently: except that P reads eugepouevnv for emeepouevnyv; and M, after avastaoty inserts
ednAwoayev, with a point (.) before peta: while C and P (after avactaotv,) proceed,—kat tnyv [C, s1ta] avainy
kat kaBedpav ek de€iwv Tov Matpog w mpenel n §o&a KL 1 TIUN VUV KAl €1¢ TOUG alwvag. apnv. But J [and I
think, H] (after yap) proceeds,—d10 §0&av avameupwey Te avaotavtl €K VEKPWY XpLoTw T Oy NUWV apa
T avapxw Matpt kat {womoiw [IVELHATL VOV KAL KEL KA1 €1G TOUG ALWVAG TWV ALWVWYV. AHNV.

41 So B. All, except B, C, H, ], P seem to end at egpoPouvto yop.

42 e.g. o0k Aiv 8¢ for oV keivrar.
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Victor itself; and, to some extent, to understand how it comes to pass that so many liberties
have been taken with it throughout. The Reader is reminded of what has been already offered
on this subject at pp. 272-3.
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APPENDIX (F).

On the Relative antiquity of the Codex Vaticanus (B), and the Codex Sinaiticus (¥).

(Referred to at p. 70.)

L. “Vix differt aetate a Codice Sinaitico,” says Tischendorf, (ed. 8va, 1869, p. ix,) speaking
of the Codex Vaticanus (B). Yet does he perpetually designate his own Sinaitic 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 peculiarities in Codex ¥ unmistakably indicate for it a later date

than Codex B.

(2) Cod. N, (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.

X 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. N it is

interrupted upwards of 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. N.

There can be no doubt that the unbroken text of Codex B, (resembling the style of the
papyrus of Hyperides published by Mr. Babington,) is the more ancient. The only places
where it approximates to the method of Cod. ¥, is where the Commandments are briefly
recited (S. Matth. xix. 18, &c.), and where our Lord proclaims the eight Beatitudes (S. Matth.

v.)

(3) Again; Cod. N is prone to exhibit, on extraordinary occasions, a single word in a

line, as at—

S. Matth. xv. 30 S. Mark x. 29. S. Luke xiv. 13.
XWAOYC H AAEADAC ITWXO0YC
TY®AOYC H [IATEPA ANATTHPOYC
KYAAOYC H MHTEPA XWAOYC
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KW®POYC H TEKNA TY®AOYC
H ATPOYC

This became a prevailing fashion in the vith century; e.g. when the Cod. Laudianus of
the Acts (E) was written. The only trace of anything of the kind in Cod. B is at the Genealogy
of our Lord.

(4) At the commencement of every fresh paragraph, the initial letter in Cod. ¥ slightly

projects into the margin,—beyond the left hand edge of the column; as usual in all later MSS.
This characteristic is only not undiscoverable in Cod. B. Instances of it there are in the
earlier Codex; but they are of exceedingly rare occurrence.

(5) Further; Cod. N abounds in such contractions as

ANOC, OYNOC,

(with all their cases), for ANOPWIIOC, OYPANOC, &c. Not only

[INA, [THP, ITEP, [1PA, MPA,

(for INEYMA, TATHP-TEP-TEPA, MHTEPA), but also

CTPOH, [HA, [HAHM,

for CTAYP(WJ@H, ICPAHA, IEPOYCAAHM.

But Cod. B, though familiar with ¢, and a few other of the most ordinary abbreviations,
knows nothing of these compendia: which certainly cannot have existed in the earliest copies
of all. Once more, it seems reasonable to suppose that their constant occurrence in Cod N

indicates for that Codex a date subsequent to Cod. B.

(6) The very discrepancy observable between these two Codices in their method of
dealing with “the last twelve verses of S. Mark’s Gospel,” (already adverted to at p. 88,) is a
further indication, and as it seems to the present writer a very striking one, that Cod. B is

the older of the two. Cod. N is evidently familiar with the phenomenon which astonishes

Cod. B by its novelty and strangeness.
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(7) But the most striking feature of difference, after all, is only to be recognised by one
who surveys the Codices themselves with attention. It is that general air of primitiveness in
Cod. B which makes itself at once felt. The even symmetry of the unbroken columns;—the
work of the prima manus 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. §; though it may be impossible

to determine whether by 50, by 75, or by 100 years.

I1. It has been conjectured by one whose words are always entitled to most respectful
attention, that Codex Sinaiticus may have been “one of the fifty Codices of Holy Scripture
which Eusebius prepared A.D. 331, by Constantine’s direction, for the use of the new Cap-
ital.” (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 familiar, is
made impossible by the discovery that it is without S. Mark xv. 28, which constitutes the
Eusebian Section numbered “216” in S. Mark’s Gospel. [Quite in vain has Tischendorf per-
versely laboured to throw doubt on this circumstance. 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, which 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 which can it possibly have been, if it was not

S. Mark xv. 28?] Again. Cod. ¥, (like B, C, L, U, T, 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 .
John,—instead of referring S. John xix. 31-37 to his x" Canon, which specifies things pecu-
liar to each 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 says that it is re-
corded by S. John.

2. No inference as to the antiquity of this Codex can be drawn from the Eusebian notation
of Sections in the margin: that notation having been confessedly added at a subsequent date.

3. On the other hand, the subdivision of Cod. ¥ into paragraphs, 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 sev-
enteen sections only nine correspond with as many paragraphs of the Codex Sinaiticus.
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This, in itself, is enough to prove that Eusebius knew nothing of the present Codex. His record
is express:—£@’ €KA0TW TOV TEGOAPWV EDAYYEA WV GPtOUAC TIg TTPOKELTAL KATA HEPOG K. T.A.

III. The supposed resemblance of the opened volume to an Egyptian papyrus,—when
eight columns (ceAideg) are exhibited to the eye at once, side by side,—seems to be a fallacious

note of high antiquity. If Cod. ¥ 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 vit?

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 §,) I am never-

theless 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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APPENDIX (G).

On the so-called “Ammonian Sections” and “Eusebian Canons”.

(Referred to at p. 130.)

I. THAT the Sections (popularly miscalled “Ammonian”) with which Eusebius [A.D.
320] has made the world thoroughly 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_ them-
selves.

1. The Call of the Four Apostles is described by the first three Evangelists, within the
following limits of their respective Gospels:—S. Matthew iv. 18-22: S. Mark 1 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):—

(1. § 29, (v. 1-3)

(2.)§ 20, (iv. 17, 18) § 9, (i. 14%-16

(3. § 30, (v. 4-7) § 219, (xxi. 1-6)
(4. $ 30 (v. 4-7) § 222, (xxi. 11)
(5. § 31, (v. 8-10%)

(6.)$ 21, (iv. 19, 20) § 10, (i. 17, 18) § 32, (v. 10%, 11)

(7.)§22,(iv. 21,22) § 11, (i. 19, 20)

It will be perceived from this, that Eusebius subdivides these three portions of the sacred
Narrative into ten Sections (“§$;”)—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, Eusebius distributes over four of his Canons: referring three of them to his d
Canon, (which exhibits what S. Matthew, S. Mark, and S. Luke have in common); four of
them to his VI 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 xth, (in

which is found what is peculiar to each Evangelist.)

43  Jerome evidently supposed that Ammonius was the author of the Canons as well:—“Canones quos Eusebius
Caesariensis Episcopus Alexandrinum secutus Ammonium in decem numeros ordinavit, sicut in Graeco habentur
expressimus.” (Ad Papam Damasum. Epist.) And again: “Ammonius. . . . Evangelicos, Canones excogitavit quos

postea secutus est Eusebius Caesariensis.” (De Viris Illustr. c. 55 [Opp. ii. 881.])—See above, p.128.
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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 (a)
what S. Matthew has in common with S. Mark and S. Luke; but also (b) what S. Luke has in
common with S. John;—as well as (c) what S. Luke has peculiar to himself. But, in the work
of Ammonius, as far as we know 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 correspond with the Sections of S. Matthew, Am-
monius would not if he could,—(and he could not if he would,)—have dissociated from its
context S. Luke’s account of the first miraculous draught of fishes in the beginning of our
Lord’s Ministry, 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 “Eusebian,” 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.

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 mo be shown
how it is rationally conceivable that Ammomus can have split up S. John xxi. 12, 13, into
three distinct Sections; 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 re-
quires even repeated subdivision? . ... 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 xth Canon, where S. Luke and S. John are brought together; (év ® oi 8o
ta mapanAnola eipnkact):—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
xth (or last) Canon, where what is peculiar to each of the four Evangelists is set down, (év
O Tepl Tivwv Exactog avT@V 18iwg dvéypaev.) But Ammonius, because he confessedly
recognised no such canons, was under no such constraint. He had in fact no such opportunity.
He therefore 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 Sec-
tions,”—(by which, confessedly, nothing else whatever is meant but the Sections of Eusebi-
us,)—are discovered mutually 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, nevertheless are
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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 un-
accountable in the eccentricity of their arrangement, except when explained by the require-
ments of the Eusebian Canons. I say— That particular sectional subdivision, 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 inspection to have been only capable
of being devised by one who was already in possession of the Canons of Eusebius. In

plain terms, they are demonstrably the work of Eusebius himself,—who expressly claims
The Canons for his own (kavovag déka tov aptOuov diexdpald oot), and leaves it to be in-
ferred that he is the Author of the Sections also. Wetstein (Proleg. 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 mepikomnai, not kepdAaia,) leads inevitably to
the inference that they are only rightly understood when regarded 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.”
Thelearned 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 mrrd 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 Harmony 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 hopeless confusion®*.

But in fact there is no danger of his making much progress in his task. His first discovery
would probably be that S. John’s weighty doctrinal statements concerning our Lord’s
Eternal Godhead 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. 41, 42.—Two such facts ought to open the eyes of a reader of ordinary

44 There was published at the University Press in 1805, a handsome quarto volume (pp. 216) entitled Harmonia
quatuor Evangeliorum juxta Sectiones Ammonianas et Eusebii Canones. It is merely the contents of the X Canons
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.
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acuteness quite wide to the true nature of the Canons of Eusebius. They are Tables of Refer-
ence only.

Eusebius has in fact himself explained his object in constructing them; which (he says)
was twofold: (I**) To enable a reader to see at a glance, “which of the Evangelists have said
things of the same kind,” (tiveg ta mapanAnoia iprikact: the phrase occurs four times in the
course of his short Epistle): and (2nd1y), To enable him to find out where they have severally
done so: (tovg oikeiovug ékdotov ebayyeAioToD Témoug, v oig katd T®V adT@V fvéxdnoav
einelv; Eusebius uses the phrase twice.) But this, (as all are aware) is precisely the office of
(what are called) “Marginal References.” Accordingly,

(a.) Whether referring from S. Matth. x. 40 (§ 98); S. Mark ix. 37 (§ 96); or S. Luke x. 16
(§ 116);—we find ourselves 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%6.) Again,

(b.) Whether we refer from 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: 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. 27-29), and S. Luke’s (ix.
18-20) account of S. Peter’s Confession at Ceesarea 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. Mark xiv. 1: S. Luke xxii. 1,) we are referred to S. John’s mention of the first
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 Capernaum recorded by S. John, which took
place a year before,—S. John vi. 35, 36: 48: 51: 55: (§$ 55, 63, 65, 67).

(f.) Nothing but the spirit in which “Marginal References” are made would warrant a
critic in linking together three incidents like the following,—similar, indeed, yet entirely
distinct: viz. S. Matth. xxvii. 34: S. Mark xv. 24: and S. John xix. 28, 29.

(g.) I 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 References stand in the margin of our own Bibles. Not even
the margin of the English Bible, however, sends a Reader (as the IX™M Canon of Eusebius

does) from our Lord’s eating “broiled fish and honeycomb,” in the presence of the ten

45 This last § according to Tischendorfs ed. of the Eusebian Canons.

46 This last § according to Tischendorf’s ed. of the Eusebian Canons.
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Apostles at Jerusalem 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 Euse-
bian Sections will be obtained by one who will be at the pains to substitute for the Eusebian
Numbers in the margin of a copy of the Greek Gospels the References which these numbers
severally indicate. It will then become plain that the system of Sections and Canons which
Eusebius invented,—ingenious, interesting, and useful as it certainly is; highly important
also, as being the known work of an illustrious Father of the Church, as well as most precious

occasionally for critical purposes47

,—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 following 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 pretend to be,) references to the inspired Text at all; but only refer-
ences to the Eusebian 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.)

47 Thus, certain disputed passages of importance are proved to have been recognised at least by Eusebius. Our
Lord’s Agony in 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.)
48 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 oven Allusions to other parte 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 distinguished 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 Apocrypha? Who does not miss
the reference to “Ecclus. xliii. 11, 12” at Gen. ix. 14? Who can afford to do without the reference to “1 Macc. iv.
59” at S. John x. 222
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(3rdly.) By the very nature of their constitution, reference even to another part of the
same Gospel is impossible. (Eusebius 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 inherent in the scheme and insepar-
able from it, it will be found (4thly), That Eusebius, while he introduces not a few wholly
undesirable references, (of which some specimens are supplied above), is observed occasion-
ally 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 account 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 structure 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.
Mark has 21 Sections peculiar to his Gospel: S. Luke, 72: S. John, 971, According to the
same Eusebius, 14 Sections>* are common to S. Luke and S. Mark only: 21, to S. Luke and
S. John only. But those 225 Sections can have found no place in the work of Ammonius.
And if, (in some unexplained way,) room was found for those parts of the Gospels, with
what possible motive can Ammonius have subdivided 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, (whatever
that judgment may be doomed worth,) the Ammonian 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 inferences. I also learn with surprise that “those
who have studied them most, can the least toll what use the Ammonian Sections can servo,

unless in connection with Canons of Harmony>*.”

49 Maij, vol. iv. p. 287. See also p. 293.

50 Tischendorf says 19 only.

51 Tischendorf says 96 only.

52 Tischendorf says 13 only.

53 Scrivener specifies the following Codd. C,F,H,I,P,Q,R, WO, Y, Z, 54, 59, 60, 68, 440, i°", B5" (Cod. Bezae,
p- xx, and Introd. pp. 51, 2.) Add Evan. 117: (but I think not 263.)

54  Scrivener’s Introduction, pp. 51 and 52: Cod. Bezae, p. xx. note [2.]
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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 Verses. Of
course, 1165 subdivisions are (for certain purposes) somewhat loss 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 numbers,
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
supreme convenience to a Reader, 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 number.

A Greek copy of the Gospels, therefore, having its margin furnished with the Eusebian
Sectional notation, may be considered to correspond generally with an English copy merely
divided into Chapters and Verses. The addition of the Eusebian Canons at the beginning,
with numerical references 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 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 very considerable) of having the Eusebian 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 Canons.” Whether, however, the
omission of References to the Canons in Copies which retain in the margin the sectional
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. Itis, 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 crit-
ical terminology. Whether banished or retained, to reason about the lost work of Ammonius
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.

55 Evan. 263, for instance, has certainly blank Eusebian Tables at the beginning: the frame only.
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IV. This subject may not be dismissed until a circumstance of considerable interest has
been explained which has already attracted some notice, but which evidently is not yet un-
derstood 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 expedient would be to note at the foot of every page of a Gospel the numbers
of the Sections of that Gospel contained in extenso on the same page; and, parallel with those
numbers, to exhibit the numbers of the corresponding Sections in the other Gospels. Many
Codices, furnished with such an apparatus at the foot of the page, are known to exist”’. For
instance, in Cod. 262 ( = Reg. 53, at Paris), which is written in double columns, at foot of
the first page (fol. 111) of S. Mark, is found as follows: —

The meaning of this, every one will see who,—(remembering what is signified by the

monograms MP, A,., 1(), Me>%)—will turn successively to the 114 the 1%, the VI™, and
the It 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)....1.4,5,6,—to S. Matth. iii. 4-6.
(§4)....1.7,8,—to S. Matth. iii. 11: S. Luke iii. 16: S. John i. 15, 26-27, 30-1: iii. 28.
(Iventure 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 conveni-
ence, 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 passages, (as above,) by merely
turning over the pages of his book. E.g. The parallel places to S. Mark’s § 1 (A) being § 70 of

56 See Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 51 (note 2),—where Tregelles (in Horne’s Introd. iv. 200) is quoted.

57 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; (Scrivener’s Introduction, p. 51, note [2].) Scrivener odds Wd, and Tischendorf Tb,
(Scrivener’s Cod. Bezae, p. xx.)

58 The order of these monograms requires explanation.
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S. Luke (O) and § 103 of S. Matthew (P I'),—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. Isuspect 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 Christians.
What is certain, a precisely similar expedient for enabling readers to discover Parallel Passages
prevails extensively 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
Bodleianéo, of the viit? or viiit? 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 surprise that
in the margin of this page against ver. 8, is written in vermilion, by the original scribe, 281/1:
against ver. 9,—282/10: against ver. 10,—283/1: against ver. 11,—284/8: against ver.
12,—285/8: against ver. 13,—286/8: against ver. 14,—287/10: against ver. 15,—288/6: against
ver. 16,—289/10: against ver. 19,—290/8. That these sectional numbers61, with references
to the Eusebian Canons subscribed, are no part of the (so-called) “Ammonian” system, will
be recognised at a glance. According to that scheme, S. Mark xiv. 8 is numbered 233/2. But
to proceed.

At the foot of the same page, (which is written in two columns), is found the following
set of references to parallel places in the other three Gospels:—

59 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.
60 “Dawkins 3.” See Dean Payne Smith’s Catalogue, p. 72.
61 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 section (§§ 281-288): ver. 16-18 another ($ 289); and verr. 19-20, another
($ 290), which is the last. The Greek scheme, as a rule, makes independent 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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The exact English counterpart of which,—(I owe it to the kind help of M. Neubauer, of
the Bodleian),—is subjoined. The Reader will scarcely require to be reminded that the
reason why §§ 282, 287, 289 do not appear in this Table is because those Sections, (belonging
to the tenth Canon,) have nothing parallel to them in the other Gospels.

Luke  Matthew Mark John Luke  Matthew Mark
391 . 286 247 390 421 281
426 288 247 390 421 283
391 . 284
393 . 285

The general intention of this is sufficiently obvious: but the Reader must be told that
on making reference to S. Matthew’s Gospel, in this Syriac Codex, it is found that § 421 =
chap. xxviii. 8; and § 426 = chap. xxviii. 10, 20:

That, in S. Luke’s Gospel,—$ 390 = chap. xxiv. 8-10: § 391 = chap. xxiv. 11; and § 393
= chap. xxiv. 13-17%%

That, in S. John’s Gospel,—$§ 247 chap. xx. 17 (ropetov down to @dv Ou@v.®.)

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: S. Luke xxiv. 8-10: S. John xx. 17 (mopgbov
to the end of the verse).
(§283)....... xvi. 10,—to the same three places.

62 Note that § 302/9 = S. Luke xxiv. 12: § 394/10 = ver. 18-34: § 395/8 = ver. 35: § 396/9 is incomplete. [Dr.
Wright supplies the lacune for me, thus: § 396/9 = ver. 36-41 (down to Bavpalévrwv): § 397/9 = einev adroig
down to the end of ver. 41: § 398/9 = ver. 42: § 399/9 = ver. 43: § 400/10 = ver. 44-50: § 401/8 = 51: § 402/10 =
ver. 52, 3.]
63  Critical readers will be interested in comparing, or rather contrasting, the Sectional system of a Syriac MS.
with that which prevails in all Greek Codices. S. John’s § 248/1 = xx. 18: his § 249/9 = ver. 19 to €iprjvn UiV in
ver. 21: his § 250/7 = ver. 21 (kaBdq to the end of the verse): his § 251/10 = ver. 22: his § 252/7 = ver. 23: his §
253/[10] = ver. 24-5: his § 254/[9] = ver. 26-7: his § 255/10 = ver. 28 to the end of xxi. 4: his § 256/9 = xxi. 5:
his § 257/9 = xxi. 6 (to ebprioete): his § 258/9 = ver. 6, (¥Patov to the end): his § 250/[10] = ver. 7, 8: his § 260/[9]
=ver. 9: his § 261/10 = ver. 10: his § 262/9 = ver. 11: his § 263/9 = first half of ver. 12: his § 264/10 is incomplete.
[But Dr. Wright, (remarking that in his MSS., which are evidently the corrector ones, 263/10 stands opposite
the middle of ver. 12 [008¢eic 8¢ étéAua], and 264/9 opposite ver. 13 [£pxetat oUv,) proceeds to supply the lacune
for me, thus: § 264/9 = ver. 13: § 265/10 = ver. 14-5 (down to @IA® o’ Aéyel avT@: § 266/9 = Bdoke Ta dpvia
pov (end of ver.15): § 267/10 = ver. 16 (down to @IA@oe): § 268/9 = Aéyer abT®, Holpatve & npdPatd pov (end
of ver. 16): § 269/10 = ver. 17 (down to @IA® o¢): § 270/9 = Aéyer adt® O 'L, P. T& 1. pov, (end of ver. 17): §
271/10 = ver. 18 to 25.]
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(5284)....... 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 faithfully 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 refer-
ences 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
more in number. The sum of the Sections in each of the Gospels follows; for which, (the
Bodleian Codex being mutilated,) 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 of being from 359 to 355,) are 426: (the last Section, § 426/6 consisting
of ver. 19, 20.)

S. Mark, (....241 to 233,) are 290: (the last Section, § 290/8 consisting of ver. 19, 20.)

S. Luke, (....349 to 342) are 402: (the last Section, § 402/10 consisting of ver. 52, 53.)
S.John, (....232,) are 271: (the last Section, § 271/10 consisting of ver. 18-25.)

The sum of the Sections therefore, in Syriac 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 principle of referring each Section to
one of Ten Canons, but substitute for the Eusebian Tables a species of harmony, or appar-
atus of reference, at the foot of every page?

The foregoing doubt is triumphantly resolved by a reference to Assemani’s engraved
representation, on xxii Copper Plates, of the X Eusebian Tables from a superb Syriac Codex

64 “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 numeration.”

65 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, numeria viridi colore pictis, notatur Canon harmoniae
Eusebianae, ad quem quaevis sectio referenda est. Sic, .X.. [i.e. 1] indicat canonem in quo omnes Evangelistae
concurrunt,” &c. &c.

66 Suidas [A.D. 980], by giving 236 to S. Mark and 348 to S. Luke, makes the sum of the Sections in Greek

Evangelist 1,171.
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(A.D. 586) in the Medicean Library67. The student who inquires for Assemani’s work will
find that the numbers in the last line of each of the X Tables is as follows:—

Matthew Mark Luke John 310

Canoni 421 283 390 247
—ii 416 276 383 e
— iii 134 - 145 178
—iv 394 212 - 223
—V 319 - 262

— Vi 426 288 - -
— vii 425 - - 249
— viii ... 290 401 ...
—ix e e 399 262
—X 422 289 402 271

The Syrian Church, therefore, from a period of the remotest antiquity, not only sub-
divided the Gospels into a far greater number of Sections than were in use among the Greeks,
but also habitually employed Eusebian Tables which—identical as they are in appearance
and in the principle of their arrangement with those with which Greek MSS. have made us
familiar,—yet differ materially from these as to the numerical details of their contents.

Let abler men follow up this inquiry to its lawful results. When the extreme antiquity
of the Syriac documents is considered, may it not almost be made a question whether Euse-
bius himself put forth the larger or the smaller number of Sections? But however that may
be, more palpably precarious than ever, I venture to submit, becomes the confident assertion
of the Critics that, “just as Eusebius found these Verses [S. Mark xvi. 9-20] absent in his day
from the best and most numerous [sic] copies, so was also the case with Ammonius when
he formed his Harmony in the preceding century”68. To speak plainly, the statement is
purely mythical.

VI. Birch [Varr. Lectt. p. 226], asserts that in the best Codices, the Sections of S. Mark’s
Gospel are not numbered beyond ch. xvi. 8. Tischendorf prudently adds, “or ver. 9:” 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) 3L

67 This sheet was all but out of the printer’s hands when the place in vol. i. of Assemani’s Bibliotheca Medicea,
(fol. 1742,) as shown me by my learned friend, P. E. Pusey, Esq., of Ch. Ch.—Dr. Wright had already most obli-
gingly and satisfactorily resolved my inquiry from the mutilated fragments of the Canons, as well as of the Epistle
to Carpianus in Add. 17,213 and 14,450.
68 Dr. Tregelles. (Vide supra, pp. 125-6.) And so, Tischendorf.
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—38,.. §233,.. 34.... (including L, 8)°

—9,(?) §234, .. 41.... (including T, A, 1)7°

— 10, (?) § 235, .. 4.... (viz. 67, 282, 331, 406)

—12,(?) § 236, .. 7.... (the number assigned by Suidas)71

—14,(?) §237, .. 12.... (including A)”?

—15,.. § 238, .. 3.... (viz. Add. 19,387: 27,861, Ti2)

—17,.. § 239, .. 1.... (viz. G)

—19,.. § 240, .. 10.... (including H, M, and the Codices
from which the Hharklensian Revi-

sion, A.D. 616, was made)73

—20,.. §241,.. 36.... (including C, E, K, V)74

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 the reckoning which would limit the
sections to precisely 233, is altogether precarious; and—(b) 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 the very
words in which Eusebius explains how he would have his Sections and Canons used. His
language requires attention. He says:—

Ei o0v &v 11 T®V tecodpwv edayyehiny dmotovdrimote, fovAndeing émotivai Tivi @
PovAet kepaaiw, kal yv@val TIVEG TG TAPATAT oL E1pHIKAGL, KAl TOUG OIKEIOUG £V EKAGTW
témoug ebpeiv év oig katd T@V abT®V fvéxOnoav, fg énéxelg mepikomnf dvalafwv TOV
TpokeiuevoV ap1BuoV, EmNTRoNG TE ALTOV EVOOV £V TG Kavovi OV 1 d1a ToD KIvvaBdpews
vnoonueiwotg VTIOPEPANKeV, eion LEV £DOVG €K TV ML LETWTOL TOD KAVOVOG TTPOYPAPRV,

69 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, Cromwell 15, Wake 12 and 27.
70 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 and 17,982. Cromw. 16. Canonici
36 and 112. Wake 21.
71 Viz. 184, 192, 264, h*, Add. 11,836. Ti*. Wake 29.
72 The others are 10, 20, 21, 36, 49, 187, 262, 266, 300, 364. Rawl. 141.
73 Vide supra, p. 33. Assemani, vol. i. p. 28. (Comp. Adler, p. 53.) The others are 8, 26, 72, 299, 447. Bodl.
Miscell. 17. Wake 36.
74 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 CMB.
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0mdoot Kal Tiveg T TapamAnolx elpRKacty’ Emetoag d¢ Kal Toi¢ TOV Aotn®dv ebayyeAlwv
&p1Bpoig Toig &v T Kavdvi @ Eméxelg dp1Ou® mapaketuévolg, émintroag t& adtovg #viov
€V TOIG OlKEI01G EKAOTOV €DayyeAiov TOMOLG, T TTapamAriola AéyovTag EDPHOELG.

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 subjecto numero doceberis; et recurrens ad principia, in quibus
Canonum est distincta congeries, eodemque statim Canone ex titulo frontis invento, illum
quem quaerebas numerum, ejusdem Evangelistae, qui et ipse ex inscriptione signatur,
invenies; atque e vicino ceterorum tramitibus inspectis, quos numeros e regione habeant,
annotabis. Et cum scieris, recurres ad volumina singulorum, et sine mora repertis numeris
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 Eusebius actually says is this:—

“If therefore, on opening any one soever of the four Gospels, 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 attending to the parallel numbers relating to the
other Gospels in the same Canon, and by turning to each in its proper place, thou wilt dis-
cover the Evangelists saying things of the same kind.”
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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. K, (see above, p. 80,)
exhibit S. Matthew xxvii. 49, as follows. After cwowv [Cod. Sinait. swoa1] avtov, they read: —

(Cod. B.) (Cod.R)
aAloc de AaPd de AaPwv Aory ~
Aorxuv evuéev avtov gvuev autov
THV TTAEVPAV Kol €EHA TAgvpav kat eEpA
Bev VOWP KL AU Bev LOWP Kat at
ya
Then comes, 0 8¢ maAwv kpagag k.T.A. The same is also the reading of Codd. C, L, U,

I: and it is known to recur in the following cursives,—5, 48, 67, 115, 1277°.

Obvious is it to suspect with Matthaei, (ed. 1803, vol. i. p. 158,) that it was the Lectionary
practice of the Oriental Church which occasioned this interpolation. In S. John xix. 34 occurs
the well-known record,—3&A\’ €¢ TGV oTpatIwT®V Adyxn avtol TV mAevpdv #vule, kal
000G ¢EAABeV aiua kai G8wp and it was the established practice of the Easterns, in the Ec-
clesiastical lection for Good 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.

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 certainly 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,—

(H”% “Ot1 elc ka®’ iotoplav edarréAiov Atadbdpov kaf Tatiovod kal FAAwV Slapdpwy

Auiwv Tatépwv’ ToUTo TPOOKELTAL:

75 But Cod. U inserts evBewg before e€nABev; and (at least two of the other Codices, viz.) 48, 67 read awua
Kat vdwp.

76  Inueiwoig 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 onuetodoBat, (consider 2 Thess. iii. 14,) see the interesting remarks of

Huet Origeniana, iii. § i. 4. (at the end of vol. iv. of Origen’s Opp. p. 292-3.)—Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. v. 20) uses
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(H 'AM\oc 8¢ AaPv: Aérxnv Evu€ev avtod THY TAevpdv. kai €EH A0V G8wp kal aipa:
T0070 A£Tel Kai 0 XpuodaTouoc.

This writer is perfectly correct in his statement. In Chrysostom’s 88th Homily on S.
Matthew’s Gospel, (Opp. vii, 825 C: [vol. p. 526, ed. Field.]) is read as follows:—Evduicav
"HMav eivat, @noi, Tov kaholOpevov, kai e00éwg éndticav avtdv 8Eoc: (which is clearly
meant to be a summary of the contents of ver. 48: then follows) €tepog 8¢ mpooeAOWV Adyxn
avtod tijv mAevpav €vule. (Chrysostom quotes no further, but proceeds,—Ti{ yévoit’ av
TOUTWV TOPAVOUWTEPOV, TL 8¢ Onprwdéstepov, K.T.A.)

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, §, (not to say Codd. C, L, U, T,)

must continue to sustain. That Chrysostom and Cyril also employed Codices disfigured by
this self-same blemish, is certain. It is an interesting and suggestive circumstance. 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, traditionally said to have been found with the body of the
Apostle Barnabas in the Island of Cyprus in the time of the Emperor 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 transaction in that place,—except Chrysostom and Cyril of Alexandria; into

whose Commentaries it has found its way.—Thus, to Codices B, N, Cand 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?

on9ueiwoig in this sense. (See the note of Valesius.) But it is plain from the rendering of Jerome and Rufinus
(subscriptio), that it often denoted a “signature,” or signing of the name. Eusebius so employs the word in /ib.
v. 19 ad fin.

77 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 26th Epistle, (Book 9,) which Severus addressed to Thomas
Bp. of Germanicia after his exile. See Assemani, Bibl. Orient. vol. ii. pp. 81-2.

78 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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Now it must be candidly admitted, that if the strange method of the Lectionaries already
explained, (viz. of interposing seven verses of S. John’s xixth 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 interpolated copies? And next, (2) How does it come to pass that that one verse is exhib-
ited 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
dueto1S.Johnv.6,) let it be carefully noted that the substitution of &AAog 8¢ AaPwv Adyxnv,
for AN’ €ig @V otpatiwt®dv Adyxn of the Evangelist, is a tell-tale circumstance. The turn
thus licentiously 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 sponge, and filled it with
vinegar, and put it on a reed, and gave Him to drink,” S. John is made to say, “And anoth-
er—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 composed 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 Saviour’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, Chrysostom also says”),—it is even unreasonable 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 sufficient, but the proposed solution of the difficulty,
in itself the reverse of improbable, is in the highest degree suggestive as well as important.
For,—May we not venture to opine that the same kaf’ ioctopiav ebayyéAiov,—as this Writer
aptly designates Tatian’s work,—is responsible for not a few of the monstra potius quam
variae lectiones®® which are occasionally met with in the earliest MSS. of all? And,—Am I

79 O pévrol ye mpdtepog avT@v [viz. the sect of the Severiani] dpxnydg 6 Tatiavdg suvdgeldv Tiva Kal
suvaywynv o0k 018 8mwg TV edayyeAiwv cuvBeig, T Sk Tesodpwv ToTTo TPoswVHAcEY. “O Kai Tapd TGV
elo8ét1 vOv @épetal. The next words are every way suggestive. ToO 8¢ dnootéAov @aoct ToAufoai Tvag abTov

petagpdoat @wvag, wg emdiwpBoduevov avT®dV TV T Ppdocw cOvta&iv.—Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. iv. 29, § 4.

80 See, for example, the readings of B or N, or both, specified from p. 80 to p. 86.
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not right in suggesting 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®!. 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 con-
cerning 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 according to the Hebrews, is said to have been the production of this writer®2.” 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 shows 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. I myself found upwards of two hundred such copies honourably preserved
in the Churches of this place,” (Cyrus in Syria namely, of which Theodoret was made 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 phenomena stand
related to one another in the way of cause and effect, seems to be even an inevitable proceed-
ing.

I will not prolong this note by inquiring concerning the “Diodorus” of whom the un-
known 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

81 Vid. supra, p. 129, note (g.)
82 Opp.vol.i. p.391D.
83 Haeret. Fab. lib. i. c. xx. (Opp. iv. 208.)
84 Clinton, F. R. ii. Appendix, p.473, quoting Theodoret’s “Ep.113, p. 1190. [al. vol. iii. p. 986-7].”
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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?
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POSTSCRIPT.

(Promised at p. 51.)

I PROCEED to fulfil the promise made at p. 51.—C. F. Matthaei (Nov. Test., 1788, vol.
iii. p. 269) states that in one of the MSS. at Moscow occurs the following “Scholion of Euse-
bius:—katd Mdpkov petd thv dvdotacty o0 Aéyetar G@Bat toi¢ pabntaic.” On this,
Griesbach remarks (Comm. Crit. ii. 200),—“quod scribere non potuisset si pericopam dubiam
agnovisset:” the record in S. Mark xvi. 14, being express,—“YoTepov GVaKeIUEVOLG ADTOIG
101G Evdeka E@avepwOn. The epigrammatic smartness of Griesbach’s dictum has recommen-
ded 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 impossible. 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 method 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 my 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 designa-
tion of the Codex required. At last by sheer determination 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 Commentary, and to correspond with
what is found at p. 365 of Possinus, and p. 446-7 of Cramer: except that after the words

>

“amokvAiceie TOV AéBov o ~,” and before the words “GAAog 8¢ @nowv” [Possinus, line 12
from bottom: Cramer, line 3 from the top], is read as follows:—
katd Mdpkov* UeTd ThVv dvdotacty o0 Aéyetatl G@Bat oxo™ edoe Biov
T01¢ padntaiq: katd Matbaiov: UeTd TNV GvAGTAoLY TOIG
HabnTaig webn év tfj Tahdaly - ~
Katd Twdvvny: év avTi Tf] NUEPY TG AVAOTAGEWS TOV
Bup®V kakAelopévwv 0 ’INcoT¢ HEGOg TOV LaBNT@OV un
Tapdovtog To0 Owud €otn Kal ued’ uépag TaAv OKT®W
CUUTIAPOVTOG Kol TOU OWHd. META TADTA TAALY £QAvN
avtoi éml tfig Badacong tig TiPeprddog - ~
Katd AoukAV* (@O KAedna ovv @ £taipw avtol aldTf
T NUEPQ TG AVAOTACEWG Kol TAALY DTTOOTPEYPATLY E1G
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‘TepovcaAnu G@ON Tf avTH NUEPA GUVNYUEVWY TGV AotT®V
padnt@v: kai deon Tipwvr kai tdAv éfyayev avTovg
glg BnOaviav kai diéotn an’ adtdv.

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 [suprd, p. 44] heard Eusebius elaborately discuss
the Section in question. That he allowed it, is therefore certain.

(2.) But next, this oxoAtov evoefiov 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. As it stands, it clearly is not the work of Eusebius.

(3.) And because I shall be reminded that such a statement cannot be accepted on my
own mere ‘ipso dixit,’ I proceed to subjoin the original Scholion of which the preceding is
evidently only an epitome. It is found in three of the Moscow MSS., (our Evan. 239, 259,
237,) but without any Author’s name:—

Aetkvig 8¢ O €bayyeAoTng, OTL HETA TNV AVAGTAGLY OVKETL GLVEXQDG ADTOIG GUVAY,
Aéye, todto N tpito TOTG UAONTAAC WPON 6 Koprog UETA TNV GVAGTAGLY 0b
T00T0 Aéywv, 6T1 uévov tpitov, AN ta toig dANoig mapaleAeippéva Aéywv, tolto fon
pd¢ Toic EANoIC TpiTov EavepdBn Toic padnotaic. KATA uév yap tov Matbaiov,
G0N avroig €V T FaAtAaiq uévov kata 8 wov Twdavvny, €v avTf Tf Nuépa
TG AVOOTAGEWS, TV BUPQOV KEKAEIGUEVWV, UEGOG abtiv E0TH, Sviwy
&v ‘Tepovsaiy, N TPOVTOG éxer OWUA. Kal TAAV ped’ NUEPAG OKTW,
T[O(péV‘EOC Kol tod OWUA, Gedn avtois, fidn kakAelouévwv TV BupdV. pS‘EC‘X
tadta €mi thi¢ OaAdoong ti¢ Tifepiddoc £pAavn abTOIC, o toigia G
pévoig L. kata 8§ Kovkadv @@bn KAeomy obv T £taipw adtod, avtf] T
NUEPQ TAG AVAGTACEWG. KAl TAALY UooTpEYP otV €i¢ TEpOVGAANU AOTH
T NUépq, cuvnYUéEvwy TOV UadNT@®V, OEON Zlpwvi. kol TAALY
g€ayaywv avtovg €i¢ BnBaviav, ste kai 81£0Tn dvatngbeic AT ADTOV: dg
¢x To0TOL TapicTacOat {. eivart TG £i¢ TOUG HaBNTAC UETX TNV dvdoTacty yeyovuiag dmtaciag
T00 ZwThpog fUQV 'Tnood Xpioto. ulav uev mapd t@ Matdaiw, Tpeic 8¢ mapa t@ Twavvy,
Kol Tpeic 16 Aovkd dpofwc™.

(4.) Now, the chief thing deserving of attention here,—the only thing in fact which I
am concerned to point out,—is the notable circumstance that the supposed dictum of Euse-
bius,—(“quod scribere non potuisset si pericopam dubiam agnovisset,”)—is no longer dis-

85 Quoted by Matthaei, N. T. (1788) vol. ix. p. 228, from g, a, d.
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coverable. To say that ‘it has disappeared,” would be incorrect. In the original document it
has no existence. In plain terms, the famous “ox6Atov €0cefiov” 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 shall presently show) 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.

He is enumerating our Lord’s appearances to His Disciples after His Resurrection; 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 appearance to the Disciples peculiar to S. Mark’s Gospel, the Author 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 recognise the identity
of his longer and his shorter Scholion: how he came to say of the latter, “conjicias ergo
Eusebium hunc totum locum repudiasse;” and, of the former, “ultimam partem Evangelii
Marci videtur tollere®®:” lastly, how Tischendorf (1869) can write,—“est enim ejusmodi ut
ultimam partem evangelii Marci, de quo quaeritur, excludat®”:”—1 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 convicted
of having injudiciously invented the negative statement 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 concerned to defend him: but it is only fair to point out that, to suppose
he intended to disallow 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 nothing. Note,
how he throws his first two statements into a separate paragraph; contrasts, and evidently
balances one against the other: thus,—

Katd Mdpkov, PETd TV dvdotacty o Aéyetar wOat,—katd Matbaiov PeTd TV
avaotactv Weon,—toig padnraic év tf] TaAhaiq.

Perfectly evident is it that the ‘plena locutio’ so to speak, of the Writer would have been
somewhat as follows:—

86 Ibid, ii. 69, and ix. 228.

87 Nov. Test. (1869), p. 404.
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‘[The first two Evangelists are engaged with our Saviour’s appearance to His Disciples
in Galilee: but] by S. Mark, He is not—by S. Matthew, He is—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 substance of more than one tedious disquisition of this ancient Father®®. Its
remote parentage would fully account for its being designated “ox6Atov eboefiov,” 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 Chrysostom’s Commentary on that same verse in his g7th Homily on S. John®’,

(10.) And thus, one by one, every imposing statement of the Critics is observed hopelessly
to collapse as soon us it is questioned, and to vanish into thin air.

So much has been offered, 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!

88 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.

89  See Chrys. Opp. vol. viii. p. 522 C:—0611 8¢ 008¢ cuvex @G énexwpialev, 00dE Opoiwg, Aéyel STi Tpitov TodTH
€pavn avToig, Gte EyEpON €k VEKPDV.
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L’ Envoy

L’ENVOY

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
Comes 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 yet, three times that 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 river, threatens now at length

To burst its channel and become a sea.

O 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
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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 sight! . ..
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 that 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 finds that it was Love
Not Fame it longed for, lived for: only Love.

CANTERBURY.
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Under “Codices” will be found all the Evangelia described or quoted: under “Texts” all
the places of Scripture illustrated or referred to.

”Acta Pilati,” p. 25.

Acts, p. 199.200. See Texts.

Addit. See Codices.

Adler, J. G. C., p. 33-4.

Alford, Dean, p. 8, 13, 38, 77, 103, 164, 227, 244-5, 259.

Algasia, p. 52.

Ambrose, p. 27.

“Aminonian” Sections, p. 126-32, 295-311; in the four Gospels, p. 309; in S. Mark’s Gospel,
p- 311.

Ammonius, p. 125-32.

Avayvwoig, p. 196.

avayvwoua, p. 46, 196.

avaingdivat, p. 166.

Andreas of Crete, p. 258.

Angelic Hymn, p. 257-63.

avtePAnOn, p. 119.

améxet, p. 225, 6.

agopun, p. 127, 137.

Aphraates the Persian, p. 26-7, 268.

AmoTELY, p. 158-9.

Apocrypha, p. 301.

Apolinarius, p. 275, 277.

“Apostolical Constitutions,” p. 25, 258.

apxn, p- 224-5.

Armenian Version, p. 36, 239.

Ascension, The, p. 195.

——Lessons, p. 204-5, 238-9.

Assemani, p. 309-10, 315.

Asterisks, p. 116-8, 218.

Athanasian Creed, p. 3, 254.

Athanasius, p.30, 275; how he read S. Jo. xvii. 15, 16, p. 74.

Augustine, p. 28, 198, 200.

Babington, Rev. C., p. 291.
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Basil, p. 93-9, 275.

PaciAig, p. 275.

Basle, p. 283. See Codices.

Bede, Ven., p. 30.

Bengel, J. A., p. 17, 101-2, 185.
Benson, Rev. p. 101.

BnOafapd and Bnbavia, p. 236.
Bibliothéque at Paris, p. 228-31, 278-83.
Birch’s N. T., Andr., p. 5, 116-8, 311.
PAdmtewy, p. 160.

Bobbiensis, Codex, p. 35, 124, 186.
Bodleian. See Codices.

Book of Common Prayer, p. 215.
Bostra, see Titus.

Bosworth, Rev. Prof., p. 262.
Broadus, Prof., p. 139, 155, 168, 174

Caesarius, p. 133.

Canons, p. 127-31, 295-312. See Sections.

Carpian, Letter to, p. 126-8, 311-2.

Carthage. See Council.

Cassian, p. 193.

Catenae, p. 133-5. See Corderius, Cramer, Matthaei, Peltanus, Possinus, Victor.
Chrysostom, p. 27, 85, 110, 179, 193, 198-9, 201-4, 223, 258-9, 275-7, 278, 314-6, 323.
Church, the Christian, p. 192

——Festivals, p. 203.

Churton, Rev. W. R,, p. 236.

“Circular,” A, p. 101-5.

Citations, see Patristic.

Clemens Alex., p. 30.

Codices, depraved, p. 80-6, 217-24. See Corrupt readings, Dated, Syriac.
——151, referred to p. 311.

CODICES.
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Codex N, p. 70-90, 77, 109-13, 218-22, 252, 257, 313; how it exhibits the end of S. Mark, 88-
90; omissions, 73-5, 79, 80; Ephes. i. 1, 91-109; interpolations and depravations, p. 80-
6; affected by the Lectionary practice, p. 217-24; sympathy with B, 78; not so old as B,
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A, p.220-1, 222, 257-9, 311. 327
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——33,p.123.

——34, p. 66, 120, 121-3, 280.
——36, p.118, 121-3, 229, 280, 8, 9.
——37,p. 121-3, 281, 288-9.
——38,p. 121-3.

——39, p. 120, 121-3, 271, 281.

— 40, p. 121-3, 281, 288-9.
——41, p. 120, 121-3, 281, 288-9.
——47, p. 226.

——50, p. 271, 281.

——54, 56 and 61, p.226.

——63, p. 240-1.

——69, p. 123, 226.

——72,p. 23,218,314,

——77,p. 283.

——90, p. 240.

——92 and 94, p. 283.

——108, p. 121-3, 283, 288-9.
——113, p. 218.

—— 117, p. 302.
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——138, p. 116-8, 121-3, 284, 288-9.
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— 146, p. 286.

——181 and 186, p. 121-3, 284, 8-9.
——194, p. 284.

——195, p. 121-3, 284, 288-9.
——197, p. 284.
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—— 215, p. 285.
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——233, p. 286.
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——256, p. 239, 286.

——259, p. 286, 288-9, 321.
——262, p. 119, 122, 305.
——263, p. 302, 304.

— 264, p. 117, 305-6.

— 265, p. 225.
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——267,p. 216.
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——332 and 353, p. 286.
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——374,p. 122,121, 2, 286, 288 9.
——379 and 427, p. 287.
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—— 12,141, p. 215.
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——17,113, p. 215, 306.
——17,114-5-6, p. 215.
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Bobbiensis, p. 35, 124, 186.
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Harl. 1,810, p. 218.

——5,107, p. 226.
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——12, p. 285, 288, 319-23.
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— 50, p. 226.
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Vat. 358, p. 121-3, 283, 288-9.
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——27,p. 121-3, 284, 288-9.

——495, p. 285.
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Colossians, Ep. to, p. 101, 162. See Texts.
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Common Prayer, see Book.
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Conybeare and Howson, p. 103.
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——, see Athanasian.

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.
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Damascene, John, p. 30.
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Ellicott, Bishop, p. 9.
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gvdokia, p. 257-63.

Eulogius, p. 258.

Eusebius, p. 26, 41-51, 43, 61-4, 66, 84, 126-33, 332-8, 240, 249-52, 265-6, 267-8, 275, 314,
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Euthymius Zig., p. 30, 68-9.
Evangelia, see Codices.
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Festivals of the Church, p. 203.
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Genesis, when read, p. 201.
Gennadius, p. 26.

Georgian Version, p. 36.

Gloria in Excelsis, p. 257-63.
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Green, Rev. T. S., p. 13, 137, 153.
Gregentius, p. 30.
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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.
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Hedibia, p. 51-6.

Hesychius of Jerusalem, p. 29, 40-1, 57-9, 67, 204, 237, 267-8.
Heurtley, Rev. Prof., p. 184.

Hharklensian Revision, p. 33, 124, 315.

Hierosolymitan Version, p. 34, 199.

Hippolytus, p. 24-5, 248.

Hort, Rev. F. J. A, p. 13.

Huet, P. D,, p. 269, 275, 314.
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Indices, p. vii-viii, 21, 30, 315.
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Irenaeus, p. 23, 246, 8, 260.
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KeQAaAai9ov, p. 45, 229, 298.
Kollar, p. 269.
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Index of Greek Words and Phrases

avOpwmoig: 221

amiotia: 140

amobvnokw: 151

&ANog 8¢ pnotv: 234 234 234
dANog pnorv: 234

ekPaAAewy €k: 135 135

€v: 142

év E@éow: 98 99 99

€v T@ oapPdrw: 132

ﬁv: 101

AEPONTEC KAI ITE PIKAAYWANTEC E [TYTITON AYTOY TO IMTPOCw: 73
TEAOC: 204

®EPETE ITOY KAI TAYTA : 112
dpudpata: 151

ydp + téAog: 204

de€16¢: 151

€v 'E@Eow: 100 100 100 100
glpnvn: 222

glpnvn avBpdmoig evdokiag: 222
gixev: 151

gvdokia: 218 218 218 222
gvdokiag: 219

gvdokiag : 218

goTnV O¢ Kol TalTa PePO UEVA UETA TO EPoBouvuo yap -: 113
nuag: 78

Kot oG 1§ avtny Pradetar: 73
Kepalaia: 52

KEQAAalov: 52

KTiolg: 141

Wd T@V cafPdrwv: 151
opddpa: 151

Ta oaPPata: 130 130

Téhog: 201

70 gvayyéAlov: 198

70 odPPatov: 130 130 130
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TeAoc: 194 194 194 195 195

@I\ o€: 260

@oPeioBar: 139

aKOAOULOETV: 142

akpideg: 152

aKp1Pn TV AvTypd@wV To eVayyéALOV Kata MApKOV TTEPLYpA@EL €V Toig AOYOIG K. TA. . . . .
"EV ToUTW Yap oXedOV €V ATaot TO1G Avpypdolg TEPLYEYPATTaL TO KATd Mdpkov gvayyéAtov:
198

AN O Bpadl kat OYe TG VUKTOG: 226

GAAG THiG TPOG AxodIKENG, TG Ut 0VoNG €V TG ATOOTOAW: 90

GAAG . . .. TO Bpddiov kal TOAD S1e0TNKOG. . . .: 226

GAN’: 244

&N €ic TGV oTpaTiwT®dV ASyXN: 267

GAN €lg T@V oTpatiwT®V Adyxn adtod TV mAsvpdv Evuée, kai €00V EEAAOEY afua kai
Udwp: 265

Qunv yap Aéyw Opiv, €wg av TapéAdn 6 obpavog kal 1 yi], ita €v f| wla kepaia oL un
TapéAOn amod tod vopov, Ewg av mavta yévntat.: 6

aueiparovrag duipAnotpov: 237

auoiv yap 6vtwv @ilotv, Gotov mpoTiudyv v dAnOeiav: 124

av T TpO¢ Mapivov mepi g dokovonG €V TOTG ebayyeAiolg Tepl TG AvaoTdoew dapwviag:
50

AVAyvwolg: 276

AVAyvVwoua: 276

avainyig: 144

avaPaivwv: 158

avalnreiv: 138

avalapfdaverar €i¢ ovpavolg kal €k de€1dv TMatpog kabiletat: 36

avaingbévra: 36

avaAneofvar: 144 276

avamnavoelg: 132

AVAOTAG GO TG TPOCELYTG: 186

AvVaoTdg: 158 196

avekekOA1oTaL: 151

AveAneOn: 155 156

aveAnAvbdaa €ig Tovg ovpavoug: 36

aveAOovta: 36

avOpwmoig: 221
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aviotdavat: 136 138

avtamodiddvat: 138

avtePAnROn: 276

avtimapépyxeodat: 138

améyxet: 276

AmEXEL, TOUTEDTL, TEMANPWTAL, TENOG €XEL TO KAT EUE: 192

dméyet. NABev 1} Wpa: 192

amno £T@V iKkavev: 89

amd: 284

ar’ &pxfic ktioewg: 156

amiotia: 148

dmioteiv: 130 139 139 139 140 276

amokvLAilewv: 139

amokvAiceie TOv ABov :: 270

ap: 190

ap&auevog: 155

&pxi: 156 189 190 276

&pxr) Tod evayyeAiov: 157

&’ g éxPePAriker émta Soudvia: 135

&’ g éxPePAriker €. 8.: 135

&’ 7 ExPePAriket Entd Sarudvia. 'EKEINH Topevbeioa k.T.A.: 146

&o’ 116 ExPePAiket Emtd Sarudvia: 134 134

agopun: 116 276

dppwotog: 149

dyp1og: 152

dANog de AaPwv Adyxnv: 267

dAog 8¢ AaPwv Adyxnv Evoéev adtol thv TAevpdv: kai ¢EAAGeV BOwp kai aipa: 186
dANog 8¢ onot: 234

dANog O€ gnot: 233

dAAog O€ gnowv: 270

&p&ov TG ¥: 185

&p&ou thi¢ ueydAng £: 186

ANEA@ONTA E'IZ TO'YZ OYPANO'YE, KA'l KAO'IZANTA "EK AEMI™QN TOY ITATPOX: 159
AMG kai Toi¢ E@eciolg emoTéEAAWY WG YVNoiwg NVwUEVoLg T “Ovtt 8t Emyvioewg,
“Svtag” abtovg id1alévTwg wvduacey, einwv: “Toic dyloic Toic oiot, kai ToTolg v Xp16T®
'IN6o0.” oUtw yap Kal ol mpo MUV Tapadeddkact, Kal NUELG €v TOi¢ TaAAL0Ig TAOV
AVTLYPAPWV EVPHKAUEV: 92
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Greek Words and Phrases

AppViog pev 6 AAe€avdpele, ToAATY, WG €ikdg, Prhomoviav kal omovdnv gicaynoxwe,
70 d1a Tecodpwv Nuiv kataAélotrev ebayyéAtov, TG katd Matbaiov Tag OLOPWVOUG TGOV
Aon@v e0ayyeMoT@V TEPIKOTIAG T9apabElS, WG €€ Avaykng cuuPrivat Tov Tfig dkoAovbiag
glpUOV TGOV TP1OV draBaprvat, Soov €ml T Ve TG Avayvioewg: 115

Avayvwopa: 52

‘Avictava: 148

‘AvaAneOfvar: 144

Avaotdg 8¢ 6 'Inoods évtaiba otiéov, eita einé: mpwi mpwtn cafpdrov éAdvn Mapiq Th
May8aAnvij. o0 ydp &véotn mpwi (tic ydp oide méte dvéotn;) AN épdvn mpwl kuptakd
nuépa (altn yap 1 mpdytn tod caffdrov, tovtéott, tfig £PSouddog,) v dvw ékdAeoe piav
cafBdartwv:: 224

AvaoTtag Oé: 67

‘Avaota;g de mpwi mpwytn caPPdrov: 113

AVOOTAG: 67

AVOOTAG K.T.A. . . .: 202

Avaotig 88 mpwi mpdth saPfdtov Epdvn TpdTov Mapia T MaySaAnvii, &¢’ fig ExkPePAriket
et donpdvia. Ekelvn mopevdeioa dmryyetle Toig uet abTod yevouévolg, mtevlolol Kal
KAalovaot. KAKeTvol dkovoavTeg 0Tt {f] kol £0edOn O abtng Amiotnoav.: 16

‘Avaot8ag 0 'Incodg: 184

‘AmdoTolog: 90

‘Amekpibn €xkeivog, "AvBpw1og Aeydpevog 'Incodg k.T.A.: 79

"Amaye: 135

gyéveto O¢: 188 188

¢y 8¢ ofuat: 234

EYKUKALX ypdppata: 97

€ykOKALOL: 97

€YKOKALOV: 284

£YKUKAL10G: 97

EYKUKAL0G EMLGTOAN: 97

€0epdmevev: 237

€bepamevoev: 237

€k devutépou: 81

gknpuéav: 157

ekPaAAewy amd: 130 135 135

eKPAAAewv €k: 284

EKETVOG: 130 145 145 145 284

EKKANoioig: 232
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£KTOG To0 EVayyeAiov kal tol AmootéAov’ ol yap £80&e t@ éAegvotdty Mapkiwvi &md
¢ TpdG "E@esiovg TadtnV TNV paptupiav Aéyetv: 90

gv: 221

€v avOpwmolg: 221 222

v avBpwmo1g evdokia: 218 219

£v avOpwmolg evdokiag: 218 222

€V EQEcw : 93

&V EQéow: 87 91 91 91 92 208

év ’E@éow : 12 87

v noaia @ TpoenTy: 67

v O ol 800 T& mapamAfola iprikaot: 252

év O mepl tivwv Exkactog avT®V 18iwg dvéypaev: 252

év O¢ tf] ouvnBeiq, devtépa caPPdatwy, kal tpitn capPdtwv: 227

év O¢ Tio1 mpookertal Kal talta. ““Avactag” K.T.A. todto d¢ Evavtiwotv tiva dokel €xetv
TPOG Ta Eunpocdev eipnuévar: 227

év uév obv 1oig drpiPeotéporlg dvtrypdpog tO katd Mdpkov evayyéAov uexpi tod
“€poPolvrto yap,” €xel TO TéNOG.: 227

év oaPPdrw: 187

€V T® OvopaTi Hov—oov: 142

£V T® Kalpw ékelvy, fip€ato 0 'Inoodc dverdilev: 188

gv toic odPPaot: 132 132

€V Toi¢ cappdrorg: 132

£V TOUTQ Yap oXedOV £V Amact TOIG AvTLypd@olg ToD Katd Mdpkov evayyeAiov epty€ypamtal
70 TéAog: 58

evdéduobar: 237

evtefev €wg ToD TEAOUG €V TIOL TV AVPLYPAPWY 0V Keital €v de Toig dpyxalolg, mavta
amapdAetnta Keltat.: 108

¢€ axp1PQOV avTrypdpwv.: 68

¢€ dvemypdpou: 82

¢€ otkov Aapid: 79

¢EeA0: 81

¢€eN06vteg: 161 162

£€eN06vteg Ydp, pnot, diekfipuocov OV Adyov mavtaxod. tod Kupiov cuvepyodvtog, Kal
OV Adyov BeParodvtog, dix TV EnakolovOnodviwy onueiwv: 39

¢€e\Boloat: 81

£€eN086VTEC: 285

egnyntikai éxAoyai: 242
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¢€ovoiav: 79

emi: 284

€l TOV V10V To0 O€0D: 80

émi: 131 142 142 143

gmakoAovBOeiv: 148

eneldn O¢ €v tiol ... mpdokettatl ... “Avactag” K.T.A. dokel d¢ TolTo drapwveiv T@ Umd
Matbaiov eipnuéve. . . .. 227

EMOTONAC KAOOAIKAG: 97

gmeavia, Ta: 284

gmeaveia: 158

EMANPWON oLV Oe® 1) Epunveia Tod Kata Mdpkov dyiov ebayyeAiov &md Qwviig, €V Tiov
gbpov KupiAov Ale€avSpéwe, v dANo1g 8¢ Biktopog mpesPutépou: 238

epipro: 131

goti: 101

£’ EKAOTW TAOV TEGoAPwWV eVDAYYEA WV &ptOudS TIG TpOKELTAL KATA UEPOC K.T.A.: 250
gpoPribnoav edfov péyav: 139

£€poPodvTo ydp: 70 86 108 196 198 198 200 202 202 203 206

gpoBoivrto ydp + téAOG: 205

gpoPouvto yap + TeAOG. €V TioL: 204

gpoBolvto yap: 196

EWPAKAG: 79

ePdouadac: 132

ePdouddeg: 132

ePdoug: 132

éxatépav mapadektéav UIApXELY . . . sUYXwWpoLUEVoL elvat GAnBoDG.: 58

£KaTOV Kal e€fKovta: 55

EKATOVTAPXOG: 133

gpunveia: 121 239

gpunvela Métpov Aaodikeiag eig tovug & dy[fovg] ebayyeAotdc: 242

£wOLVOV dvaotdotyov y': 164

gBaAov: 260

EkAenig: 284

&v T1o1 Pév TV dvtiypdowv éwg Ode mAnpodtal 6 EdayyeAiotig, £wg ol kai Evctfiog 6
Mapgidov ékavdvicev: €v GANo1G 0¢ Talta @épeTatl’ AvaoTtag, K.T.A.: 110

&v 1101 TRV dvTypdewv Ewg Ode TAnpodtal 6 edayyeAio Thg v moANoig 8¢ kal tadta
@épetat: 109

€V T101 TV avTlypdewv o Keivtat [?] tadta: 110
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€€: 81

€pywv: 60

€prpot: 131

Epxetat odv: 260

€ot1: 101 101 101

€XN TNV Ava@opav cuPPOVEG T@ Matbalw, Tpog ToV TpoAafovta katpov, to 8¢ “rpwi”
TPOG TNV THi¢ Maplag yevouévnyv Emedvelay anodobein: 228

£xewv: 149

£wg ol Evoéfiog 6 Taugilov Ekavdvicev: 114

Eva Og0V, TOV AUTOV TATEPX TTAVTWV,—TOV A0TOV €M TAVTWY, KAl €V &0, K.T.A,: 90
€Tepog: 130 140

€repog 8¢ mpooeAddv Adyxn avtol thv TAevpav Evule: 266

"EYKOKALOV €MGTOANV: 97

"EYKOKAL0G: 97

"Exelvn mopevBeioa: 145

"ExAoyn €V oLVTOUW €K TV cuvTeDEvTwy OO EboePiov Ttpdg Ztépavov [and mpog Mapivov]
nepl TV €v toig EdayyeAiolg (ntnudtwy kai Avcewv: 50

"EV UEV TOTG AKPIBESTEPOLG AVTLYPAPOLG TO KATX MEpKOV eDayyEALOV péxpt ToD EpoPolvTo
Y&p, Exel TO TENOG. €v 8¢ TioL Tipdokertat Kal Tadta dvaotdc d¢ Tpwi Tpwtn caPPdtwv (sic)
¢pdvn mp@Tov Mapia T MaySaAnvii &’ fig éxPePAriket émta Soudvia: 48

"EV Tf] NU€PQ T0D 6TAvpoD T TTEPL TOD 6TAVPOD TAVTA GVAYLVOGKOUEV. £V TG cafPdty T@
UEYAAW TtaALY, 6T TapdddOn UGV 0 KOpoog, 6Tt EtavpBon, 6Tt anédave TO KATH OAPKA,
811 étdon’ tivog obv évekev kal TG TPAEELS TGV AmOoT8AAWY 0 UETX THV TEVINKOOTHV
AVayLVWOOoKOUEV, OTe Kal £yEvovTo, Kal dpxnv EAafov: 169

"Evéuioay "HAlav givat, @not, Tov kahoOuevov, kai e00éwG éndticav adtov 8E0¢: 266
"Evtedbe (finely says Victor of Antioch) 6 kavog dpxetat vopog 6 kata t© mvedpa: 155
"Ene1dn O¢ £v Tio1 TV dvtiypd@wv mpdokertal T mapdvtt ebayyeAw, “avaoctag O Tff wid
100 cafpPdrov mpwi, épdvn (Note, that Victor twice omits the word np&tov, and twice
reads tf] & to0 oaPPdrov, (instead of mp&Ty caPPdrov), only because Eusebius had inad-
vertently (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.) Mapiq tfj MaydaAnvi,”
dokel 8¢ tolto drapwvelv @ Ud Matbaiov elpnuévey, €poduev WG duvatdV PEV eimely
611 vevdBevtat TO mapd Mdpkw teAevtaiov v Tiol @epduevov. ANV tva un d6&wuev €ni
TO ETOLHUOV KATAPEVYELV, OUTWE AVAYVWwooueda: “avaoctdag 8¢,” kal booTi&avteg ENdywuey,
“pwi Tf] Yid o cafPdtov épdvn Mapia T MaydaAnvi].” tva: 65

"E@dvn mp®dtov Mapia T MaydaAnvij.: 121

‘EAANVIG, Zupogorvicoa TR YEVeL: 154
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‘Evog & €Tt uvnobeig meptypdpw tov Adyov: 198

"EB0¢ d¢ GAnv trv £Bdoudda capPatov KaAeiv.: 226

"Eotv 8¢ Kal Taita pepdueva HETA TO €poPolvTo ydp.: 113
“Etepog: 140

N Nuépa t@v caPPdtwv: 132

1 fuépa To0 caPPdrouv: 132

1 fuépa to0 caPPdrov: 130

lIopdavng motaude: 133

Tovdaio xwpa: 133

>

>

=h Se

pila v cafPatwv: 154

A

© 7

1 pla tdv cafPfdtwv: 131
1 pia cafPdtwv: 133

1N pd todv caPPdtwv: 154
1 HUPOPSPOC: 176

1 TapaoKeLt): 133
nktioig: 148

NUIV 101G dmootéAolg uéAAovat T evayyéAlov katayyEAAELY don Tf] KTioeL: 37

NUETG €€ Akp1B@V AvTiypd@wv, WG &V TAeloTolg EVPOVTEG AUTA: 244

NUELG fkovoapuev avtov Aéyovtog: efdounkovta tecoapwy: 79

NpwTtag T Tp@ToV,—IIMG Tapd pev T@ Matdalw oPe maPPatwy @aivetal Eyeyepuévog o

Zwtnp, mapa d¢ T® Mdpkw Tpwt Tf] wid TV caffatwv: 59
N @G 0 GAAog: 234

NABev: 192

fv: 101

fv: 101

"Hv: 101

idiq: 76

ioxvpdv: 79

luag: 152

fwpnA: 76

TakdPov: 237

"Inood¢: 159 160 188

'INool¢ Xpiotog: 144 286

Topddvng: 151

Tovdav tov Emkalovuevov Tokapidtnv: 135
"Tovdag TokapiwdTnv: 135

Tovdaia: 151
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"looduvayel tolto: 240

‘TeposdAvpa: 190

‘TepovoaAru O@ON T aLTH NUEPY GLVNYHEVWY TOV Aott@V : 271

InndAUTOG . . . €L TO TPATOV £TOG AVTOKPATOPOG AAeEAVIPOL TOVG XpdVOUG TEpLYpaPEL:
198

‘Totopel [sc. Mamiag] €tepov mapddo&ov mepi ‘Tobotov TOV émkAnOévTta Bapoafav yeyovog:
35

“Iva 8¢ swlouévou kat Tod TV Aotm@v 3t SAov oduatde te kal elppod, eidvat £x01¢ Toug
oikeioug ékdotov evayyeAoTol Té TOUG, &V 0i¢ KaTd TGV DTGV VEXONcay EIAaANBGG
EIMELV, €K TOD TOVHUATOG TOU TIPOELPNUEVOL AVIPOC EIANPWS dpopuac, Kab Etépav péBodov
Kavovag déka tov apduov diexdpagd oot tovg voteTayUévoug: 116

oydonk: 79

OYg caPPatwv: 53

OPe TV cafPdtwv: 61 226

0 Gvtiypagog (sic: 241

0 v ayioig: 235

0’Incovg: 184 188 188

0’Inoovg: 184

0 Uotepog: 80

4

0 @0¢ ékabdproe: 155

©

0 Kop1og: 144 160

0 Kbpiog : 144

0 Abyog: 144

0 Matfaiog. . . . domep EpUNVELWV EXVLTOV, EMHYAYE TF] EMPWoKoLoT €1¢ piav caffdtwv.:
226

0 8¢ M dpkog enotv, &tt “kabapilwv ta Ppwpata,” tadtadAeyev: 155

0 0¢: 145

0710: 184

0 ktiotng: 156

0 patnv évtadba elceAOWV, Mg, TEG TPOPHTNG, TTOT0G ATTOoTOAOG ATV oNuepov deAéxOn,
Kal ept Tivwv: 165

0 pev yap [t0 kepdAatov adtd] TV T00T0 Pdokovcav mepIKomnv AOeT®V, eimot av un év
amaoty avtnVv @épecbat Toig avTypd@olg tod kata Mdapkov evayyeAiov: ta yoOv akpifi]
TV avtypdewv T'O T'EAOT meptypd@el TG Katd TOV Mdpkov 1otopiag €v toig Adyoig
K.T.A. 01¢ émAéyel, “kai 008evi 008V gimov, époPodvto ydp.” 'Ev To0tw oxeddv év dnaoct
TOIG avTIypd@olg Tod katd Mapkov evayyeAiov meptyéypamntat T'O T'EAOL: 197

0 Uév @rot: 234
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0 uév @notv to GANog 8¢ pnorv: 234

0 MaKapLog: 235

0 0Vpavog Kal 1 yij tapeAedoovtat, oi 8¢ Adyot pov ov ur| tapéAbwot.: 6

0 tfig PaciAidog méAewg éntokomog Twdvvng: 234

0 viog T0D Be0d: 79

duoiwg 8¢ kai T mapd T Mdpk yeypauuévov: ‘O ugv odv Kipoog, K.T.\.: 62

Suoiwg 8¢ kai T Tapd TR Mdpkp yeypauuévov: ‘O utv obv Koproc—ék de&1dv tod ©9g00:
39

opototéAevtov: 72 102 288

8&0G petd XOAfG ueptypévov: 81

SPe caPPdtwy, Tf Enpwokovor 1§ wlav caPPdtwv: 132

0Bev Gomep diepunvedwv avTdg £avtov 6 Matbaiog yeta to oPe caPPdtwy, Ennyaye ti
EMPwokovon €ig piav cafPdtwv.: 226

Omep 00d€noTe MPdTEPOV GLVEPN, GAN 1| €V AlyOTIT(W HOVOV, OTE TO Ttdoxa TeAeTioBat EueAde:
Kol yop éxeiva TodTwv TOTOG AV: 82

8mwg 8¢ un efnwot tiveg ExAerdiv eivat 1o yeyevnuévov, év T teccapeokaidexdtn nuépa
TG GEANVNG YEYOVE TO 0KOTOG:—OTE EKAELPV cuUPTivat Gurxavov: 82

Goa 8¢ TV avtiypapwv dxpipéotepov €xel €v BnOaPapd gnotv: 200

Ot1 8¢ 00d¢ ouvex@G Enexwpialev, 00 Opoiwg, Aéyel 8T Tpitov ToDTA £PAvn alTolG, STe
EYEPON €K veEKpQV: 273

OT1 vevoBevTat O Tapd Mapkw TEAELTATOV €V TIOL PEPOUEVOV.: 63

‘O K'YPIOZ: 159

‘0 KAAUNG . . . €ig trv Kopddov teAevtnv meptypd@et tovg xpdvoug: 198

‘0 uév Mdpkog dmaAAdtTwv Eautdv o0 dmartndival tdv Xpdvwy Ty Téérv, obtwg einev,
opolwg 8¢ kal 6 AoDkag’ 6 8¢ Mathaiog ovy oUtwg GAAG kat dkoAovBiav évradba diatnpei:
234

‘0 pév obV Aoukdc, dmaAAATTWY EqLTOV ToD drattnOfval T@V Xpévwv TV TdErv, obtwg
ginev: 234

‘0 pévtor ye tpdtepog avT@V [viz. the sect of the Severiani] &pxnyog 6 Tatiavog suvaeldv
TIva kal cuvaywynv ovk oid 8mwg T@V edayyeAinwv cuvleic, T did tecodpwv TobTo
TPOSWVOHACEV. ‘O Kal Tapd Tiowv €168ETL VOV QEpeTaL.: 267

‘0 ugv odv Kopiog, uetd td AaAfioat adtoic, dveArjpdn €15 IOV 00pavdv, kal Ekddioev £k
de€1dv T0D B0l Exkeivor 8¢ EEeAOGVTEG EkApuEav TavTaxoD, ToD Kuplov cuvepyodvtog,
Kal Tov Adyov BePatotvtog did t@v EmakoAovbodvTwy onueiwy. Aunv.: 17

“0 yéyovev, &v adté (Wi Av: 101

“0OAov yap t00 otdpatog {@vTog, WG einelv, tiig Oelag ypagfig, moiov nUpioke (sc. Marcion)
UENOG VEKPOV KT TV a0TOD yVvWuny, tva mapeioaydyn PYeddog kata tfig dAndelag; . . . .
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TapEkoPe TOANA TV HEAGDV, KaTEoye de EVid Tiva Tap’ £auT®* Kal adTd d¢ T Kataoxedivta
€11 (OvTa oL duvartat vekpolUodat, AAN €Kel HEV TO {WTIKOV TG EUPATEWS, KAV TE Hupiwg
Tap’ a0T® KATa AeTTOV Anotundein: 89

“Ote y&dp oUk AV EkAetig, GAN dpyn Te kai dyavdkTnolg, obk évteibev uévov § Aov 1y,
AN Kol GO ToO KapoD- TPEIG yap WDpag TapEUELVEY, 1) O¢ EKAeLPig év Hid yiveTal KalpoD
poTtfj: 82

‘Ot gic ka®’ iotopiav e0alT: 265

vayyéAhov katd Matbaiov €yp8daen kai dvtePAndn €k t@v ‘TepocoAvpolg malaiwv
avTypdwv, €v otixoig f: 109

vmavra: 185

UTAVTA €1 TO KATA AOUKAV €V KeaAaiw pb: 186

UmdvTa €ig o TG HeydAng € Math. £pxetal tpog todg pabntdg: 186

UmépPa €1 T0 THig ¥: 185

unépPaotg: 194

UnoOeoig: 232 233 294

vmodnuarta: 152

Uuvog £wB919vog: 219

Uotepov: 130 140 294

Uotepov O€: 145

“Yotepov: 140

“Yotepov AvakelUEVoLg abToig TOiG EveKka EQavepwdn: 270

“Yotepov, Avakelpévolg abtoig Toig Evieka Epavepwbn, kal WVeLdioe v dmiotiav adT®V
Kol okAnpokapdiav, 6Tt Toic Beacapévol adTOV Eynyepuévov ok Emotevoay. Kai einev
avToig, “TlopevBévteg €1¢ TOV Kopov &navta, knpvéate O ebayyéAov ndon tfj ktioetl. O
motedoag Kal Pantiodelg, cwbroetar 0 8¢ dmotroag, katakpiOricetal. onpeia 8¢ Toig
motedoaol Talta TapakoAovOfoer Ev t@ Ovouati pov datudvia ekBarodor yAwooaig
AaAoovot kavaic: d@eig Gpolol’ k&v Bavdoiudv Tt mwotv, o0 ur avtovg PAG el Emt
dppdotoug xeipag EmORoovat, kal KAA&DG EEovotv.” : 16

wG: 237

WG €v mAgioTolg: 68

wg dnAnthplov @dpuakov €uptdvrog kai undev andeg S trv tod Kupiov xdpiv
vmopelvavtog.: 35

wg mapiotacbar €v ToUTOIg Katpovg VO TOV HEV yap TAG AvaoTAceEwS TOV “OPe ToD
caPPdrov.” TOv 8¢ Tfig ToU TWTAPOG EMPAVELNG, TOV “TPWT.”: 65

w¢ mapiotacdat £v ToUToLg KatpoUg dV0* TOV PEV TG AVaoTAcEWS TOV “OPE ToD cafPdtov.”
TOV 8¢ Tfi¢ ToD ZWTpog Empavelag, TOV “mpwt.”: 65

wtiov: 131
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G pnotv EveéPiog 6 Katsapeiog €v Td mpog MPpivov K.T.A.: 64

WoTe TOV adTOV oXedOV VoeioBat kKalpoOv, 1 TOV 6@odpa £yyvg, Tapd Toig eVAaYYEALGTAIG
dapdporg dvopaot tetnpnuevov. undév te dragépetv Matbaiov ipnkdta “OPe—tdpov”
[xxviii. 1.] Twdvvou @ARoavtog “tf] 8¢ wd—Ett olong okotiag.” [xx. 1.] TAatuk®G yap Eva
Kal TOV avTov dnAolot xpdvov dragdpoig pripact: 53

"Qpryévng 8¢ enot,—Em uévwv 'E@ecinv elpouev kelevov o “Toig dyfoig toic oot kal
{ntodey, i ur mapélkel Tpookeiuevov Td “Toic dyioig Toic ovol,” Tf SVvartat onuaivery;
8pa o0V i un Gomep év tfi EESSw Evoud enotv £avtol 6 xpnuatilwv Mwoel 16 QN oltwg
ol uetéxovteg Tod 8vtog yivovtar “8vteg,” kaholpevot oiovel ¢k Tod ur eivat gig o eivat.
“e€eAé€ato yap O O@€0¢ Ta un Ovta,” enotv 0 adtog MadAog, “iva ta Svta katapyron: 91
"Qpryévoug mpoAoyog 1¢ TNV epunvelav tod kata Mdapkov evayyeAiov: 199

"Qedn 8¢ avt® dyyeAoc—kataPaivovta et Thv yiv: 77

“Qote 3¢ evpabéotepov yevésBar tev Adyov, dedueba kal mapakaA9o8Tuev, Omep kal €mi
TOV FANWY Ypa@®OV TETOINKAUEV, TPOAAUPAVELY, TNV TEPIKOTNV TAG YPAPHG HV V
UEMwpev e€nveiobat: 167

: 237

“ kol TV Sidvotav dopilopev T@V £ERG EmAeyouévawv. eita T pEv dvaotdg dv, Em Ty
napd T® Matbaiw OYé capPdtwv. téte yap €yfyeptor T d¢ £ER¢ £tépag Ov davolag
UTOGTATIKOV, CUVAPWUEV TOIC EMAEYOUEVOLS” TTPpwT Yap Tf] Kid ToU caPPdtov épdvn Mapia
tfi MaydaAnvij. todto yodv £dQAwoe kai 6 Twdvvng Tpwt kat adtog tf] uid tod cafPfdrtov
O@Oat adToV T MaydaAnvii paptumrioag. oUtwg odv kai mapd T¢ Mdpkw mpwi E@dvn
aUTH]. 00 TPWT GVaoTAG, AAAX TTOAL TpdTEPOV Katd OV Matbaiov Oye tod cafPdtov. tdte
Yap Gvaotag E@avn Tf Mapiq, o0 tote GAA Tpwi. ¢ Tapiotacdat v TovTolg Kaipovg dvo.
TOV P&V Yap TG AvaoTdoewd TOV OYe toD caPPdtov, Tov d¢ Tiv T0D Zwtiipog Emeaveiag,
TOV pwi, OV Eypadev 6 Mdpkoo einav (6 kai petd S1a0ToARG Avayvwotéov) avaotdag O¢:
eita vmootifavteg, T £Efic pnréov, mpwi TH wid tod cafPfdtov épdvn Mapia tf MaySaAnvii,
&’ NG éxPePADKer Emtd Saubvia: 224

AUTN uiv o0V 1) TV DroTeTaypévwy kavévwy Dé0eotq 1) 8¢ saphg adTéV dirynoig, £otiv
1de. E@’ éxdotw TGV TEcodpwv edayyeAiny dp1Oudg Tig mpdrettatl katd u€pog, dpxOUEVOG
&md Tod mpwTov, eita Seutépov, kai Tpitov, kai kabe&fic mpoiwv 81" EAov uéxpt Tod TéAoug
00 PipAiov: 116

AIMATOC ZAXAPIOY [YIOY BAPAXIOY] ON E®ONEYCATE: 74

ANATIHPOYC: 247

ANGOPw: 248

ANOC: 248

AIT AYTw: 72

Apy: 191
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Biktopog mpesPutépov ‘Avtioxeiog Eppnveia €ig T0 kata Mdpkov evayyéAlov: 241
B’AIITIZMA METANO'TAZ E'1Z "A®EXIN AMAPTI"QN: 159

BIKTOPOC: 229

BIKTQPOZ npeoPutépou ‘Avtioxeiag kol GAAWY Tv@V dyiwv matépwv €1 onoig €ig TO Katd
Mapkov dylov evayyéAtov: 230

BIKTw: 229

Bapoafav tov émkAndévta Tobotov: 35

BnBaPapd: 200 200 277

BnOavia: 200 200 277

I': 186 191 249 265 266 278

I,A A:3370

T, A, T1: 263

I, A:281

A: 143

ATHNYTH CAN OI O®OAAMOI KAI [EINEI'Nw: 72

AOZA EN YVYICTOIC OEw: 219

Agtkvig 6¢ O ebayyeAIoTHG, OTL LETA THV AVACTAGLY OUKETL GUVEXQDG aUTOIG GUVIV, A£YeL,
ToUTO 110N Tpito TOig HabNTAig WPdN: 271

Matd€eig TV abtdV ayiwv ATootdAwv mept xelpotovi®y, dik InmoAdtov: 36

Moapwvia Edayygliwv: 50

AdackaAia T@V aylwv ATOcTOAWY TEPL XAPLOHATWV.: 36

A TI: 278

Ei 8¢ kad 10 ““Avaotdg: 244

Ei 00V év T1 TGV Tec0dpwv edayyeAinv dmotovdrimote, BouAndeing émotivai Tivi @ fovAet
KePaAaiw, kal yv@vat Tiveg Ta TapamAnota elpriKact, Kai ToVG 0ikelovg €V EKAOTw TOTOUG
eDPEIV v 0i¢ Katd T@OV abTGV NVéxOnoav, ¢ éméxelg meptkomiic dvaAaBav TOV Tpokeiuevov
ap1duov, émlntroag Te avTov EvEov £V TG KavovL Ov 1] 1 oD KivvaPdpews UTTOoNUELWO1G
UnoPEPANKev, €lon eV €0OVG €K TGOV EML UETWTOL TOD KAVOVOS TPoypap®V, OTOooL Kal
Tiveg T mapamAnola iprikaoctv: €motoag 8¢ Kal T0ig TOV Aom®v evayyeAiwv dpiduoic
101G &V T¢) kavévi @ Eméxelg dp1dud mapakeiuévolg, émintioag té adtovg #viov v Toig
0OlKelo1g €KAOTOV VayyeAioL TOTOLG, TG TTApATANGLX AEyOoVTaG EVPNOELG.: 263

Eipnvaiog 6 t&v AnootdAwv TAnciov, év @ Tpog TaG aipéoelg Y Adyw To0TO AVAVEYKEV
TO PNTOV WG MApKWw elpnuévov.: 35

EvayyéAla GvaoTaciud Ewovd: 176

EvayyéAlov katd Mdpkov: 202

EVGEPLOG . . . . €V Talg TPOg Mapivov éml taig mepl tol Oeiov maBovg Kal TG AVAGTAGEWG
{nrrioeot Kal ékAvoeot, K.T.A.: 51
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EVoeP16g pnotv 0 Katoapeiog k.T.A.: 64

EUxaptotodvteg Aéyopev, Ad&a €v Diotolg Oe®, kal énl yig elprivn, v avOpwmoig ebdokia:
219

ET'ENETO AE EN CAB BATw: 74

EK TOY [TIONHPOY. EK TOY] KOCMOY OYK EICIN KA@w: 73

EN: 222

EN Tw: 73

ENANOPw: 221

EN, AN: 221

EYAITE AIZETAI [KAI TIAC EIC AYTHN BI AZETAI] EYKOIw: 73

EYATTEAION KATA MAPKON: 70 195

EQOBOYNTOTAP: 1

E®OBOYNTO I'AP. TO TEAOC: 203

E1 8¢ Kal TO avaotag O Tpwl UETA TA EMPEPOUEVA TIAPA: 244

EloeA06vtL Td 1. 126

Zntrpata kal AVoeLg: 50

H: 265

H AA\oc 8¢ AaPov: AOT: 266

H ATPOYC: 248

H AAeg: 247

H MHTe: 247

H [1ATe: 247

H Te: 248

@bV VUGOV: 260

IHA: 248

IHAHM: 248

Kbptog: 287

KAI ANATATw: 73

KAI EKAGHTO E [TANw: 72

KATA MAPKON: 27 70 83 195 207

KYAAOYC: 247

Kai 1} puev dkohovbia tfi¢ Sidaokaliag [cf. Cyril, p. 4, lines 16-7] tfi¢ niotewg npoétpenev
elmely kal T mepl Thg AvaAnpewg GAN 1 o0 Oeol xapig @kovounce TANpESTATA o€
akoDoat, KAT TNV NUETEPAV GoBEvelav, TH XxO£C NUépa Katd Thv Kuplaknv: Kat oikovopiov
thi¢ Oelag xdpirog, €v Tf Zuvdéel ThG TOV Avayvwoudtwv dkoAovdiag ta mepl TG €ig
0VpavVoUg avodov Tol ZwThpog NUGV TEpLEXoVONG: EAEYETO O T Aeydueva, UAALGTA PEV
d1a mavtag, kai 314 to TV mot®V Opod mABog E€xipétwe dedid e nreita d¢ el mpooéoyeg
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101 Aeyopévorg. Oidag ydp 8t 1) drxolovbin t8fig Miotews S1ddokat o miotevewy €ig T'ON
ANAZTANZA T"Hi TP'ITH1 HM'EPA® KA'l ANEA@ONTA E’IZ TO'YT O'YPANO'YZ, KA'l
KA©'IZANTA ’EK AEGI"QN TO™Y ITATP'OZ—udAota pév obv uvnuovelev o vouilw g
e&Nynoews. TANV év mapadpoufi kai vOv OTOULUVAOKW O€ TV elpnuévwv: 167

Kai 81 to08e 100 pépoug suyxwpoupévou eivat dAndodc: 211

Kai 81) to08e oD uépoug suyxwpovpévou eivat dAndodg, mpootikel TOV vodv Siepunvedety
T00 Avayvopatog: €l yoiv diéAotpev tnv tod Adyov ddvolav, o0k &v eUpOLUeV ATV
gvavtiav toig mapa tod Matbaiov dPe cafPdtwv Eynyépbat TOV Zwtiipa AeAeypévolg: to
Yap “avactag de mpwt T wid : 224

Kad prv 10 ebayyéAiov tovvavtiov Aéyet, 6ti tf) Mapig npdtn [edn].: 38

KaBoAkai Aéyovtat abrat, olovel éykOkAtor: 97

Kot e€eABovoat eQuyov amo Tov UVNUELO. EIXEV e aBTAC TPOUOC KAl EKOTAGLC. EWC dla
TWV ENAKOAOVOOLVTWY ONUELWV.: 239

Katoapiog: 82

Kata plav cappdtwyv, f kai katd oaPPatov, tv yéAlovoav €v DUV avayvwo®roecOat
TV e0ayyeMwV TEPIKOTIY, TAUTNV 9P TOUTWV TAOV NUEPDV UETX XEIpag AauPdvwy
€KAOTOG OTKOL KABTUEVOG AVaYIVWOKETW: 167

KAAUNG v €KTw TV DTOTUTWOoEWV: 233

Kw: 248

K. t@v . kai Twone tol dikatov: 176

A: 109 263 278

A6yog: 287

Mdpkog 0 eDayyeAIGTNG: 240

MéAwv 8¢ dvaaivwv 6 Incodc: 189

MéEuvnoo 8¢ kal TV eipnuévwv ot ToANGKIG Tept ToD, €k de1dv ol Matpdg kabélesban
TOV Y10V: 167

Mia tdv caffdtwv: 132

MPA: 248

MP, Ao: 258

Mapia 1} o0 TakwpPov: 135

Mapia 1) TakwPov t0D pikpod kal Twof] uAtnp: 134

Mapia 1y Twof: 134

Mapxouv: 244

Meta 8¢ tadta duoiv £€ adT@V TEpIaToDoV EQavepWON &V ETEPQ LOPPT], TTOPEVOUEVOLG
€1G Aypov. Kakeivol aneAfdvteg dnryyethav toig Aotmoic 00dE Ekelvolg EmioTevoav.: 16
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00 yap v &&16¢ T1¢ &V Tfi méAet Tovdadwv, (GG¢ enotv EvcéPiog kepalaiw 1y’ tpdg Mapivov,)
10 Kata to0 SaPdAov tpdmatov toOV otavpdv Pactdoar GAN 6 €€ dypod, 6G undev
EMKEKOLVWVNKE Tf] KT Xp1oTol piatgovig: 51

00d¢ev av {ntnbein katd tovg TOMOUG, €l TO OYE caPPdtwy un TNV EoTEPIVIV Wpav TNV
peta trv fuépav tob capPdrov Aéyecbar UmoAdBorpev, K¢ Tveg UmetAf@acty, GAAX TO
Ppadl kai P Tfig VUKTOG TG HeTa TO o&PPatov, K.T.A.: 225

00g: 131

OITOY MEPOC KAI [AIIO MEAICCI OY KHPIOY KAI] AABw: 73

OYNOC: 248

OYX EXI XPEIAN [EI MH TOYC TIOAAC] NI YAVOAI AAAA ECTIN: 102

I1: 33 70

TMavta 8¢ & tapnyyeApéva toig epi Tov Métpov cuvtdpws EERyyethav: uetd 8¢ tadta Kal
avtog O 'Incolc amd dvatoAkiic kal dxpt dvoewg E€améoteilev U aT@OV TO igpOv Kal
dpBapto kpuyua ¢ aiwviov cwtnpiag.: 113

Mavta 8¢ ta mapn yyeAUEVA TOIG TEPL TON TETPOV GUVTOUWS £EN yytAav - peta O TadTA
Kal a0Tog 0 1E, dxpt Suoewg Kal dxpt duoewg é€ameotidev St abTwv To Tepov kai A@Baptov
K1 PUYHX - TG ai® VoL cwThnpiag - : 112

MI&petpL VOV . . . TPOG TG TEAEL TOWV AVTOV TAVTOTE TOi¢ Mot {nrovpeva: 199

Maoa ktiolg: 141

MGG kata tov Mataiov oPe cafPdtwv | Maydainvn tebeapévn v dvdotactv, Katd
OV Twdvvny 1 avth €6T®@oa KAaiel Tapa ¢ pvnuein @ pd tod cappdrov: 225

MG mapd eV T@ Matbaiw 6Pe caPPdtwv @aivetar éyeyepuévos 6 Twtrp, Tapd O¢ T@
Mdpkw Tpwi T uid T@v caPPdrwv.: 224

MGG mapd t@ Matddiw 1) MaydaAnvh Mapia petd thi¢ GAANG Mapiag #€w tol puvAuatog
EWPAKEV TOV Eva dyyelov émkadripevoy T AMBw tol pvApatog, K.t.A: 81

M1&G, Katd tov Mataiov, 0Pe caPPdtwv 1 MaydaAnvn petd tig GAANG Mapiag apauévn
TQOV Tod®V T0D ZWTApog, 1] avTh] Tpwl tf] Wil 00 caPPdtov dkovel uf pov AmTovL, KATA
oV Twdavvnv: 59

[1&¢, kata OV Mataiov, 0Ye caPPdatwv | MaydaAnvr tebeayévn v Gvdotaoty, Katd
OV Twdvvny 1 adth £6T®¢a KAalEL Tapd T uvnueiew tf] wid tos capPdrov.: 59

ITEP: 248

ITEPI XAPIZEMATQN: 36

[THP: 248

IINA: 248

IINe: 248

ITPA: 248

MTw: 247
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MadAog dndotohog 'Tnool Xpiotod d1d OeArjuatog @£od, Toig dryiolg Toig 006V KAl TLOTOIG
€v Xp1ot® 'Incod: 88

TMapa TAELGTOLG AVTIYpa@oLS ov Kewvtal [I, ov keitat: J, ovk nv d¢] tavta ta [M, O, T om.
ta] emepopeva ev [D, F, H om. ev] T kata Mapkov [B, ev tw mapovti] svayyeliw: 244
Mapa TAELGTOLG AVTLYPaPOLG Tavta T [Q om. Ta] emipepoueva ev [A om. ev] Tt kata
Mapkov gvayyeAlw w¢ voba voptoavteg tiveg [Q, Tivag: 244

Mevoelg: 120

Iept Xapiopdtwy: 35

Iepi TG dokovoNG €V TOiG ebayyeAiolg K.T.A. drapwviag: 50

Mepikomnv: 52

Mpog v T00 vIoKkelpévoL TpofAfpatog Avot, kKol TV GAAWV TV Katd thv €€taoty
TV PNTOV A9VaPLOUEVWY {NTHOEWY, K.T.A.: 61

[1pdg to Beadijvat avtoig: 139

Mpooébeto d¢ v t@® 10iw AMOOTOMK® KaAovpévy Kal TAG KXAOUUEVNG TPOG
Aaodikéag:—“Eig Kbprog, ufa miotig, &v pdmrioua, gic Xp1otdg, £1g ©£dg, kai [athp mévTwy,
0 éml TAVTWYV Kai & TAvTwV Kal €V Tdotv.: 90

PT: 259

TapParta: 132

TapParov: 131

Tapapelag: 82

Zatavig: 130

Inueiwog: 265

Tuvaywyn &ropt®dv Kal EMAVCEWV, EKAeyeioa €V EMITOUR €K TG EDAYYEAIKTG oLUPWVIAG
T00 ayiov ‘Hovyiov mpesPutépou TepocoAVpwy: 61

Tuvagdpia: 168

Txifovtat 8¢ ol ovpavol, f| katd Matbaiov dvoiyovtal, iva toic avBpdmolg dnodobi £€
oVpavod O aylaouog, kai cuvagbfi toic mtyeiolg ta ovpavia: 154

Tag T®V lep®V AmootoAwv dradoxdc: 164

Trv T00TO QAGKOVGAV TEPLKOTNV: 52

Ti yévolt &v ToUTwV Tapavouwtepov, ti d¢ Onprwdéotepov, K.T.A.: 266

To katd Mdapkov evayyéAlov: 200

Tf] T00 NAlov Aeyopévn NUEPQ, TAVTWY KATX TOAELG 1 dypoUG MEVOVTWYV €Ml TO aUTO
GUVEAELOLG YIVETAL, KAl TX ATOUVNUOVEDUATA TGV GTOGTOAWY 1| TA GUYYPAUUATA TGOV
TPOPNTOV AVAYLIVWOKETAL, UEXPLG EYXWPET: 165

T'0 T'EAOC: 215

TEAOC: 205

TH: 265
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TO TEAOC: 199 201 201 203 204 204

TO TEAOC : 198 198

TY®AOYC: 247 248

Ti ue pwtds mepl Tod &yadod; eic Eotv 6 dyaddg: 29

Ti pe Aéyeig dyaBov; 008eig dyaddg, €1 un €ig, 6 ©ebg: 29

To d¢ avaotog: 244

Tovtov dittr| Av €in 1] AVoig: 58

Tovtov dittr| av €in 1 AVoig 6 pev yap [to kepdlatov avto del: 224

To0 6¢ amootéAov Paci ToApf oAl TIVAG AOTOV UETAPPAGAL PWVAG, WG EmdiwpBoduevov
QUTQOV TNV TG Ppdoews cOvTaiv.: 267

Y: 242 281

YTIOOECIC EIC TO KATA MAPKON AT'TON EYATTEAION EK THC EIC AYTON EITMHNEIAC
TOY EN AT'TOIC KYPIAAOY AAEZANAPEIAC.: 236

daol O¢ Tveg TV EENyNT@V evtatba cuunAnpodcdat T6 katd Mdpkov ebayyéAtov: Ta 8¢
¢ekfic TpooBriknV ivan ueTa9yevestépav. Xpr 8¢ kai taitnv Epunvedoot undév i dAndeia
Avpoatvopévnv: 69

Xp1otdg: 159 160

Xw: 247 247

QPITENOYC ITPOAOTOC EIC THN EPMHNEIAN TOY KATA MAPKON EYAITEAIOY: 239

a: 207

&AAog o€ {wdoet. kal oloel dmov oD BEAeLG: 80

dpxwv TG ouvaywyfg: 131

&xpt g Nuépag . . . &veAi@dn: 155

AN’ WG ov: 185

dvaAngOfvat: 130

avémepPa yap DUAG TTpog adTOV: 80

avewyxOfvat: 154

aveAiueOn €1g TOV 00pavdyv, Kal EkdOioev £k €1V T0D Oe0D: 159

aveAnpbn: 148

avewxOnoav: 154

améxet TO TENOG: 192

amokvAiocet: 151

apxloLVAywyog: 131

&’ g Sopudvia Emtd EEeANA0OeL: 154

&’ N Satudvia Emta EEeANA0OeL: 134

&’ g ExPePArixet ntd Soubdvia: 130

&’ g ExPeP.: 25
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aOAR: 133 134

avtika yoOv ol ebayyeAtotal Tf] wid Twv cafPdtwy @aci': 226
aOT®OV Aéywv: 237

aUTGOV TAVTWV Aéywv: 237

avtoic éml tfi¢ Oalacong tig Tipepradog: 270

avtoU: 188

o, B,y 240

atpa Kat vdwp: 265

aAAot {woouatV G€, KAl TTOLNGOUGLY GOt 060 0L BeAELG: 80
aAAog 8 AaPwv Aoyxnv evuéev avtouv v TAgvpay, Kat eEnABev vOwp Kat atpa.: 78
aAAoc 8 AaPd: 265

AV TIG PAYN EK TOV EUOV APTOU, NOEL €1¢ TOV Atwva: 102
avaotag 0¢ Tpwi tpwth caPPatov.: 113

avoaotaotv: 245 245

AVETEYYPEV Yap AUTOV TTPOG NUaG: 80

avBpwmog aveTnmog €1: 80

ameABovoat: 81

ameyel o teAoc H: 192

aTEXEL TO TEAOC Kot H: 192

amo: 81

ATTOOKLOGUATOG: 76

a0TOIG TOig Evdeka: 161

auTov: 265

p: 208

Balovtag augipAnotpov: 237

PamTiopa HETAVOLNG EIG APETLY AUaPTIV: 159
PantiCecBo ic: 152

Panticwvrat: 79

Pantilwv, pantiopa: 157

Pamticbeic: 157

PaciAic: 277

PaciAeig: ermev: 79

PeParodv: 141 141

PeelePouA: 76

PAGmTev: 130 277

PAdmTev: 141

Pdoke ta dpvia pov: 260
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y:175

yivouar: 137

yovat ti kAadieig; tiva {nteig; 'EKE'INH dokodoa K.T.A.: 145

yap: 245

yevnOntw cot: 189

YIV@oKopal DTO TV ERwV: 80

YIWWWOKOULOL UE Ta epa: 80

yvoug amé: 151

ypdupaoty ‘EAANvVikoig kal Pwuaikoiq kai ERpaikoig: 77

yuvh Xavavaio: 154

3¢ pwi mpdytn caPPdrov Epavn pdTov Mapia tf MaydaAnvi],” kal ta €€fi¢ émpepdpeva,
€V T® Katd Mdpkov evayyeAiw mapd: 244

dig: 8181

d6&a v vPioTolg: 284

d6&a v LPioTolg O Kal €l YAi¢ elprvn avBpwmoig evdokia: 221
dvo €€ avt@v: 137

de AaPwv Aol 265

depuativn: 152

devtepompwTw: 74 76 187 284

d1ax to KaAwg otkodopetobat avtnv: 78

d1a TV EmakoAovBolvtwy onueiwy. Aunv: 245

dayevouévou: 151

datiBecbor: 138

NeNOWV d1a pécoov adT@V: Kol Tapfyev o0Twg: 77 189

310 do&av avamEUPWUEVY TR AVACTAVTL EK VEKPWV XPLOTW T OEW NUWV GHX TG AVapXw
TMatpt kat {woTolw [TVELPATL VUV KA1 AEL KAL £1C TOUG ALWVOG TWV ALWVWV. GUNV.: 245
300 tuglot: 154

duoltv £€ abT@V . . . TopevouéVoLg €1 dypdv: 136

EkAavoev TKpHOG: 154

g€w tfic TOANG Enabe: 162

gotv yap odPPata orjuepov T@ Kupi: 132

gpdantioa, Banticet: 157

edwpnoaro: 151

£0e46n O avThic: 138

€0edoato TeAdvnv: 138

ekPePAriker Enta darudvia: 154

gkeivor 8¢ E€eAO6VTeC ExfipuEav mavTaxoD: 35
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Ekelvn Topeveion amryyelAev TOiG UET aTOD YEVOUEVOILG: 136

ENBOVTL: 126

ENOOVTL a0T(®: 126 126

gUPavTL a0TG: 126

ev 'E@éow: 93 93

€v 'E@Eocy: 88 88 88 88 89 89 96 97 104

&v Topddvn motau@: 151

&v adt® {wn v 79

€V TQ OVOpaTL yov: 130 142 142 148

gv toic dedioic: 151

gvellnoev, Aedatounuévov, nétpag, mpooekOAtoev: 151

EEeNOOVTEG TavTayoD EkfpuEav: 35

EMAKOAOVOETV: 142

EMEONKE TAG XETpOG EML: 143

gmPadwv EkAaie: 154

emOELG Tag Xelpag avT®: 143

EpXOHEVOV GTT &ypoD: 148

E@avn: 158

EPavepwdn: 158

EpoPodvro ydp: 24 26 30

el yap tote €pEavto Tolelv T onuela ol ArOoTOAOL, lyouv UETX TV Kupiov EvdoTtacty, TOTE
ndet kai 10 PipAiov dvayvwokesBot T900T0. Womep yap Ta et ToD oTavpoT €V T NUEPY
OTALPOD AVAYIVWOKOUEV, Kol TA €V TQ dvaot8doel dUolwg, Kal T& €V €KAITH £0pT®
YEYOVOTA TG 0T TAAV GVAyIVWOOKOUEV, 0UTWE €Jel Kal TA BXWUXTATA ATOGTOAIKA £V
aig NUEPAIG TV ATOOTOMK®DV GNUEIWV dyayvwokesBat: 169

glayyéAtov kata Mdapkov €ypaen kol &vtePANOn opoiwg €k T@WV E0moLdAoUEVWY OTIXOLG
a: 109

€ikr: 60

eIANQWG dpopudg: 118

glprvn LUiv: 260

glpnvn evdokiag: 221

€1g: 152

gl¢ BnBaviav kal diéotn &’ adt@v.: 271

glomopevodat, k-topeveadat, cuy-topevesdat, Tapa-ropevesdat: 135

£idev &vOpwmov (Aguiv TOV T0D AA@aiov) kadruevov ml T TeAWViov: 138

gine 8& 6 Kopiog: 184

ginev 6 KOpiog thv mapaPoAnv tavtnyv: 187
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gimev a0TOIG : 260

ginev 8¢ kai £Tépav mapaPoAriv: 187
gita Omootifavteg pntéov, Mpwi T wd TV caPPdtwy épdvn Mapia Tf MaySaAnvii: 58
goayyéAov 'Incos Xpiotod: 151
evayyéALov Kata Mdpkov: 45
gvayyeAotdpiov: 182

gbdokia: 218 218 220 221 221 222 285
0dokiac: 218 218 220 221 221 221 221 222
g0OOKETV: 152

€V0€wG: 123 130 146 147 147 285
€000G: 147

EVKOTWTEPOV O€ £0TL TOV 0VPAVOV KAl THV YV TtapeAOETV, 1] To0 VOHOUL piav kepaiov TECETv.:
6

€VPOETE: 260

gpdounkovta dvo: 79

ednAwoayev: 245

E1C XWPAV HAKPAV: 79

EUPEPOUEVIV: 245

eV aut (W €oTLv: 79

ev autw {wn goTv: 102

ev mv. Bam. ay.: 76

gvuev avtov TH™: 265

e&nAbev: 265

EMAVW AVUTOV WG AGTPATIH: 72
EMUPEPOUEVNV: 245

€epywv: 80

gvayyéAiov: 149

€VOEWG: 265

gpoPodvto ydp + téAog: 109
gpofouvro yap: 245

EWPAKEV 0€: 79

@V GoWtwe: 79

(Oun ‘Hpwdov: 154

COun Zaddovkaiwv: 154

Cwvvivat: 138

nriotnoav: 157

1 Tovdaia xwpa: 151
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nuog det epyadecdat ta epya TOL TEUPAVTOG NUAG: 78

nueig de: 244

NMOpPEL: 76

nootov: 78

Bavpalévtwv: 260

BedoBat: 130 137 138 138 138 138 138 138 293

Bedobat Umo: 139

Beabijvar 01o: 130

Bev LOWp Kat atua: 265 265

Bewpeiv: 138 293

BopuPeiobde kal kAalete: 150

Bup@V kakAeopévwv 0 Incol¢ Hécog TOV LadnTdv un : 270

VO TNPNONG AUTOVG EK TOL KOOUOL: 73

Loxvpov: 76

KaBwg: 237

KOKAL0G: 97

KUTTEWY: 152

Kol 145 188 192

Kal Gvaotag: 185

Kal €qv T1g dpatpf] and Tdv Adywv PiPAov tig mpognteiag TavTng, dpatprioet O O£0G TO
ué€pog avtol amnd PiPAov thg Ewfg, Kal €k TAG TOAEW( TG aylag, Kal TOV YEYPAUUEVWY €V
P1pAiw tovTw.: 6

Kal €yéveto: 188

Kal £okotiodn 6 fjAloc: 82

kad 6 Mdprog dpoiwg. 00Tog 8¢ 00y olTws dAAX kai dkoAovBiav vradfa Sratnpei: 234
Kal 0 Twthp 0 “mavta kabapiwv ta Ppdpata” oL T €l0TOPELOUEVOVY, PNGL, KOVOT TOV
avOpwmov, GAAX TO EKTOPELOUEVOV: 155

kol Orootpéag O Ekatdvtapyog eig ToV oikov adTod &v adTh Tfi Kpa ebpev TOV TAida
Uylaxivovta: 189

kal MatBaiov kat ©.: 237

Kal M. TOV TEAOVNV Kal ©.: 237

Kal ydp mou Kai oUtwg Uiy o0vnOeg Aéyetv, OPe Tob Katpod mapayEyovag: OPE Thg Wpag,
OYe ti|g Xpelag: ovxl TNV €omépay, Kal TOV peta nAiov duouag xpdvov dnAodowv: GAAG to
Ppadiov, . .. ToV Tpdmov TolToV unvoouvet: 226

kol einev T0i¢ padrtaig adTod: 187

Kal TNV €V aUTQ EMLPEPOUOVIY SECTIOTIKNV AVAGTAGLY, META TO “EPoBolvTo Ydp: 244

Kal ékelvn mopevbeioa: 145
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kol ka® €€fic uéxpt tol : 245

Kabwg: 260

ka’ €kaotov 8¢ dp1Oudv voonueiwolg ik KivvaPapews mpdkettat, SnAoboa £v moiw TGOV
déka KavOvwV Kaiuevog O aptOuog tuyxdvet: 116

ka®’ iotopiav ebayyéAov: 267

kaBapilwv: 287

kaBapilwv: 155

Kot: 244

Kal EUOL AUTOVG EQWKAG: 80

KO ETEYVWOXV QUTOV: 72

Kol TatTplag: 79

kat TV [C, erta] avaAnyny kat kabedpav ek de€lwv tov Matpog o pemet n dofa ka1 Tiun
VUV Kal €1G TOVG OLWVAG. OuUNV: 245

KA1 TIG NV 0 ueAAwv avtov tapadidovat: 79

KL UTOGTPEYAG O EKATOVTAPXOG E1G TOV OLKOV UTOV €V QUTH TN WPX, EVPEV TOV AL
vylavovTa : 78

Kal GAEKTWP EQUIVNoE: 81

Kal dvaPaivwv 6 Incodg €1¢ TepoodAvpa: 189

kal EPantifovro: 157

Kal EPamntiodn: 157

Kol £yEVETO . . . AADBeV: 152

Kol EMANPWON N ypaen 1 Aéyovoa, Kat peta dvopwv EAoyiobn: 29

KOl 00K &niABev: 80

Kal T EUG TAVTA 0 £0TL, KAl TX 04 Epd: 80

KAl TG €0Ttv O mapadwowv adtdv: 79

KaA®G: 149

KaA®G Exev: 149

KaAAvypagiog : 192

Kavévag déka tov ap1Buov diexdpald cot: 253

KavOvVag . . . . diexapa&d oot Tovg UmoteTayuévoug: 116

Kavovilewv: 287

Katd Twdvvny’ €v a0th] Tf] NUEPA TG AVAOTACEWS TGOV & 270

Katd Aouvkav: eOn KAedna cUv t@ Etaipy adtod avti : 270

KAatd MApkov UeTa TV avaotacty o0 Aéyetat OeOat toi¢ pabntaic.: 270

Kot Mdpkov' Uetd TV dvdotacty od Aéyetar wgdat: 270

katd Mdpkov, uetd thv dvdotaocty o0 Aéyetar ©@Bat,—katd Matbaiov petd TV dvdotacty
W@ON,—toi¢ padnraic év tf) TahAalq: 272
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Kata piav capPdrwv: 131

Katd TNV peydAnv tol [doxa eomépav Tadta TavTa dvaylvaoketat: 173
Katd t0 MaAatotivaiov ebayyéAlov Mapkov, ¢ €xel 1) dANOeia, cuvtebeikayev: 244
Katd TOV Mdpkov EAeye tadta 6 Twtrp “kabapilwv mavta t& Ppwpata.”: 155
kato to I1: 244

KataPavtt adt®: 126

Katakpivw: 150

katehaPev de avtoug n okotia: 79

Kavxnowuat: 76

Keiyevov: 121 287

KELUEVOV: 239

KevTupiwv: 133

KE@AAata: 253

Ke@dAatov: 181

KEQAAai9ov: 287

KNpOoowv, Ekrpuoce: 157

knpO&ate o edayyéAov: 157

knpo&ate T0 ebayyéAlov Tidor) Tij Ktioet: 141

Knpvooetv: 149

knpoOooewy o edayyéAtov: 149

KNPOGowV TO €baryyéAtov: 157

KAGdoug: 154

kAalovtag kal dAaAdlovrtag: 150

Kodpdavtng: 133

Kpivw: 150

KTiolg: 287

KTioEWC 1¢ EKTI0E 6 O£dG: 156

KUKAGoE: 97

Kuptann Y TV pupo@dpwv: 201

KUPLOKN THiG TupoPdyou: 166

KUPLAKN TOV Hupo@dpwv: 176

KUPLAKT] TOV HUPOPOpwV, £1G TOV BpOpov: 164

Aéyetar yoOv mapa toig Ebayyehiotaic tf] pid tov caPPdatwv:: 226
AMav: 151

AiBov: 79

AOTn: 136

Aéyer a0T® 6 1., P. Ta M. HoU: 260
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Aéyer abt®, Moipaive t& mpoPatd pov: 260

AaPévteg EvtoAnv map’ avtod knpv&at to ebayyéAov eig SAov TOV kKGopov: 37
AaPdvteg Tag dpopudg: 116

Agyovotv o voTepog: 80

Aemta : 133

ANav: 149

Aor': 265

UdAota gimep €xotev avtidoylav T TOV Aoim@v e0ayyeAloT®V paptupiq.: 58
uév obv—o Kopiog: 130

uéya oaPPBatov: 166 288

UEAL: 152

Uévete: 237

uéxpt Tod “époPoivro ydp,” €xel T'O T'EAOC: 200

un év andot @épecdat: 211

un €vdvonobe: 237

un @oPeicbe amnd: 139

un @oPeiobde amd : 139

pio: 131131

pla cappdrwv: 131

pla cappdrtwy : 131

pla sappdtwv: 130

pia t@v cafPdtwv: 132

HaBNTdOV: Kai Oedn Zipwvi kal ntdAwv E€xyayev avtoug : 271

pobntai: 136

padnraic wedn €v tfi FTaAthaiq: 270

ue: 78

u&v o0v: 144

u&v obv—06 Kopiog: 144

petvate: 237

UEYAAN KLpLakH: 176

UeydAotl abT®V: 79

ueyav: 79

UETA S1a0TOATG Avayvwatéov Avaotag dé: 58

peta tadra: 130 140 140 140

UeT EmoTAUNG dvayvwodueda kat yap vrootiéat del ouVET®OG ““Avaotdg O, KAl OUTWE
gnaydyetv, “mpwi mpdtn caPPdtwv Epdvn mpdTov Mapia tii MaydaAnvi.” tva t0 pev
“avaotag”’: 227
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PeT adToD yevopevor: 136

ueta: 245

pva: 136 136

veaviokot: 131

Efotng: 133

0 avBpw1og o Aeyopevog Inoouvg: 79

0 (PTOG OV YW dWOW LTEP THG TOL KOGUOUL {wng N capé Lov oTiv.: 102
0 8 1C: 265

0 EKKEKTOG T90VL Beov: 79

0 Aedovpevog ovy ext xpelav vipacdat: 102

0 yovoyevr|g Bgog: 78

0 ’Inoo0g: 190

0 lwdvvng: 188

0 6¢ ’'Inoolg £Aeye, Tdtep, dgeg adTOIG 00 Ydp 01daot Ti motodot: 186
0 8¢ 'Incodg—ti morodot: 77

0 8¢ £pn, moTedW, KOPIE' KAl TPOCEKOVNOEV AVTH): 77
0 ddPolog: 130

0 €1¢ TOV Gypov (v: 148

0 mepdlwv: 130

0 motevoag, 6 amiotroag: 157

0 TEKTwV: 154

0 t00 TéKTOVOG U10G: 154

0 WV €V T® ovpavoR: 77

0 yéyovev: 101

S yéyovev Ev adt® {wi fv: 101

0 0TIV TTPALTWPLOV: 134

ol évdeka: 161

ol &m0 ‘TepocoAdpwv: 152

ol dwdeka: 161

ol padnrai: 137

ol pet’ avtod: 137

ol yet’ abtod yevouevor: 130

ol ovpavot : 152

ov kelvtat: 245

ovd: 133

00d’ 0T1I00V TOAP@®V EOETETV TMOV OTWGODV €V Tf] TOV eDayYEAMWY YpagT] gepopévwv: 211
o0delg 8¢ ETéApa: 260
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oUK dyvo® 8¢ w¢ drapdpoug omtaciag yeyeviiobal gactv ol thv dokodoav Sragwviav

daAboat omovdalovtec: 65
o0k v 8¢: 245

ovx oUtwg €xeL 1 T0D arylov AootdAov UIEDEDIG Kal No@aALoUEVOVY KIpuyUa. GAAX GAAWG

Tap8a T 6OV motrTeLA: 90

oUtw Yap kat oe th¢ Wpag elwbapev Aéyety, kai OPE Tod kapod, kat OYE Thg Xpelag: ov

™V gomépav dnAoDvTeg, 00 TOV UeTd NALoL duoudg xpdvov, To 8¢ oddpa Ppddiov TovTw

onUaivovTeg T@ TpOTW*: 226

oUtw &1 kai v tf] cuvnOeia kekxpnueba, devtépav caPPdatwv, kai tpitnv caPPdatwv.: 227

oUtw¢ dvayvwodueda: “Avactag 8¢, kal vmooti€avteg Endywuev, “mpwl T Wd TOV

~ "

cafBdatwv £pdvn Mapia T@ MaydaAnvil” tva o pev “avaoctdag’—: 227
oUTw¢ Yap Ta Gkp1Ph mepiéxel, kai 1 ‘Qpyévoug tig aAndeiag Pefaiwoig: 200
00 00K €1l ikavog—omodnudtwy adtod: 151

ot apxovteg Twv [eBvwv] e€ovaralovotv avtwy, Kat: 79

ot ‘TepocoAvpitat: 151

ot grdotolor: 131

o1 dcddeka: 131

ot £&ovoidlovteg abT®OV: 79

ol vetepot: 131

OLVOV OUK ELXOV, OTL GUVETEAEGON 0 O1VOG TOV YaHOV.: 78

OpWG NUELS €€ akpBwV avVTIYpaPwWV Kal TAEIGTWVY 0L PNV aAla kat ev T Malatotivailw

gvayyeAlw Mapkov eupovteg auta wg exel 1 aAnbdeta cuvtebeikayev: 244
00d¢ éniotevoav: 157

o00¢ £v: 101

TGAv: 123 130 146 147 147 147 147 147 152 289

Tavtofev: 149

nd&oa 1 Ktiolg: 130 141

ndox Ktiolg: 141

ndvta T Ppdpata: 155

ndon tf] KTioet: 156

madai® €1 8¢ un ye aipel & adtod to mApwa: 237
nadai® €1 8¢ un, aipel to TAnpwua avtod: 237
TovTayo0ev: 149

mavtayxoU: 130 141 149

Tapa T@ Matbaiw, dPe capPdtwv: Tote Yap Eynyepto: 58
napd: 143 289

Tapdévtog To0 Owud €otn Kal ued’ Nuépag TaAv Oktw : 270
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Tapa: 244

napdyovtt T® L.: 126

napafdAAerv: 143

napaPaiverv: 138

napayyéAAev: mapdyewv: mapayivesBat mapadidoévar mapaAauPdvelv: mapatnpeiv:
napatibéval:  mapa@épelv:  mapépxeoOal:  mapéxelv:  maplotdval.—eEnayyEAAecBot:
gnaioxOvesdat: énaviotacOat: Enepwtdv: EMPAAAeLv: EMtyvokerv: Entypd@etv: Emlnteiv:
gmAauPavecbat:  emAavOdvesBar: €mAlev: émmintelv: EmPPATTELV: EMIOKIALELV:
EMOTPAPELV: EMOUVAYELV: EMGUVTPEXELV: EMTAGOELV: EMTIOEVAL: EMTIUAV: EMITPETELV: 143
TOPAKOVELV: 138

TaPaKOAOLOETV: 142 142 148

napakoAovBeiv—EmakolovBeiv: 130

TapacKeLt), 6 €Tt TposdPPatov: 133

TOPACKELT]: 289

TOPAGIKELT): 177

TOPEYYPATTOLG: 209

napovaia: 136

nevOeiv: 150

nevBodot kal kAalovot: 150 153

Tepl TG dokovoNG TEPL TAG AvaoTtdoew( drapwviag: 51

Tepl T0D TAPOU, Kal Tfig dokovong drapwviag: 51

TEPL XAPLOUATWV: 36

TEPIKAAVPAVTES EMNPWTWYV AUTOV: 73

TEPIKOTIAG: 167

TEPIKOMN: 52 169 181 289

TEPLKOTH], AVAYVWOLG, AVAYVWoUa: 168

TepiKomal: 253

nepinatovolv: 153

TEPLTTA AV €1N, KAl pAALoTa eiTep €xotev dvTidoyiav Tfi TV Aodv edayyeAoTdV paptupia:
193

TOTEVETE £V TH eDAYYeEALw: 152 157

TAELOTOLG AVTLYpd@POLG OV KeTVTaL: 244

mAgvpav kat eEH: 265

TOAAXG AaPdvTeg dpopudg: 116

TOAA®V €1¢ TO Kata M.: 240

T[OpEl’)SGGO(l: 130 135135136 148

TopeeaBar: 289
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nopevopat: 136

TOPELOL : 260

TOpeVOEVTEG: 136

TopeLBEVTES €1¢ TOV KOoUOV &ravta, knpvEate TO edayyéAov: 136
nopevOeioa: 136

TIOPEVOUEVOILG: 136

TOPEVOUEVOILG €1G AypoV: 148 153

TOPELOL : 260

npwtn: 131 131

npwtn caPPdrov: 131 131 133 134 154 161 290
TpalTplov: 133

npa&andotolog: 182

TPV GAEKTOPO PwViicat: 154

npiv 1 dic: 154

npogmopeveadat : 136

npddty caPPdrov: 130 130 154

Tpwi: 61 226

TPWT ydp T Uid To0 caPPdatov Epdvn Mapia tfi MaydaAnvii: 58
mpwi: 148 149

mTpa: 151

TUYUR: 79

TIUKVa: 79

pAVTIOWVTAL: 79

G175

oaPPoara: 131 132 132 132

o&pParov: 132 132 132

oaPPBatov d¢ trv mdoav £RSoudda kaAelv EPpaiorg €00¢.: 226
oapBatov—ra: 290

oLV @ 'Inood: 187

odPPata dvanavoig dyla T@ Kupiw: 132
cafBdre 6: 188

cafBatokvprakai: 290

cafBatokvplakai: 166

CUPESTEPOV: 240

oeAideg: 290

oeAideg: 250

onueiwolg: 290
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onpetododat: 265

on9ueiwoig: 266

okAnpdg €1 &vBpwog: 80

okAnpoxkapdia: 149

okoTix Ndn Eyeydver: 79

oot 237

onaviwg €v Tiot pepdueva: 58

OTEEKOVAGTWP : 133

otiyot: 192

otoiBddag: 154

GUUTAPOVTOG Kol TOD O@wud. HeTa TadTa TAAY €QAavn : 270
GLVAKOAOVOETV: 142

cuvaxOnvat tov oxAov: 79

ouvepyelv: 141 141

ouvepyeiv—PePatotv: 130

GULV-€TOPEVETO: 153

GUGTPEPOUEVWV: 76

oxOAtov gvoefiov: 271 272 273

oxedOV €V Aot TO1G AV TLypdpoig: 200

ox1louévoug: 154

oxOoA: 270

owoat: 265

OWoWV: 265

Ta ¢mavia: 174

Ta yoOV akpiPf] TOV GvTiypd@wv T TENOG TEPLYpAPEL TG Katd TOV Mdpkov iotopiag €v
t0ig Adyo1q k.T.A. 01 EmAéyer . . . “kai 00devi 00dev, einov, Epofobvro ydp.”: 227
Ta eV odv mp&Ta o0 Adyou e€e0éueda ept TOV Xapiopdtwy. K.T.A.: 36
Ta pvApata: 130

Ta yvnue+a: 130

Ta odPPora: 130 132 132 132

taAavrtov: 136 136

T€: 196

TEKVWV: 60 80

TéNOG: 109 109 109 189 190 196 196 203 204 204 291

TéA\og 00 B’ €wBivouv, Kail Tf§ KLPLaKAG TV HLpoPdpwV, dpxH.: 202
TéNog 00 I éwBivouv evayyehiov: 202

Té\og tol Katd Mdpkov ebayyeAiov: 196
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TéAog toU Tpitov T0D £wbivov, kal oD Gpbpov Thig dAvaAnPewg: 202

téooapd elotv ebayyéAia kepadaiwv XIAlwv ekatdv EEnkovtadvo: 119

™V €k Aaodikeiag: 95 98 98

v €€ E@écou: 98

™V mpdg "Epepiovg: 98

TNV TO0TO PAGKOVGAY TIEPLKOTHV: 197

TIVeG T mapamAnola eipikact: 254

TIVOG EVEKEV 01 TATEPEG NUGV £V TQ TevTNKooti] TO PifAiov Tdv mpdewv dvayvwokesbat
gvopoOétnoav.—tivog évekev to BipAiov TV mpdewv TOV ATocTOAWY €V TG Kalp® TAG
TEVINKOOTAG GVaytvWoKeTat: 171

70 0Yg caPPdtwy ur THV €omEPIVAV Mpav TV UeTd TNV Nuépav tol cafPdtov Adyecbat
UmoAdPorpey .. . .: 226

70 0Y€ cafPdtwv oo TV Eomépav TNV peta thv dVotv Tod fAlov dnol. . . .: 226

T0 KEPAAatov aTo: 58

T0 KePdAatov aTo: 52 197

TO M€V “Gvactag,” avaméupwyev € TV Tapd T® Matbaie “OPe cafPdtwv.” (tdte yap
gynyepBar adTOV miotevopev.) T 8¢ £&fig, £Tépag dv dravolag TapacTatiKOV, CUVAPWHUEV
701G EMAEYOUEVOLG™: 65

70 eV “dvaotag,” av[améupwuev?] émi thv tapd T@ Matdaiw “oPE caPPdtwv.” (tdte yap
gynyepto.) to d¢ £&fig, £tépag 6v dravoiag LOOTATIKOV, CUVAPWUEV TOTG EMAEYOUEVOLG:
65

TO uvijua: 130

70 uvnueiov.—Ent: 131

0 odPPatov: 132 132 132

T0 00V yevécbw: 185

70 TéAog: 198 198

10: 132
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TGOV aylwv TavTwv: 168

@OV cafPdtwv: 288

¢ 6pOpw Tfig AvaAnPewg: 164

TQ eV Yap GANOel mavta cuvEdet Ta dpXOVTA, TG O PeLdeT TaxL dapwvel TdAnOEg: 127
Ta 1;yvpta: 76

Ta pépn AaApavovdd: 154

ta Oprax MayadaAd: 154

tavtnv EVoéProg €v Toig mpdg Mapivov £tépav Aéyel Maplav mapa thv Beacapévny tov
veaviokov. fi kai duedtepat €k tfi¢ MaydaAnvAg foav. uetd 0¢ tadta Suolv € avT®V
nepinatovot. Kol T £Ef¢ [= vers. 12] Toug augi tov KAfomav, kabwe 6 Aovkdg lotopel: 121
TOHGOOUEVOG: 79

TéOvnkev: 151
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TeA: 191
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101G drylo1g Toig 0vG1, kal MeToig &V X. 1.: 100

T01¢ padnraig: katd Matbaiov’ peta TV GvdaoTacty Toig: 270
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XXPAKTHP EYEVeTO: 233

Xelpag émbeivan €ni Tiva: 130

Xelpag émmiBévar éni Tiva: 143

Xelpag émTifévar Tiva: 143

Xeipag émrifévan €ni Tiva: 148

Xp1 O yvaoketv 6t Ta akpiPi] TOV avtiypdgwv €v BnbaPopd mepiéxet: 200
wgG: 244

wg exet 1 aAnBeta Mapkouv: 244
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a priori: 29

"EykOkAlov €moToArv: 97

‘Titulum’ enim ‘ad Laodicenos: 89

“Cogis” (he says to Pope Damasus) “ut post exemplaria Scripturarum toto orbs dispersa
quasi quidam arbiter sedeam; et quia inter se variant, quae sint illa quae cum Graecé con-
sentiant veritate decernam.—Haec praesens praefatiuncula pollicetur quatuor Evangelia
....codicum Graecorum emendata conlatione, sed et veterum.”: 38

“Singula” (he says) “multifariam a Marci ratione abhorrent: 123

Ad defendendum hunc locum in primis etiam valet mirus Codicum consensus in vocabulis
et loquendi formulis singulis. Nam in locis mapeyypdmntoig: 209

Ammonius .... Evangelicos, Canones excogitavit quos postea secutus est Eusebius
Caesariensis.: 251

Anniversaria sollemnitate post passionem Domini nostis illum librum recitari.: 171

Apud nos mixta sunt omnia: 55

Aut enim non recipimus Marci testimonium, quod in raris fertur: 58

Aut hoc respondendum, quod uterque verum dixerit: 58

Cadit quaestio: 86

Canones quos Eusebius : 251

Certe Victor Antioch. ac Anonymus Tolosanus huc usque [sc. ver. 8] nec ultra commentan-
tur.: 121

Certiores facti sumus hanc pericopam jam In secundo saeculo lectam fuisso tanquam bujus
evangelii partem.: 30

Codex Vatican-palatinus [220], ex quo Eusebium producimus, post octavum versum habet
quidem: 204

Codex omnium antiquissimus: 189

Collegium Scholarium in Sacr4 Theologi studentium,—perpetuis temporibus duraturum:
10

Commentatorum qui in catenis SS. Patrum ad Marcum laudantur, nulla explicatio hujus
pericopae exhibetur.: 121

Consentit autem nobis ad tractatum quem fecimus de scriptura: 199

Continet Marcum et in eum Victoris Antiocheni Commentarios, : 240

Conveniunt initio Commentarii eum iis qui Victori Antiocheno tribuuntur, progressu autem
discrepant.: 241

Cujus forma est in folio, pp. 596. In margine passim occurrunt scholia ex Patrum Comment-
ariis exscripta.: 241
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Cum igitur aperto Codice, verbi gratia, illud sive illud Capitulum scire volueris cujus Canonis
sit, statim ex subjecto numero doceberis; et recurrens ad principia, in quibus Canonum est
distincta congeries, eodemque statim Canone ex titulo frontis invento, illum quem quaerebas
numerum, ejusdem Evangelistae, qui et ipse ex inscriptione signatur, invenies; atque e vicino
ceterorum tramitibus inspectis, quos numeros e regione habeant, annotabis. Et cum scieris,
recurres ad volumina singulorum, et sine mora repertis numeris quos ante signaveras,
reperies et loca in quibus vel eadem, vel vicina dixerunt.: 264

Eam esse authenticam rationes internae et externae probant gravissimae.: 24

Ecelesiae quidem veritate Epistolam istam ‘ad Ephesios’ habemus emissam, non ‘ad
Laodicenos;’ sed Marcion ei titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit, quasi et in isto diligentis-
simus explorator.: 89

Ei incumbit probatio qui dicit, non qui negat.: 29

Epistola quam nos ‘ad Ephesios’ praescriptam habemus, haeretici vero ‘ad Laodicenos.’: 88
Evangelicos canones excogitavit: 116

Evangeliis, omnibus Greeciz libris pene hoc capitulum: 58

Evangelistariorum codices literis uncialibus scripti nondum sic ut decet in usum criticum
conversi sunt.: 183

Ex hoc ego, quasi metallo triplici, una conflata massa, inde annulos formavi, quos singulos
Evangelici contextus articulis aptatos, inter segue morsu ac nexu mutuo commissos, in
torquem producerem, quo, si possem consequi, sancto Evangelistae Marco decus et orna-
mentum adderetur.: 230

Exeuntes terni in quatuor climata caeli praedicarunt Evangelium in mundo toto, Christo:
160

Fieri potuit ut librarius, scripto versu 8, reliquam partem scribere differret, et id exemplar,
casu non perfectum, alii quasi perfectum sequerentur, praesertim quum ea pars cum reliqua
historia evangelica minus congruere videretur.: 31

Frustraad Ammonium aut Tatianum in Harmoniis provocant. Quae supersunt vix quicquam
cum Ammonio aut Tatiano commune habent.: 117

Gloria in altissimis Deo: 222

Gloria in excelsis Deo: 220

Habent periocham hanc Codices Graeci, si unum B excipias, omnes.: 210

Haec lectio in Evangeliariis et Synaxariis omnibus ter notatur tribus maxime notabilibus
temporibus. Secundum ordinem temporum Ecclesiae Graecae primo legitur kvpiaxf] T@v
HLPOPOPWY, £ig TOV GpBpov: 164

Haec non a Marco scripta esse argumentis probatur idoneis: 25 207

Harmoniam sibi conficere: 253

Homiliae Origenis super Evangelio Marcae: 199

Hujus queestionis duplex solutio est.: 58
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Id verius quod prius: 75 75

Illa quae non scripta, sed tradita custodimus, quae quidem toto terrarum orbe observantur,
datur intelligi vel ab ipsis Apostolis, vel plenariis Conciliis quorum in Ecclesia saluberrima
authoritas, commendata atque statuta retineri. Sicut quod Domini Passio, et Resurrectio,
et Ascensio in coelis, ut Adventus de coelo Spiritus Sancti anniversaria sollemnitate celeb-
rantur.: 175

lud quoque in Praefatione commoneo, ut ciatis Origenem tria volumina in hanc Epistolam
conscripsisse, quem et nos ex parte sequuti sumus.: 92

In eo quod dicunt, Gloria in altissimis Deo: 220

In fine autem Evangelii ait Marcus, et quidem Dominus Jesus, postquam locutus est eis,
receptus est in caelos, et sedet ad dexteram Dei: 35

In hoc, fere in omnibus exemplaribus Evangelii secundum Marcum, FINEM: 200

In nomine meo daemonia ejicient: 36

In nomine meo manum imponite, daemonia expellite: 36

In quibusdam exemplaribus et maxime in Graecis codicibus, juxta Marcum in fine Evangelii
scribitur: Postea quum accubuissent undecim, apparuit eis Jesus, et exprobravit incredulit-
atem et duritiam cordis eorum, quia his qui viderant eum resurgentem, non crediderunt.
Et illi satisfaciebant dicentes: Seeculum istud iniquitatis et incredulitatis substantia est, quae
non sinit per immundos spiritus veram Dei apprehendi virtutem: idcirco jam nunc revela
justitiam tuam: 38

In summa. Videtur unus et item alter ex interpretibus, qui haec caeteris evangeliis repugnare
opinebatur, in dubium vocasse. Hunc deinde plures temere secuti sunt, ut plerumque factum
esse animadvertimus.: 193

In tribus codicibus Graecis, et in uno Syriaco antique versionis, non inventum est nomen,
‘Nazarenus.’: 43

Inter ipsa textus verba, numeria viridi colore pictis, notatur Canon harmoniae Eusebianae,
ad quem quaevis sectio referenda est. Sic, .X..: 261

Magnifica et opportuna appellatio: 160

Marcion ei titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit: 100

Marcion exerte et palam machaera non stilo usus est, quoniam ad materiam suam caedem
Scripturarum confecit.: 98

Maria Magdalene ipsa est ‘a qua septem daemonia expulerat’: ut ubi abundaverat peccatum,
superabundaret gratiae: 135

Meminit sanctitas vestra Evangelium secundum Joannem ex ordine lectionum nos solere
tractare.: 170

Nemini in mentem venire potest Marcum narrationis suae filum ineptissime abrupisse
verbis: 196
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Non digne Graeca in Latinum transfero: aut Graecos lege (si ejusdem linguae habes scientiam)
aut si tantum Latinus es, noli de gratuito munere judicare, et, ut vulgare proverbium est:
equi dentes inspicere donati: 200

Non miror si syllabas subtrahit, cum paginas totas plerumque subducat.: 98

Omnia autem quaecumgque praecepta erant illis qui cum Petro erant, breviter exposuerunt.
Post haec et ipso Iesus: 160

Origenis presb. Hom. in istud Johannis, Maria stabat ad monumentum: 199

Parasceue Latine praeparatio est.: 133

Passio autem, quia uno die legitur, non solet legi nisi secundum Matthaeum. Voluerum
aliquando ut per singulos annos secundum omnes Evangelistas etiam Passio legeretur.
Factum est. Non nudierunt homines quod consueverant, et perturbati sunt.: 173

Pericopa haec casu quodam: 193

Praetorium: 133

Primum quaeris,—Cur Matthaeus dixerit, vespere autem Sabbati illucescente in una Sabbate
Dominum resurrexisse; et Marcus mane resurrectionem ejus factam esse commemorat.: 59
Quae ergo vel obscura, vel repugnantia, vel parum decora quorundam opinione habebantur,
ea olim ab Criticis et interpretibus nonnullis vel sublata, vel in dubium vocata esse, ex allis
locis sanctorum Evangeliorum intelligitur.: 193

Quae quum ita sint, sanae erga sacrum textum pietati adversari videntur qui pro apostolicis
venditare pergunt quae a Marco aliena esse tam luculenter docemur.: 25

Quae testimonia aliis corroborantur argumentis, ut quod conlatis prioribus versu 9. parum
apte adduntur verba ol¥¢’ g eXkPef.: 25

Quid ergo audivimus Marcum dicentem?: 176

Quidam curiosius quam necesse est putant ex eo quod Moysi dictum est ‘Haec dices filiis
Israel, Qui est: 92

Quo signo tamquam censoria virgula usi sunt librarii, qua Evangelistarum narrationes, in
omnibus Codicibus non obvias, tamquam dubias notarent.: 107

Quod Gothicum testimonium haud scio an critici satis agnoverint, vel pro dignitate aes-
timaverint.: 44

Quod idem [Justinus] Christum aveAnAvBdaa eig Todg oOpdvovg: 36

Quod quidem et Joannes Evangelista significat, mane Eum alterius diei visum esse demon-
strans.: 58

Quomodo, juxta Matthaeum, vespere Sabbati, Maria Magdalene vidit Dominum resurgentem;
et Joannes Evangelista refert eam mane una sabbati juxta sepulcrum flere?: 59

Quoniam hoc moris est . . .. Marci Evangelium: 176

Respondit ille, : 79

Respondit, Ille homo qui dicitur Jesus: 79
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Resurrectio Domini nostri I.C. ex more legitur his diebus [Paschalibus] ex omnibus libris
sancti Evangelii.: 176

Sabbatum: 132

Scholia certe, in quibus de integritate hujus loci dubitatur, omnia ex uno forne promanarunt.
167

Sed quia nunc interposita est sollemnitas sanctorum dierum, quibus certas ex Evangelio
lectiones oportet in Ecclesia recitari, quae ita sunt annuae ut aliae esse non possint; ordo
ille quem susceperamus necessitate paullulum intermissus est, non amissus.: 168

Seniores apud Irenaeum: 209

Si scriptum esset, Super terram pax: 220

Sic vocatur Sabbathum proximum ante Pascha.: 166

Talem dissentionem ad Marci librum tam misere mutilandum adduxisse quempiam, et
quidem tanto cum successu, prorsus incredible est, nec ullo probari potest exemplo.: 193
Tum ex Conciliis, tum ex aliis Patrum scriptis notum est, consuevisse primos Ecclesiae
Patres acta et decreta Conciliorum passim ad omnes Dei Ecclesias mittere per epistolas,
quas non uniprivatim dicarunt, sod publice describi ab omnibus, dividi passim et pervulgari,
atque cum omnibus populis communicari voluerunt. Hac igitur epistolae ¢ykvkAiot: 97
Una autem causa cur hic locus omitteretur fuit quod Marcus in his repugnare ceteris videtur
Evangelistis.: 193

Ut qui vespere sabbati, juxta Mattheeum surrexerat: 58

Vah: 133

Venerabilis Patrum senatus . . . . decrevit hunc numerum [sc. duodecim Orationum] tam
in Vespertinis quam in Nocturnis conventiculis custodiri; quibus lectiones geminas adjun-
gentes, id est, unam Veteris et aliam Novi Testamenti .. . . . In die vero Sabbati vel Dominico
utrasque de Novo recitant Testamento; id est, unam de Apostolo vel Actibus Apostolorum,
et aliam de Evangeliis. Quod etiam totis Quinquagesimae diebus faciunt hi, quibus lectio
curae est, seu memoria Scripturarum.: 165

Vespere sabbati, : 132

Victoris Antiocheni in Marcum, et Titi Bostrorum Episcopi in Evangelium Lucae comment-
arii; ante hac quidem nunquam in lucem editi, nunc vero studio et opera Theodori Peltani
luce simul et Latinitate donati.: 230

Vix differt aetate a Codice Sinaitico: 247

aliquot folia excidisse: 203

altissimis: 220

bonae voluntatis: 222

capitulum: 52

carta bianca: 95

circularis: 97
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conjicias ergo Eusebium hunc totum locum repudiasse: 272

disjecta membra: 51

est enim ejusmodi ut ultimam partem evangelii Marci, de quo quaeritur, excludat: 272
et, parumper, spiritu coarctato inferendum, Prima sabbati mane apparuit Marisee Magdalenze:
58

ex variis Cyrillianarum Catacheseon locis collectum: 159

excelsis: 220

feriae tertiae in albis, ad primam vesperam: 202

ignis fatuus: 23

in diebus Paschalibus: 39

in extenso: 22 167 236 237 238 238 238 253 258

in fine non habentibus: 58

in hominibus bonae voluntatis: 218

in limine: 30

in memoriam: 177

in memoriam rei: 83 214

ipse mane prima sabbati, juxta Marcum, apparuerit Mariee Magdalenae: 58
ipsissima verba: 34 103

ipso dixit: 271

ipso, facto: 155

justitiam: 60

lectio: 52

liberavi animam meam: 171

monstra potius quam variae lectiones: 33 267

more suo: 201

non in omnibus Evangelii exemplaribus hoc capitulum inveniri: 200
omnibus : 200

omnium antiquissimus: 247

per saltum: 185 231

plena locutio: 272

praesertim cum diversa atque contraria Evangelistis ceteris narrare videntur: 58
prima facie: 185

prima manus: 249

prima sabbati: 133 133 134

quadrans: 133

quam vel Criticae Sacrae vel rerum Liturgicarum peritior: 192

quasi in isto diligentissimus explorator: 99

quod scribere non potuisset si pericopam dubiam agnovisset: 270 271
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quorum haec est utilitas, ut eorum scilicet ope quivis, nullo labore, Harmoniam sibi quatuor
Evangeliorum possit conficere.: 253

reductio ad absurdum: 77

rubro: 184 202

scire te vult in Sicilid inventos esse ... libros tres Eusebii Caesariensis de Evangetiorum
Diaphonij, : 51

sextarius: 133

spiculator: 133

subscriptio: 266

tanquam vile corpus: 122

textus receptus: 94

titulum interpolare: 89

ultimam partem Evangelii Marci videtur tollere: 272

una sabbati: 134

una sabbatorum: 132 134

uno ore: 196

ut nunc: 221

ut videtur: 90

342



Index of Pages of the Print Edition

Index of Pages of the Print Edition

i ii iia iib iii iv v vi vii viii ix x xi xii xiii xiv xv xvi 1 234567 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48

49 50 51 52
81 83 84 85

109
130
152
175
299
222
245
268
291
315

110
130
153
176
200
223
246
269
292
316

111 112
131 132
154 155
177 178
201 201
224 225
247 248
270 271
293 294
317 318

113
133
156
179
203
226
249
272
295
319

114
134
157
180
204
227
250
273
296
320

115
135
158
181
205
228
251
274
297
321

116
136
159
182
206
229
252
275
298
322

117
137
160
183
207
230
253
276
299
323

118
138
161
185
208
231
254
277
300

119
139
162
186
209
232
255
278
301

120
140
163
187
210
233
256
279
302

121
141
164
188
211
234
257
280
303

122
142
165
189
212
235
258
281
304

123
143
166
190
213
236
259
282
305

124
144
167
191
214
237
260
283
307

324 326 327 328 329 330 331

125
145
168
192
215
238
261
284
308

332 333 334

53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 75 76 77 78 79 80
86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96 97 98 99 100 101 102 103 104 105 106 107 108

125a 125b 136 127 128

146
169
193
216
239
262
285
309

147
170
194
217
240
263
286
310

148
171
195
218
241
264

149
172
196
219
242
265

287 288

311

312

150
173
197
220
243
266
289
313

151
174
198
221
244
267
290
314

343



	Cover
	About this book
	Table of Contents
	Supplemental Information
	Title Page
	Prefatory Material
	Greek Quotation.
	Dedication.
	Preface.
	Contents

	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.
	Chapter II. The Hostile Verdict of Biblical Critics Shewn to Be Quite of Recent Date.
	Chapter III. The Early Fathers Appealed to, and Observed to Bear Favourable Witness.
	Chapter IV. The Early Versions Examined, and Found to Yield Unfaltering Testimony to the Genuineness of These Verses.
	Chapter V. The Alleged Hostile Witness of Certain of the Early Fathers Proved to Be an Imagination of the Critics.
	Chapter VI. Manuscript Testimony Shewn to Be Overwhelmingly in Favour of These Verses.—Part I.
	Chapter VII. Manuscript Testimony Shewn to Be Overwhelmingly in Favour of These Verses.—Part II.
	Chapter VIII. The Purport of Ancient Scholia, and NOtes in MSS. on the Subject of These Verses, Shewn to Be the Reverse of Waht Is Commonly Supposed.
	Chapter IX. Internal Evidence Demonstrated to Be the Very Reverse of Unfavourable to These Verses.
	Chapter X. The Testimony of the Lectionaries Shewn to be Absolutely Decisive as to the Genuineness of These Verses.
	Chapter XI. The Omission of These Twelve Verses in Certain Ancient Copies of the Gospels, Explained and Accounted for.
	Chapter XII. General Review of the Question: Summary of the Evidence; and Conclusion of the Whole Subject.

	Appendix
	Contents
	Appendix (A). On the importance of attending to Patristic Citations of Scripture. The Correct Text of S. Luke ii. 14, established.
	Appendix (B). Eusebius “ad Marinum” concerning the reconcilement of S. Mark xvi. 9 with S. Matthew xxviii. 1.
	Appendix (c). Proof that Hesychius is a copyist only in what he says concerning the end of S. Mark’s Gospel.
	Appendix (D). Some account of VICTOR OF ANTIOCH'S Commentary on S. Mark’s Gospel; together with an enumeration of MSS. which contain Victor's Work.
	Appendix (E). Text of the concluding Scholion of Victor of Antioch's Commentary on S. Mark's Gospel; in which Victor bears emphatic testimony to the genuineness of “the last Twelve Verses.”
	Appendix (F). On the Relative antiquity of the Codex Vaticanus (B), and the Codex Sinaiticus (א).
	Appendix (G). On the so-called “Ammonian Sections” and “Eusebian Canons”.
	Appendix (H). On the INterpolation of the text of Codex B and Codex א of S. Matthew xxvii. 48 or 49.
	Postscript.
	L’Envoy

	General Index
	Indexes
	Index of Scripture References
	Greek Words and Phrases
	Hebrew Words and Phrases
	Latin Words and Phrases
	Index of Pages of the Print Edition


