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CELS

By . RENDEL HARRIS, MA,, LitT.D., D'
Feriow or CLARE {.mz.,iss,mgz; CAMBRE

SHE discovery of a fragment of the ° A«gmlvu;hf of Avistides’
among the Ozxyrhyncus Fapyit 15 a fact of some

ance 1n the Patristic literature. It is the fust done fide piece
of Greek evidence for the text of this faraous Christian docoment, It
will be remembered that the * Apology " is known to us, apart from the

preservation of a single fragment in Armenian, by two phenomenal
discoveries ; first, that of the Syriac text by myself in the Monastery
of Mt. Sinat in 1889 ; second, Dr. Armitage Robinson’s discovery
that the lost Greek text had been incorporated, with some modifica:
tions, in the famous Christian romance known as the “ History of
Barlaam and Joasaph,” which was supposed to have been wniten by
St. John of Damascus in the monastery of St. Saba, near the Dead
Sea. Thus two great convents united to give us back the missing
“ Apology,” one finding us a Syriac translation, the other a Greek
incorporation or adaptation. [t is natural, then, that the discovery of
this precious fragment from the sands of Egypt should re-open a
number of questions, which could not be settled at the time of the
first publication. Of these the principal pomts for further discussion
and debate are two in number. The one relates to the question of
priority and preference, where the Greek and Syriac differ ; the other
to a non-textual question, but one of no less importance, the enquiry
whether the ““ Apology ” was veferred to by Celsus in his attack on
Christianity in the second century, to which 'Origen replied with such
skill and in such detail in the following century. We may, with ad-
vantage, review the situation from these two points of view.

Let us begin with the question of Celsus and Avistides, and so
we can proceed to discuss the involved question of the comparative
value of the Creck and Syriac texts. R |
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“elsus and Aristides problera arose out of a senies of observa-
tions made by my: xi:*if s to the coincidences which could be traced
between the polemic of Celsus and the statements made by Axistides.
The parallels were m“}ﬁi exhaustively treated, but were sufficient to

w a connection of ideas and language expressing those ideas, which

her prove Celsus dependent on Avistides, as | supposed, or

of them to be dependent upon a third document. It was at this
soint that the difficulty avose, for it was mamtained by Dr. Avmitage
{obinson in his exposition of the Greek text which he had so brilliantly
¢ ¢, that the coincidences between Celsus and Avistides were
ommon employment of the lost ' Preaching of Peter™
ngly, he collected from the fragments of the %@d‘xmg}f series
als on five principal points plus six supplementary possi-

of dependence, as follows :—

[hat the Preaching mi led the Deity ’fz‘*’f»&;z"z“{"zs;ﬁcﬁ”r{;a;}
That it stated that “* God mmmﬁ? the heaven and earth and
hat is therein,”

{ 5%} That all %Eggzﬂsgﬂ were made ** for the sake of man ™ and placed
wn subjection to him.

{(4) That it contained a reference to the folly of guarding the Deity,
’ se of carelully watched statues of gold, silver, etc.
it maintained that God has no need of sacrifices,
five points he added more hesitatingly the following six ;-
(6) That God must gzw the power to speak rightly of Hzm@éﬁ
{(7) That it contained a reference to the superstitions of the Jews
with regard to cireumaision and clean and unclean meats.

{8) That Chyistians maintain and sustain the world.

(9} "That they have God's commandments fixed in their hearts.

{10} It also had a reasoned condemnation of the worship of the
elements, such as fire and water,

(11} And a statement that God was to be worshipped by bene-
V‘é;f‘g{ﬁ NGe, . .

From these parallels #t was concluded that “most of the co-
incidences (between Celsus and Auristides) which had been pointed
out would be accounted for by the supposition that it was not
our &}"}i&i@gyg but the ‘Preaching of Peter,” which, like * Jason
and Papiscus,” and other apocryphal writings, supplied the materials
ack,”

&8 3y
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; He then
made an observation {the value of which he did not sufficient tly estimate)
that Celsus was, sometimes, as it would seem, retorting upon Ghristi
language which had been employed by themselves (i%g L g
argument) as, for ins stance, when he says that j%*;'ii" m His
had no /elp from His Father, nor was enabled to Zeip fimself,
This would be a very natural reply to the language of Aristides about
the gs}aﬁﬁ“ who could not help others nor help themselves, and it would
lependence of Celsus or Aristides, or "almost
decisive,  We will examine the point more “3@’}@?% presently. D,
Robinson seems fo %Ma:: been so much impressed with these suggested
Celsian vetorts %E ¢ he finally concluded that it 15 not eas
whether it was the * Preaching of Peter” or the * Apology of Aristides ™
whnch lay i:ﬁfszzfz mdm%g but we can hardly doubt that 1t must have
been one or the other.”  So he left the matter w suspense, as was
not unnatural thirly years ago, and in dealing with a newly found
document ; let us see whether, on veviewing the evidence to-day, we

g mi%mziémm i}§ %hﬁmgﬁ" or |

Fassion,

be decisive as to the <

can come to a more dehnite conclusion.

We begin, then, by reading the arguments of Celsus, as represented
in Origen, side by side with the arguments of Anstides in order to see
whether one of them is replying to the other, We should easily
satisfy ourselves that Celsus 1s replying to something or somebody, to
some writien statement or some living people ; and if we put ourselves
as far as possible, in Celsus™ position, and, so to speak, identily our-

selves with him, we can reconstruct his adversary by a study of the

blows that are being aimed at him. If it is a book that is being
demolished, the critic will have been reading the book with an annota-
ting and underscoring pencil ; he will point out by his annotation, too,
what his antagonist, or the person whom he has elected to antagonise,
has emphasised or underlined in his own speech or treatise.  He will
concentrate his attention on those points which are vital and must be
replied to, or those which are vuimr ble amﬁ must be held up to
vidicule, Let ws try for awhile to acquive a Celsus-consciousness.
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hich, after a briel mtroduction on
: v_ wed to the Government (non
i, ang il s0 15 an %*%*”%Emz@,w that

the appeal which we are
I to ﬁ"w iwm nment, that 1s, to

» counter was itself an appea
, we begin by mm%zﬁw out
reason why we i
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duce this abrupt form of

after, has been using
the Greek

ideas, or has put the Creeks pext

her made

ldvess, and has et

e, é E*ﬁ%ﬁ

1
f“%w natural answer to this is the fw guogu
5%{§s;a<§az>§§ detected ; what do you mmm by barbarians,

Avre you not in your mizggw an oft-shoot of ﬁa,z&ai%w and
: f{ sws barbarians 2 So we have %;f our retort reconstructed
d of four religions, to wit the Greeks (ourselves and Celsus)

barians whom ygm v‘g'iw te an@ ko v%fgg«:}m both of you, Jews and

«

2 eé%‘@ gzxm o oy HEPET [0S ?g;:w T

“ e, Celsum,” 1. 2,
hen we have the @z;zgg@sséiﬁm of a warld of four religions,
54, . N SO S, SIS SUFIS NN IFN
| be remembered that the Syriac Aristides divides man-
lour races, the féwéamm the Cireeks, the Jews, and the
’w?ﬁ%ﬁéiz& the Greek of Barlaam and Joasaph has three only,
»“’%@ﬁ;a Jews and Christians : and the fust class three
haldeans, iwgf’ cks, and Dgyptians. Upon this Dr.
| : that ““the fourfold division of the Syriac and
Armenian versions . . . comes under grave suspicion ; and the more
we exaring it the less primitive it appears. For to the Greek mind
the Jews were aégm?ﬁﬁ%ﬁh”{% barbarians, . . . Moreover, there seems to
be no parallel to this fourfold classification of races in early Christian
literature.”  Precisely @ the Jews were themselves barbarians : that is
what Celsus is trying to say 5 and 1t requires the Syriac Awstides for
an anlecedent, ‘

§{ ‘:% /é; E{”' S A { ‘g { i 'g 5 FREY ST 5 " ““ % pa £ gfi -
Retarnmg to our Celsus, we hind that the next point is that, so far
as Christianity is a philosophy it is common with other plilosophies : 1t
has nothing new about it.  We are attacking someone m a philo-
% 5 1 ; F I %9

sopher’s garb.  He appears to have a wallet labelled “novelties

s %

but it 15 stufled with matters borrowed from other schools.  If he poses
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“no novelty "3 as he
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VIne minrieg with

assertion of novelty
| not m the Greek.
‘ ,, picdly enough of the y?;ig{m{};?g& g o
whom he s cribi \;;Emgg as if 1t were enough 1o say, “one
el Q{%ieig of that 37 | hi

more philo-
sechion on

;} od ““made
FTRE - cleark
g ;xégagﬁzézzm Stote doctrine, and as it 18 clear j mm of the spe

things %fm: Eé» ﬁs&éw g}% man, %s{; cannot vefram from an atack on
,;Xw

wstiddes, 1t must be reserved for a special vefutation.

t i5 interesting to observe how careful Celsus is to confute the
w P . . N ¥ E E - =

emphatic and repeated statements of his adversary @ and since Avis-

hides has the trick of saying things several times over, like a counsel

e

addressing a jury, Celsus feels bound to take him on his vepetitions.
Most of his references to the making of the world for the sake of
man are given by Origen tn his fowrth book, to the effect that the

2

world was no more made for man than for brute %@x@&m or for g;s ants

or shrubs, ants and bees, lions and dolphins,  He laughs zoologically
and botanically, he will even set the sun, moon, and stars laughing at
the pigmy pr x;éz;;z: @i‘ man. Vﬁx& world is not anthropocentric for Celsus,
any more than it is melittocenttic or even heliocentric.’  On the

14

¢ Colsum,” 1v. 74, 75, 99,
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the argument the Fpicurean wins easily, but surface avgu-
e in two dimensions, the true philosopher has to work in three.
> next step in the wm? wion of the attack of Celsus is a rapid
at ?;zx:* }é\w m order to i}?mﬂ%i them from the Christians, with

i previously coupled them, followed by a deasion to take
ns fst m& the Jews later. We know, says Celsus, that

els and are devoted to sorcery of which Moses
s & Matais atroly yéyover EEpyira),

Fshow pres sently that they are deceived and have stumbled

ra cov ebijs, won xat lovdaios
dupabios uﬂﬁzz?&:;mw sbawar ig;s};z,uf{a&«
- ¢, Celsum,” 1. 26.

¢ these staternents we may obse TvE o things : fwst that
Celsus does what the © Apology ™ itsell suggests ; it re-
and pos pones them ; next, the language of Celsus
went of Awistides that the * Jews have gone astray
%%my service 15 to drzgz‘;ﬁﬁ and not to
h respects  runs @Z}x?‘ allel to the Syriac version,
from the ?liim@ :, 33;92}3 i the order of the material and in

v

« reckon the head of their race from Abrabam, whe begat lsaac
1 was horn Jacob, ete, ,
Christians reckon the begimning of their religion from Jesus Christ.

clear that this repeated expression stands for an original

> W .
P EGNGYOVVT L.

elsus} did not wish to appear ignorant of a fact not é&*mly to be
2"&%1‘ it is clear that the Jews reckon their racial origin from the

%i&siﬁmm, and [saac, amﬁ} acob (6 wal fyé:mm?wfyz)mﬁra
céow rplwy warépwy, ol ABpadg, xai vob loadr, kal

33, and compare v. 35, “the genealogy which he
e Eavwe,; to %mw so shamelessly arrogated in &mgtmg of Abraham
Jescendants " : * those names from which the Jews derive their
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praviavel speveadoyotivras owe rot Ruplow "Igorov perroi.

this fragment had been missing from the Greek text,

divined 1t from the statement of Celsus, who, alter
the study of Judaism, first of all makes his discowrse con-
Saviour, inasmuch as he was our leader, so far as we are

- 5 .
3; BTGV W @f(é} 4L ’Hﬁé»‘ ft(,?é}«’”é.?}’z "é’;?‘i FTOY T

LB, av yepiros 7 xals Xpioriavor éoper yepéore

&s" that ﬁgm successive statements of genealogy belon
@r Em placed them, and not at the enc 5 of
speak frst of what comes first in the book,

%f"l?mmxfaag% an 3 their beliels : and these
¥

are his actual

e recent tirnes he became the leader of this teaching

gg;s

-
. Churistians as the Son of God ™ : {adrdv wpd
Saorahios ToUTYS ﬁm,é}?;ysgmw Hai, vopro-

rrigrey v elvas vob Peov).”
Aearly Celsus is following Aristides very carelully at this point,
not msiy s regards the order of the argument, but as to its content

for here we are at the centre of the Christian confession.  The jﬁfﬁy%:m{z

The Christians reckon the beginning of their religion from Jesns Christ,
who 1s named the Son of Cod most Hligh,

and the Greek says,~
Who is confessed to be the Son of Ged most High.

The Greek * confessed 7 is later theological language than the Syriac ;
voprofévra was not sﬁ:@:’@mg enough but the Syriac appears to have
misread a Greel ropileras as dvouidlerar.

And now Celsus serutinises e mz“y word, and rains down his blows
heavily on his opponent : first of all, *it is said that God came down
from heaven ™ 5 (the Greek mmﬁg% in expansions, as that He came
down by the ﬁ@:};y u;;@mi and that it was for us men and our salva-
tion, as the early Creeds say). ,

Now this his §;@§;}§.mmam philosephy would not allow : he breaks
out with-— o o '

%
B
o
Wi

‘
o

e Celaum,” 1, 21,
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O Jews and Chrstians, no God or Son of God has ever descended nor
ever may descend
and it was natural that Origen should, in his fifth book, convict him
b impi first case, as denying either the descent from Heaven
| divinity, of Apollo and Alsculapius, or as forsaking the
camoul é&g @?{ his own Epicurean dociine, whiaﬁ he had hitherto
iliciously praciised.  See how the lellow, says Origen, in his zeal to
ge né us, though he never admitted throughout his work
n Epicurean, is now caught sneaking off to Epicurus.
» accept the doctrine of Providence which we G ‘hristians
Stoies ? He had better take another turn at the
Seriptures, and learn accurately the care of God for man.
The same contradiction of Celsus to the doctrine of a descending
be opening of Origen’s fourth bock, where Celsus 1s reported
5, that cert &m ﬁfwgmsgimma and the Jews maintain, some that
: s that God o the Son of God will descend
but %im does not require a serious refutation.  Celsus
at the idea that the coming of God could be foretold.
Anyone could fulfil such prophecies, ““some fanatically, and others
making collections, say that the Son of God is come from above.,”  To
which Ouigen replies that we have no trace of such self-divinising in

% records.
yiice that the language of Celsus about the descent of God,
of God is wgygwted by the Syriac ** Aristides,” which tells
15 Christ is the Son of God and that it is said that God
comes down [rom heaven ; the point is missed in the Greek. Celsus
dicl not miss the vaviation in the language. By this time we are in the
heart of the Creed ; when we come to the statement of the Virgin
1h, we find the Greek text varying from the Syriac, chiefly by the
| “.];zt:a, of later theological language. The Syriac says that ** God
came down from heaven and from a Hebrew Virgin took and clad
himself with flesh, and in a daughter of man there dwelt the Son of
God.”  The Greek says, * He was born of a holy Virgin, domdpws
ik gz{f:;{?zigmg and took flesh and appeared to men.”* IHere there is

o~
ot
sy
oo
oy

Co. Celsum,” v, 1L :
iimi‘ the %m m ** Hebrew Virgin " is genuine Avristides, and has been
‘iaa,«d by * Foly Virgin " in the Greek, appears from a fragment of a lost
work of Aristides preserved in ﬁw Armenian, It runs as follows: “He
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only a trace of the Syriac form, but that the laiter 1s correct wg%
appear §;y mzmmg to another passage in Barlaam and Joasaph {1 3}
where 1t 15 mza} that Cheist &y wad Huas wal . . . waplévov
Wi zgw 3¢ fg;x &s where the dwelling of Christ in the Virgin is clearly

¢ from the Syriac,
he next sentence i the Syriac is mistransh

ed i the editi

[t should run thus

: learned from the Gospel, which, they say, has been preached a
AN AQG.

welsus s dwected to the Virgin Birth and the Gospel, and he accepts
the challenge vigorously : he had already picked up the admission that
it was ““a short time ago” (wpd wdvy dhlywr éraw ris Sibaoralia

ravrys) and now he hits out hard with the story of the illicit connec
tion between the Vivgin and the soldier Pauther, employing a second
camouflage for his own personal opinions, by the ﬁzm@ém tion of a Jew
for the nonce,

who is now the protagonist, an Epicurean converted
T'he battle 15 a long one and we do not follow it in detail ; all that
we are concerned with i3 the 3}?0{}{ that everything of importance in
the Syriac s taken over by Celsus, and every vital statement has an
arrow sticking in it.

Returning to the Syniac text we notice that the punctuation has
got wrong. It should read :-

In order that a certain olrorouia might be fulfilled, he was pierced by
the Jews, ete.
The allusion to the oikovopia will be found rellected on Barlaam
and Joasaph (c. 61), as follows :~— |

*“ Do you ask me how we came to hear the words of the incarmate
God ?  Know that it was through the holy Gospels that we learnt
all about the Divine-human olxovopia.” The dependence of this
passage on the ** Apology " is clear, and it is one more illustration of
the extent to which the Barlaam and Joasaph story is saturated with
Aristides.  The Greek now becomes interesting : it connecis the
completion of the economy with the cructhxion, but without any
reference to the Jews: xal vedéoas iy Gavpaormiv  adrov
olkovopiav, dia eravpol ovdrov 53165&“@T<>3 éicoverig Bovhy), rkar
united to Himself the flesh from a Hebreww Virgin the Holy Mary ™. I

this is Aristides it suggests 1o us that the * Hebrew Virgin " should ixelong
to the primitive draft of the ** Apology " ,
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oirovopiar peydigr.  But this (“fﬁmfégf}igé}ﬁ of the economy ' will also
be found in Barlaam and Joasaph in the opening chapter as follows :-
gl whoay péy e St capros vwép Huv veddoas olkovopia.
B and " 4,
continues his examination of the Christan Creed. He
tement that ouwr Lord * was crocified by the Jews,” but
says that 1t was on account of his crimes, and makes his camouflaged
ntative say the same.  © We punished him 7 says the Jew :
Celsus says a second time that he paid the penalty among the Jews
for his offences.  * We both found him guilty and condemned him as
leserving death ™ says the Jew.”
So there need be no hesitation in believing that Celsus had before
nt that Jesus suffered at the hands of the Jews, even

4
83350 B

The next point that Celsus has to face is the question whether
gods, of whom imagg@ﬁ are made, car E“m trusted to take care of them-
selves ; and it not, how they can iakﬁ care of their worshippers ?
As this 15 a special theme with Aristides, on which he enlarges and
which he repeats over and over, we will look somewhat more closely
at the section in which it first appears, which is headed in Syriac as
Folly of the Barbarians, but in Greek as the Aberrations of the

and Barbavian primary in the tradition of Aristides, The section
which we are engaged on has a special interest, since both the Greek
and the Syriac make Aristides quote the first chapter of R .
and the oyriac make Anstides quote the Iwst chapter ol Itomans ;

The expression véhels oixovopiar becomes almost classical.  Here
is a very curious early case in the ““ Life of Abercios,” which runs parallel
to Aristides o

Tivos é"s*e«:wf buay ijs f?f'yzfa@ a;}fgwmf ﬂi)t”}*}’@’}iéf’

%
ﬁuz wils o f‘*ﬁsm fmy vy avTol Mzi €15 oV Mm,umf
dméareihen, el pr) Tiva yapw xal olxovouiay éEeréher;

it is a translation or iransference from the ** Acts of Peter " (c. 7, p.
53 -

“zgim rei causa deus filium suum misit in saeculo aut cujus rei per
mymwg Mariar protulit, si non aliquam gratiam aut procurationen: pro-
fresre,

“ e Celsum,” 1. 4, 5, 1

Chaldeans.  We have already explained that Chaldean is secondary
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“they began to serve created things rather than the Creator,” ' and
the Greek text hos made s mark on one or two other places
Barlaam and Joasaph, showing once more how saturated the monk of
St, Saba 15 with his favourite book.  For example we have-—

v
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How can Asclepios be a god when he was .
when sivuck by lightning, or Dionysus, who could not save himself
from being slain be able to help others @ Or Herakles, whose end
was sad, and bad, and mad, be able to respond to an appeal for
help 2 Or Aphrodite be a goddess when she could not help Adonis,
or Adonis be a god when he could not help himselt ? Or Rhea
when she could not help Attis 7 Or Kord who was carried off 1o
Hades ?  Or lsis be a goddess and unable to help Osiris her lord 2

of any use ? They are too weak for their own salvation. It seems
that the humour of the discussion is not all on one side.  Auristides 1s
really laughing, and some will say laughing too loud and long. How
shall we refute him ?

Obviously the 7z guogue argument is the simplest.  Say the same
things of the other man’s god. Ask him il God saved Jesus, or if
Jesus was able to save Himself. That will dispose very neatly of
Aphrodite and Adonis, or Isis and Osints, and the rest.  Accordingly
Celsus reproaches the Saviour because of His sufferings, says that He
received no assistance from His Father, nor was in a position to help
Himself : @s pn Bonbévre Sud 70v warpos 4 un Swmbevr favrg

U There 1s a suspicion also of a quotation from Ephesians by Aristides :
for in the 17th chapter he tells the Emperor that there are things recorded
in pagan literature which it is not proper to speak of, but they are not only
said but actually done; the language is very like Eph. v. 12, “lt1s a
shame even to speak of the disgraceful things done by them in secret ™,
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Bonbnoor'  How curiously the hisiory of unbelief repeats itself

Celsus 1s standing with the priests at the iﬂxm% and saying the same
thing as they-—* Fimself He cannot save 17

But let us come to more detail of divine disgrace. You have
iked, siv philosopher, in mirth of gods who are bound, as Kronos
was or Ares, or taken captive or fom ran away, as Dionysus did, but
tedl us plainly whether Jesus was not taken prisoner.  Did he not run
away hither and thither, with his disciples > Why had he to be
caried as a babe mto Fgypt for safety ? A god ought not to he
i of death.”

s way Celsus counters, or thinks to counter, the mirth of
5. If the latter makes merriment over gods that have to get
thew living, as Hephaestus in his smithy, or Apollo taking fees for his
ar advice, we of the Celsus g}az ty must point out that }mm and
: sles went about collecting their daily food in a shameful and
iz‘z}'-’f’:sari'za'fzm%w manner.  Are these {viars so very different from the gods

whom they denounce 3°
itis clear, then, that Auistides’ *“ Apology " 1s the background of
Celsus” * True Word ™ ; the one is necessary to the understanding of
the other.’

Moreover we have shown, not only that Celsus is following the
arpument of Avistides point by point, but that he is following it in a
1 text that agrees closely with the Syrac MS. It is survely hardly
:ary to pursue the matter further.  Whatever may be the ultimate
meaning of the comeidences with the “P

f“"@

e
e
2

9 H
1!

Preaching of Peter " or the
“Epistle to Diognetus” they can only serve as illustrations, they can-
not be treated as sources.  The attempt so to treat them may be dis-
carded. ‘

We have also learnt another important lesson, viz. : that the text
of Anstidesis much more widely diffused through the story of Barlaam
and Joasaph than the first editions supposed.  The ““ Apology " 1s not

b, QeE umg” i 54, P Ibid, i 65, 66,
w;m o¢ Tow L no0by peT a TOY ;mé}r;z*wzz atay pls
xal yAloypws vay Tpodas cUNAEyIrTE f?”%g)é&?‘ﬁg\i?éufaé’
~duid., 1. 66,
s curious to note t that Aristides s x&;ﬂy @xydndxng an argument of
b %(“g&t litus : e é‘}m clow lva ve Qpyréere adrole ; & 08 f?p?}zfesfw avTovs,
wpedre TolTous s;’“gu ué?e feats.  See Buresch, “Klaros,” p. 118, Neu-
mann,  Heraklitea” : Hermes, xv, 60,
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merely borrowed en 6loc, its use can be traced from the very fust page
of the ¢ story. 1t was in the mind of fohn of Damascus when he be-
gan to wiile. lis ouicrop s everywhere. Stray words and phrases
are constantly occurring which betray their origin,

Amother thing which we shall need to bear in mind, when we do
further work in the text, 1s that the Synac has almost everywhere the
vight of way. Dr. Robinson prﬁgmmﬁ an Ingenlous argument from
e of a parallel Syriac Apology, * The E"? ypomnemata of Am-
us,” of which portions are contained in Ps. Justin's ““ Address to
the Greeks.” It was possible to show that the %yria{: was frequently
an abbreviation or a misunderstanding of the Greek. Dy, Kobinson
inferred that all Syriac translators may be fﬁxpw%m to show smilar
translator's lapses ; no doubt there will be some ervors of reading and
translation n all versions, but as far as we can g%}dgv our Syriac Arlse
tides will not require very much of an apology for his * Ag}@i%yg

the
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