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standard authorities are not in any way vitiated by a
consideration of the trentment to which the MS. of
Justin appears to huve been subjected.  Where mixed
quotations oceur, the likeness of the separute parts to
canonical authorities may Le the work of a tran-
scriber, but scarcely the mixturc or dislocation of the
texts. 8o a transeriber might produce mixed render-
ings by a partial assimilation, but a transcriber who
copied out of anothier book, as described by Dr. Hateh,
would rather produce a complete agreement with
some one generally necepted text. Besides, for a mixed
rendering to have been produced in this way, the
quotation as it stood in the original texit of Justin
must have differed from any canonical authority;
otherwise there would have been no motive to tamper
with it.
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CIIAPTELR X

SOURCE OF SOME MESSIANIC PROPHECIES 1IN
JUSTIN MARTYR, NOY FOUND IN MATTIIEW

Tue Messianic prophiecies quoted i Justin whicls
I have hithierto dealt with are those also found in
Matthew. I will now notice some not found in tho
canonical gospels, and I will first deal with the
eurious quotation which I lave already noticed lor
another purpose, and which is contained in the pas-
sage immediately preceding the passage which con-
tains the quotation from Isaiah vii. 14, also found in
Matthew i. 2-8, ‘ Behold the Virgin,” &e. It s as
follows :-—

“And Isaiah also, another prophet, prophesying the
same things in other words, thus said : “A star shall arise
out of Jacob and a flower shall go up from the root of Jesse,
and in his arm shall the Gentiles hope ™ (Avurelel dompor
28 NaweB, wal drfos @vafijorerar dmi mjs (ilys leooul, kal éx
Fov Bpuxivre atred ifim erwiow)." !

As I have said, this quotation is not a little curious.
Justin quotes the whole as from lsaiah, but the first
four words, * A star shall arise out of Jacol” (Avareret
dotpov ¢ ’laxwp), really comce out of the hook of
Nuwmbers, where they are put into the montls of Balaam,
and arc to be lound word lor word i the LXX. (Sce

' T oAp.e. B2
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Numbers xxiv. 17.) The remaining words come, some
from the first verse wnd tho othors from tho tenth
verse of the eleventhi ehapter of Isaialy, and nre all to
be found in the LXX, except that it has én’ adrg, <in
him,” instéad of énl 7ov Bpayiova adrod, * in his arm.’
Justin quotes the passage from Numbers xxiv. 17, in
chapter 106 of his “Dialogue with Tryphe,” a little
more fully. ‘A star shall rise out of Jaeol, and o
leader out of Israel’ (Avatedel doTpov 2§ “laxef xai
nyobuevos €€ 'lopan)), and here refers it to Moses.
The additional words added in this place (xai jyovuevos
¢E 'lopagn) differ from the LXX, whieh has ¢ A man
shall stand up out of Israel’ (dvacricerar dvfpwmos
¢E 'lopann) .}

The same passage, Numbers xxiv. 17, is quoted by
Irenaeus in his third book against heresies, ehapter ix.
2, apparently, as near as we can judge by the Latin
version, with one exception, in the words used by
Justin in the * Dialogue.” The quotation runs thus :—
‘ortetur stella ex Jacob et surget dux in Israel,” where
the word * dux ’ (leader) is evidently a translation of the
fyodperys found in Justin, and not the &vfpwmos of
the LXX. In the ordinary text of Irenacus the quo-
tation iz put into the mouth of Balaamn, but aceord-
ing to the Vossian codex Irenseus malkes the same
blunder as is done by Justin in the < Apology,” and
attributes the quotation to Isaiah.? Now from these
facts we may draw the following inferences. In the

} The Alexandrine codex has «al before dvesrioerar

3 See Stieren’s edit. vol. 1. p. 458. Sticren brands this reading as
* perperam,’ but he describes the Vossian codex which contains it as
‘optimis MSS. adnumerandum esse,’ and gives reasons which show
that it was copied from a very ancient exeniplar, in which Greek
passages were written in uncial letters. See Prolegomena, xx. xxiil.
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first plave, there ean bo no doubt the reading of the
Vossian codex exhibils the fruo teat of Tromwous. No
reaseln ean be supposed why auny transcriber of Irenaeus
who found Balaum, should erroncously substitute
Isaiah, and at the same Lime stumble into an agree-
vient willt Justin jnsael an obyvions blunder, On the
other hand, it is not at all surprising that such a
binnder as the refercnce to Isaiah shonld be vorreeted.
Seeondly, the agrecment of Irenaeus with Justin i
the erroneous reference Lo Esataly, aud alse in the use
of the word ¢ leader ™ (yovueros or dux) not found in the
LXY, shows tlut Irenacus either quotes from Justin
or from sonie sonrec, not the LXX, whieh Justin also
followed. Thirdly, Irenacus eannot have quoted from
tlie « Apolegy,” because he would nob there get the word
Jyovueros, and wonld probably have taken some of the
words fonnd in that quetation whieh in faet eome from
Isaiall. Yourthly, Irenacus cannot have quoted from
the ¢ Dialogue’ as we have it, beeause there he would
have found the uotation with a reasonable degree of
correetness referred to Moses instead of to Isaiuh.

We are therefore driven to the eonclusion that
Ircuacus quoted from some source other than the
LXX, from which Justin also quoted.

This conelusion is forlified by the consideration of
tlie difference bebween tie quolation in Justin and tle
quotation in lrenaeus. Justin uses only one verb,
‘A star shall arise (dvarenel) out of Jaeob, and a
leader ont of Isracl”  lrenaeus uses another verb in
the sceond clause, © A star shall arise (orietur) out of
Jacob and a leader shall stand up {surget) in Isracl!
Now as u fresh verb is used in the second clause in
the LAY, in the Vulgate, aud in the Xnglish versions,
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it may bLe safely considered that this is the morce
natural way of rendering lhe original. But the pas-
sage as it stands in Justin does not haltin any way for
want of o second verb. Supposing therefore Irenaeus
had taken his quotation from this souree, he would
have had no inducement to snpply it. On the other
hand, nothing is more probable than that Justin might
omit the second verb as superfluous or by accident.

The only escape from this conclusion possible would
be by supposing that Justin originully referred the
quotation in the‘Dialogue ’ to Isaiah ; that this was
copied by Irenaeus; and that the reference in Jastin
wus afterwards corrected DLy his transeribers. But
this theory does not aceount for the use of the second
verh by Irenaeus and not by Justin. Moreover, upon
it Justin would on two distinct oecasions make the
same gross blunder in the reference, a thing m itsclf
improbable, unless there was some cause for it; and
such a cause could only Le the existence of the mis-
reference in sonie work he followed, for in the ¢ Dialogue’
he eannot have copied from himself in the < Apology,’
as the ¢ Dialogue ’ contains words not found eitlier in
the LXX or in the ¢ Apology.” We should therefore
equally on this hypothesis establish the cxistence of
some work on Messiunie prophieey nsed by Justin, in
whicli the proplecies were given in a version other
thun the LXX.

There is, however, still the possibility that this work
might have consisted of notes compiled by Justin him-
gelf. This however is improbable. Had Justin Jabori-
ously extracted the prophecies from the Hebrew text
and translated them into Greck, he would probably
have remembered where they came from.

%

I
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Again there reinains to consider the verbal agree-
ment the quotations have in part with the LXX.
This I explain, as I have done before, by the hypo-
thesis that the work on Messianic propheey used by
Tustin had bLeen collated with the LXX and the
renderings of the LXX written in the margin, and
that these marginal readings, so far as they could be
conveniently identified, were substituted by Justin for
the original text.!

I will now pass on to another quotation made by
Justin. In his ‘First Apology, cap. 85, he says
thus :—

¢ And that the Christ when born woull be concealed
from the rest of mankmd until he became a man, which
actually happened, lear the things forctold on this point.
They are as follows: * A child was born to us, and 8
young man was restored to us, whose domuuol} is npon
lis shoulders” (Iladiov éyevwiifin piv, xai veavigkus iy
dmredoln, o % dpxiy émil riv dpwv),? disclosing the power of
the cross to which he applied his shoulders when crucified,
ag will appear more clearly as iy discourse proceeds.’

The prophecy cited by Justin is from Isaiah ix. G,
and according to the LXX runs thus, "O7 maubiov
dyevvifn Huiv vios xai 2860y Huiv ob 1 dpyn éyevnfn
2or) Tob dpov avrob. ¢ For a child was born to s, a son
also was given to us whose dominion was upon his
ghonlder.’

It will be noticed that Justin differs from the LXX
in using the words, ¢ And a young man was restored
to us,’ instead of the words, ‘A son also was given

' The only one of the Herapla texis of the passage in question
which has been preserved is that of $ymmachus, \yhlch, instead of
ihe Gs8pwmos of the LXY, and the jyoluevos of Justin and Irenaeus,
rends exywTpor,

') Ap. 85.
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to us,” and also of the word ‘ shoulders’ in the plural,
instead of ‘shoulder " in the singuiar. It will be further
noticed that, ns rendered by dnstin, the passage mny
with some difliculty be eonstrued as he wonld lave ié,
into a prophecy that the Messiali should be unknown
until he was a grown man, with an obseure reference
to his erueifixion, but that this would be impossible if
the rendering of the LXX be adopted. The passage
may therefore be safely taken as an independent
translation from the Hebrew, not as an inaccurate
quotation from the LXX. Its partial agreement
with the LXX is capable of explanation ecither DLy
assuming that the translator made use of that version
as far as it served his purpose, or by supposing that
the passage was afterwards collated with the XX, and
assimilated to it so far as eould lLe donc without
destroying the interpretation put upon it.!

The passage we have just quoted follows in the
* Apology’ immediately after the passage tn which
* Thou, Bethlchem,’ &e., is quoted from Mieah.

The next quotation I will consider is of a prophecy
whieh, though perhaps not strictly Messianie, is on a
topie, the destruction of Jerusalem, whieli, when viewed
a8 o consequence of the rejection by the Jews of the
Messiah, 18 so eclosely reluted that it might be well
included in ey work on Messinuic propliceies. Justin
writes thug:—

¢ Also concerning its desolation and concerning the fact
that none of them would be permitled to dwell there, it has
been said thus by JIsainh the prophet, “Their land is
desolate, in their presence their ememies devour it, and

' This passage is preserved according to the versions of Aquila,
Symmachns, and Theodotion, but none of them agree with Justin in
any of the points in which he differs from the LXX.
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there shail be none of them who dwellsin it " ('TI yj airr
Impos, Gurponber abtéy ol xBpol alriv wdrp pdyovral, Kul

. s & e - N s~y v |
UK CITIL €6 WIT O KATHRWY €V (lUTy).

This propheey, thongh referred by Justin to Isaiah,
is really a combination of texts tiken from Isaiali
i, 7 and Jeremiinh L 8 (xxvil. according to the arrange-
ment of tho LIXN)Y; the langnage diflers considerably
from the LXX, according to whicli the portion quoted
of Isaiah i. 7, that is, all the words in the quotation
down to dyorrac, ruus thus :—H i) budv Epnpos, ai
mohels Dpudr mwuplkavaTol, THY YwWpay vpOY EveTiov
Dudwy eM\oTpiot kateofiovaw adtyr.r  Your land is
desolate, your citics burued with fire, yonr conntry
Lefore your face strahgers eat it up,” while the portion
whicli comes from Jeremiah 1. 3, that is, the remainder
of the quotation, runs thus :—«al od« forar 0 karocor
v atrf) amo avbpomov xai fws kmijrovs? ¢ And there
shall be none who dwells in it, from a man even to a
beast.’

It will be noticed that in that part of the prophecy
which comes from Isaiah, the sense is not waterially
different from that of the LXYX, though there is o
great difference inlanguage. In the part which comes
from Jeremial, with the exception of the insertion of
the words é€ avrar, the lingige of Justing as far ns
it goes, is identival with the LXN. Tho insertion of
these words, liowever, coupled with the omission to
quote the words which follow, and also, perhaps 1
should say, of the preceding words, makes a great
change in the meaning. Jeremiah intended to
prophesy of Babylon that it should be uninhabited by

V1 dAp.oe 47, ) ‘ " )
* The Alexandrine codex omits xai betweeu avdpdwov and £ws,
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man or beast, Suppesing this propheey to be applied
to Jerusalem Ly the process of taking words out of
their proper meaning, so customary with interpreters
of prophecy, there still remains the difficulty that at
the time Justin wrote the city of Aelia Capitolina was
standing or in process of ercction upon the site of
Jerusalem. If, therefore, the words of Jeremiah had
been quoted exactly, cven after surmounting the
difficulty that he was speaking of Babylon, not Jeru-
salem, their fulfilment in the sense in which they are
applied by Justin would not be at all apparent.

Now it is very hard to suppose that Justin inten-
tionally falsified this prophecy. The facts of the case
appear to be best met by supposing that he made nse
of n catena of oxtracts originally made from the
Hebrew, translated into Greck, and afterwards collated
with the XX more or less perfectly, and the words of
the LXX written more or less perfectly in the margin.
In such a case the mixture of the words of the LXX
with an independent version, and the running together
of quotations from different prophets would be easy of
explanation. So would the alteration made by Justin
in the scnse of the passage. At the time the catena
was formed Jerusalem probally hiad not been rebuilt
aftor its destruction by Titus, nnd the framer of the
catena might omit the words ¢ They are fled; they
are gone both man and beast’ as immaterial. The
question of their materiality wounld not be considcred
by the collator, and Justin, having before him only
the words xal otk forar 6 rxatoucdv év abry, would
readily insert 2§ adrdv to bring out more clearly what
he did not doubt was the sense. It must be noticed
that no dogmatic reason can be given for the varia-

1
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tion from the language of the LXX in the part of the
proplecy that comes from Isaiah.

The confusion together of extracts from Isaiah and
Jeremiah should also be compared with the similar
confusion of extracts from different places in Isaiah
and from Numbers and Isaiah we were just considering,
and also the similar confusion between Malachi and
Isaiah in Mark i. 2; also the reference by Justin of
a prophecy to Zephaniah instead of Zecharial, also
the similar reference in Matthew (xxvii. 9) of a
prophecy to Jeremiah instead of Zechariah. All
these mistales are of a class incident to the use of a
catena of extracts in which extracts from one author
get readily mixed with extracts from another, and
cntire extracts get referred to the wrong author. They
thercfore point to the existence of such n catena which
was used by Justin and Irenmus as well as by the
anthors of Matthew and Mark, or rather, I should say,
of the work whenee was derived the matter common
to the three synoptic gospels.

Justin again quotes Isaiah i. 7 in his ‘ Dialogue
with Trypho’:—

‘For the cireumncision according fo the fleals, which is
from Abraliam, was given for a sign, that you might be
distinguished from other nations and us, wnd thut the
things whychh now in justice you snffer you might snfler
alone, and that your countries might become desolate, and
the cities burned with fire, and the crops strangers might
cat up before your fuce, and none of you should go up into
Jerusalem (fve yévwrrar al x@par dudv éprpot, xai al modecs
mupixavgror, kal Tovs kapmovs &vdmiov Tpdy  xarecfiwowy
AAAdpiot, kel undes &€ Sudv émrefaivy eis Ty Tepovaalijp). !

v Dial. ¢. 16.
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Notwithstanding the indirect nature of this quota-
tion, it will be found to follow the LXX much more
closely than the direet quotation in the * Apology,” the
only difference being the substitution of Tovs kapmois
for v ywpav and the transposition of the latter word
into the first clause and its substitution there for 4,
also the omission of dudv after mérees.  Thesechanges,
coupled with the indirect form of the quotation, ure
sufficient to show that Justin was quoting from
memory and not with the book before him ; and there-
fore that the words which ran in his head were those
of the LXX, not those which he used when quoting
directly in the ¢ Apology.” It will be further noticed
that the sense of the latter part of the prophecy quoted
in the ‘ Apology,’ that which comes from Jeremiah, ran
in Justin’s head also when writing the * Dialogue,’ but
not the words. He expresses it in altogether different
language: ‘And none of you should go upinto Jerusa-
lem’ (kai undels €€ bpav émiBaivy els Ty lepovaarip).
These considerations tend to supporf the conelusion
that when Justin was quoting direetly in the ‘Apology’
he was not quoting from memory, and that therefore he
made use of some document which contained a version
of the passage independent of the LXX.

Immediatcly after the passage we lhiave just been
considering Justin iniroduces another propheey as
follows ::—

¢ Also that it was foretold that our Clirist weuld lieal all
diseases and raise (dveyepeiv) the dead, hear what has
been said. It is as follows: “ At his coming will & lame
man leap as a hart, and plain will be the tongue of the
gtammerers, the blind will receive their sight, the lepers
will ke cleansed, and the dead will rise up and walk” {Ty
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mapovaie ubTob dAelral xwhds ds Eagos kal Tpavy értac yAdooa
poyhdAwy, Tuphol drafrépovo kui Aerpol xallapirirovrar, xai
rexpol draomjoovtar kai meumarjorovow); and that he did
these thiugs you cant learn from the * Acts in the time of
Pontius Pilute V' (& 7y émi Hovriov Hkdrov yeropévoy drror).”!

In his ¢ Treatise on the Resurrection,” Justin again
makes the sae quolation in somewhat differcut
lungunge.?

- ¢ For did they not sce onn the eurth the blind receiving
theirsightand the lame walking (rvgrots dvaBAémovras, ywdois
weperarotvras) at his word 2 All which things the Saviour
did: firstly indeed that it might be fulfilled which was suid
by the prophets nbout him that ¢ The blind receive their
sight and the deaf hear &e.,” (rvphrol dvaBAémovor xal kwpoi
dxovdovowy, kat & dAAd), but also that we may have faith
that in the resurrection the flesh will be raised whole.’

The passage supposed fo be quoted in both plaees
is Isaiah xxxv. 5, according to the LXX: Tére
dvoyfiosovrar bpfarpol Tuphdv kal dTa kwpoHY
aroboovrar. Tote dhelrar ws Elapos 6 ywhos, Tpavy
8¢ orar yAdaoa poyiddAwwr. ‘Then will the eyes
of the blind be opened, and the ears of the deaf will
hear. Then will the lame man leap as an hart, and
plain will be the tongue of the stammerers.” If
wo compuro this with Justin, we seo that, instend
of ¢ 'Then will the eyes of the blind be opened’ (Tore
avoryBricovrar odfarpol Tudridy), he has « The blind
will receive their sight” (Tuprol dvaBréyrovat), evi-
dently an altogether different version.. In the ¢ Apo-
logy * the words “ And the ears of the deaf will hear’
are left out ; but in the ¢ Discourse on the Resurree-
tion ' lie has ¢ The deaf hear’ (vwdoi axobovow) ; again

V1 Ap. e 48, *C. 4.
o2
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o version different from the LXX, ¢ The ears of the
deaf will bear’ (d7a kwpdv drxoloorrar).

The words ¢ Then will the lame man leap as an
hart and plain will be the tongue of the stammerers”
he has in the ¢ Apology’ word for word with the LXX;
but in the “ Discourse on the Resurrection’ another
rendering of these words also is disclosed in the
words ywhovs wepirarobyras, which would be ywhol
wepimrarioovaw, ¢ the lame will walk.” We must sup-
pose, therefore, that an atlempt was made in the
¢ Apology ’ to substitute the words of the LXX for these
words ; but that in so doing the word wepirarijcovow
was left in by mistake, and so found & nominative in
vexpol, o making the dead to walk as well as rise.

There remains o consider the words * And lepers
will be cleansed and the dead will rise.’ There is
nothing in the passage in Isaiah of which these words
can be a rendering or a paraphrase. They are there-
fore probably words from some ‘other place which
have been run together, ns we have already had
occasion to notice in previous cases. This is rendered
the more probable as in the ¢ Discourse on the Resur-
rection’ the citation is made from the prophets.
What places they are supposed to eome from is more
difficalt to say. In Leviticus xiv. 2-9 we read: ¢ This
shall be the law of the leper in the day of his cleansing
. . . heshall be clean ;' and in Psalm lxxxviii. 10
+ Shall the dead urise ?° Free renderings of these
passages might produce the words cited by Justin.
If it be objected that this is simply to find the quota-
tions totidem verbis, it may be answered that other
prophecies, probably from the same collection, are no
better. For instance, ¢ That it might be fulfilled which
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was spoken by the prophets, He shall be ealled a
Nazarene,” for which no better original can be found
than the statemnent of the angel to the wife of Manoah,
as to the future Samson: ‘ For the child shall be
called a Nazarite unto God from the womb.’

The explanation of the foregoing phenomena is the
same as that we have hiad suggested before. Justin
used a catena of quotatious, originally made in Hebrew,
translated into Greek and afterwards collated with the
LXX, and the LXX renderings written in the margin.
Justin’s quotutions were produced by mixing the
renderings of the LXX with those of the original
doeument, and also by running consecutive quotations
from differeirt bobks together as if they were con-
tinuous. That the mixture was made by Justin him-
self is shown by the componeuts being found to vary
in different quotations of the same passage. In this
case by comparing the quotation in the « Apology ’ with
that in the * Discourse on the Resurrection’ we can
restore the passage us it stood in the text of the catena
used by Justin without much doubt. It must huve
been as follows: Tugdhol dvaBrévrovow xai xwdoi
dxovoovral, xai Aemwpoi rabapiabiicovrar, kai vexpoi
avaoTijoovTal, kel ywhoi wepiraryjoovaiw. * The blind
will roceive their sight und tho denl will hiear, nnd the
lepers will be elenused, and the dead will rise up, and
the lame will walk.” It Will be noticed the quotation
was so familiar that Justin winds it up in the * Dis-
course of the Resurrection’ with an &e. (kat Ta d\ha).

Before leaving this passage we must not fail to
compare it with the answer said to have been given
by Jesus to John’s disciples, which is found in almost
the same words in Matthew and Luke:—
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‘Go your way, tell John the things which ye do hear
and see, the blind receive their sight and the lame walk,
the lepers are cleansed and the deaf hear, and the dead
are raised up, and the poor have good tidings preached to
them (Tvglot dvaBiémovow xal ywlot mepurarobow, Aerpol
kabapilovrar kai xwepol deovovary, xai vexpoi éyeipovrar xai
rrwxol cdayyedilovrar).’ !

It must be noticed that this must be taken to be
an answer in the affirmative to John’s question
whether Jesus was the Messiah. It can only be sueh
an answer on the supposition of a well-known pro-
phecy, of which these words stated the fulfilment ; and
this prophecy we see to be the same as that whieh
was in the hands of Justin., The only difference,
aport from a slight difference in order *—whieh may
perhaps be owing to an error in my restoration of the
propheey that was before Justin —being the substitu-
tion of éyelpovrar for avasrijoovrar, or rather, as it
would be the present and not the future, dvicravras;
and the addition of the words ¢ the poor have the good
tidings preached to them.’

Possibly these differences onght to be reduced, as
the passage in Matthew is quoted by Clement of
Alexandria and Origen with the rcading avicTavrai
instead of éyeipovrar.

But apart from this latter possibility the agree-
ment between the prophecy implied in the words of
Matthew and Luke (and which, therefore, we may
suppose was in the hands of the writers of those
books—or perhaps, rather, of some book, portions of
which are embodied in both their narratives) and the

! Matthew xi. 5, Luke vii. 22.

% The words which are differently placed (xwhol zepimarfioovowy) are
omitted asltogether in Codex D.
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proplicey in the hands of Justin, is so close and
remarkable as to leave no doubt of their derivation
from a common written source—and that source must
have contained a rendering independent altogether of
the LXX. Moreover, the agrecinent is not merely in
the rendering, but in the running together of quota-
tions from different places, so as apparently to formn
one prophecy, some of which arc only to be found in
the Old Mestmment ut all by great straining of the
words as well as the meaning. We sce, therefore, the
common souree must have been a catena of extracts,
and this is confirmed by the fact that Matthew and
Luke follow the catena one step further by the addi-
tion of the words ‘ And the poor have good tidings
preached to them T (kai wrwyol edayyehibovrar), which
appear to refer to lsaiah Ixi. 1, < The spirit of the Lord
(fod is upon me becanse the Lord hath anointed me
to preach good tidings unto the poor.” According to
the LXX: Mvedpa Kuplov & éut ol eivexer Expioé
pe ebayyerifecbar wTwyols dwéoTakké pe. Having
regard to the nature of the reference, the words of
Matthew perhaps in this last case follow the LXX as
closely as might be expected if we supposed that to
be the source from whieh the part of the propheey
relating the evangelisation of the poor came. DBut
there is nothing in this to shake the inferonees drawn
from the former part of the passage. The same two
words used in the LXX, wrwyoi svayyehifovrar, may
have been used by the original translator, or they
may bave become assimilated to the LXX at some
subsequent stage.

The only possible escape from the foregoing con-
clusion would be to argue that Justin constructed his
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prophecy after the model of the prophecy implied in
Matthew and Luke. To this there are insuperable ob-
jections. Such a process must have been intentional on
the part of Justin. Now in no one place in his writings
is to be found the prophecy implied in Matthew and
Luke. We only arrive at the conclusion that he had
such a prophecy before him by piecing together what
he says on two different oceasions. The supposition,
therefore, of his having intended te construct the
prophecy to supply the place of that impled in
Matthew or Luke, falls to the ground. Had he done
80 he would have stated it explicitly.

Moreover (according to the more probable reading
in the ¢ Apology’) Justin expressly refers to the ‘ Acts
in the time of Pilate ’ as the source of his information
as to the fulfilment of the prophecy.

Before leaving this passage we must not omit to
notice its bearing upon another question noticed
above: that is, whether the passages from the Old
Testament, cited as having been fulfilled in Jesus,
were in the material common to the three synoptics
and left out by Mark and Luke, or whether they were
absent from the common material and were inserted
by Matthew.

We have already found an argument from com-
parison with Matthew and Mark in favour of the
former eontention. The passage now before us affords
an argument bearing in a similar direction—that 18,
it shows that a writer of material common to Matthew
and Luke had before him a work containing pro-
phecies originally extracted from the Hebrew.

To pass on to another quotation, in the ¢ First
Apology,’ cap. 51, we read :—

L e sy
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‘But that he was to ascend into heaven as it was fore-
told, hear. For it was spoken thus: “Lift the gates of the
heavens. Be ye opened, that the King of (ilory may come
inl Who is this King of (tlory ? the strong Lord and the
mighty Lord ” ("Apare miXas ovpavdy, droixfyre iva eloéhby o
Baoikels s Solns.  Tis éomw ofros & Baoheds s S6fys ;
Kipios xparawss kal xiptos Svrards).’

The passage here cited comes from Dsalm xxiv.
7, 8. According to the LXX it runs thus :—

"Apare mikas of dpxorres Spow xal émipfpre widar aidvioy,
xai elrehedmerac & Burihels ijs Sélys+ Tis érrw olros § Baoihels
riis 86&qs ; Kipws xparads «ai Swwards, Kiptos Suvards év
ToAépw.

¢‘Lift your gates,ye princes and be ye lift up ye ever-
lasting gates, and the King of (ilory will come inl Who
is this King of Glory? The Lord strong and mighty, the
Lord mighty in battle.’

It will be noticed that this quotation differs from
the LXX down to the words ¢ Bacihsls where they first
occur. After this it agrees with the LXX verbatim,
with the exception of the omission of the word dvvatos
where it first occurs and of the words év woléup.

The passage would appear to be the result of the
mixture of an independent version with the LXX, as
in previous cases. It cannot De a case of careless
citation, as tho LXX would not bear the meaning
Justin puts upon it.!

Immediately following the passage quoted above
Justin proceeds: ‘But that also he is about to come

* A portion of this passage has been preserved in two of the
Hexapla texts. Aquila reads : "Apate miAai kepards pds xal éwdpbnTe
avolyuara aidma ; and Symmachus reads : MerdBare mvAas of Epxovres
Sudy WwbhTwray 8¢ ol wiAa aidswi It is obvious that the differences
of Justin from the LXX are not in any way due to the influence of
gither of these versions.
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with glory out of the heavens, hear also what has beesn
said upon this point by Jercmnial the proplict. It is
as follows: ““Behold, as a son of mun one comes
above the clouds of heaven and his angels witli him :
1800 s vids avlpwmwov Epyerar dmdve Tav vepeow
Tol oUpaved xal o dyyehotr alTod oy adre. !

The LXX version of this passage, whieh does not
come from Jeremiah, but from Daniel vii. 18, is us
follows: 'I80d wi rdv vepeldv Tob olpavod bs vios
dvBpwmov fipxeto Kal ws malads fHuepdy wapiv xal of
mwapeaTykoTes wapioay abre. * Behold in the clouds
of heaven one was coming as a son of man and one
wag present as ancient of days, and the attendants
were present with him.’

Here again we sce an independent version, in-
fluenced, probably, by the recollection of tlie language
of the LXX rather than afterwards affected by mixture.
It may be noticed that this direct quotation departs
further from the language of the LXX than the
allusion to the same passage in Matthew xxvi. 64 we
have noticed above. ’Ewmdyvw is used instend of &,
and the use of the present pyerac for the imperfect,
there being no change of construction to require it,
constitutes a real difference, which the use of the
participle in the ullusion does not. I do not here
notiee the eoncluding words, as they do uot oceur at
all in Matthew xxvi. 64. 1In the false reference to
Jeremiah we again see the mark of the use of a eatena
of citatious.

' 1 Ap. cap. 51.  According to Theodotion, "150) perd 1dw veperds
T0 abpavohs &y vids 4vBpdwov dpxduevos xal éws Tob warawd Tav Huepav
{pbage ral xpoanyéxfn alrp. ¢ Behold with the clouds of heaven one
coming as a son of man, and he came first to the ancient of days and
approached him.” Justin both resembles anddiffcers from this version
about as much as he does from the LXX.
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CHAPTER X1
CONELUSIONS

I po not think it neeessary o eontinue the esamina-
tion of Justin’s quotations from the Oid Testament
any further.

T hiave now examined eleven passages containing
gitations of sixteen passages from the Old Testament,
fifteen of which differ more or less from the language
of the LXX. Of these, five are also cited in Matthew,
one in Irenaeus and one in Tertullian, and two are the
subjects of an allusion in Matthew.

As regards the passages in which Justin agrees
withh Matthew and Irenaeus in words not found in the
LXX, the fact that he is quoting from some wrilten
souree, independent of the LXX, may be taken as
cstablished beyond doubt, and the same inferenee
fullows with Dus litile doubt as regards the passage in
whieli he agrees with Terlullian.  The question then
arises whether that source with regard to the quota-
tions which partly agree with Matthew, can be
Matthew. I think the examination 1 have made, both
of the language of the quotations and of the context
in which they oceur, proves that this was not the case.
But there still remains the question whether lic was
not quoting from some old evangelical work which
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was made use of by the framers of our present texis
of Matthew and ‘ Protevangelium.” I incline to the
opinion that in some places this was the case, and of
course it is possible that sore of the quotations not
found in Matthew come from such a source. But as
regards the bulk of the quotations, there is nothing to
indicate any such source. On the other hand there is
much to show that they came from a catena of
extracts originally made in Hebrew, then translated
into Greek, and afterwards collated with the LXX,
and the renderings of that version written in the
margin; and that the citations in the gospels, as well
as Justin, came originally from such a document. This
is shown by tlie mixture of the renderings of the LXX
with different renderings; by differences in the mix-
ture in different quotations of the same passage; by
the double renderings in the same quotation, once in
the words of the LXX, and again in other words, ¢.g.
wpdos, which can scarcely be said to differ from wpabs
and wrwyés in Zechariah ix. 9, by the way in which
words which appear superfluous in Justin, added to
words in Matthew, restore an otherwise lost sense;
e.g. in the same quotation the apparently superfluous
drdhafov added to the eimare of Matthew gives the
meaning * Say hurrah ! * which is equivalent to ‘ rejoice
greatly,” the meaning of the original; also by the
running together of quotations from different books
and their reference to the wrong author. The extra-
ordinary distortion of some of the quotations, so that
it becomes impossible to do more than guess where
they come from, again very much favours the theory
that they were made in Hebrew by some one im-
perfectly acquainted with it, which I suppose would
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be the case with many, even amiong the Pulestine
Jews. _

On the whole, the examination of the quotations
in Justin tends to show that such a book, as 1 have
contended Papias attributed to Matthew, was in exist-
ence in the Primitive Chareh.
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CHAPTER XiI

MESSIANIC PROPHECIES NOT FOUND IN CANONIUAL
BOOKS

I wiLn now pass on to consider some passages of
another kind, that is to say, passages cited by Justin
and some other fathers as quotations from eanonical
or apocryplal books of the Old Testament, but whieh
are not now, and apparently never were, to be found
in the books from which they are said to have been
jaken in any MS. or version. That these passages
were not in the copies current in his day, Justin was
aware, and he is prepared with an explanation. In
the ‘ Dialogue with Trypho’ (chap. lxxi.) he charges
the Jews with having altogether taken away many
passages from the translations made by the seventy
elders with Ptolemy, and at the request of Trypho he
gives some instunces as follows (I quote from the
¢ Ante-Nicene Christian Library’) :—

‘From the statements, then, which Esdras made in
reference to the law of the passover, they have taken away
the following : ‘* And Esdras said to the people, This pass-
over is our Savieur and our refuge. And if you have
understood, and your heart has taken it in, that we shall
bumble Him on a standard, and thereafter hope in Him,
tlien this place shall not be forsaken for ever, says the God
of hosts. But if you will not believe Him, and will not
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listen to his deelaration, you shall be a langhing.stack to
the nations ” {Kai elver "Bodpas 76 Aag: Totro 76 mdoya o
FoT)p NuEr Kui 7 ketadryy Hudy, kai éir Swvonbijre kal dvefy
eyl Ty xaphiwr, 0Tt péXdoper adror Tewavoiv év anpelw,
kil perd Tudra eAwlveper ér' abrdr: ob py dmueldy & rémwos
oliros els Tov Gravra xpirov, Aéye b Ocos Tov Suvdpewy: av Bé
) moredonre alrg undt cloaxelonre Tob kyplyparos atrul,
ireofe emixappa rois revwr).  And fram the sayings of
Jeramiah they have eut out the following : 1 (was) like a
lamb that ig brought to the slanghter: they devised a
deviee sgainst me, saying, Come, let us lay on wood on
His bread, and let us blot Him out from the lund of the
living ; and Mis name shall be no more remembered.”
And since this passage is still written in some copies (of
ilie seriptures) in the synagogues of the Jews (for it is only
a short time since they were cut ont), and since from these
words it is demoustrated thut the Jows deliberated about
the Christ ITimself, to crueify and put Him to death, He
1limself is both declared to be led as a sheep to the
slanghter, as was predicted by lsaindi, and is liere repre-
sented as a barmless lamb; but being in diffienlty about
them, they give themselves over to blasphemy. And again,
from the sayings of the same Jeremiah these have been
cut out : “ The Lord God remembered His dead people of
Tsrael who lay in the graves; and He deseended to preach
to them his own salvation ” (Ewijofy 8¢ xips & @eds dmo
'Topan) Tov rexpdy alrol Thv kekoymplror s Yy xwpatos,
f\'tli KllTE‘BT] ﬂ'l"‘)s‘ (Ll"T(H\)g (:.l'(L'Y'YGA.L"rlLlrodL (ll”T“‘l‘S‘ T(\) (rlﬂf”’ln()l"
abrot); and from the nincty-fifth Psalm they have faken
awany this short saying of the words of David, * from the
wood.”  For wheve the passage said, *“Tell ye among the
nationg the Lord hath reigned from the wood ™’ (Birare év
rois @veow+ ‘O xipros (Bucidevaey dmd 7o Lidov), they have
left, ¢ Tell ye among the nations the Lord hath reigned ™
(Blrare &v 1ols Breow- O xipios Bacitevaey).’

The first passage, said to have been removed from
Jeremialy; is Jeremiah xi. 19, and is found in all the
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manuscripts. It is quoted sufficiently accurately from
the LXX, with the exception of the omission of the
word dxaxov, harmless, qualifying the word lamb.
With the other passages the cunse is different; the
passages supposed to have been excised from Esdras
and Jeremiah are not contained in any MSS. whatever,
and the words supposed to have been excised from
the psalm out of the great multitude of MSS. of. the
LXX are to be found in two only, where their presence
is of little weight, the Verona Psalier and Cod. 156,
and as the Jews could not have brought it to pass
that these passages should be excised from the eopies
in use among the Christians, we cannot suppose that
such passages ever in fact formed part of the texts of
Esdras, Jeremiah, or the Psalms. Justin, however,
was not alone in citing these passages as from Iisdras,
Jeremiah, and the Psalms. The same passage is cited
from Esdras by Lactantius, ‘ Instit. Div.’ c. 18, in the
following words : —* Apud Esdram ita scriptum est : Bt
dixit Esdras ad populum : Hoc pascha salvator noster
est ef refuginm nostrum. Cogitate et ascendat in cor
vestrum quoniam habemus humiliare eum in signo
(or ligno); et post haec sperabimus in euam, ne dese-
ratur hic locus in aeternum tempus, dieit dominus
Deus virtutum. Si non credideritis ei neque exnu-
dieritis adnuntiationem ejus, eritis derisio in gentibus.’
As Otto remarks, this passage is cited by Lactaniius
‘non sine aliqua discrepantia.’” The imperative * cogi-
tate’ is substituted for "Ear SiavonfiTe, and the asser-
tion * sperabimus * for the hypothesis 'Eav . . . é\wri-
cwper, the clause ° ne deseratur, ete.” is made to
depend on  sperabimus,” and ‘dominus " is inserted

' Hatch, Essays in Biblical Greek, p. 189,
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before * Deus,” which has nothing to ccrreqund to it
in the Greek of Justin. The first difference 1s some-
what emphasised by the fact that ’E&.v Swavonlijre
introduces one branch of an alternative, _z:md the
following words, ‘Bav & un marséo:nff, introduce
another ; and in the second case ’wa is naturally
tynnslated by <si,” and the gubjunctive is not turned
into an imperative, whicl leads us to suppose thut
had Lactantius been translating from Justin, and liad
'Bdp before him in the first place, he would have
translated it in the same way.

Of themselves no greut weight can be utta_whm! to
ihese discrepancies, but the fact that Lactantins c_xtcs
the passage as au existing passage from Esd'ras with-
out ealling attention to its having been exmse.d from
tlie book, is u strong argument that he go't it from
some source where its excision was not mentlonc'd, and
therefore not from Justin, and these disc'repancxes a.dd
weight to that argument. Besides 'thlﬂ, Lactantins
cites the passage in Latin. Inm}@dml;cly before, he
cites threc passages from the Sih_y] in Greek. . 1t would,
therefore, appear probable that if he took this passage
from Justin, he would cite it in Greek also. ‘

It should be noticed, however, tha.t Lae?antms
¢ites pussages from tlie Old '.L‘cstmucx-lt in Latin, and
it may be, therefore, that he denlt with the gupposed
passage from Tisdras as with other passages f}'om‘ ?hc
0Old Testament; but the probable reason of lps cifing
the Old Testament in Latin is that hie cites it f}'mn a
Latin versiou, so that if the sawme reason applied to
the supposed passage from Esdras, we must suppose
that his version contained it, and _thcrefore that he
Jid not cite it from J ustin ; but a little further on hie

1‘
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cites another passage as from the Old Testament, which
is not there. In the words addressed by the Lord
to Solomon in 2 Clironicles vii.,, the answer to the
question - Why bath the Lord done thus unto this
land and to this house?’ is made to run: ‘ Because
they left the Lord their God, and persecuted their
king most beloved by God and crucified him in great
humility, on account of these things God batl: brought
upon them these evils (et persecuti sunt regem suum
dilectissimum Deo et eruciaverunt illum in humilitate
magni, propter haec importavit illis Deus mala haec).
1t is altogether unknown where these words come from.
It follows, therefore, that Lactantius had before him
some book then extant in Latin, containing Messianic
prophecies, some of which were fetitious, or at all
events in which disconnected passages had got run
together. We may therefore well suppose that the
reputed passage from Esdras came from this source.
We therefore trace up this passage as probably coming
from some book containing other prophecies of the
like nature.

The sécond passage, stated by Justin to have been
excised from Jeremiah, is worthy of more note. It is
cited or alluded to by Irenaeus in no less than five
different places. In the first place (lib. iii. ¢. xx. )
Lie cites it as from Isaiah. In the secoud pluco (lib.
iv. ¢. xxi. 1) he cites it as from Jeremiah. In the
ghird place (lib. iv. c. xxxiii, 1) be sets it out among
other prophiccies fulfilled in the first advent of Christ.
In the fourth place (Iib. iv. c. xxxiii. 12) hie sets it out
among things spoken by other prophets; and in the
fifth place (lib. v. cap. xxxi. 1) be sets it out as spoken
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by the prophet. Innone of these passages s the text
of Irenaeus extant in the Greek.
The first place is as follows :(—

¢ Fisaias ait: it commemoratus cst Dominus sanctus
fsrael mortuorum suorum, qui donmierant in terrn sepulti-
onia; et descendit ad cos evangelizare sulutem quac est ub
¢o, ut salvaret cos.’

The second place is as follows :—

¢ Sicut ieremias ait : Recomumemoratus cst Dominus
sanctus Israel mortuorum suorum, qui pracdormicrunt in
terra defossionis, et descendit ad eos, uti evangelizaret el
salutare suum, ad salvandun eos.’

In the third place Irenaeus says that the Jews are
not willing to undérstand that all the prophets an-
nounced the two advents of Christ :—

“The one, indeed, in whieh he became a man, subject
to stripes, and knowing what it is to bear infiomity, and
sab npon the foal of an ass, and was a stone rejected by
the builders, and was led as a sheep to the slanghter, and
by stretehing forth his hands destroyed Amalek ; while he
gathered from the ends of the earth into his Father’s fold
the children who were scatiered abroad, and remembered
his own dead ones who had formerly fallen asleep, and
came down to them that he inight deliver them (et recone-
memoradns mortuorim sworuny qué ante dornierant, of
descendens ad vos, abi eraeret cos ol salvaret ens), but the
socond in whicli he will come on the clonds,” &e.

The fourth place is as follows :—

¢ Alii (i.c. prophetae) dicentes @ Rememoratus est Dowi-
nus sanctus mortnorum suoru, qui pracdormierunt in
torra lhni ot descendit ad eos, uti erigeret, ad salvandam
illog 5 caussam rveddideruut, propter quam pussus cst hace
omnia.

v
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In the fifth place Irenaeus is arguing ngainst some
heretics who denied the resurrection of the body, and
maintained that immediately on their death they
should pass above the heavens. He proceeds as fol-
lows :—

‘How can they be wondered at if again they know
nothing as to the place of the resurrection ? Yor they do
not choose to understand that if these things are as they
say, the Lord himself, in whom they profess to believe,
did not rise again upon the third day; but, immediately
upon his expiring on the cross, undoubtedly departed on
high, leaving his body to the earth. But the case was
that for three days he dwelt in the place where the dead
were, a8 the prophet says concerning him :

‘Propheta ait de eo: Conimemoratus est Dominus
sanctorum mortuorum suorum, eorum qui ante dormicrunt
in ferra sepelitionis, et descendit ad eos, extrahere eos ct
salvare ecs.’

Many of the differences to be found in these five
citations probably arise from the Latin translator of
Irenaeus having given different translations in different
places of the same Greek words. Thus, ‘ commemo-
ratus est,’ * recommemoratus est,” and ¢ rememoratus
est,” are nodoubt all different renderingsof uvrjafy. So
‘ sepultionis,” ‘defossionis,” ‘limi,” and * sepelitionis " are
probably all different renderings of y@uaros. So*evan-
gelizare salutem quae est ab eo’ and ¢ uti evangelizarct
eis salutare suum’ are two different renderings of dvay-
yedicaolar abrols 16 cwTipiov avrod, but © uti erueret
eos, ‘uti erigeret,” and ‘extrahere eos’ appear to
point to a different reading. Whether the differences
between * dormierant’ and ‘ praedormierunt’ or ‘ ante
dormierunt’ point to any difference in reading may
be doubted.

I will now pass ou to two points in which a differ-

v o s+
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ence of reading can clearly e seen through the Latin
version ; where Justin has «Upios ¢ Geds dmwo lopanh,
Irenacus has in two places ‘ Dominus sanctus Israel,’ in
a third ¢ Dominus sanctus,’ and in a fourth ¢ Dominus
ganctorum ’ (ruortuorum, &e.). In the remaining place
thie form of the allusion, for it is not a direct quotn-
tion, required the suppression of the nominative. We
sce, therefore, that the word dyeos was certainly part
of the text as known to Irenaeus, though there is room
for dispute as to whether, as most probable, he had it
in the nominative qualifying xvpeos, or whether he had
it in the genitive agreeing with vexpdvy, or whether he
had it both ways. It is equally clear that the words
6 ®eds dmo were mob part of the text as known to
Irenaeus.

Another distinction between thie text of Irenaeus
and that of Justin is that Irenaeus continues the quo-
tation further, and in this all the places in Irenaeus
agree. Thus the words ¢ ut salvaret eos,” * ad salvan-
dun eos,” ‘et salvaret eos,” * ad salvandum illos,” ‘et
salvare eos ' have nothing to answer o them in Justin.
These two points of distinction show that Irenaeus did
not obtain the quotation from Jastin, bui this conclu-
sion is very much strengthened by the fact that Irenaeuns
does not once suggest that the passage has been sup-
pressed, or indicnte any doubt that it was extant in
the Old Testament, which he would hardly have failed
to do had Justin been the source of his information.
This apoeryphal quotation appears to have had nosmall
influence among the primitive Christians. On it ap-
pears to have been founded the dogma of the Descent
of Christ into Hell, anciently called the Harrowing of
Hell, which we still read in the Apostles’ Creed, and
which formed the basis of the apoeryphal ¢ Gospel of
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Nicodemus.” The note of Feu i

. ‘euardentius to the last
quotation shows that this dogma in its expunde;foﬁi
was adopted by the Catholic Church.!

‘He teaches plainly that which the i
hias firmly believed and universally handedC Zg:frlxl(;bgk;] Efmh
descent of Christ to hell, namely that his soul sep&rateg
from his body, not by a certain operation only, but by its
proper presence {83 we say in the schools), pen’etmtedythe
lm.ve.r parts of the earth and arrived at the place where th
spirits of the saints were held, and remained with them ue
to the mo‘ment of the resurrection, whence it led fertﬁ
toget}.ler with itself as many as were fitted and suitable for
the kingdom of God. That thiz dogma has always been
re_ckoned among those articles of fuith about which it is
wicked to doubt can easily be collected from the Scripture:s
%’fa:{ls O’ld and New Testaments and the books of all the

1€r'8.

There is an allusion to a similar ineident in one
only of the canonienl books—the first epistle of Peter
Therg we read (iii. 18), - Because Christ also suﬁ'ered.
for sing once . . . being put to death in the flesh
but quickened in the spirit, in which also he went'
n,.nd preached unto the spirits in prison which afore-
tnqe were disobedient, when the longsuffering of God
wmf;ed in the days of Noah, while the ark was a pre-
paring ; * and again (iv. 6), ‘ For unto this end was
the .gospel preached cven to the dead, that they might
be judged according to men in the flesh, but live
according to God in the spint.’

It will be noticed that there are points of differ-
ence as well as points of agreement between these

' Stieren’s Irenacus, ii.1063. F. Franciseus Feunrdentius, ordinis

¥. Minorum in s. facultate Parisiensi
- in s risiensi Doctor tl i
his second edition of Irenacus a.v. 1596, abid. i 2‘.1)?0)01;“3' published
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passages and the passage quoted by Justin and
Trenaens. In particular, the former passage in
1 Teter brings out the point that Christ visited the
dead in the spirit at the time when his body was
dead. This point, which is emphasised by Irenneus,
is hardly to be found in the passage which he eites in
support of it. Yet Irenaeus does not strengthen his
position by eiting 1 Peter, though he was acquainted
witli that Look. The reasen probably is that the
authority Irenagus was following, from which he got
the supposed quotation by Jeremiah or Isaiah, did
not cite 1 Peter, and would therefore date from a time
anterior to 1 Leter, or at which 1 Deter wos not old
enough to have hyd much influence in the Church.
Another point of difference consists in the specific
reference in 1 Peter of Christ’s visit to the persons
who were disobedient in the days of Noah; a third
point of difference consists in the nbsence in 1 Peter
of any express refevence to the dend saints. In fuct
in this point there is & marked contrast between the
passage queted by Justin and Irenaeus and 1 Peter.
In the supposed quetation the object of the visit is
the instruction of the dead saints, which is said to
have been attained. Inl Peter the cbject of the visit
is rather that the dead may be judged upon the same
basis as the living, laving hiad the same opportunitics.
These differences lead to the conclusion that
1 Peter does not allude to the supposed passage from
Jeremiah or Isaialy, and that that passage is not
founded on 1 Peter. But though this is so, there
can be no doubt that the writer of 1 Peter allndes to
some aczount with which he supposes his readers will

be faniliar,
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_This dqgma'of the harrowing of Hell was one
which obtained in the Middle Ages extensive accept-
ance among the people.

Thus in the *Miller’s Tule,” when Nicholas asks
the carpenter to swear secresy, he answers—

Say w_ha.t thou wolt I sehal it never telle
To child ne wyl by him that harwed helle.

And it must be noticed, as appears from the name
‘.the harrowing of Hell,’ the dogma which obtained
circulation was founded upon the apocryphal passage
cited from Isaiah or Jeremiah, and not from the first
epistle of Peter.

' It .must be noticed that a comparison of the cita-
tions in Irenaeus and Lactantius with these in Justin
Martyr justifies the inference, not merely that they
were not derived directly from Justin i\Iartyr, but
that they were not so derived indirectly—that is to
say that they were not transmitted to Irenacus and
Lactantius through any writer who took them from
Justin Martyr. This appears from two reasons, one
of which is common to Irenaeus and Lactantius, and
the other applicable to Irenaeus only.

The reason common to both is this, that bLoth
Irenaeus and Lactantius cite the passages as if there
was no doubt that they were to be found in the boeks
from which they purport to be taken. Now it is
searcely possible that any one deriving his knowledge
of the passages from Justin could venture to cite
them in such a way. He would know, if he did so,
?hat he might appear to his reader to be himself
inventing the prophecies. If, therefore, he cited them
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at all, he would repeat Justin's charge against the
Jews of mutilating the Seriptures.

The reason applienble to Irenneus only is that he
continues the quotation further than Justin; his
autherity, therefore, cannot have taken from Justin
what was not there. We see, therefore, that the
common source of these apocryphal prophecies must
liave been a work cxisting before the time of Justin.

The Psalm from which Justin says the words amo
rob Evhov have been excised by the Jews, is found
in the Old Testament in twe places—once in the
Psalter and onee in 1 Chronicles xvi.; and the two
recensions of it differ considerably. Justin cites the
Psalm at length tyiee—oncein ‘1 Apology * 41, where
the quotation agrees very nearly with the Chronicles,
and once in  Trypho’ 78, where the quotation, as we
have it, agrees with the Psalter. In Justin’s citation
in the * Apology,” the words ams Tob Enou, which he
complains have been exeised, are to be found, but in
‘ Trypho’ the MS. of Justin does not contain them.
The omission of these words in * Trypho ' is the more
remarkable as the eitation follows immediately the
passage we have cited above in whieh Justin aceuses
tlie Jews of having excised them.

The quotntion in the « Apology,” though following
genernlly the languagoe of the Chronicles, hns some
eurious differences. Yor instance, instead of *The
gods of the nations are idols’ (siéwha), aceording to
the Chronieles, or ¢ 'The gods of the nations are
demons’ (Saipdvia), according to the Psalter, he has
*The gods of the nations are images (or idols) of
demons * (etdwha Sarpoviov), and instead of ¢ strength
and rejoicing are in his plaec ' (¢v réme avrov), he hns
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> strength and rejoicing are in the place of his sane-
fuary’ (v Témy dyutoparos avrod), whieh would seem
to be conflated with the reading of the DPsalter,
* Holiness. and inajesty are in his sanctory’ (év 76
ayudopare avrov). Instead of * Give to the Lord ye
families of the nations (ai watpiai Tév ¢0véy), give to
the Lord glory and strength,” it has ‘Give to the
Lord the father of the mons (or ages) (re¢ watpi rav
alwvwy) glory.” Instead of ‘ Take gifts and offer them
before his face’ (AdBere 8dpa wal évéykate xara
mpogwmov avrod), it has ¢ Take a thankoffering and
enter before his face’ (AafBers ydpw rxai siaéifere
kata wpéowmov abrob). The quotation concludes
with the words, ¢ Let them rejoice among the nstions,
the Lord reigned from the wood' (ed¢pav@irwoar
év Tols EOveaw, o rvpios éBacihevaey dwd Tob Eov),
instead of, as in the Chronicles, * Liet the heaven
rejoice, and let the earth Le glad, and let them sny
among the nations The Lord is reigning’ (eb¢pavéijre
0 odpavds kal ayarhidobw % i kal eimdrwoay év Tais
iGveaw Kdpios Baoiredwr).

Besides the words dmo 7o Evhov, which it is clear
Justin considered part of the text, he repeats the
reading efdwha Sayioviwy in ¢ Trypho,” ¢. 55, but in
three short citations which come after tho eitntion of
the whole Psalm in ¢ I'rypho’ the words ave us in the
Psalter. Soin ‘Trypho,” c. 78, he quotes the words
elmare dv Eveaw, which are left out in the ¢ Apology,’
but in that place he refers to the Psalm by its number
in the Psalter, which he evidently follows. The
reading ei8wia Sacpoviwy is found in two other places
—in Irenseus iii. 6, and Clement of Alexandria,
‘Protrept.’ c. 4. The reading 16 matpl Tdv alwvey

8
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is partially confirmed Dby eodiees B and 8, which,
instend of ai warpiai Tdy 0w, vead mwarpl THY
20viv.!

Leferenee to the passage supposed to have been
exeised from the Psalm is iigain o bo found in other
authorities. Thus Tertullinn (¢ Adv. Jud.”) says, ¢ Come
now if you have read in the power of the prophet in
the Pealing, the Lord reigned from the wood (Domi-
nus regnarit @ lignoy, I look to see what you nnder-
stand, lest by chance you think some woodcutter
king to be meant, and not Christ who reigned from
there, death leing overcome by his suffering on the
eross.”  Tertullian herc ean searecly bhe copying
Tustin, else he would not talk in this way about
persons reading in the Psalms what he would have
learnt from Justin they would not find there, but
other Latin fathers Dbesides Tertullian ecited thesc
words as from the Psulms, and they even found their
way into the old Latin version; indecd, it has been
suggested that it is from this use of the words among
Latin authors that they found their way into the two
solitary Greek MSS. in which they oeeur, those MSS.
being aeceompanied by a Latin version. In the ease
of the Basle MS., eod. 156, great probability is
given to this inference by the jgnoranee of the
sovernment of dars, shown in the form i which the
words oeenr—viz., amo Tw Evdw, which can be best
aceounted for by the supposition that the words are a
Liternl translation of o ligno? 1t would appear, then,
that this extensive use of the words among Latin
authors, backed up by these two Greeo-Lutin MSS.,

' Tlatel, Bssays in Dibbical Greek, p. 144,
2 Ibid. p. 189,
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ought not to lead to the inference that they ever
formed part of the LXX fext. Besides the enornious
preponderanec of authority against them, thers is the
foet that, except to a person on the look out for
Messianic prophecies which eould by any means be
twisted into applicability to Jesus of Nazareth, they
do not appear to make any sense in the context.

To come to the conclusions we ought to draw. It
seems, in the first place, we ought {o conclude that
Justin’s differences from the LXX are not due to
vagaries of lis own, but that he followed some
authority. The only other inference would be that
all the other places in which the same differences
are found are derived ultimately from Justin. Now
Justin must have had some ground for his accusation
against the Jews, and in whatever place he got the
words dawd Tob Edlov, he might hiave got all the
other differences. It is not eredible that these words
were ever part of the LXX. We may therefore sup-
pose that Justin’s authority was some sort of citation.
If we suppose it to have been a catena of extraets,
the insertion of these words can be most easily
explained, for they are the last words in Justin’s cita-
tion, and therefore might not improbably have really
formed part of the next following citation in the
catena. The catena which we have had reason to
suppose Justin employed, was one originally made in
Hebrew, translated into Greek, and afterwards col-
lated with the LXX. It may not be possible to ehow
evidence of this process in the citation we are dealing
with, but such a process might, readily enough, pro-
duce its peculiarities. It would appear that the

S e
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Psalter as well as the Chronicles must i.mve been
collated in produeing the text cited by Justin.

No infercuee can be drawn from the form of ’th?
quotation in ¢ Trypho.” The om.ission of the wo-rdfs amwo
rob EdNov appears to show that it has peen assimilated
to the LXX by the hand of some copyist.

1 will now pass on to consider what fnterence ought
{0 be drawn from the foregoing facts with reference to
our present inquiry. .

The first is ecrtainly this, that therc was some
sccondary authority upon Messianie. 1)1‘01)1]60}’.\\’1.)1'011
was largely and blindly followgd in the primitive
Churel, and that without referring the alleged pro-

scies to their context. -
Pht?l:ﬁz tsecond point which we may infer is that this
authority was of such a nature that blupders of all
sorts were made by using it, suchas referring passages
to the wrong authorities and causing thgm to.be eor-
rupted. We sce further that Justin, in using this
authority directly or indirectly, endeavqured to refer
the passages to their context in the LXX,' am_d \\'.hlen
he eould not find them accounted f({l' his inability
to identify them by supposing the copies of that ver-

sion to have been mutilated by the Jews. But,‘ not-
withstanding, later writers appear to have contmugd
to cite the passages us if there were 1o doubt of their
teity-
aum’}?}?:se ficts would be well a.ccouu_ted. for by the
cxtensive circulation of a catena of Messianic prophecies
extracted from the Old Tcstmnent-as well ns from
some apocryphal book or books which were accepted

Ly the writer.
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1 we suppose this catena was originally written in
Hebrew or Aramaie, and extracts were made in it
from some book or books which were never translated
into Greek, we can well understand how the source of
some of these extracts should be unascertainable.

‘We have therefore here further cvidence of the
existence of such a work in the primitive Church, and
even if this latter evidence is not so definite as to the
exact character of the work as that we have had occa-
sionpreviously to consider,of the existence of some worlk
upon Messianic prophecy having wide circulation and
authority in the primitive Church, it appears to be
absolutely conclusive. On no other theory can we
necount for different writers, one after the other, citing
and building their faith upon the same non-existent
prophecies.

Nore.—In the foregoing remarks I have not con-
sidered a theory which has been very prevalent in
Germany though not in England. Critics who interpret
Ayia rvpiaxd to menn ¢ the discourses of the Lord’
often by an analysis of the synoptic gospels separate a
part which they suppose to be derived from such u
work. It is not to the purpose I have in hand to
examine into the correctness of this analysis. It may
well be that portions of the synoptic gospels are so
separnble, and can be shown to have come from such
a work, but the work can hardly be that attributed to
Matthew by Papins, for that work was written in
Hebrew, while, as Iins been shown, the Old Testmnent
citations in the discourses of Jesus invariably come
from the LXX, and the discourses themselves
dovetail into the citutions in such a way as to show
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iginal wri | the t Liwve used the
that the original writer of them must Luve .
LXX. Admitting, therefore, that the critieism whml;£
discovers this book of discourses is correct,)the_ boc;
cannot have been that attributed by Papas 10

Mattbew.
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APPENDIN I
REMARES UPON YHE TRANSLATION OF TUE FRAGMENT 0r PALLAS
RELATING 'TO MARK

Tupre arce three points in which my rendering of tlis pussuge
is likely o Le ealledq4in (uestion.

(1) © Without arrangemsont ' lor ot rdfe..

(2) * 1id not act wrongly ’ for oldév fuupre.

(3) * Lelated * for éprmuivevoer and dmeprmpdvevaer.

(1} Many critics translate o0 rafec* notin clronological order.”

Thus Bleek says (Introduction Lo the New Testament, vol. 1,
§ 18), *of Tafer, when used in reference to an historical treatise,
e only mean “nat wm the chronslogical order whercin the
individual had done thewm.”

1t is begering the question to sssuine that Papias was speak-
fug ol an historical trestise.  But, passing this Ly, even of an
historiea) treatise the remark is inaccurate ; otherwise Gibbon
lor instance, when he pursues the wethod explnined in his forty-
cihith chapter, woulll Lo describod ws weiting o 1dfe.

Tlie things said and deno by Clhwist snight bo arvunged npon
wiany dillerent pluns, e.y. necording to the prophecies of which
they were supposed to be the fullihnent, or the moral duties they
enforved.

But this is, witer all, vuther besido the question.  Tho word
rdfes, when applied to n discourse or treatiso, means wrangemecnt
generally, as when Aristotle, in the thind ook of his * Rhetoric,’
says, Aourdy 8¢ wept Tifews elmely (it remmins to spenk about
arvangemcnt '), The denial of raéus, therefure, to o treatise denies
not merely chronological, but any sort of orderly arvaugentent.

Q
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Iow great a stumbling-block, bowsver, this plirase (w0 pév ra
rife) ia in $he way of any one who would apply the words of
Papias to our second canonical gospel, may be scen by the eiforis
made to avoid it by a forced rendering. Thus in Clark’s * Ante-
Nicene Library’ it is rendered ‘ not, however, in exact order.

(2) The renderin‘g' I have here adopted is substantially that
maede use of in the first instance by the nuthor of ¢ Sapernatural
Roligion’ following certain Germwnn nuthorities, snd afterwarnds
sotowhat medified in cousequence of the acrituonious nttneks of
Dv. Lightfcot. 'The verb duaprdvers 1nay ruean cither to make n
mistake, or to sin, or do what is morally blameworthy. The
question is, what meaning has it in this passage? 1 thisk the
iatter, i.e. I think Pupias means that Mark was not worally
bluinoworthy for writing without arrangemant.  Papins hins
already said that what Mark relnted he wrote neenrately (depedaos).
The rendering of Dr. Lightfoot would inake a mecere nssless repe-
tition of this stateinont.

Again dore obév fuapre Mdpros is a consoquenco of whag
went before, viz. of the explunntion wlhy Mark wrete without
arrangeutent. Tt is o natural consequenee from that explanation
that Mark ought not to be bluned for doing the best he eould
under the circumstances, but it would not be w naturul conse-
quence to say that he made no mistake. In other words, the
anteccdent stating the inmperfection of his ineans of information,
gives a reason why Mark might be excused lor making mistales,
not for his not making any.

{8) Mark could not properly be said to lieve remembered
the things said or done by Christ. What he riight rementher
were the words of Peter. Moreover Pupias goes on to say thud
Mark did pot pass by any of the things whiehi he heard.  Dupins
theratore moana thut Mark conunitbod to writing overyihing thng
Peter told him, To say that he wrete morely as many ihings
as he reinembered would hmyly that he had forgotten some. 1
therefore adopt the rendcring * related.’
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VPPENDIN TX

PLALES 1IN WHICH Adywr OUUURS I8 THE LXY

Nuabers xxiv. 4, 15,
g, Yer)
(x1t). 6

et

Paialias Al

5 MViL {xvifR)

w Nvill, (s, 1

. elve {evd, 14,

, evie {evii), 1L

wooexviho o {exix, G850, 58, 67, T4, B2, 105, Lg, 140,

148, 168, 162, 169, 170,
o el 15,
{saialy xxviil. 18,

o XXX, 3T bwice.
Kircher gives sevefid references wlieh 1 was unable to verify,
probably owing to using the cormmmon or Vatican teat instead of
the Aldine used by Kircher. Ho alse refers to several pluces
nnder the head Xdywr where thie common text reads Aoyeiny,
seaning a part of the high priest’s vestents.

APPENDIX 1T
PUILO THE AUTHON OF THE ‘DE VITA CONTEMILATIVA®

It is, perbaps, diue to the lenrned wuthorities who liave dis-
puted the gonnineness of the * Do Vit Contemplativa* that 1
shionld stale yy rensons for difforing fvom the,

Thongh alwuys reputed o work of Philu’'s, trom the thne of
Luschias wlio mekes the curliest extant mention of it downwards,
it does 1ot contuin any dircet statement ag to who was its
suthor, but it begius with o reference to the anthor Inving wade
wiention in a previous trentise of the lissenes.  We lind such o
treatisc among the works aseribed to Philo in the < Quod Onis
Probus Liber.’

'Thig treatise ngaln dues not contuint uny statement as to its
author, but it is addressed to oue Theodotus, and makes reference

Q2
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to n forier treatise apparently addressed to the same Person on
tho converse topic: * Qur former treatise, O Theodolus, was on
every slave being bad’ (mept 760 mivra Soihav elva paihor). No
such treatiso is now extant, but we learn from Luscbius that
he had in hie hands a beok ascribed to Philo under the title mept
rad 8olhov elvar mivra Paidov, which was no doubt the ook
referred to.

Putting aside for the yresent the possibility of the forgery of
the * De Vita Contemplativa,’ the (uestion is whether these three
books were rightly ageribed to Phile, and the first book addressed
to Theodotus, which would Le the most likely of the three to
contain any evidence of anthorship, being lost, it is evident that
we are in & very unfavournble position to review the jndgment
of Eusebins and others, who lhisd that book in their hands, that
Philo wae the anthor of all three.

Proceeding however as best we may by the eriticism of the
two booke which remein, the first point to consider is what
internal evidence thiey contain of their dnte. Now in the book
“Quod Omnis Probus Liber, cap. 12, we find the following
passagel "Eori 8¢ xai 1) Mudworivy xkal Svpla cxarokdyins odc
dyovos iy mahvavBpomorirov é0vavs v lovduioy vix dAiyy poipa
réperae. Néyorral Toves rap' abrois Svopa ' Eacaion whijfos Omép rerpu-
xur xikious ket €y Sofav. . . . ob {Da karafiorrey. This sintoinent
as to the large part of the very mumerous nution of tho Jews
living in Palestine, conld hardly have been made after the is-
persion of the Jews by Titns, nor eonld the Lssenes linve been
specinlly singled out as not sacrificing animals, alter the destruc-
tion of the Temple had bronght it to pass that ull the Jews had
eensed to saerifice af all.

Again, a great part of the ¢ De Vita Contemplativa * is taken up
by adescription and donuneiation of the extraordinary and scanda-
lous luxury of the Italian banquets. Now we learn from Tueitus
that this luxnry came to an end when Vespasian invited the
provincial families to Reme (*Ann.’ lib. iil. cap. 55). Juveual,
who wrote under or after the Flavian dynasty,makes the niggard.
liness of entertaininents o frequent theme for his sasire, though
he sometimes eontrasts by way of emphasis the expense o rich
glutton wonld be at for his own eating.

These indications of time support one another, and as we
cannot suppose.that had the war in Judeea been actunlly going

4
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on, or only recenily ceased, it would have esenped the notice of
the writer, inlicate sonte time before the commeneement of that
war a8 the latest date to whiel either boolk can be nssigned,

Iurther, the writer of the beoks is o man well read in Greek
literature, who is a Jew and not a Christian, and the Looks con-
ain no allusion to the Messiah, or to any distinetly Christian
doctrine.  In partiendar, theve is ne allosion to any of the gues-
tions whieli oviginated in the teaching of Panl, e.g. to the lawful-
ness of Jews eating with Gentiles, or the necessity for civeun-
cision.

Now when it is remewmbered that the writer is a Hellenizer
who would cevidently persuade lis eonntrymen to fol’ow his
example in the zealous study of Greek literature, and toreconcile
its teaching with that of their own sacred books by allegorical
interpretations, it is certain that if the movemcent which
originated in the teaching of Panl had tuken place at the time
he wrote, he wonld have folt much interested in it.

What view he might have taken of that movement we may
not be able to say : whether he would have supported it, or have
folt called on to defend himsell from the charge, whieh wonld
certainly have been made against him as a 1lellenizer, of sup-
porting it; but we mny be cortnin that he would not have been
able to pass by that movement in silence. The absenee, there-
fore, in such a book as the * De Vita Contemaplutiva * which deals
especially with manners, of any referenee to the Paunline move-
ment, is strong evidence that the book was written before that
movement originated, which will bring it to the age of Philo.

The notice of Egypt and Alexandria wonld lewd further to the
inference that that was the country of the anthor. Dnt if it be
conceded that the books are of the age of Ihiln, T do not suppose
any one will care to dispnte that their aseviption to him is correct.

The writer gives a particular description of the mode of life
of prrsons whont e ealls Therapeutne, and Ensebins deelares
that thiere ean-be no doubt that the proctices so deseribed are the
same a9 those which prevailed anrong Christiang in his day. 1
do not dispute the accuracy of this identification, Lut it must be
remetnbered that the doetrines held by the Therapeutae are not
described with any exactness, though enoughis sald to shew that
they were not Christins, bt Jews. There appears, therefore,
no ditliculty in supposing that the socicties of Therapeutae, as

Iy ———
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described in the ¢ De Vita Centemplativa,’ existed in the titwe of

Philo,being then composed of Jews; that they afterwards adopted
the teaching of Paul and so became Chiristians, but that they
continued their peculiar orgenisation and way of life, which thus
found its way into the Christian Church.

I will now return to the question of the prebability of the
*De Vita Contemplativa’ being a forgery. Supposing the book te
be gonuine, it shows thata great inass of Christinn eustoms which
were cnrrently snpposed to have been instituted by the apostles
were really mueh older, and must have come from some other
source.

If the book be a forgery, it must have been the cbject of the
forger to establish this conclusion. This is an object which 1
cannoot attribute to any one in the first three centuries.

APPENDIX 1V
VARIOUS QUOTATIONS AND RENDERINGS OF 1saran xhi. 1-4

Ixaram xlit, 1-4, as quoted Matthew vit. 18-21:—
*18ve, & wais pov, by fpériou, & dyamyris pov, els 6v evdiknoey
5§ Yuxy pov.  Ofow Th wredpid pou én alrér, Kai kpiowy Tois édveay
dmayyehel.  Qix épioet 0bdé kpavydires, o¥dé dxovoea Tis év iy
#hareius Ty Gavir alret. Kdhapor cuvrerpippévor ob karedfet,
N 1 ’ » ’ - - > ’ > - b ’
xai Mvov Tupipuevor ol oféget, €ws Gv éxBdahy els vixos Tov kploty.
Kai 7@ dvdgare adrod {8y éAmwbrw.!
The same passage, ns quoted Justin, ¢ Dinl.' e. exxiii -
* AY ’ ~ > M » - » 1 * .
TuxdB & waty pov, derdpfopar abros® lopaih €xkextds pov,
Ofrw 7o myedpd pov &r abTiv, xal Kpirw rols Eveaw éfoive.  Qbx
éploe ofire rpifet, o¥re drodoeral Tis v rais whurelus Ty povy
abroi* xdlapov oveTerpippévor ob kuredfer xai Avov Tuipevos ob
w) oBémer, A s Anberav cboloer, rpluw dvadyfer, kal ol pi
. . N . oy M
Bpavabigerut Ews by 6 émi Tijs yijs xplow” xal émt 76 dvdpare udroi
Amtotiaw é0vy.

! The passage from Matthew is quoted necording to Griesbach,
Westcott and Hort omit the eis in the phrase ¢s by elddegrer, and
Tregelles has, instead of this phrase, & § ndddxnaer.
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Tha siine pussige, as guoted .hwtin,“ Uia‘bi(" ¢ c.‘f.x.\;'\",:.-—— '

a3 6 mwals pov, c;!fn)u')\ju’;wu m'n'ou: weil 14‘)','2(1!;/\ u’exMxr‘ng'
o, wpurdeberiat «bTHv 9) ‘I’f’X’l‘ pov. ‘Aeéwmt T wuefrgx‘u ,lwv ;1'3'-
abTiw, xal kpiorw Tois fdveaiv ébviger. 6o Kexpjt&erttc‘, ovbé u:muo- -
gerar fEw § v abTob ¢ mt')\a;.t,xjv re’ép?vﬂpem‘w od o-uirrpnlru\xus
Avov Tughdperor o0 oBéver, Ews ob vikas clfount, :fpe’a:.v “.wix'f“b“’ xa na
Opavodyrerar, €os 4w 07 énlTis yis xpiow: Kl eFLTE Jvdpart avro
Srobaw v ]

The smng passage, according to the‘L?iZ\ —_ '

Mlakd3 ¢ mats pov, drripfropit m'/rnv-‘ lap(:r;)\l 5 ex?\e‘m"us ‘yz:u,
wpogedifuro alriv i Yruxn pev, éisuma 7o myedpd pov ;rr\ um';;'j
gpiaws Tuls édveaty eboiver. OO rexpdferut, ouﬁe'uur)aef, ot B¢ dxove -
gerar tw ) Pwr) ubToi. Kaapoy re@)fxwpw?v v o-u;‘rrpu[/e:, kui
Ny curnlipevor ob oféret, AN el d?‘n?c\uxu—ss(ru‘ret xp'urw. :\V’ll:
Aipdet, xud ov OpuuaBioerur Eos Gv 6)) éni Tis YOS Kpiow, kel €Tl
TG dvipatt atrov By Amwiow. / , "

The Alexandrine codex reads xpiferw for xexpierar, ane
sovrefhanpévoy o] refraauivay, an‘d the fx’ugtxlenfs ?f O’ngc?s.
*1exapla' diselose twe other' varions ‘renflxzxgls, &v gperioev for
mporedéburo adrir, mnd v v vipe lor et T ul‘op:n’t.r | cersion

The sanie passige according to the revised lilu‘,.: ish version :
< Behold my servant whom I npheld3 my cho?en in whmx{) m.‘;:
soul delightetl. I have put my spirit upen hiny, he shul}.rtrgxh
forth judgment to the CGentiles. ‘IIe shall not crybl?or' 11 . pi
nor cause lis voieo o be henrd in the street. A brmse lC]tl
shall he ot break and the smoking flax shall he 1%0}: q‘uenl;:h,rw
shall bring forth judgment in truth, ;Ie shall not fail 1;01'] e‘tllsj
conraged i1l he have sct judguient in the carth, and the isles

all wait {or his law.

Hh‘ﬂ’:‘l‘n:‘nsn.mu PrssiLLo acvording to the \"vrsim\ of -I\lr. Choync':
fTiohiokd 1y servant whom 1 npholl, wino elect in whom‘misl
sonl is well pleasud. I have put oy spivit upon lLim, he t:na .
canse the law to go forth to the nations. e shall not ery ]m:c‘l1
clamonr, 11or cause his voice to be heard in the.strect. A'crus tel
(it. evncked) reed he shill not brenk and o dimly bn_rmng w;;c
he shall not guench, truthfully (wore lif.* pecording to N B
atandard of truth’) shall he cause tl‘le. law to go forth. EHe shan
sot burn dimly, neither shall }\is gpirit be crushed (lzt.l he. ) tz;.
not be di ner be crncked’) till he shall have set the law in the

1 o wit?
eavth, and fov lis teaching the countnes ¥ ait.
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A?eordmg to Tlicodotion, s appears from the extant fragments
of Origen’s * Hexapla,” the passage began, "1800 & mais ,mundwd\n'-
Peru abrdy xal éxhexris pov by pbdixgoer i Yoy pov, and it ap em{s
by the‘ saime authority that both Theodotion and Synmmclmﬁ had
?.\wuv dpavpiv instead of Aivoy kamw{ipevor, Theodotion’s ren ler-
ing ehows traces of the inflnence of the rendering of Mnttl;m\'
or more probably of the source from which it was derived i)!\t,»
he cannot _huve followed that source at all closely as is shm\tn in
the rendering Aivov dpavpiy instead of Avev rupigevoyr in which
Matthew and Justin ngree.  After writing the abeve, I canwe
upon a.‘carcful study of the sama passages in Dr. IIutch‘; ¢ Jousay ~4
in Biblical Greek' (p. 199), to which I would refer thosc whu‘\-vizl.;
to pnrsue the matter further.

APPENDIX V

THE FRCCLESIASTICAL HISTORY OF EUSEBIUS PAMPUILUS,

BOOK TII. CHAPTER XXXIX
Of the writings of Pupics.

WriTinas of Papias, five in nminber, are in eirenlation, which
have been emtitled ‘of an exposition of Dominieal Oracles’
(Aoylwy xupixdy €fpyfuews). Of these Irenneus also makes
:mention ae slone written hy him, saying seinewhat ag follows :—

‘But these things Papins also, a man of primitive times who
had been the hearer of John and the companion of Polyearp,
testities in writing in the fourth of his books. Tor there are
five books composed by him.!

So far Irenaeus; bnt Papins himself in the introduction
o hia discourses shows himself to have been by no meaos
pupil and eyewitness of the holy apostles, but tells us by tho
words which he says thai he received the things pertaining to
the faith from those who were well limown lo them :—

¢ But T will not hesitate to arrange in order for yon with the
interpretations, whatever things at any time I well learned from
she elders and well remembered, having thoroughly establishied
the truth concerning them. Vor I did not, as most wen, take

2o,
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pleasuve i vhose who say most, but in those who teach whatb is
true, nor in those whe relate the conunandments of another
snan, but in those who relate ihe comandments given by the
Lord to the faith and coming from the truib itself.  Bub ifany-
where ity one come who had been a follower ol the elders, 1
ased to searcl niter the words of the elders. What Andrew ? or
whut Peter said 7 (edmarh oF what Philip or wind Thnuas? or
Jfames? or what Jolin? or Matthiew 2 or any other of the
disciples of the Lord, and she things which Aristion and John
the eldor, tha diseiples of the Lo, say (Méyovar). For ¥ did not
apprehend that thimss ont ol books protited me so nuteh ag whnt
was said by the living and abiding voice.!  Where also it is
wortly 1o be noticed that he twice nientions the name of Johm,
and the man of that name tirst mentioned ho nssociates with
I'eter, Junes, and Mutthew, nud the rest of the apostles, clearly
meaning the evangelist, but the other John ho puts in o scparnto
clanse, and classes with others onside the number of the apostles,
placing Aristioy before him, and he clearly naincs him *the
elder. So that through these things also is shown to be true
the nccount of those who have said that there were two in Asia
who bore the sune nane, and that there were two sepulehres in
Ephesus and that cuch iz still to this dny called John's. Tu
which things it is necessmy to pay attention. For it is likely
that the second, if one would not admit the first, Deheld the
revelation which is in cirenlation under the name of Jolm.
Dapias also, of whou we are 10w speaking, wcknowledges that
lie took the words of the apostles from those who had followed
them, but says that he was himeelf w hearer of Aristion and
Joln the elder. At least he frequently mentions tliem: by name
and places their iraditions 1 his writings.  And let not theso
things be said by us to no prrpose.

1t seerus worth while, in addision to the before-quoted words
of Papins, to tonch npon other sayings of his in which he
relates one extraordinary thing {mapddou) after another as having
come to him from tradition.

That Philip the apostie stayed at Ilierapolis with his dangh-
gers hns been shown above, but that Papias, being contemporary
with them, relates that he had received a wonderful statement
fromt the danghters of Thilip, nmst be now shown. Ife nar-
yatesthe rosurvection of o corpse having taken place in lus time,
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and again another extraordinary thing whieh Tappened abeut
Justus whe was sirnaned Barsabas, as to his drinking # noxious
g and through the graee of God enduring no harm.  And
that this Justus after the ascension of the Saviour, the holy
apostles both appointed with Matthias, and prayed over for the
lot of filling up their number instead of the traitor Judas, tho
book of the Acts somewhat thus narrates :(—

+ And they appointed two, Joseph called Barsabas who was
surnaaned Justus and Masthiag, and they prayed and said—’

Tha saane man lias reported other things also as having conio
to him from nnwritten tradition, both certain stranye parables of
the Savionr and teachings of his and some other things rather
fabulous. Among which also he says that there will be, after
the resnrrection from the dead, a certain thousand yenrs when
the kingdom of Clirist is corporally set up uwpon this earth.
Which I believe he has imagined, having misconecived the
apostolic narratives, not having understood the things said by
them mystically in signs.

Tor he appears a man of exceedingly small understanding, to
judge from his books, and vet he lins beeoine the canse of the like
opinion with hitself in very many who cume after hin of the
seelesiastioal writers wlio liave put forward the antiguity of the
nan, as, for instance, Irenaens, and whoever else hns declared
that he thinks the same. And in his own book he hands down
other statements of Aristion before desevibed, of the words of the
Lord, and traditions of Jolm the elder. To which referring those
eager to learn, we will bo content to set forth = tradition in
addition to those words of his before set ont, which was set ont
abont Mark who wrote the gospel, in these words.

¢ And the elder said this. Mark having beeome the inter-
preter of Deter, ns many things as he reluted either said or dono
by Christ, wrote correetly but not in order, for he neither heard
the Lord nor followed hini, but alterwards, ns 1 said, followed
Peter who used to make his teaching according to the occasion,
but not as making an orderly cowpilation of dowinicnl oracles
[or discourses] so that Mark erred in no respect in thus writing
some things 8s he related them. For of one thing he took care,
not to pase by any of those things which he heard or fo falsifv
anything in them.’

-

APPENDICES 235

These things then have been narrated by Papias about Mark,
lent whout Mutthew these things have been told.

Matthew ednpilod the ovncles in tho 1ebrew langnage, but
oneh interpreted then as he was able.

The stuue mn hias used testimonies from the first epistle of
John and of Peter. And he has set forth also another nar-
cative about a woman falscly weensed to the Lord of many
sing, which the gospel according to the 1Tebrews contains,  And
lot these shings be observed by ns errsorily in addition to the
things explained.

There can, 1 think, be no doubt that ¢ falsely acensed 7 is in
the absence of cause to the contrary the proper rendering of the
Greek Sundrgeliryy, hnt cortinin writers have n strong dosire to
soe i this passage an alluzion to the story of the wona taken
in adnliery tu be fpnnd in the eommuon text of the fourth evan-
gelist, and intuenced by this desire they translate the '\vord
Caeensed " simply without the * fulsely.! 11ad the story mentioned
by Papias been the well-known story contnined in the‘ fonrth
wospel, it s not lkely that Tusebius wonld hve referved it to'thv
gospel nceordingtethe Nebrews. Theuse of the word uBAyBeivys
shows that the story mentioned by Papias must linve been of n
different enst, perhaps wodelled on that of Husanna.

Toven if SwAndeirns without any controlling context could be
properly trunslated by the word ‘ aeensed ’ simply, it wonld be v
very hazardons. eonjectove that it was the well-known story of
ihe woman taken in adultery which was alluded to, but Mr.
liarther has, oo the faith of this eonjective, printed the story in
thie Tist of fegnients ol Paphis, and, whitk i more, by printing it
i Tager bype has indiented that the MSS. of the gospel which
contain this story enght io be supposed to tell it in the words of
Papins.  Thisis very fur-fetehed. Vwvenif it is the story men-
sioned by Vaupias, the language of the fonrth gospel A\\‘uuhl
more probably be founded on thnt of the wospel accerding to
the Tlebrews.

Drs. Westeott and Ilort give the rendering * wialiciously
acensed,’ hoping it this, withont doing violence to the Greelk,
wight be made applivable to the story in the Tourth gospel, It the
word  maliciously * is no more applicable than the word ¢ fulsely.
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The object of the accusers was not to injure the woman bui to
lay a trap for Jesus.

To the othier learned writers wlio have contended that this
passage contains an allusion to the woman taken in adultery
must be added the Juto Dr. Haich. Ile does so very ob]iqucl’\'
by taking it for granted that the passage is an allusion to the
woman taken in adultery, and citing it ns an instance of a post-
classical use of the word dw3iAXew as applicable to » trno neen-
sation. As he devotes an nrticle to the ccclesinstical use of tho
words dudffodos anid SeaBildw, we may presume that he produces
all the evidence that his great learning enabled him to lay hands
on. We see then that hie has only one ense to bring forward of a
post-classical use of SwBiMw in Luke xvi. 1. *There was a
certain rich man which had a steward, and the snine was ncensed
{8teBAn6n) nnto hiin that he was wasting his goods.” Dr. ITateh
says that this aceusation was presumably true, and hence that
thie meaning of slander would be inappropriate, but this is not so.
There is nothing in the coutext to require that the original acen-
sation was true; the steward was afterwards called nnjust on
account of what he did after he knew he was to be dismissed,
not on account of what he had done before.

It mnst be furthier noticed that if the diffienlty as to the
ineaning of SwBiAkew is surnonnted, there remains the further
difficulty that the woman in the fourth gospel is accused of one,
uot of many eins.

APPENDIX VI
DATE OF TUE CRUCIFIXION OF JESUS

I 1ave ossumed in the text the common date of the erneilixion
of Jesus, that is a.p. 38, This date is not by auy means esta-
blished beyond controversy, but a very simple consideration
determines a posterior limit for it which will prevent any (ues-
iion with regard to it materially prejudicing my argnment. The
crucifixion cannot have been later than the last passover which
occurred while Pontius Pilate was procurator of Judaea, and the
facts stated by Josephus enable ns to fix this date in such nway
that it cannot be put luter than a.p. 86,

ADPPENDICES 237

Upons this [ think eversybody isagreed, though Keim contends
thaé the last passover of Pontins Pilate should be put onc year
enrlier, that is'in an. 35,

The common date of the crueifixion is that ndopted by
Eusebins, who based his determination npon the staienient .in thol
ghird chapter of Lake, * Now in the itlteenth year of the reign f)l
Tiberins Casar, Pontins Pilate being governor of Judaen ... In
the timo of high pricst {emt dpytepéns) Aunns and ('::,inplms.'t»hc
word of God ene into Joln the sen of Zaweharins ' (Kuscbius,
L 10 lib B e %0, 'There ave severad remarks to nke npon
this passage before considering how it is treated by Fusebius.
The first is that it relates to the teaching of John, and only bears
upon tho period of the tenching of Jesus in t-hnt, it is s(n‘ted in
all the gospels that Jesus began te teach during the teachfng of.
John. The second remurk is that, ns applied to the tenching of
John, the passage appears to present an inconsistency. The
first part appears o fix a point of tune for the c'om'meuccmcnt
of that tenching, while the Inst part appears to indicate an ox-
tended period during which thud teaching took 1)1::.{:0', and this
Qjilienlty does not vanish when the miatter is looked into woro
closely,"fbr we find from Josephos (¢ Ant,iqui.hi.es.,’ xviii. eap. il. 1)
that Ainmas was appointed high priest by Quirinius at the conc.ln~
sion of the census which was made in the thirty-seventh year after
the batile of Actiuny, i.c, a1, 6, and retnoved by Vulerius Gratus
sone tinre in the Girst nine yours of Tiberius, i, A, 14 to .
23, and that after an interval of between t\v? and three years,

during which three different persons (Ismncl, l!alcu.zcr,n.nﬁ Sllxl?n}
were suceessively appointed and rentoved ﬁ‘-‘)ll.l being high
priests, the same yrocurator appointed C:lizxphnslhlgh priest who
coutinued to hold the oftice all the rest of thc. time (ratus was
procurater, wnd all tha time his snceessor l’(mtm.s Pilate Wi pro-
curasor, after which lie wis rewoved by Vitellius, necording to
most authorities in an. 87, but neeording to Kehn in an, 36,
We thns see that Amnus and Coiaphas were successively high
priests for o period of thirty yesrs or upwards, ineluding the
interval of from two to three years during whieh Tsmael, Eleazer,
and Simon held the office. It further appeiurs from Jesephus
that Gratus was nppointed procurator not long after thie acces-
sion of Tibering, and held the oflice for eleven yeurs, The ap-
pointient of Cainplins therefore ennnot be put luter than the
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eleventh or by bare possibility the beginning of the iwelith year
of Tiberins. These considerations show that ihe statcinent of
Luko is inconsistant with jtself.  If Jolu began to toweh in tho
fifteenth year of Tiberins, he did not begin uniil at least six years
after Annas had ceased to be high priest; and if John taught
while Annas was high priest, he must have been teaching for at
least six years befors the fifteenth year of Tiberius.

The passage in Luke being thus diflicult, the interpresation
put upon it by Busebius is still more diflicult to follow. Ile
appears to have taken it as wpplyiog directly to the teaching of
Jesus, and to mean that his teaching comprised the interval
betwecn the high priesthood of Annas and Cajaphas.  This
interval, fron: the passage in Josephus 1 have reforred to wlhich
Iiusebius quotes, he mnkesa ont to hive been soniething less thiun
four years. llow this can be docs not appenr.  Josephus says
that Ismael was deprived not long allor {ger’ o rmokd) his
appointment, nnd that Elenzer amd Simon each held oflice a
year, fromn which it would sceis to follow that the three to-
gether wust have been in offico from two to thirce years. Of
course by taking in part of the terus of oflice of Annas and
Criaphas it is casy to ke four years or any time you pleasce
up to thirty years. 1But it is inpossible in this way io get any
determinate term.  The enly way 1 ean at all follow the reason-
ing of Eusebius is by snpposing that e means that he forins the
eonclusion npon tho construction of the gospels that Jesus
tanght for something less than four years, and intends to show
that this is consistent with his having tanght uvnder Annas and
Caiaphas and for the interval between thom, but this is not
what Buscbius appears to sny. Ilowever this may be, i four
yenrg for the durntion of the iministry of Jesus are ndded to the
liftoonth yenr of Tibering wo get the nineteonth yowr of Tiborins
or A.b. 88 as the yenr of his death,  The growds of this doter-
mination arc altogether nntrnstworthy, but though this is so the
date itsel is probably not very far wrong,

As o posterior limit to the dale can be determined from our
knowledge concerning the dute of the removal of Pilate, se an
anterior limit is fixed by the date of his appointmient which
Josephus tells us was ten years carlier. This would make the
earliest possible date the passover of 4.0.26. The cousiderntions
available for determining the date within these limits arve these.
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Al the gospels are ngreed that Jesus was not L‘ﬁ.’lciﬁ?ﬁ nmiivaﬂcr
e exoention of dolns % Haptist, an event which is mentioned
by Josephus nid of which e dule e be approainidely deter-
mined.  dosephus tells us that John was executed by the orders
of IHerad, who feared le might raise n rebollion, and tha.t' the
Jows thonght u defeal sutfered by an army of {1cr0d‘s in o
war against Avctas, King of Arabiu ['cfr(;u, was a judgment of
God in eonsequence, 1L isa probuble inference that the defeat
was not fong alter the exeenbion of John, and nareover, Josepl}ns
tells us that Johu was esceuted at Macherus which just bcim:e
ilie ontbreak of the war he says was wibutary o Arclas.  We
must therefore suppose that 1lerod had aequired the forlress
during the hostilities, and that thercfore John was not put to
Jeath witil after the outhreak of the wae We thus get the
exeention of Jolin ixed as having taken plice nfter the »s)uthl‘cnk
of the war mnd before the defeat of Nerod's ariny. ‘Jo§ephus
bewins his aceount of the war by stating i;lmi'j n.lmu} t]u:.s time or
1 this inferval (év rovre) Arclus, the King of Arubin Petrea, and
Terod lind w quorel. Lo the preceding section heA had 1ncn-
tioned that Philip, Herod's Lrother, died in the L\venmct,tl‘ycm‘ of
Piborns (August 19, ap. 89 to Angust 19, A, $4). The war
{herefore must hnve begmn sbont this date. Jo&:e])lxns n,ls:o I:e.lis
us thut after the defeat 1lered wrote aad cowpluined to Tiberius
who ordered Vitellius, the President of Syria, to make war on
Arctas, amlb that Vitellins in econsequence eol]oetec} an anpy
which ho was Jeading aainst Aretas whm) hL: was interrupted
by the news of the deathof FTiberius. ,;\s ‘I‘xbn:n:ms died on March
16, a0, 37, it follows that the defeat of Herod’s wny cmz}d not
bave been later tuw soine thue in A 86 We thns fix the
as baking pleee souie thne between the yewrs
As wo hove alredy shown that the pss-
aver ol A 36 s the kdest pussiblo dito Tor Lln._a vr(wil?xinn of,
Jesns, we are thus euubled to fix the passover ol A 35 s 1.,I1<,-
varlicst possible date. it appears impn{bu.plc that the Cl‘l.!(}lfl,\llon
of Jesus took place so Lute e b, 86, for in that cl\'u?xt it wonlld
have been but w few monthy belore the rclum‘:.v.l of Vilnbe, and it
sectus probable thiat his remeval would lave formed Pm‘t of tha
traditions recorded in the wospels and wou!d 1most hkf:ly have
been looked upon by the primitive (’hristl:u\sps a jndgment
upon him.  As this is not so, it would wppeur improbable that

exeention ol John
At nnd Ao B,
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the erucifixion was later than the passover of a.n. 5. Joseplius
ientions that the cause of the war between Horod and Aretas
was the slight put by Ilerod upon his wife, the dnughter of
Aretas, in putting her away in order to marry Ilerodias, and he
also snys that Herod engaged to wmarry Herodins when he was
sctting out on a visit to Ilome on some bLusiness, the nature of
which he does not disclose. This intrigne was not discovered
by Herod's wife until he returned froin Rome, when she tled o
lier futher and the wour broke out.  Now Kein with eonsiderable
probability eonjectures that the business which took Herod to
Rome, was to try and obtain from Tiberius the tetrarchy
rendered vacant by the death of his brother Phiilip.  If that is
sa, the duration of the jonrney of Ierod to Lieme, of his stay
there and of his return, must be interposed between the death of
Philip which cannot have been enrlier than the latter part of
A.u. 38 ond the outbrenk of the war. This would probably throw
that event after the passover of a.p. 34, and so bring us o the
passover of a.n. 35 as tha date of the erucifixion of Jesns. This
is n probuble, but by no means a certain, conclusion, which is
maintained by e,

Attompts bhave boen made to determine the date of the
crucifixion by astronomiecal computations. It is assumed that
the tradition of the Cliurch may be relied on that it took place
on & I'riday, and on & Friday which was the day after the day
on which the passover wns eaten.  Now tho passover was enten
on the fourteenth day of the month Nisan, and the problem
therefore is to deterinine on which of the possible years of the
crucifixion the fifteenth day of the month Nisan fell on o Friday.
The Jewish months are said to have eounenced on the evening
on which the new moon was first visible, and tho month Nisan
to be the moenth the moon of which cane to the full first after
tho vernal equinox. Astronomers nre uble to caleulate the duy
of the week upon which the nmoon whieh eame to the full first
after the vernal equinox in any year would, upon the supposition
that the sky was clear, be first visible in Jorusualem, and severnl
astronomers have made such ealeulations, and a table of the
results ey be found in Dr. Salmon’s ¢ Introduction to the New
Testament’ (p. 274, 4th edition), Though no doubt as amaticr
of eoinputation this table inay be absolutely relied on, there are
several sources of doubt in applying it to the determination of
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the matter at issue,  One is whether we have any swarrant {or
supposing that the Jewish priests, who were not renunkable for
being wood astroncemers, determined the vernal eprines cor-
veetly,  Another doubt is as to whether the theory of fixing the
commenceiment of the month by actual observation of the moon
waus adhered to.  Keim (Jesus of Nazara, vio 212) savs it wass
but varions authorities eited in the avticle * Chronology ' in the
ninth adition of the * FPueyelopaedin Dritauniea” (p. 7HD appear to
state that the Jows at the time of the Christinn eriomude use of
a eyele. Now us n lunation does not consist of an exaet number
of days, any cycle must proceed upm sonie system by which the
deficiency of one miontlt would be compensited by the excess of
wnother, and this eonld searecly be so ndjnsted that every month
shonld hegin on the preeise doy the new moon wais first visible,
1f on the other hand the begining of the wonth was detennined
in ench case by observation, it must have been often delayed by
the state of the weathg.

There ave other difforcnees ns to whad the Jewish custons
actunlly weve. Tor instance, whether tliey reckoned the first
duy of the month as beginning with the evening on which the
new imoon appenred or at the preceding midnight, and as to
whether they ute the passover on thie evening which fornied thio
end, or the evening whicl: formed the beginning, of the fourteenth
day of the month,

Thie better opinion would scem to be that thie day began in
thie evening, and that the passover was eaten on the evening
which formed the end of the fourtcenth and the beginning of the
filteenth day of the month.  Waking this to be so, il Jesns was
erucificd on a Friday, the passover must have been eaten s we
ghonld say the Thuarsday previens, which wonld be the fourteenth
day of the month. The wovu therefore 3anst have been irst
visible, weather pernmitting, ns wo shonld sy on o Plisday
cvening. Applying this to Dr. Salmon’s table we sce thut in the
year A 34 there were two oons, cither of which might have
been the paschal moon; one the new wmoon of Murelhl 9, the
other the new mwoon of Apeil 7. The first might have Leen
visible on Wednesday, Mareh 10, and the secomd on Thursday,
April 8, or perhaps not till Friday, April 9. This latter moon
is the only moon in the table which would, weather permitting,
hnve becowe fitst visible on o Thursday, and if it were necessary
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that thity condibon shonkd bo fuliifled, Apnil 23, a6 34, would be
tned as the date of the erucifixion, but the state of the weather
bt ensily hud to the moen not being seen for » night or two.
The moon which s nmrhed on the table as first boeoming
visible en Wedniesday, March 10, wonld therefore do as well, and
so 1 think would the moeon which ix marked as Leeoming visible
on Tuesday, March 29, a0, 135,

When the moon s marked as not becorning visiblo till after
Thursday, the case is ditfereat ; the state of the weather pould not
fead i its betng observed envlier. a0 8, when the moon
wonld not be seen il Friday er Saturday, and an. 86, when
the mwon could net be seen HH Sanday. would therefore be
eaeluded.

The conclusions to be drawu from these astronowiesl con.
siderationz, whatever they may be worth, would therefore point
0wl B or b, 33 as the vear of the erueitixion,

Se far as astrovomical considerations go, the yours ap. I8
aad an. 81 stand o nenrly the saiue pesition as the vear At B3,
thonsh o other gronnds they are exeluded.

APTENDIN VI

EYTRICT PROM GBOROE JLAMARYTILUS WO MalY PFROM TUHR
COBRAN BARGUOTANUY &% T¢ THE MARTYRPOM O JUlN

Tk ontire passage fron George Hamartolas s gnote
following words by Mr, Marmer b the sbridged edition of
Lightfoet's *Apesiolic Pathers 't -

~\l¢v,& 3¢ dvperaares gﬁmi\u we Nenopa

i the
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xab T8 damraopa b oeys Hanrivega Burniediearde wat edoirws,

Toi yitp Orde \i/«{-‘;rmrt}su ofrw 8¢ wad 4 ru;\mm("(,; Slln}n'qr
fvorg oward Aterthaior §payreln Sffedander, we 4ri Luuu):rlpquv
?!mui'i‘q;" z‘ls T S{u&‘\w!’ Yutl' t:?ﬁscrﬂy}sw:’ L‘Etktrr;}uul'u}((l‘ut ‘r':{-ru
wepntyreran xub gy &) sui & modvirrep Fooddume v v drelperis
wrru] feTopig if)r;4r£~ Deuny uir mie Huptlar eNyyer, todrms 8é
v Naday, spos oy cal Swrpifres dredevrmrer v T Bdiéag.

it will be naticed that o full step is placed stier xurpfiwrar,
thoes mnking the gqueintion of Prpias continue indefinitely down
tis Furrrtreade or fnther, Whethier this is M, arnier's own
punctaation or that of Nolte, from whont he takes the extract, and
again if the punetnation be that of Nolte, whether it i3 fonnd In
the M3, ar sapplied by hin, I do not keow; but, however this
may be, I think it s elearly ervencons. The stateuent of Papias
is 1 parenthesis and ends with derpédy. Removing tlds il stop
1 vender the pussage as follows:

» After Dowitian Nervaveigned oue year and hereealled John
feern the isband and sot him free to dwellin Ephesns, Being then
tHie enly one sarvivisng ont ol the twolve apastles, mnl having writ-
ten the o aseribed to B, he was thought worthy of martyr-
duwstov Paplas, the bishoyp of Terapelis, who was an eye-witness
of L, ways, i the second book of the Daminieal Oracles, that
I was killed by the Joewsy, having Wlfilled certainly with lds
Brother the proplicey of Chivist nbout thoaw, and their own com-
puct and agreeneit abod it Porthe Lard havieg said to thon,
Are ve able toadrink the cop that L deink 27 and they having
eazerly nssentad and agreed, My eup,” he says, * ve shall deink,
and with the baptism that T am baptised with shall yo be
buptised”” And it wos as was ﬁc be expected, for it s impossiblo
sldhe.  Hop so aiso the very fearned Origen, in his
paentaey npeu Matthew oy inmum steongly Junvingsabseribed
wd deseniesd Uds feom the suvvessors of the Apostles that
Boowas aoranriyes mi indeed Dosobing slso, the greal scholar,

i bz evclesinstieal history that Thowmne was allotied

thin bt Joeln ,\ﬁi;l‘ whare, having speat bis <days, he cane
‘zs& st Prhesus)

s nete from the codex Barocclanus is given s My, Harmer

b the satue work Un the fellowing words o
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Eypaper, év uls ddnupiBunow drooTohey rowluevos et ilérpor xal
lwdvigy, $ilarmor ket Qwpay ket Marbaior els padpris rod Kupiee
deéypafer Apomidry kai Clwdvigy  Erepoy by kol ToeoBlrepoy
fxudeoer, @ rums oleofu, on {ins. rourov] oo lwdrrou daiv al
8oc émgrolai ai puwpat ki kefohixai, ai £ Swdpuros lwdvvav
Pepipevar, bt 7O Tois dpyalovs THY wpdre piny e’-yx;u't.'sw- Tivés
3¢ kb iy dmoxidiyiy rodrov whamBévrer dvdpurar. kat Hamins 8é
wept Ty xihovraernpiBu aditderor, €€ ol kut & Eleatos,  Marmius
dv 1@ derrépe Ay Aéye, 61 ludvigs 6 Beodiyos xal 'ldxwSos &
d8eAis abrus Lmé 'lovdalwy degpébnoav.  tlamlas & eipnueves
{rroppoer ds mapakafSbv dmd rdv fuyarépoy ddirmov, Sr Bapauf3is
i kai 'lovoTos Sexpaliuevas Oad TV dmizrov v éxiduns mby €
avipare rou Npwret dwabis Sepuddx Oy, loropel 8¢ kul e
favpara xai pdliera 76 xerd Ty pgrepa Masudpov Ty €k pekpaw
dvagrdoay: wept Ty Uwd Tob Xprorol éx wvekpdy dvaotivror, ini
cws "Adpravci {wy.

T think Mr. Harmer or his anthority is in error in putting a
full stop after éxileger, and in supposing the words that follow
to be in the oblique narration and consequently tlie words of
Papias, The construction is &s with the infinitive introducing a
consequence. The punctuation and eonstruction adopted by
Mr. Harmer leads to the absurdity that Papias is made to have
speculated as to the anthority of the twe short epistles aseribed
to John, and to have considered that they were the work of the
John he was acquainted with, and not of the apostle, becanse the
primitive fathers only accepted the first epistle. Who can
thiese primitive fathers liave been fromn whose conduct Papins
drew this infercnce 2 They cannot have been the elders from
whom he collected his traditions, or he would have asked
them the guestion point blank and been able to narrate their
auswor.  ‘The opinion is evidently that of n much Juter writer
than Papias; probubly Jerome was the originator of it (sco
passage referred to in the text).! The silence ol Eusebius in this
cnse is of waight. IJe expressly nientinns that Iapins nsed the
first epistle of John. If Papias had noticed the two other epistles
he would also have menticned it.

T add a translation of the entire passage :—* Papias, bishop
of Hierapolis, who liad been & hearer of John the Divine and a

' Ante, p. 37.
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compauivn of Polyvarp, wrote five books of Donidnical oracles,
in which, niaking an chusueration of the upostles, wlter Teter aud
Jehn, Philip and Thomas and Matthew, he recorded as disciples
of the Lord Avisiion and another Joln whom he alse ecalled
clder, so that some think that the twe short catholic epistles
whiclh ave in eirevlation wnder the nwne of John are the works
of this Johin, buenuse the nneicuts necept the fivst ouly. Bat sonie
crronconsly considered the Apoculypso nlso the work of this Jol.
And DPapias alse ismistuken abont the millennivnz, and, following
Lim, Irensens. Papias in bis second book says that Jehn the
Divine and Jawes his brother were killed by the Jews. The
aforesaidt Pupias has nareated as having reecived it from the
daughters of Dhilip that Duwsabas, who Is wlse enlled Jnstus,
being tested by the unbelievers, drinking the poison of a viper iu
the name of the Clirist, was preserved lharmdess. But he
narrates alse other wonders, nnd especially that concerning the
wiotiter of Munaituug, whe was raised fromt the dead.  About
those raised from the dend by the Christ that they lived nniil
IMadrian. . . . ¢

AIPENDIX VIII
EXTRACTS FROM ANASTASIUS OF SINAI

Anastasius Sinaita, Contenpl. Anagog. in Mexaeus, 1.

Sip quonim earnmy quas subjecims dubitationmn exitiry
non invenimus, et in eis plane perplexi sumug et ounine
haesitans, freti ore sancti spirvitus: Pauli, inquuun, lingua, (uee
dicit quod yuaceniupne sunt in lege, prius seripta sant in liguruan
Cliristiet ipsins eeclesine : neceptu, sivere dicere aportet. oceusione
ex Papin vivo ehwrissiing Hierpolitvno,gui dixitin Bpistethio Cle-
hente, et Pantueno Alexandring sucerdute, et Anunonio spientis.
sito, intarpretibus velerm et priltoriun conventiome, gui tobunt
1esacnteron intellesermmt de Christo et 15eelesin, post vere sen-
silen seenodun literwn ereationen, citra ulliun dubitationensen-
st speculantes Meclesine, pro quamiversns esgxntyst.x‘i Ljertzuuinis
seepus, ad lioe apus descendinws. (Migne, ‘P G." luxxix, p. 860}

Anastasius Sinuita in ¢ exeemeron’ vil:—

Of pév o lzl)xuuirquu T Exehprton (‘é!l‘,’l’Tt:&l’, Adyw 8 dihewv ¢
dekiropas kul Tdv dmoarolwy Gueyporus ki Hamies & wolis 6
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mct}f:;r:\;m, t]ll?d st Adam non erfr.t intgtitui obnoxius quando
: , perspicuum tuod non fuit particeps alinienti terrestris
c‘t in quod ({o,.dit interitus, Quod si peterat csse purtice b
fubor.um gensilinm, est etinm perspicunm quod {11 mI:n‘ l-%{"b
mhcmm's (quidyuid enim intrat per os rursus cxccrnibn' U“‘;‘:‘
autein in e cadebat interitus, ownine arat ct.ia-m nmrlt:ll]):s‘k"l
{mt.em creatnis est mortalis, non utique fucta est mors per ixmllk':e’(lf;f
f:;a'tmu’x: atque lmcc. quidc\'n est prima causa interpretim (Mighe

.G. lxxxix, p. 961).  Lightfoot, * A. F.,' abridged cd. p. ﬁzl.i

APPENDIX IX
NOTICE OF PAPIAS BY JOHN MALALAS

'1\'m§ ths éxBémems lwiviov "ArTiox€ws Tis mepl xpavwy ki KTid €ws
x:»:rpublv wambeions, &s Pmea, dmd BiBlev Mwodws, 'Adparot
staeBiov, Hammiov xal Adipov, kai érépov. '
) l'I s@oras €k yis dvfpomes harfeis o ABg dmh Bend elxe peérpuy
iiAxlas woBav 5 perd Tis udTob keudis, kv A — Lrutner ‘Alwcd,otu.
Gracecae codd. manuseriptis bibliothecac regine Puris’iuusis,’ vol.

ii. p. 379.

APPENDIN X

EXTRACTS FKOM DIONYSIUS THE ARKOYAGITE AND MAXIMUS
THE CONFESSOR
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.
vav iepurirer  wdpey eis rTas Towirde  mwhawpres -Dhonysius
Areopig., Do Peel, Ticwmreh.” cap. Vil (Migue, 1 G i, HAd).
Tabrd ¢y aivrrijecos, alpre, Vamiay THv Jeprarrohews TS xar’
Agiav TiTe yevipevor emiaxumon, Kl uvakpdTarTi o O
eluyyehaty Nwdvvy. Obrus yip 6 Tamis év TG TETdpPTY atrov
Al ThY KUpLaK Qe ebpynoemy iy D ,’3,1«:;1427«)» eiey €V Tl
ATl RTINS ely  omep oyt JLeTee FUPTIHL ETIFTEVTEY
LATOA LS, [xut"&»; énpuiverat vTe 4rtvy*/,nimmﬂ wtTob | & cudabel
TUrES X(?\uw‘rueﬂwi&n Hés oy *AmoAhuapiov T TOU t'ryr.'uu Asoruainy
FUyypdppaTa kot Tobs Twr Ajpous TR drgoUnTit Azl Repdprov
xut Eipnuaios 8¢ 6 Anuydatvov dv g Kurd wipéurewy wE
atrd ([n/crl Kuh TUpaEveL juapTup ror Or' abTov el/ny({nwu Tov hexﬂ{m‘u
Lo fur.— M aximns Conlessor, Seholinn on the above passage
{Miune, *1. G v, 1976).
Maximi Seholia in Lib. de Caclesti 1ierarchin -~
S0 Be, & mair Has mdda xahei Tov Oetoy Typofeor & Méyas Sorbrios
fyrnréav 7 yap Gs olper dre mpoSednxis abroy Tois €reat, TulTo
pre kab 7Y drharatiy wpoéywr o5 XAt TPUE Jwrarfae wap' wbTal,
call Sphoi T peTa yeipus FuyypappaTa kv yap mwph TOb Beivv
Awovvrioy énioreuoer’ b dyws Tipibens, bs Hpafers Tav dylwy
amogriday SqRatr, Aty T €€w madeiar ikavoTenos fr & péyas
Awitirtas ) muide kahed «iTipy dos peEpOvicEros ror Kopoy Aéyovra:
iy py 7o apecaywy fyere; ff €med rabs kart Oy dxaxiav
doweferas waidus exakavy, &s xab Hamias Snpiel Bidhiw mpoTe TEY
cuptakGy €Eqyfuewy ki KNjuys @ "ARefardpets €v TG HaSaywyw

{Migne, *P. G v 48).
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APPENDIN N
DATE OF TI00 MARTYRDON 0F PULYCARD

Tirnapus deseribes Prping ns the henver of dobin, bat Lhe voin-
panion ol Polyearp. Jeodvray pév arovrrrys, Hokuipmoy 8¢ érutpos,
This would seem bu inply that in the opinion of Jrenacus 1oly-
carp and Papiss wore, if not men of ahont tlie sane age, at ol
events men of the swue gencration, and it, sunkes the nge of
Polyearp, if ascertainable, some index to that of Tapioes
Irenneus gives several particulars about Polyearp, but no precise
dates: that he was taught by npostles ; that Lie bad lived mmong
many who had seen the Christ; that e was appointed by
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aposties, bishop in the church in
‘ery great age; thot he paid a vi
was bishop, and was there at Iast
um.r:ty'n]om. The three first of these statements wonld probably
be denv?d froin the statements of Volyenrp himself‘. amlinf)u)itt )l .
taken wx’tlvm eaution as the statements of 5 man m::. nifyin ) } e
own posxtu?n,. and more especially as tle stutenwntge of n:; llli
mzm.nmgmfymg the transactions of bis youth, ('.u,rL: mnst ;“
be given to the sense in which Lo muy have used t,ho.\\'n‘hl.l
upqstle a..ml bishop. "The former woril luis cowe to be the d(::i‘"h
mmm_l 9! thirtecn, or say fourteen men, and ng applied to t.hc:u:
wmien i 18 not used univocally, Twelve men, thonglh tllllere \is
soie doubt ubout the precise individuals, arc said tonln\'e been
appointed by Jesus to the oflice in his lifetime; one i‘q said to
liave been forually elected by the remaining e]o’ven a[;o;tles in
l|lc'1)lzt?0 of Judas Jseariot, nnd Panl Iaid cTaim to the oflice on
:sub'lleetlvo grounds, which the church hag finully admitdted

Lestdes Panl, Burnabas is sowmetimes styled an npns‘tlc und itvib:
probable that others aanong the original prenchers of Ch,ristianitv
were so styled in their own tine. Probably the apo.%tleq who
taught Dolyearp and appointed him l)is]u;p, were J()lx;l the
1}!(]0l‘ m.ul Avistion.  We miust also renomber thit the word
bishop, in early times, did not menn an ollicer who exercised the
sole guthority, but one of 2 bedy of men. The appointinent to
the office of bishop in the duys of Tolycarp would, t.!xereforé

nanount to ne wmore than ordination does among us. We scc,
ther.efote, that these statenents merely inveolve that l’olycar];
attalflcd the age of thrée. or four-and-twenty Lefore the end ot
tho first contury. Tor him o have sulfered wmnrtyrdem under
Murens Aurelins, 88 stuted by Euscbing, he wmst have lived to

be cighiy-four or oighty-five yours old. Dhr. Lightioot, after an

exhaustive exaimination of the autlierities, places the neeession

of Anicetus to the see of Uome nt from A, 153 to A, 155,

Dolyearp would, thercfore, have been at least seventy.six or

seventy-seven, or more probably a year or two older, at the time

of his visit. These dates are all possible, though they make

mt'he'r extreme suppositions, Thus we liave to suppose that

Aristion, as well as John the elder, lived to extreme old age,

x‘Sm;ymu.; that hie lived 1o 4
sib to Home when Anicotis
er; that he saffered a glorions

¥ Apostolic Fatlers, part i. vol. i. 843,
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that when very old Tie and John the slder tock purt w the
ordiiition of Polyenrp ut an age which must be considered young,
atid that Polyearp, when seventy-six or vpwards, took a journey
from Smyrna te Rome. It is not buprobable that the nge at
which Polyearp twok this journey onght (o be inerensed a yenr
or two. D, Lightfoot, whose computation of the date of Anice-
tus has been taken, leld thai the martyrdem of Puolyearp took
plaece in the Febraary of aan 1350 He was, therefure, amder
strong indnecinends o plase thee aceession of Anicetus at o tine
which would render this duto possible 3 he hns neconlingly teken
the daration of the episcopite of Blentherns ' at fifteen yuus, in
neeordance with the chiranicle of Eusebins, which we hiave only
in versions, rather than at thirteen years, innceordance with the
* Heolesiastical History,” 11 the shorter jperied be adopted,
Anivetus would not suecewd before a.n. 155 ut the earliest, and
as the visit of Polyearp to Rune, in the time of Anicetns, is the
best abtested et we have sbout hing bis mertyrdom at Sinyria
in Pebruary 155 wenld beeame inpossible.

Polvearp i3 stated by Fuscbins (1L 15 iv. 14, 15) to have
siffered martyedhin dnring the reign of Marcus Aurclius
{7 Mareh 161 to 17 Marel 180), M. Waddington has propounded
nnerrlior dite, aa 155, The grounds npen which this date is
founded are us follews @ thiere 1s oxtuut w letter purporting to be
written by the Charelr of Suiyrua to the Chureh of Philomelinm
giving an seeoatt of the martyrdom of Uolyearp. 1t is stated
b the end of this letter that Polyearp wig mctyred in the pro-
consulship of Statius Quadratus,  There are also extant certain
mations of one Acliug Avistides, w rhetorieinn, written in praise
of Aesculapins. By piccing together potices contained in these
ovations M. Waddington ® was able to determine that Stating
thuudibos was proconsal of Asin in tho year a0 165, or o yonr
or two belore ov atter. This determination has been neeepted
by many eritics, and 1 do not propose to take any exception to
it, but its application to the detennination of the date of the
martyrdom of Polyearp depends upon the statenent in the letter
parporting to come from the Chureh of Sinyrna, that Polyearp

Vo tpostolie Fathers, part i, vol. i 326
' While carreeting the proofs yead with regeet of the deatls of
this distinguished statoswan and scholay.
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was wartyred in the proconsulship of Stating Quuwiraiis,  This
lettor purports to be written by eye-witnesses; if, therclore, it is
guennine, there ean be no ground to question any stutement of
that charneter contnined in it.  But the genuincness of the letier
has been questioned Ly many crities on ditferent gronnds,

Some MS3. which contein this letter, contain also n life of
Polycarp; thislife is acknowledged to be altogether nuanthentic,
It is full of foolish miracles, of which the following is a specimen.
Polyearp being the sluve of o lady, notwithstanding his youth
she gives him the charge of her property whilo she goes on a
journey ; while she is away lie steals all the eontents of her stores
and gives them to the poor. When hisinistress returns, the other
servants, who are jenlous of Polyeurp, hasten totell her, Polyeurp,
therenpon, bosecches the Lord who iunuedintely refills the stores.

This lifo is anonyious, but the letter has annexcd to it o sort
of postseript, which purporis to be written by one, Pionias, nud
it has been inferred, with eoneiderable probubility, that the swne
person was the author of the life.  Dr. Lightfoot considered that
the life, as we now have ii, is incomplete, and that in its coni-
pleled state it embodied the letter. The question at onee pre-
sents itself whetlier the letter itself may not be the work of the
author of the life.  if so, it miny be presinned that, liko the life,
it is altogether a liction. In this aspect the date of the life
becomes material. It was cortainly known and treated as
suthentic by Macarius Magnes,' ubout the end ef the fourth
contury, who cites incidents trow it inchuding the miraele we
huve noticed. ISusebing was neqasinted with the letter, and
borrowed largely from: it in his * Iieelesiasticn] Ilistory,” bui he
docs not mmake any notice of the life.  An argument might per-
hpe be based upoun this, thut the life was not then in existence,
Lut it appents that LEuscbins gnoted the letter from u book con-
taining nccounts of martyrdome, for lie proceeds humedintely
afterwards to quote secounts of other wmartyrdemsfrom the saue
source. ('Lv 7j adrj 8¢ wepl udrod ypag) kut dAA pupripia rovimroe
xatit THy abriy Suplpvav wempayuéva Umd Thy abriy mepioduy Tul
Xpovou ths Tob Moludpmou papripiis peb' Hr xui Myrpidwpes riv
xara Mapkiwve whivns mpeafirepos, x. 7. N.)

' Lightfoot, Apostolic Fallhers, part i. vol. ii. see. ii., 1885, p.
1012; <bid. vol, 1. p. 545.
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The wrtvidom of this Metrodorus awl of the others which
olow are no-é velated in the letter of the Biuyricans, but are
now oxtunt it a separate document.  ‘The anthority 101]0\}'0:1 by
Tuscbing would thevefure appear to have been some chn.t')ﬁu on
wrky rdoms eempiled fron arious sourees, uid tim‘ writer .ol
snely s breadise, finding the letter of the Smyriwans tho 1}10
of Polyenrp, might not improbably extract it pearly verbadim
without noticing the rest of the life.

Tt would appear therefore that no mference can be d‘r:m\'\'n 0s
1o the non-existence of the life from Fusebius not lnxtzlxtx(?llllx;;xt.
Apart from the silenee of Eusebins there is nothing but internal
evidence as to the date of the life, which consists of nothing %*]se
bt the state of doctrinnl controversy disclosed by it The writer
intended 1o make use of the nune of Nolycarp o support .Lhc
doctrines to which he was nttached, and for this purpose put into
his mouth w tolerably evnplete ereed; when this exced is lou’](cd
ab, it is seen to be very precise in condenning the Moutaxil?t?‘,
but to be altogether silent npon the Arian coutroversy. {lus
Jeads  the assumption thas the life was writlen at some thne
when the chureli wis mueh tronbled by the Montanist heresy,
fat before the Arvian contraversy had arisen, that is to say, cer-
ninly sonse time before the yenr A.b. 314, but [.)rnluml»]y we niny
say some time inthe third centswy.  Dr. Light‘tovt]ms attemnpted
Lo fix & later dute for this life. Ilis argumentis as follows :—

< Liut when did this false Uionius live 7 Ife interests himselt

in the Quartodeciman controversy, unl ho rt\[n‘vﬁcnlslﬁf. 1'nul
{§ 21 as teaching o things respecting the eclelnation of Luster:
(13 That it must be kept Juring the feast of nnIUfn‘eued b'read
and 1ot ontside this season as is done by the llerctlcs: espeeially
the Phirygians ;" nad (2) That it neelt nob of neeessily e ]'wlql
on the fourteenth dny.  Pho second point s n protest against
the Quurtodecinuns. As Pulyearp himself was well known to
have been » Quurtodeciman, this stalersent cuulQ hordly have
boen wade till the carlier history of the’ Q\\{}tipd@ﬁ{lﬂﬂ:] contro-
versy had passed out ofwemory. The st m_]nl‘mtlun has rc-‘&.:r-
enro to cortain Montanists and others in the hmrﬂ} wnd fifth
centuries who like the former disregarded the day of tl.w, week,
Lut unlike theam put aside the Jewish hnm'r rcclmnm;‘:: and
adopted the Roman Calendar in:\'%mul. eclebrating the p:u:smln (?n
a fixed day in Muvel or Aprif which they supposed to huve been
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tle actual day of the erncifixion, though differing 16132 blivin.
selves in their ealeulntions (Epiphan. ¢ Tner 1, i Sozom, < 11,150
vil. 18, Anow. Serm in Pansely. 7 in Chrysost. Oy, viil. 2, P 276,
see Duchesne, p. 10). This points to a time not earlier than the
middle of the fourth ceutury, and no notice in the work sugrests
a prior dute. o

‘It iy secin strauge perhaps that .y anthor writing
alter the great Christological disputes of the fonrth and succeod.
ing centuries had begun should not indicate his views on the
points of dispute, but they had no reference to the subject before
i, and apparently he took no special interest in them,'!

No weight can bo given to the argument drawn from the
opiposition shown by the writer of the lifs to the Quartodeciinan
heresy. He shows 2 conscionsness of the real opinions of Poly-
carp, and that they were well known, by putting the argunients
agaiust it into the month of Paul, not of Polyearp. In fact Pud
seems to be mentioned for no other purpose. It is in fhet an
ingenious device to make a panegyric upon: Polycarp the vehicle
for an attack upon e doctrine of which he was known to have
been 2 prineipal aupporter.

The argument drawn from the Montanist variation of the
doctrine is only valid upon the assmmption that this doetrine
can be shown not to have existed before the fourth century,
Now the reforences given by Dr. Lightioot do not a¢ all bear this
out. Ti may be that this particular heresy is not inentioned by
any writer earlier than Lpiphanins who wrote in the latter half
of the fourth century. DBut this does nol by any means show
that the doctrine itself is not a century older. There is nothing
in Epiphaning to suggest that the heresy he is describing was
then new; on the contrary he describes it as a variation of the
Quartodeciinan heresy ainong the lieresios of the second eentury,
the next hieresy ho mentions being that of the Alogi which he
expressly states to ve sprung up after it It apart trom this
there is no reasonable groumt upon whieh it ean be urged that
the deetrine did not arise until Jjnst befure Epiphanins described
it. The Montanists had then existed us a sect for two centuries,

! Apostolic Fathers, part il. vol. ii. see. ii. 1885, p. 1011,
* Epiphanius, ddv. Haer. lib. ii. tom. Ly Haer. 1i. Migne, I, ¢/,
xli. 888.
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arul we know that their doctrines~had becore erysialiised long
hefore his time. Epiphaniustwits thern with it ¢ Tlow,” lte says,
fis it that nfter Montums and Priscilla and Musihuilla you ne
longer have prophets?’ und agaiv, repeating the words of
Maximilla, © After me thers will be no longer a prophetess,' ! . It
would scem probable thevefore that the practice of observing
Faster aceording to o Haed day of the cu]oudmi montl was z:.
partef the ariginad Mentanist doetvine. Inthe ‘.l’Inlos?p]nunenu
hool viil, ehap. xil), o work of the ewrly part of the third centiry,
the Montanists nre said to fntroduce novelties of fusts and feasts
which would seem 4o be an albusion to this practice, I do not
know nny other such novelty attributed to thent It anst bo
noticed that as the life was written before the end of the fom'n.h
century, if not written before the Arian controversy Legan, }t,
winst Tnve boen writien in the lreight of that controversy. It is
improbable thit the writer wonld be s numoved by this cnntro-.
versy, which eonvalsed the world wrovund hing, thit no trace of
it C‘ﬂ:;] be scon in his book, while hie troubles Dimself to forge
arguments against the then obscure sect of Lhe‘M ontanists. It
is far more probable that he wrote during the third century when
the Montanist movement still tronbled the Church, .
It must be noticed that the duse of the life ix ouly m‘at.en'ul
upon the supposition thas Dr. I.,i;_;htfn’ot wnd others are right in
coneluding that the author of the Jife is f.he sntle as the anthor
of the postseript to the letier which I will new proceed to quote
in the tranglation of Dy, Lightfoot.
¢ This accomnt Gains copied from the papers of Irenacus, a
disciple of Polycarp. The samne alsoh\‘efl with Irenaens.
*And 1 Soerates wrote it down in Covinth from the copy of
Gaius.  Graee be with all men. .
< And 1 Pionins agnin wrote it down from the afore-mentioned
copy, having searched it out (for Lh.c blessed Polyenrp sliuwv‘s)
jne in a revelation us I will declare in the sequel), gathering it
together where it was well-nigh worn by ngge, that t‘.hv Lo:lal
Jesus Christ may gather me also with l.hs elect into Hig
heavenly kingdom : to whomn be the glory. with the Father and
the Tloly Spirit for over and ever, Amen.'?

U Adv. Haer. lib. 4. toms, 1. I[ae'f*: xlvii.‘_ Mi{;l}e, P. G, xii 857,
t Apostolic Pathers, part ii. vol. il see. it 1066,
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It is net, I think, pessible to contend that this staternont is
true.  Dr. Lightfoot does not do s0.'  What he coniends is thai
it is a8 i purports o be—the werk of n writer ditferent frons the
writer or writers of the letter to whicl it is appended.  DBut the
«prestion arises, Why should anyenc append such n mienorandum
to a genuine letter? If we suppose the letter to have Leen
forged by the sae person whe wrete the pestseript, the objeet is
obvious—lie wished to remove an ohjection whiel ho folt would
ba raised to the reception of his forgery. People would sayv,
he thonght, How was it we knew nothing aboni this letter
before 2 Ilow doees it now appear for the first tine 9 And
if, a3 Dr. Lightfoot supposes, thie lotter was inserted bedily in o
life of Polyearp, the further qnestien weuld be asked, 1low did
the author get held of it 2 The statements in the postseript are
culeulated to remeove these difficulties; it is ditliculd 1o see for
what other purposc they can have been intended. 1t would be
ridienlous to append such statements to o letter already in
eirculation.  Why, it would be asked, should the zhost of
Polycnrpy appear to Pionius to show him a worn and tatlered
copy of o doeument which hie conld have got in good condition
frain any bookseller, nnd (on Dr. Lightfoot's hiypethesis as to
dates) have read nearly verbatin in the ¢ Ecelesiastieal istory *
of Eusebins? It would appenr, therefore, to follow frem the
mere consideration of the pestseript that the letter is a forgery.

The letter itself contains much to strengthien this conelnsion.
It contains many mirpeles. Thus, three days before his appre-
hension, Polycarp while praying fel) into a trance and saw his
pillow burning with lire, and he turued and said unto these that
wera with him, * It st needs be that T shall be burned alive,®
Again, as he entered the stadinng s voiee eamne to him from
henven, ‘ Be stronyg, Polyenrp, und play the man* The actin]
martyrdowm is told in the folowing werds : * When he (Polyearp)
had offered up the Amen and finished his prayer, the firemen
lighted the fire. And a mighty flame flashing ferth we to whom
it was given to sec saw a marvel, yen and we were preserved
that we might relate what happened to the rest.  The fire,making
the appenrnnce of n vault like the sail of & vessel filled by the

* Apostolic Faikers, part ii. vol. {. 593,
2 Letter, 8. 5. ¥ Ibid. s 9.
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wind, made s wall round abunt the hody «(af the martyr, arud ‘1t
was theve in thie nudst not like flesh burning b like a lfmf in
an aoven or like gold or silver refined in n fnmn@. Tor \\a‘
poreeived snel e fengrant smell as il it were the walted odonr ol
frunkincense or some ofher precions gpive.  So at longth the
Tuwless auten, sceing that lis hody could “‘,)L b consnmc(‘l Ly t‘lnlo
fire, ordered nu excentioner fo go np to hing aaud stab him Wlt'l
«w dugeer, and when he hawd (1(»11}5 ths‘ ’L]lcl.‘l‘ crme fu‘rth n dov c;
and o quantity of blood so that it extinguished the lire, (!,ml al

the multitnde marvelled that there sheuld be fo great a diflerence
hotween the wnbelievers and the cleel.? !

The mention of the dove in this passage hns Leen n great
stunililing-block in all ages. Fnsebius, or ) the .uuthm'xty he
fullowed, altogether umitted it. Dore or less ingenions OIIIC!I(I:V
tions of the Greek Lext have been snggested by (hﬂ\'crm'\t writers
to avnid the difhenlty. Thus, iustead Ofﬂe/;zfrﬂpu el "n. dove,
and,” Ruchat conjectires mept arepyd, * nhout his breuste‘, nt}(l Le
Movne én dprorepd, ton the left,’ and \Vordsm')rth MepL TTVPaK
~about the bott spike” I Polyenrp haal In)(m}hs[)ttt({]l(:(l ’»\"nh “1'0
butt of & spear instend ol with o du;.:gc}', Eupidior, this C(»nn_]c?txnn(j
would have been very plansible, us it simply changes one Greek
lotter and vmits eanother, but (lngger‘f have not lfutt, sp‘nkgs. It
is against all such emendations which are not nmdnns‘sxljlc a:‘
making nensense, that they ‘do no.t account for the omlssmn'?
the phrase hy Busebius. Dr.‘ Lizhtfoot supposes the \Vﬁj}« 0]
TEPUITEPIL cad 10 be an interpolation of the xmt!mr t»ffheposiscnpb.
1le revnnrks as follows: ¢ it then ﬂI’OlEI)IH"XOHS hm.ntls be the
anther af this postseript, he is responsible 14?1' the qhtmn of the
Sy rnren epistle.  Our Greek and Latin cc:.pw.f. lm.ve. .t,he
Pioninn postseript aid therefore 1‘0])1‘(_‘3'cnt ‘L!m %mmzm cdll‘:xor.].
Fusebins alone of adl extuat pthorities s prior to tho 1311.\0
Pionius and, gives un iml(vpvmlv'nt. teat.  Now our spirions
Pionins was before atl things w nnx'uf:hew\nongm'. Anlong other
mirncles hie velates that on the eve of ]'nlycmzp’s:Lppmntn'\em, to
ihe episcopate n while tlu.ve whna seen hovering x}l)_out l:ls ?wnid
and nronnd it 2 cirele ul Tight,  As o dove thus visited Polycurp

' Letter, 3. 15, 163 Apostolic Fathers, part il. vel. ii. see. ii.
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preparatory o lis consecration, so also & dove is foind leaving
hiw, or at least leaving his body, when his spirit is wafted kg
heaven. DBnt this mirncle appears only in the Pionian copies
not in Busebing; moreover, by the abruptness of its nppearance'
an interpolation is suggested. Ts it not the smne dove which
appears on the two oceasions, and was it not uncaged and let
tly by the smune hand? We cannot resist the suspicion thnt
our spurious Plionius was responsible for both these appeunr-
ances. !

We have shown that there is no reason for the assumption
that Eusebins is prior to the false Pionins, and it appems & rash
conclugion that the msention of the dove is an interpolation.
Though the appearance of the iove is the incident in the letter
lenst capable of a subjective explanution, the whole narrative is so
highly miraculous that there canbe noreasen to suggest theintey-
vention of a different hand, and besides the context requires some
notable miracle: *we to when: it was given to see saw a marvel,
yea and we werc preserved that we might relute what happened
to the rest.” The argunents of Dr Lightfeot, therefore, go
io show that the letter proceeds frown the anthor of the life. Of
this there is another indication. The life, as has been noticed,
sliows an especiel animoesity to the Montanists, called, froi the
place whers the lieresy originated, the Phrygians. In the letter
& story is told of a Phrygian who, having come forward of his
own free will, when he saw the wild beasts lost courage nd
offered incense. Grammatically a native of Phrygia is alf that
is meant. DBut the story, none tho less, sugzests an intention to
attack the Montanists. This is another indication of the same
hand that wrote the life.

Thero is yet another considerablo objection to the genuine-
ness of the Ietter. 1t states twice, once in the body of the detter
and once at the end, that Polyearp suflered on Grent Sabbath,
(Svros oaffdrov peyilov, cafifire peydde). By Groeat Sabbath
the early Christians who were orthodes meant the Suturday
between Good Friday mut Easter Sunday, Dnt this letter, if
genuine, must have been written by the Church of Sinyrna, and
the Church of Sinyrna at and long after the martyrdom of
Polycarp was Quartodeciinan, that is to say, they fixed Easter by

' Apostolic Tuihers, part ii. vol. i. 626,
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the day of the month without rogard to the day of the wesk.
With thewn, therefore, snch n day as Great Sabbath, as understood
by the orthodox, could not occur. We have therefore a very
strong argument thut the letter is a forgery, the writer bemng
either ignorant that the Sinyrneans were Quartodecimans, or,
what is more probable, intentionally misimputing to them
orthodox phruseclogy in order to make cvidence ngainst the
Quartodeciman heresy. 'Fhis we sce the writer of the lifo
would e likely to do, as hie there puts fictitious teaching into the
mouth of I'nul for the same purpese. It would take very long
ta set out all the attempts thut have been made to explain away
this difficulty. They appear to fall under three heads: Iirst,
that the Quurtodecimans used the phirase ¢ Great Subbath’ in
sume sense of their vwin, we can ouly guess at.  As regards ex-
planutions of this eluss, it must be conceded that we have not
sulliciently accurate knowledge of the Quartodeciipnn usages
absolutely to exclude such a conjecture, but we knew nothing to
give it the least probability. Tn the only sense, ns far ns we
know, in which the nme was applied by Christiaus, it was
inapplicnble to the Quartodeciman usages.

The second explanation, that of Dr. Lightfoot, is that a Jewish
festival was intewded. To this it must be answered, that this
does net nppeur admnissible on the language of the letter. The
faet iz twice stated nakedly without nny reference to the Jews.
"The third explanation, & meodern snpperter of which is Lipsius,
is that the niention of Great Sabbath both in the postseript and
inn the body of the letter is spurions. This would be indeed an
eflfectnal answer if it coull be sustained, but the reading is
suppurted by all the authorities, including Eusebing, It is how-
ever interesting to note of two sueh learned erities that Lipsius
is constenined to deal with Grewt Subbath us Lightloot with the
dove. Closely. conneeted with the statement that the mtyr-
dom teok place on Great Sabbath, is the statement of the day of .
the month on which it took place, which in the different Greek
ASS. and Latin version of the letter, and the Puschnl Clivonielo
founded on it, asstunes no less than tive differont forms which
mny be restored as lolows, by wid ol the criticn] appuratus of
1¥r. Lightfoot.}

' A poslolic Fathers, part il val. ii. see. il 983, 981,
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