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BIBLIOTHECA SACRA.

ARTICLE I

AN EXAMINATION OF THE VARIOUS READINGS OF:
1 TIMOTHY IIL 16.

BY REV. WILLIAM H. WARD, UTICA, N. Y.
~

Kai c'mokaywp.evm- péya éorl 16 7s eboeBelas pvoripove Jeds

ipavepsdn &y gapxi, c&xaun&y & mveipary, dpIn dyyérors, émpvx&r) &
Sveqw, émoraidy & rdouy, dvelijpdy & 86Eyp.

- INSTEAD of Veds in this passage many editors read &s, and
some writers have defended 8. The latter reading may at
once be dismissed as untenable, not being supported by any
such authority as cither of the others, and being plainly a
grammatical variation, introduced for the purpose of reliev-
ing an apparent impropriety in the gender of . The ques-
tion then rests between ¢ and Sess. Having endeavored
carefully to investigate all the authorities for either reading,
as far as they are accessible to us, we propose to give the
result of this labor in such a form that the reader can easily
decide for himself between the two readings.

While Seds in this passage supports the divinity of Christ,
this is not a doctrine which rests on any single text. If
the result of criticism could be proved adverse to this
reading, it would not affect our general faith. God does
not leave such an important doctrine as the Trinity to de-
pend on so few and feeble arguments that a single proof-text

more or less makes any appreciable difference in our belief.
Vor. XXII. No. 85.—Jax. 1865,
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We have perfect confidence in the principles of our faith,
and look with no feelings of concern upon investigations
of the purity of the scripture text. Even with the reading
s, some of the early Fathers, as will be seen, deduted from
this passage the divinity of Christ, and Dr. S. Clarke truly
says of this passsge, that “ the same is evident; that that
person was manifest in the flesh, whom John in the begin-
ning of his gospel styles Deos, God.”?

I. MaNvUscrIpPTS.

The authority of this source of evidence in identifying
the original text is paramount to all others. Although they
are not, of course, accessible in this country, yet accurate
copies of all the older MSS. have been published, and in
the case of doubtful readings they have been carefully and
repeatedly examined by the most competent critics. A
collection of their researches will be as satisfactory as any
personal examination, especially as we have in the case of
the older MSS. (x and D excepted) the advantage of good
facsimiles, or even photographs, of this passage.

The Codex Sinaiticus, distinguished as x, and belonging
to the fourth century, clearly reads és a prima manu. Tis-
chendorf says: “ A prima 8s épavepwdr. Another corrector,
the latest of all who have altered this MS., of nearly the
twelfth century, has substituted Yeds, but so carefully has
he done it, that he has left the more ancient writing un-
touched.”? This seems to leave the reading of this most
ancient MS. in no kind of doubt. Would that we could
say as much for some of the others.

The Alexandrian MS., which is marked as Codex A, and
belongs probably to the fifth century, has been referred to
as authority by the advocates of either reading. The form
G, a8 it now appears, is the ordinary contraction for Seos,
but it has evidently been altered or retouched at quite a

! Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, by Samuel Clarke, D.D. (3d ed., 1732),
p- 89.
8 Not. Codicis Sinaitici, p. 20.
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late period.! The heavy black line above the letters and
the point within the O are palpably modern, and at present
there is no trace visible of either line as drawn by the
original scribe, if such were the case. It is true that the
guperior line is so heavy that it would conceal any earlier
one, but the mark within the O consists of a simple dot
within the circle, instead of a diametral line extending
across the O ; and it might be supposed that if a transverse
line were originally present, some faint remains of it might .
yet be discovered on either side of the central point; but
sach i3 not the case. It is said, however, that this line, if
originally present, might now be completely worn away,
although faintly seen a century or two ago. Indeed, the
passage has been so repeatedly examined that this page has
become somewhat defaced? It has accordingly been the
practice of the defenders of the reading Seds to refer the
whole question to the authority of the earlier critics who
have examined our text. But even they speak of the old
line as being exceedingly faint, although most of them
assert that traces of it were visible. It is to be noted,
however, that neither Patricius Junius nor Mr. Huish who
collated this MS. for Walton’s Polyglot makes any definite
assertion in reference to this passage. In fact Huish,
whose negative authority has been much relied on, in no
case notices the reading of the original scribe where it
differs from that of the corrector.

The earliest distinct notice which we find of the reading
of A is by Mill, who says, in his critical edition, published
Ap. 1707, “ This transverse line of which I speak is so faint
and evanescent, that at first sight I did not doubt that it
was written ds, which I therefore bad placed among the

1 Perhaps by Patricins Junius, curator of the royal library in the time of
Charies . Sece Wetstein’s Nov. Test., Yol. 1., Proleg. pp. 20, 21, also Wot-
ton’s Clement, Cap. 6, pp- 26, 27.

? Griesb. Symbol. Crit., Vol. I. p. x. Others say that the passage itself has
not been defaced, only that part of the page being affected where the hand has
rested while holding the microscope. The facsimile given by Porter seems to
confirm the statement.
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various roadings, but afterwards, having more carefully
examined the passage (perlustrato atlentius loco), I found
some marks and remains sufficiently distinct (satis certa)
of tho line which at first had escaped my examination,
especially towards the left side, where it touches the cir-
cumnference of the letter.”!

- Next after Mill we find that the passage was examined
by Wetstein, in the year 1716 or 17172 in order to discover
what Mill had supposed himself to see, ¢ perlustrato attentius
loco,”” but he failed to find any traces of the more ancient
lines. In 1718 Henry Wotton scems to have found the
transverse line quite plain compared with the previous
experience of Mill and Wetstein. Ho says: “ In this MS.,
without doubt, was always read Seos épavepwn, as will
readily be discovered by any one who inspects it quite
carefully [accuratioribus oculis].”®

About twenty years later, Rev. J. Berriman made a care-
ful examination of this passage, with several of his friends;
the result of which was published in 1741. He says:
“1 have several times carefully examined this manuscript
myself, and though I could never perceive any part of the
old transverse line by the naked eye (nor others who were
with me, whose eyes were better than mine), yet by the aid
of a glass and the advantage of the sun shining on the book,
I could see some part of the old line toward the left hand
of the new stroke within the circle of the O, and the same
was seen by two gentlemen who viewed it at the same
time ; one of whom also could discern some remainder of
the old line towards the right hand, as well as the other
towards the left.” ¢

It will be seen that the transverse stroke was so faint that
it could be only seen on the most minute examination, and
then only with a microscope, the leaf being held in the sun-

! Mill’s Nov. Test., in 1 Tim. iii. 18.

* Wotstein’s Nov. Test., Proleg. p. xx.

$ Epistles of Clement, p. 27 (Oxford, 1718).
¢ Borriman's Works, Vol. V. pp. 165, 158.
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light. It was left for Wetstein, in the year 1746, to explain
the faint appearance of this line. His discovery may best
be given in his own words. He says: “I asked an old
friend to take me into the Royal Library, and when he bad
done it, and carefully examined this passage in the Alexan-
drian MS., not only with the naked eye, but with various
kinds of glasses, he pronounced that it had originally been
written in no other way than OC; but when I sought to-
wards the left for the line of Mill and Berriman, I found it
indeed, but when I wished to show it to my friend, I could
rot, because it had vanished ; and when the line alternately
appeared and again disappeared, and I was not a little per-
plexed by the phantasm, my friend, with his peculiar pene-
tration, immediately suggested the cause, and showed that
the line was not written on the page where it is read &
dpavepwdn, but on the other side of the leaf, where is writ-
ten xar’ edoeBelav (1 Tim. vi. 3), and that it formed a part of
the first letter € of tho word edoeBelav. For when the
book was laid on the table, as often as the leaf which we
were considering was so placed on the following leaves that
it should touch and cover the whole of the next leaf, the
line could not be seen, because the parchment was.opaque;
but as soon as the leaf was so raised and separated from the
following leaves that both sides should be shone upon, not
only was this line seen through the translucent parchment,
but even whole letters and words.”? This explanation of
Wetstein, that the supposed faint transverse line was only
the sagitta of the € seen through the thin vellum, is prob-
ably the true one. Woide, the learned editor of this Codex,
endeavored in his Prolegomena to throw discredit upon it;
but it has been defended by Tischendorf;? Porter,? Tregelles,*
and more lately by Ellicott® so satisfactorily that there
seems but little room to doubt its correctness.

1 Wetstein's Nov. Test., Vol. 1., Proleg. p. xxii.

% Cod. Rescr. {ed. Tischendorf), p. xlii,

¢ Principles of Text. Critic., p. 487,

¢ Printed Text of Griesb. Nov. Test., p. 228,

$ Commentary on 1 Tim. iii. 16; also note on P 100. This meta seems
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1t is astonishing how many errors Dr. Henderson has
compressed into the single page which he devotes to the
Alexandrian MS. He says: “This proof (of its reading
Yeos) is furnished by the unimpeachable testimony of Ju-
nius, Huish, Mill, Wotton, Croyk, Berriman, Ridley, Hewitt,
and Pilkington, who carefully and minutely inspected the
passage before it became illegible, and found the genuine
transverse line in the 6. To these names may be added
those of Walton, Tell, Bentley, and Grabe, all of whom had
access to this MS. at an earlier period, and who concur in
its exhibiting © C and not OC. The evidence thus elicited
was attempted to be set aside by Wetstein, who on first
examining the MS. was able to discover no stroke, and
conjectured that what Mill had taken for it was merely the
line of an E in the word €TCEBEIAN on the opposite
side of the leaf, which made its appearance through the
vellum; but on inspecting the © more minutely afterwards,
he found that the fine stroke which was originally in the
body of the letter was discoverable at each end of the fuller
stroke, with which some corrector had retouched it.””?

most satisfactory, especially as coming from so sound a critic. His experiment
consists of having the leaf held in the light, so that the edge of an instrument
held on the obverse side of the leaf, exactly over the sagitta of the O, can be seen
through the leaf by an observer looking at the suspected letter. In opposition
to Woide, ho finds that this sagitta exactly corresponds with the supposed
transverse line of the ©. Scrivener asserts, however, in his Introduction to the
Criticism of the New Test. (1859), p. 453, that Ellicott’s experiment is too
delicate to be relinble. It is remarkable that neither Tregelles, nor Scrivener,
who has examined this passage *twenty times within as many years” (p. 453),
has noticed Prof. Porter’s statement that a pinhole, made by some one at the
extremity of the sagitta, falls exactly upon the supposed transverse line. One
could hardly suppose that a pinhole sufficiently distinct to be pointed ont, as
Prof. Porter says, to Sir F. Madden, keeper of the MSS. in the Museum, could
have become worn out by the lapse of time. We may add that Prof. Porson
spent two days examining this passage, and was satisfied that the original read-
ing of A was §s. See Porson’s Tracts, p. 290.

As an offset to the suspicion of Woide that some critics, like Wetstein, may
have failed to see the transverse line becauss they did not wish to do so, may be
placed the testimony of Hempelius, who affirmed that the reading was certainly
&s, although, as he informed Woide, he had expected and desired to read deds.
Vide Spohr’s Woide’s Proleg., p. 181.

" ¥ Biblical Repository, Vol. IL p. 82,
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Here are almost as many errors as assertions. We will
examine his statements in order. .

1. Junius nowhere makes the slightest reference to this
passage.

2. The same is true of Huish. The only foundation for
this statement is that Huish collated this Codex for Walton’s
Polyglot, and failed to notice any various reading in this
passage. The word had been previously altered or re-
touched, and he does not notice the fact.

3. Mill found the “ genuine transverse line ” so faint that
at first in his Various Readings he referred to this MS. as
authority for &.

4. Wotton certainly defends the reading Neos, but even
he says it can only be seen by examining the letter accura-
tioribus oculis.

5. Croyk is he who informed Berriman that he remem-
bered having plainly seen the transverse line ¢ twenty-five
years ago,”’! about the year 1716. This-is the only au-
thority which we have been able to discover that it was
ever at all distinct, and we shall be obliged to throw dis-
credit upon it, as it was about the time of Wetstein's first
examination, and long after that of Mill.

6. Berriman distinctly asserts that he “ could never per-
ceive any part of the old transverse line by the naked eye,”
although able by the help of a glass to “perceive some
part " of it when the leaf was held in tho full sunshine.

7. Ridley, Gibson, Hewit!, and Pilkington were the four
gentlemen who examined the passage with Berriman ;32 all
of whom were indebted to the combined advuntages of a
microscope and the bright sunlight for their discovery.

8. Walton, Tell, Bentley, and Grabe did not have “ ac-
cess to this MS. at an earlier period” than some before
mentioned. In fact, Junius took charge of it when first
presented to Charles I.

9. Waullon never, as far as is known, examined this pas-

1 Berriman’s Diss., p. 154, also Woide’s Proleg. to Alex. MS., p. 31.
* Nolan’s Greek Vulgate, p. 285, note ; also Woide’s Proleg., p. xxx.
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sage, but confided the collation of this MS. to Huish. Isit -
possible that Henderson refers to Wotton, whose name has
been Latinized into Waltonus by Woetstein,! and perhaps
others?

10. Dean Tell, afterwards Bishop of Oxford, published
an edition of the Greek Testament in 1765 ; his name, how-
ever, being suppressed. His collation of this MS. was
drawn chiefly from Junius and Huish. He says nothing of
the reading in this passage.

11. Bentley, as far as we can learn, nowhere speaks of the
reading of this MS. as Deos; certainly not in his Essay on
Freethinking, nor in the Notes for his projected edition,
which have been published.

12. Grabe edited the Old Testament portion of the Al
exandrian Codex, and in his MS, of the New Testament
portion, preserved in the Bodleian, is this note:2 “ Some
modern pen, I know not whose, has heavily retonched the
line within the 6, and also the stroke drawn over the word,
lest otherwise it should be read &.” Grabe says nothing
of the distinctness of the “ genuine ” lines.

13. Tho statement of Henderson in reference to Wet-
stein’s subsequent discovery of the nearly obliterated trans-
verse line is incorrect in almost every particular. It may
be true that, when first in England, he supposed on one
occasion while examining this MS., that he saw the old line,
end so told Berriman’s anonymous correspondent ; but, if
80, this was twenty-five years before he found that the phan-
tasm of the line was due to the stroke on the other side of
the leaf; so that the last statement of Henderson is utterly
incorrect. Had he appended references to his statements,
their correctness conld have been more easily verified.

The Vatican MS., B, does not contain this Epistle.

€odex C, or Eplzraem Syri, is a MS., probably of the
fifth century, over which, has been written a part of the
works of Ephraem Syrus. The ancient text has been chem-

1 Prolegom., p. xxii.
* Quoted by Woide, pp. xxx and 76, or Spohr’s Leipsic ed., p. 431.
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ically restored, and has been published by Tischendorf, who
has also given us a beautiful facsimile of this passage.
This MS. had been regarded as authority for Seos till Wet-
stein questioned its reading. He says: “ C, I think, has &;
for the slender line which converts O into © is not appar
ent,! and the other line, drawn over the letters © C as a sign
of contraction for ess, and which elsewhere is drawn evenly
over them, is 8o made, with a more heavy and unskilful
stroke, that it seems to betray a different hand.”3 This
supposed inelegance, other critics, as Woide and Less,
failed to discover; but Griesbach, in his notice of this
MS.3 ably and satisfuctorily defends the opinion of Wet-
stein. Since the ancient text has been restored, and the
transverse stroke of the © brought to light, Tischendorf
has found fresh reason to believe that the relative was the
original reading. His facsimile seems to confirm this opin«
jon. He cven goes so far as to assign the change to his
second corrector, relying on the character of the strokes
and the color of the ink.4# Tregelles confirms the reading
of Tischendorfs

Codex D, or Claromontamus, dates from the seventh or
eighth century, and was written by a Latin librarius. It
contains the Greek and Latin texts in parallel columns, At
present it reads Deos, but it has been conclusively proved
by Griesbach,® and is now generally admitted, that the
eriginal reading was 8. The change was mado by erasing
enough of the original O to convert it into C and then
prefixing a 6, which could be readily done, as the word
bappens to begin the line.” The © will then, of course,

' The transverse line wos not visible till tho writing had been chomically
restared.

* Wetstein’s Nov. Test. in 1 Tim. iii. 16.

§ 8ymbol. Crit., Vol. L. pp. viii —xxv.

$ Codex Rescr. (ed. Tischendorf), p. xli.

$ Printed Text of Gricsb. Nov. Test., p. 228.

¢ 8ymbol. Crit., Vol. IL. pp. xliv, Ivi - Ixxvii.

! The same cxplanation of this alteration is given by Lse Clere in his Epist,
de Ed. Nov. Test. Millii, prefixed to Kiister’s edition of Mill (1768).

You XXIIL No. 85. 2



10 EXAMINATION OF THE VARIOUS [Jan.

protrude beyond the regular commencement of the line,
while in shape it is more circular than the same letter as
drawn by the original scribe, and the C has the general
outlines of the O out of which it was made. This MS,, is
the only one known which has 6, and a reading so unique is
no doubt referable to the Latin scribe, who accommodated
the relative to his Latin text, which has guod. Tischendorf
has also edited this MS. and says: “ It is most certain that
the first hand wrote O, and the third © C."!

The MSS., designated as I and @, Augtensis and Boerneri-
anus, of about the ninth century, agree in reading &s. They
closely resemble each other, and seem to be copies of the
same exemplar. Scrivener has given, in his edition of F, &
photograph of this passage, which shows that he is right in
saying, “ 8s most expressly.”? A facsimile of this passage
as found in G is given by Matthaei.’

J and K, Moscow MSS. of the ninth or tenth century,
have Yeos. .

All the cursive MSS. agree in reading %eos, with the
exception of 17 (33 of the Gospels, called sometimes “ the
Queen of the Cursives ), 73, and 181.

Reviewing the testimony of the MSS., we find that all
which are older than the ninth century, either probably or
certainly, have a relative, and that relative, with one ex-
ception, &s, while all of a later date, but three, read Seds. In
point of antiquity, the great preponderance is for &s, in
point of numbers, for Seos.

II. AxcieENt VERSIONS.

Next in value to the MSS. as a means of determining the
true state of the sacred text, stand the Ancient Versions.
With remarkable unanimity all which possess any critical
value reject the reading Seés. The only question is, which
relative do they favor, 65 or 8? The difference between
them is so slight as not to affect the sense, if the mystery

1p. 584, *p. 282,
3 Nov. Test. (ed. Matthaei), Vol I. p. 286.
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be referred personally to Christ, as the passage was under-
stood by many of the early Fathers. It may be translated
indifferently, as in the versions : “ Great is the Mystery of
Godliness,” 1.e. “ Christ, who or which was manifested in the
flesh.”

The Old Latin Version gives us: Et manifeste magnum
est pietatis sacramentum, quod manifestatum est in carne, jus-
tificatum est in spiritu. Many have held here that gquod
implies necessarily the neuter relative 8. But we see no
valid reason why & may not have been ®anslated by the
neuter quod, in more strict grammatical conformity with its
supposed antecedent, since uvorijpiov and sacramentum were
understood by the translator to be a title of Christ. Atany
rate, on such a minute point we must refer back to the MSS.
which strongly oppose 8. Versions are hardly competent
witnesses for the distinction of gender.

Jerome, in his revised version, retains the exact words of
the Old Latin just quoted. Henderson refuses to receive
the reading of the Vulgate as any authority for that of Jer-
ome, notwithstanding he also reads Qui manifestatus est
in Lis Commentary on Isaiah, till it can be proved that his
revision extended to this part of the Old Version! In an-
swer we would say that there are in this very verse two
variations between the Vulgate and the Old Latin as pub-
lished by Labatier. Jerome’s version, in more strict ac-
cordance with the Greek, omits hoc before mundo, and reads
assumplus for absumptus.

Nearly or quite equal in value to the Latin Versions
sre the Syriac. The old Peschito translates this passage,

oo juao ...';\z]s 122315 B W13l o =5 Auljujao
a0;0, “ And truly great is the mystery of godliness, which
[orwho] was manifested inthe flesh, and wasmanifested inthe
Spirit.” Here the relative y refers to 1)5|. Henderson
endeavors to show that ? may be a conjunction, and the

1 Henderson’s Defence of the Mystery of Godliness, p. 29, or Biblical Repos-
isory, Vol. IL p. 17. :
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passago be translated, “ Great is the mystery of godliness,
that he,” ie. God, referring to the clause “ house of God
in the fifteenth verse, was manifested in the flesh,” 3 a most
improbable supposition.

The Philoxenian Version, made A.p. 508, is generally re-
markable for its servile adherence to the Greek. Its trans-

lation reads: Zojamay Ny wacodul o5 2ulwjoldaco

Koo A\Ah lns] ASay.  “And confessedly great is the
mystery of the Mod fear of God, who [or whick] was mani-
fested in the flesh.” The only question which can be raiced
here is whether ¢ the good fear of God” is to be regarded
as a compound expression cquivalent to edaéBea. White,
who edited this version, so regards it, and translates the
whole clause simply by pietatis. It is remarkable, however,
that this is the only case in which edoéBea is translated by
laS] ASa3 Zojana, good fear of God; its usual equivalent
being simply Ahay Lojanis , good fear.. The addition of
lal, God, seems then to favor eds, while the use of the
relative ? favors 8. In 1 Tim. ii. 10, the same full form,
good fear of God, occurs as the translation of YeooéBewz, and
it would seem probable that the translator either found that
reading in the present passage, or, which is more probable,
was aware that both s and Seds were current, and endeav-
ored to combine them both in his translation. Mar Xen-
ayas, under whose auspices this version was made, was ona
ef the loaders in the Monophysite controversy, and no
doubt acquainted with the charge made against Macedonius
of corrupting this passage.

In the margin of this version is added om, ille, which

White thinks was meant to be inserted before ..\z]g , 88

8 fuller form of the relative, but without rendering its gen-
der any clearer.! But this seems too trivial an alteration
even for the Philoxenian Version,and we conjecture that it

1 White's Philox. Version, 1 Tim. iii. 16; also nots, p. 338.
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was intended to take the place of |m\), God, in which case

the margin would favor &. If weare not mistaken,no reli-
ence can be placed on this version in support of either
reading. '

The Aethiopic Version belongs probably to the fourth
or fifth century. As printed in the -London Polyglot,

the passage reads: e UNE: HPARE: ®NL:
AR 2P HANCAP: NW3Y: AN : “Since great is

the mystery of truth, which [or who] appeared in the flesh of
man.” The word here used to translate uveripiov is of the
masculine gender, so that nothing can be gathered from
this version to decide between 8 and 6. Lawrence asserts
that both the Peshito and the Aethiopic indisputably favor
%,and not &s. He says : “ If 8 be tho reading, it is evident
that the following clauses of the verse cannot be grammat-
feally connected by a copulative, but that the passage must
be translated as the Unitarians translato it. ‘He who was
manifested in the flesh was justified,’ ete., but in all the ver-
sions alluded to the subsequent clauses are grammatically
eonnected by a copulative.”? It does not seem to have
occurred to Lawrence that it might be translated, the mys-
tery of godliness who, or he who, was manifested in the
flesh, [and who] was justified, etc. Augustine ? and many
others, quoting this passage, refer the mystery personally
to Christ.

In Platt’s edition of the Aethiopic Version we have the

remarkable variation, O B : HMh: H?\h'f‘C?\P NWY:

n-f\'h “ Great is he who was seen in the flesh of man.” We
can hardly help believing that this is a variation peculiar to
the single MS. which Mr. Platt used in editing the epistles.
It certainly is not founded on the Greck. But the varia-
tion serves, at least, to discredit Henderson’s statement, that
the rolative § may be regarded as a conjunction, like ? in

‘ﬁunnhonGriub.Cluaif.,p.?ﬂ. * Sermon 204.



14 'EXAMINATION OF THE VARIOUS [Jan.

the Syriac, and quod in the Latin, for in this shorter form

of the verse, H is preceded only by the demonstrative T.H.

The Coptic or Memphitic Version, which has been referred
to the third century, as edited by both Wilkins and Boeti-
cher, translates 76 uvorijpov by III MYCTHPION, and for
the relative gives us $H ET, i.e. ille qui.

In the Thebaic Version, which is perhaps even more
ancient, the form is almost identical with the Memphitic.
Both certainly have the relative, but do not distinguish its
gender.’

The Gothic Version, of the fourth century, translates
pvaripov by the feminine substantive runa, and connects
with it the masculine relative saci, which seems to require
6s rather than 6. The adjective mikils, great, is also mas-
culine, though connected with the feminine runa, the
mystery being referred personally to Christ, and the gender
of mikils being determined by the idea rather than the
grammatical form of the noun with which it is connected.

The Armenian Version, belonging to the fifth century,
plainly has a relative.

The various Arabic Versions are all too modern to pos-
sess any critical authority, unless an exception be made in
favor of a MS. version preserved in the Vatican. With the
exception of the Arabic of the Polyglot they all have a
relative.

- The Slavonic and Georgian, which are of even less
weight than the Arabic, are said to favor Neds.

It will, then, be seen that all the versions made previous
to the sixth century have the relative, and that, with the
apparent exception of the Gothic, they leave its gender in
doubt, a point which can be decided only by the Greek
MSS. . As these afford but very alight support to §,—only a
single copy having this reading, and then probably arising
from grammatical accommodation to the Latin which is
written beside it, —the versions may confidently be adduced
as unanimously supporting &.
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III. AvurHORITY OF THE FATHERS.

Our third source of evidence is the authority of the
Fathers. All their citations which have any bearing upon
our text we will endeavor to give from minute personal
examination of the original authorities, omitting, however,
those Latin Fathers who did not also use the Greek, and
who are therefore authority only for the Old Latin or the
Vulgate Version. It is to be premised that it is difficult
always to discover the original text of the Fathers, espe-
cially in quotations of scripture, because scribés, and too
often editors, have altered these quotations so as to make
them correspond with their own copies of the scriptures.
Accordingly we may rely with more confidence on the
comments connected with our text than on the words in
which we now find it quoted. The mere citation of this
passage with the reading %eds is no sure sign that such was
the real reading of an author, for the temptation to change
s to Yeos has been very strong, while, as all the later MSS,
have Seos, and this also seems the more orthodox reading,
there has been sjnce the sixth century no such tendency to
alter Seds to 8. This being the case, a citation of this
passage with the reading &s almost certainly has not been
altered, while with the reading Yeos it may have suffered
corruption. This principle may be expressed in more gen-
eral terms: when of two earlier readings one has at a later
period become universal, the. writings of the early Fathers
may in all honesty of intention be so altered as to accord
with the received reading, but not with the obsolete one.
In accordance with this rule, a citation with the reading &s
has more probably not been altered than with the reading
Neos.

Again, the passage may be alluded to in such a way as
to indicate what was the author’s reading, although not
formally quoted. If we read that “the mystery of godli-
ness was manifested in the flesh,” we may be sure that the
writer's copy of the scriptures contained only a relative
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between uvorijpior and épavepddn. On the other hand, if
an author frequently allude to this passage, persistently
connecting Yeos with some form of ¢avepéw, we may bo sure
that he read this passage as in the Textus Receptus, while
if he generally connects épavepwdn with such subjects as
&Upios, vics, Xpiarés, and cwrip, instead of Veds, it is a prob-
able proof that Seds was not in his copy, although the
presumption is much weakened if such subjects are con-
nected with the subsequent predicates. Thus, little can be
gathered from Origen’s remark : “ My Saviour is said to have
. been received up into glory.”

It may be added of Latin translations of Greek Fathers
that they are especially worthy of confidence, as correctly
expressing the original, in cases where they show a varie
tion from the Vulgate. '

The following Fathers clearly support &s : —

1. Epiphanius. A.D. 368. “Os épavepddn év capxl, edixas-
& & mvedpari!  This passage is found in a long quotation
from the Ancoratus of Epiphanius, taken by him into his
Panarium. The two passages have been generally quoted
a8 independent authorities, and correctly go, as Epiphanius
himself transferred these sections from one work to the
other. In the Ancoratus, as we now have it, &5 is omitted,?
o remarkable omission if the reading had been Seds.

2. Theodorus of Mopsuestia. A.D. 407.

6. “Os épavepudn év capki, Eucawddn & mvévpati: Seducas
&oVat &v mvévpart Mywy dutov elre s, k.. A8 “ Who was
manifested in the flesh, justified in the spirit; saying thas
he was justified in the spirit either because, etc.”

b. Consonantia et apostolus dicit, et manifeste magnum est

! Panarinm, Tom. L. p. 894 (Colonize, 1682). A single MS. of little note
is said to read &s for &s, viz. the Cod. Rhedig. of the fiftecnth century, noted by
Ochler in his edition of tho Panarium, Vol. I Part L p. 157.

$ Ancor. 69, Tom. I. p. 894.

# De Incarn. ap. Leont. ITicros. Fragm. 21. Maii Secript. Vet. Vat. Coll,,
Tom. VL p. 308. The samo passage translated into Latin by Fr. Twrrisnue
may be found in Basnage’s Thesaurus, Tom. L p. 588
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pictatis mysterium, qui manifestatus est in carne, jusificatus
ts spiritu.! “And agreeably with this the apostle says: ¢And
without controversy, great is the mystery of godliness, who
was manifested in the flesh, justified in the spirit.’” Note
here, that this old translation from the Greek varies from
the Vulgate in having mysterium for sacramentum, and qui
manifestatus instead of. the neuter form, and therefore no
doubt correctly represents the original of Theodorus.

Less decisive in its present form is the following:

¢. Christum justificatum et immaculatum factum virtute
Sancti Spiritus, sicut beatus Paulus modo quidem dicit quod
Justificatus est in spiritu3 ¢ Christ was justified and made
spotless by the agency of the Holy Spirit, as Paul says, in
one place, that he was justified by the spirit,” etc.

d. In another place Theodorus speaks of Christ as not
needing to be “justified by the Spirit,” if the proper God-
head dwelt in him ;® a comment hardly appropriate had he
read Dess. . eﬁucataﬁ-n év.

3. Cyril of Alezandria. AD. 412. This author has been
quoted at times as favoring Sebs, but it may be abundantly
-proved that his real reading is 5. He several times quotes
this passage.

a. IMaviaoe py eldores Tas ypadds, wire pny Tis eboeBelas
10 péya puoripwy, Tovr éore Xpiotdy, b épavepdDn v gapxi,
BexasIn, k. 7.\ Ely ydp v oty Erepov oluar v 7 Tijs edoe-
Belas pvariipov, } alrds Huiv 6 ék Seod maTpds Aéyos, ds épavep-
& év ocapxl. Bisl “Ye err, not knowing the scriptures,
nor indeed the great mystery of godliness, that is, Christ,
who was manifested in the flesh, justified in the spirit, etc. ;
for the mystery of godliness could be nothing else, I think,
than the Word of God the Father sent to us, who was mani.

1 De Incamn., Lib. x111., ap. Concil. Constant. I1., Mansi, Tom. IX. col. 221.
Henderson calls both Theodorus and Epiphanius Diaconus “ Latin Fathers,”
Pp- 25, 64.

* Ad Baptizandos, Mansi, Tom. IX. col. 218.

§ Ihid., col. 206.

4De Incarn. Unig. Dial. VIIL (ed. Aubert), Tom. V. Part 1. pp. 680, 681 ;
also, in nearly the same words, De Recta Fide, Tom. V. Part. u p. 6.

Vor. XXII. No. 85. s
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fested in the flesh.” This explanation necessarily requires
the reading &, for if Deos takes its place, the mystery is
evidently the great doctrine of redemption through the
God-man, and not the person of the Word of God.

b. “Os épavepddn év capxi, édikaiwdn év mvevpate® xar’ oddé-
va yap Tpomov Tais fuetépass doNevelaws fAw.! “ Who was
manifested in the flesh, justified in the spirit; for in no
way was he overcome by our infirmities.” The same pas-
sage exists in & Latin translation by Marius Mercator, a.p.
418, in the following form: Divinus Paulus magnum qui-
dem sit esse Mysterium pietatis, et vere res ita se habet.
Manifestatus est enim in carne, cum sit Deus Verbum;
justificatus est autem in spiritu, nullo enim modo nostris
videtur infirmitatibus contineri.”? This quotation of the
Greek form by Oecumenius has been universally but erro-
neously supposed to refer to the citation quoted below
from the Twelve Anathematisms ; but Oecumenius distinctly
states that it was taken from the twelfth chapter of the
Scholia ;3 the very place where we find it in Mercator’s
translation. ) :

¢. Kal duoroyoupéves péya dari 1o Tis ebaeBeias pvomijpiovy
Seos épavepdyn év gapxi, k. 7. X4 Here Yeds has been foisted
into the text, as is shown by the comment upon the passage.
Cyril is engaged in upholding the divinity of Christ, and
without dwelling on the word Seds, as he indubitably would,
if he had employed that reading, he adds, Ei Seds v 6 Aoyos
évapwmiicas Néyorro (notice that 6 Adyos, and not Deds, is
made the subject). ¢If the Word, being God,® be said te
have become incarnate, and this without dropping his

1 8chol. do Incarn. Unig., Cap. 12, ap. Occum. Comm. in 1 Tim. iii. 16 (Par.,
1631), Tom. IL p. 227.

* Cyril, Tom. V. Part 1. p. 785, also Mar. Merc. (ed. Migne), col. 1013.

§ Oecumenius introduces the quotation with the words 'O &» &ylois Kipilhes
& 1§ Bodexdry xeparaly TEy IxoAlwr ¢moiv: 8s dpavepddn, x.7.A. This is
frequently quoted in the margin of MSS.

¢ De Recta Fide, Tom. V. Part 11. p. 153.

§ This expression, deds #» & Adyes, is quite common with Cyril; ef. Id. pp.
73 A, 94D.
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divinity, but continuing the same that he ever had been,
then great, and confessedly great, is the mystery of godli-
ness.” The argument for Christ’s divinity is drawn from
the fact that the mystery is called great, and not from the
word Yeos. “But,” he adds, “if Christ be regarded as a
common man, how has he been manifested in the flesh? or
rather, is it not evident that all men are in the flesh, and
cannot be seen in any other way ?” This Father thus goes
on to draw his arfument from the predicates épavepdy,
&, etc., and bases not the slightest proof on the word
9¢os. ‘ And how was he seen of the holy angels? Do not
the angels see us ? and what is there strange or mysterious
if, being no different from us, some of the angels saw him ?
And how was he preached to the Gentiles?” And so Cyril
proceeds to comment on the remaining clauses of the verse,
from each of which he concludes that Christ must have
been God. He then closes with these words: “ Great, then,
is the mystery of godliness, wepavépwrar yap év capri Deos
&» xai 6 Aoyos, for the Word has been manifested in the flesh,
being algo God; he was also justified in the spirit; was
also seen of angels; was preached also to the Gentiles; "
and is believed on by the inhabitants of the world, as in
truth the Son of God and the Father, and he who appeared
in the flesh.” Is not the context clear that Cyril did not
recognize Seos?

d. Kai spooyoupéves, k. 1. A, Yeos épav., k. . A1 In this
place also the text of Cyril has been tampered with, as the
context shows; for he asks: T's ¢ & capri Ppavepwels; 4
8ipow 814 wdvTyTe KAl WdVTWS O éx Yeod waTpos Adyos olre ydp
&oTas péya 10 TS eboePelas pvoTipor [Beds Epavepdyn év
agapl],? OPdn 8¢ dyyéross avaBaivow els olpavols. “ Who is
it that was manifested in the flesh? Is it not evident that

1 De Recta Fide, p. 124 C.

* The words enclosed in brackets are omitted by Euthymius Zigadenus in his
citation of this passage from Cyril (vid. Matthaei’s Greek Test., Vol. I1., Pref,
0 Cath. Epp., also Max. Biblioth., Tom. XIX. p. 165 DD); they aro Hot trans-
Iated in Aubert’s Latin Version, nor are they neceasary for the sense. They
sre, no doubt, spurious. Cf. Griesb. Symbol. Crit., Tom. 1. p. lii.
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it was most certainly the Word which is from God, the Fa-
ther? for so will the mystery of godliness be great. He
was seen also of angels as he ascended into heaven; was
preached unto the Gentiles by the holy apostles; was be-
lieved on in the world. By no means can we then say that
he was a mere man, like us; but as God he was made in the
flesh, even as we are.” This passage taken as a whole, like
the one previously quoted, shows that Cyril read &, for it
were most strange that with the word Weos before him, he
should have omitted to speak of it when so much to his pur-
pose, and should have endeavored to prove that ¢ ¢avepw-
Yels was divine by the use of the word pveripiov, the mys-
tery not being “ confessedly great” unless the man Christ
Jesus is also God. Can we believe that he would have
felt obliged to fortify his proof of the divinity of him who
was manifested in the flesh, by showing that the further
statements in regard to him, “ was seen of angels, was
preached to the Gentiles,” etc., are inconsistent with his
mere humanity, if this very text had called Christ God? Is
it possible that so keen a champion of orthodoxy as Cyril
would, in professedly quoting a passage to prove the di-
vinity of Christ, have withheld all reference to the most
important word in it, and expended his strength in drawing
comparatively feeble deductions? Would he have been
content with throwing sand when he might have hurled
a cannon ball at the heretics? He did not certainly set the
same value upon Seds, if he had it, as do some later critics.
If any one is inclined to doubt that Cyril here read s, let
him compare with these passages the same Father’s com-
ment on Col. i. 26, “ the mystery which has been hidden
from ages,” etc., and see how similarly the argument is
there drawn from the word mystery. ¢ For the mysfery
would not be great, nor worth speaking of, unless we re-
gard Christ as God,” etc.?

e. ‘O Seoméows ypdpes ITaihos, .. .. LONOYOUUEIVS, K. T. Ay
Yeds épav., . 7. A T odw &ore 75 *EpavepiIn év aapxl; Tovr

1 Do Recta Fide, p. 73 A.
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&rre, yéyove odpt 6 éx Neod matpis Nyos,) k.T. N, “8t. Paul
writes: Without controversy great is the mystery of god-
liness: God [as now edited] was manifested in the flesh,
etc.’ What then is the meaning of this, ¢ He was manifested
in theflesh’? It means that the Word;who is from God the
Father, became flesh, not that his nature was transmitted
into flesh by any conversion or change, etc.” Does not the
context here render it probable that Seds is a corruption of
o? In separately quoting this clause, Cyril omits the Seds,
a fact which casts much suspicion upon it. Griesbach and
others loosely assert that MSS. read & in this passage, but
we can find no particular MS. specified which preserves this
reading. No doubt these assertions rest on Wetstein’s
statement that “ MSS., and those who made catenae from
them, read &.” Those who made the catenae referred to
must have found the reading s in Cyril's Scholia de Incarn.,
cap. 12, or rather in Oecumenius’s quotation from it; but
there is no proof that Wetstein ever found &s in any MS.
of the Twelve Anathematisms.

Other allusions are less decisive ; as,—

J- ‘O Movoyevis Emépavev spiv, &¢Sn ydp émi yiic® “ The
only-begotten appeared to us, for he was seen on the
earth.”

g Tov & gapi medmuora. 8 “ Him who has appeared in the
flesh.”

In two passages Cyril might seem to favor Deos:

k. "0 e pa évardparmicas Veds, xkairow vouuaYeis obdév Erepov
evas A F10 povov & parmros, avré 8¢ Tourl o Spdpevov, n-
PO & Dveow, bmareddn &y xooppt “ God, indeed, having
become man, althouph in no other respect human except in
what was visible, was preached unto the Gentiles, was be-
lieved on in the world.” Here %Yess is made the subject of
the later predicates, but not of épavepads.

1 Explan., Cap. x11. Anath. 11, Tom. VL p. 148.

2 De Recta Fide, p. 20 E.

3 De Recta Fide, p. 7C. Cf. Adv. Nest., Tom. VL p. 61.
¢ De Recta Fide, p. 170 D.
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i. Kal rabra.... 6 dwoordlos Huis d8idafe Neywy, ‘Ouoro-
youpévws, &. T. A, Yeos épav., . . A Kai 'r;;v pey ¢avépmo'w au-
éSevte 17 gaprl, Tiv 8¢ Swaiwow katd THY TOV alpetikiy aBe)\.-
Trplay &SwcaioDn 8¢ Ti ouvepyela tob mvevparos. *Apa To
Swearidaar mredpa kpeirrov Tob SixawwNévros viod; aAN ovkére
TadTa ovk éoTi* TO ydp Nuérepov édikaiddn Sud Tod év atTp dave-
peYérros eod, &s dywpioTws alrg curmupévos, k. 7.0 “And
this.... the apostle teaches us, saying: ¢ And without contro-
versy, great is the mystery of godliness. God was manifes-
ted in the flesh,” ctc. He connects not only the manifestation
with the flesh, but, according to the absurdity of the heretics,
the justification also ; but he was justified by the co-opera-
tion of the Spirit. Was then the justifying Sgirit superior
to the justified Son? By no meauns; for our daviour was
justified through the God manifested n him, who was joined
inseparably with him, etc.” This comment seems rather to
favor Deds, but is by no means conclusive. We have found
no other reference in Cyril so favorable to the received
text. It has not before been collated.

1t will be seen from these quotations that Cyril certainly
read 6s. He has formally cited this passage seven times.
In three of these cases &5 is still retained; in the others
it has suffered corruption. The only wonder is, that in any
case it has escaped. In three of the four cases where we
now read Yeds, the context demands &s.

The negative evidence is nearly as strong as the positive.
Why has Cyril on no occasion, while proving Christ's di-
vinity, relied on this Deés? He evidently does not regard it
as a proofitext of the first class, or why did he not quote
this passage in the thirty-second chapter of his Thesaurus,
in which, with the scriptures evidently before him, he col-
lects seriatim the passages which seem to him to prove that
‘““the Son is by his nature God, and if so, not made, nor
created.”? He selects no less than five texts from 1 Tim.;

1 Cap. de Incarn. Dom., Script. Vet. Vat. Coll. (ed. Mal}), Tom. VIIIL. Part
11. . 97, or Mai’s Beript. Nov. Biblioth., Tom. IL p. 68.
* Tom. V. Part 1. p. 267.



1865.] READINGS OF 1 TIM. IL 16. 28

and it is nnaccountable that he should have overlooked this
passage, had he read Seds.

It is no less significant that this Father fails to adduce our
text in opposition to Julian, who asserted that ¢ neither
Paul nor Matthew nor Luke dared to call Jesus God,”!
although he does refer to such passages as Rom. ix. 5, in
which Christ is called ¥ God over all,” 1 Cor. ii. 8, in which
he is called ¢ the Lord of glory,” and Rom. viii. 9, in which
the “Spirit of Christ” is also called “the Spirit of God.”
I have dwelt at greater length on the reading of Cyril, as it
bas been made the subject of 8o much controversy. He
may now be most confidently cited as favoring &s.

4. Gelasius. Scr. A.p. 476. His history of the Council
of Nice is ot perfectly reliable, and we do not therefore
give his account of the proceedings as an authority for the
reading of the Council, but solely for that of Gelasius,
although he claims to have drawn his facts from Eusebius,
Rufinus, and others, and especially from old MSS. of a cer-
tain John Presbyter.

a. The philosopher Phaedo asks: “How was he seen on
earth, and associated as a man with men, if he was the un-
changeable God? Answer of the holy fathers, by Macarius,
bishop of Jerusalem : Kara riw ¢y Tob Seomesiov ITavou,
Méya dovi 7. 7. €. pny O €. & 0., TODT éoTly, & TOD Deob vids.
Tore airos @Ppdn xai dyyéhos, 008¢ yap dryyéhoss 1) dpyaryyé
Noes 7} Tias TV émovpaviwy Suvipevwy Yeatos 6 Moveyenis, érel-
wep Veow obdeis ébpaxe warmote? “ According to the words of
St. Paal, ¢ Great is the mystery of godliness, who was mani-
fested in the flesh, that is, the Son of God. Then was he
seen also of angels, since neither to angels nor archangels, -
nor any of the heavenly hosts, is the Only-begotten visible,
for ‘ no one hath seen God at any time.’ ” In the editions
is printed 3, but, at least four MSS,, including those from
which Gelasius was first printed, read &s.3

! Coat. Jul.,, Tom. VL p. 327 A.
3 Lib. 2, Cap. 23, Coll. Concil. Mansi, Tom. II. ¢ol. 871.
3 Berriman’s Diss., p. 180.
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b. "Inaod bs perd Tiw Tiis évadprov abrod mapovalas oikovo-
piay, To péya aANs Tis evoeBelas pvaTipiov, kaSex yéypamr-
rac pavepwoeis v aapki kal dyyéross, S¢Nels, k. 7. A “ Of Je-
sus, who after the dispensation of his presence in the flesh,
the great mystery of godliness, as it is written, having been
manifested in the flesh and seen of angels,” etc.

5. Cyril Scythopolitanus. A.D. 555.

a. Ty dylav worw Iepovoarip, & 3 10 péya Tiis ebaeBelas
épavepw¥n puaripov “The holy city Jerusalem, in' which
the great mystery of godliness was manifested.

b. *Ev 3} 70 péya tijs eboeBelas Imep Tis Tob koo pov cornplas
PavepwYév kal TereiwDéy, x.7.0.2 In which [i.e. in Jerusalem]
the great mystery of godliness, having been manifested and
completed for the salvation of the world, etc.” In both of
these passages, the fact that the mystery is said to have been
manifested, is sufficient proof that the author did not read
that “ God was manifested.” Ifthis latter reference be taken
from a genuine letter of Theodorus and Sabas, it will carry
back its date nearly a century.

The following writers probably read &.

1. Origen. .. 230. “Ne forte is qui verbum caro fac-
tus apparuit positus in carne, sicut apostolus dicit: ¢ quia
[read gui] manifestatus est in carne, justificatus in Spiritu,
apparuit angelis,’ hoc quod apparuit angelis, non eis absque
evangelio, sicut ne nobis quidem hominibus.” 3 “ Nor per-
haps did he who, as the Word made flesh, appeared placed
in the flesh, as the apostle says, ¢ who was manifested in the
flesh, justified in the spirit, seen of angels,’ when seen of
angels appear to them without a gospel, any more than to us
men.” We have only the Latin version of Rufinus, who
certainly omits Yeds, and, if we read gqui for quia, also gives
us the equivalent for &. Two other trivial allusions are
made to our passage by Origen.

1 Gelas. Praef., Mansi, Tom. IL. col. 761.

1 Vita Sabao, Sect. 52. Wetstein erroncously has Sect. 50.
3 Vita Sabao, Sect. 5, 7, Ep. ad Anast. Imp.

¢ Comm. in Rom. i. 2 (ed. De la Rue), Tom. IV. p.“&
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“If my Jesus be said to be received up into glory.”

Oi &yyedo: ols ap'yn.2 ¢ The angels by whom he was
seen,” referring to ‘Ingods, not Deds.

2. Apollinaris. o.p.370. Elra émwdyes Tois eipnuévors &rs
10 pvoripiov & aapkl épavepdn.t ¢ Then he [i.e. Apollina-
ris] adds to what he has said that ‘the mystery was mani-
fested in the flesh.”” This would seem of itself quite con-
clusive that Apollinaris did not read Seds ;-but the quotation
of his words here made by Gregory is very brief, and per-
baps not exact.

Kai &ore Deds arqduwis 6 doapros év aapki pavepwels, Té-
Aewos 17 aAYwj kal Selg renedryrit ¢ And he who without
flesh was manifested in the flesh is truly God, complete in
true and divine perfection.” The reading of this passage
found by Franc. Turrianus is perhaps preferable: “ He who
without flesh was manifested in the flesh is truly one, etc,8
especially as the writer immediately adds, “ not two persons,
nor two natures.” Wetstein, however, quotes this passage
with Seds, “ apud Photium, cod. 280.”

8. Jerome. a.p. 378. Not only did this Father retain the
relative in his version, but he quotes this passage: “ Qui ap-
peruit in carne, Justlﬁcatus in spiritu,” 6 more llterally trans-
lated than in his version.

4. Ghrysostom. A.D. 386. We were at first inclined to class
this Father among those whose reading is quite doubtful;
but & more careful examination of facts not before collected,
inclines us to the belief that he probably read 3s. Although
his homilies have suffered from frequent transcription more

¥ Cont. Cels., Lib. 111., Tom. L p. 467 C.

% Comm. in Matth. xix. 14, Tom. III. p. 660 C.

® App. Greg. Nyss. Antirrhet. (ed. Zacagn.), p. 138.

¢ Secript. Vet. Vat. Coll. (ed. Mai), pp. 147, 174. The work herc quoted was
gemerally ascribed to Gregory Thaumaturgus, but Leontius Byzantinus, in his
¥rand. Apollinist., says it is falsely ascribed by heretics to this Father, being
really a production of Apollinaris.

§ Ap. Leontius Byzant., Fraud. Apollinist. Basn. Thes. Tom. L p. 609.

¢ Comment. in Isa liii. 11 (ed. Martiani, Par., 1704), Tom. LI col. 387.

VoL XXIIL No. 85. 4
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then the writings of any other Father, and the reading Seos
is now found in three passages in his works, yet in two of
these cases there are important various readings which con-
tradict his printed text.
" a. Kai époroyouuéves, ¢mat, péya dotiv 7.1 € poy Deos éd
€ 0. € & TV., TOUTéTTWw, 1) oixovoula 7 Umrép fuav.! * And with-
out controversy, it is written, great is the mystery of godli-
ness ; God was manifested in the flesh, justified in the spirit,
that is, the dispensation over us.” Here the text of scrip-
ture has Neds, but, as has been abundantly proved in the case
of Cyril, little reliance can be placed on this fact. Let us
compare the context. Chrysostom proceeds: ¢ Tell me no
more of [the old dispensation, of ] bells, nor of the holy of
holies, nor of the high priest.” Eis érepov dvdyes 70
wpaypa Myow, eos épavepddn év gapkl, Touréativ, Snuoupyos
¢Sy, ¢noiv, & capal, édawdn & mveduar. “ To another
[High priest] he leads the subject, saying: ¢ God was mani-
fested in the flesh,’ that is, the Demiurge was, he says, seen
in the flesh, justified in the spirit. Wherefore he says it is
without controversy great, for it is really true; for God be-
came man, and man God. A mar was seen without sin, a
man was received up, was preached unto the world.” Tak-
ing this passage as it now stands, does it not seem probable
that it has suffered corruption? If Chrysostom had writ-
ten Yeds, would he have felt it necessary to elucidate so very
plain a word by the explanatory clause rovréorwv Snuiovpryds?
Would he thus have emphasized the humanity of Christ,“a
man wes seen without sin, a mar was received dp, was
preached unto the world,” if the passage just quoted bad
possessed Yeds as the subject of these very verbs? But we
have external evidence that the words of Chrysostom have
* been tampered with. Cramer gives another form taken from
a catena in which &7¢ takes the place of Neds, thus; eis
&repov dvdryer 70 Tpaypa, &1e épavepwdn év gapai Snuiovpryos
dv3 “To another High priest be leads the subject, that he

1 Comm. in 1 Tim. iii. 16, Tom. XI. pp. 605, 608.
* Cramer’s Catena on 1 Tim. iii. 16, p. 31.
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was manifested in the flesh, being the Creator.” This read-
ing finds strong confirmation in a Latin translation which
reads : #“ Ad altiora profecto nos subvehit, quod scilicet in
carne manifestatus est Conditor.”! This translation made
directly from an old MS. agrees with the Greek given by
Cramer, which is in all probability the more correct reading,
as the alteration would be more naturally made for the pur-
pose of conforming to the supposed words of scripture
than the contrary.

b. Having spoken of Christ as invisible, because the
image of the invisible God, Ghrysostom adds, according to
our printed editions: Ei 8 d\ayod ¢moi, Bcds édavepwdyy
& oapri, ) Navudons: 81e 1 pavépwais Sid Tis gaprds, ob iy
xatd Ty otaiay yéyover. 'Emei 814 xai adros ddpatos ol povow
dw¥permross, AAAA xai Tols dvar Suvdpeos & Iladhos, elmow wap
51 éparepan & capxl, émpyaye d1s B¢ dyyéoist « But
if it is elsewhere said, God was manifested in the flesh,
wonder not at it; for the manifestation had regard to the
flesh, and not the invisible essence. For Paul shows that
he is invisible, not only to men but to the higher intelli.
gences ; for having said that he was manifested in the flesh,
he adds that he was seen of angels.” The context here does
not especially confirm or oppose the reading Seds, as here
quoted in the text; but some MSS. here have & for Seds.
Instead of Ei 3¢ d\ayod ¢noi, «.7.\. Savil gives in his
edition the various reading. did rodrd Pnow, bs épavepddn
& aapxl, 1 yap pavépwas 8id Tijs caprds, k. 7. A3 “Therefore,”
ie. bécause Christ is in his nature invisible, “ it is said,* Who
was manifested in the flesh,’ for the manifestation bad refer-

1 This translation we find in Chrysost. Enarr. in Pauli Epp. (Antwerp, 1544),
Vol. IL fol. 86, p. 1 ; “incerto interprete,” very likely Bergundio Pisanus of the
twelfth century. It is also found in the Frankfort reprint (1697-98) of Froato
Ducacus’s Paris edition of Chrysostom.

* In Joan. Hom. XV., Tom. VIII. pp. 85, 86.

% Etonse (1612), Tom. II. p. 613, 1. 27. For the facts in reference to this
pasesge in Chrysostom, as also for the quotations from Theodorus Studites, and
for much other valuable assistance, we are indebted to the combined kindness
s0d learning of Mr. Ezra Abbott, of Cambridge, Mass.
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ence to the flesh, etc.” This reading gives an equally good
sense, and bears internal marks of genuineness. In confir
mation of it, compare the Latin translation made from a
MS. in the fifteenth century by Francesco Accolti of Arezzo
[Franciscus Aretinus.] It reads in the most exact conform-
ity with the variation given by Savil: “ Propterea inquit
¢ Qui manifestatus in- carne,’ manifestatio autem per carnem
non est secundum substantiam.” !

In the Benedictine edition of this Father, after having
noted a comparatively unimportant various reading but
three lines before our text, Montfaucon adds, in apparent
reference to this passage, Et in sequentibus quoque, verbo
tenus variant? Would that he had given us the exact
authority for what he implies is so unimportant a “verbal
variation.” .

¢. “ But that, when he was God, he should be willing to
become man, etc., here is ground for astonishment and awe,
and in wonder at this St. Paul said, ¢ And without contro-
versy, great is the mystery of godliness,’ wolov péya; Yeds
épavepaNn év aapxi, in what respect is it great? God was
manifested in the flesh.”3 This would seem to require Yeos
as the true reading; if Chrysostom had not, with character-
istic freedom of quotation, in the same sentence coupled
Yeos with a direct quotation from Heb. ii. 16: O wap
dyyéi v émidauBdverar & Yeds. “For God took not on him-
gself the form of angels.” .

5. Nestorius. A.D. 428. Kard 8wcawatimy 76 migodé
avémhacev, 'Edavepddn, wbp ¢mow, é&v capxi, édikaiddn év
nmvedparet “ According to justice he [i.e. the Spirit] filled®
that which had been made, [i.e. the humanity of Christ],
for it is said, ¢ he was manifested in the flesh, justified in the

1 Found in the same Frankfort edition just referred to.

* Tom. VIIL p. 85 E. '

? Homil. de Philog., Tom. I. p. 497 D ; published also as ascholium by Mat-
thaei, Pref. to Cath. Epp.

¢ Apud Cyr. Adv. Nest, Tom. VL p. 103 E.

* Reading &vexrficer for dvixdarey, in accordance with repleverit in Cassian
and replevitin Arnobius, though Mar. Merc. has reformavit,
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spirit.”” Not only is so striking a word as Seés here omit-
ted, but the insertion of & would make the citation pecu.
liarly apposite, being translated “ He who appeared in the
flesh, i.e. To mAacY&, was made just by the spirit,” i.e. xard
Swearoocvmy avémiagey. No relative, however, is preserved by
Marius Mercator in his translation of this sermon of Nesto- -
rius,! nor by Arnobius? or Cassian,® although the latter uses
the masculine form justificatus to translate édixaiddm.

6. Eutherius Syanensis. o.D. 431. * To be united to flesh
is not to be converted into flesh, wherefore it is said,
&pavepDn év caprl odx épavepdDn 7 odpk, he was manifested
m the flesh, not that the flesh was manifested.”

1. Pseudo-Chrysostom. ‘Ouohoyovuéves péyae.t. 7.6, p. &
&pavepoDyyy év capxl, x.7.A5 The present form exhibits §,
which favors &5 rather than Seds.

& olw ywwordv T puoipioy ; ébavepdSn, dnoly, & aapi
“How then was the mystery known? He was manifested,
it is said, in the flesh.” These citations are probably by
different writers.

Pseudo- Epiphanius. °EE peyda pvorijpia émoinaev 6 xipios
sy *Incols Xpioros, ds Aéyer Ilainos, épavepsIn 7 év aapri,
x 7.A8% “8ix great mysteries did our Lord Jesus Christ
perform, as Paul says:  He was manifested in the flesh,
etc.”

9. Pope Martin. A.D. 649. "Ouoloyovuévws péya e. 7. 7. €. .
o p@7 &v oapkl, k. .\ This peculiar reading of ds

1 8erm. 3, Tom. IL p. 11, (ed. Garn., Par., 1673). Migne’s Patr. Lat.,, Vol.
XLVIIL col. 767.

* Conflict. cum Serap., Lib. xxr.

? De Incarn. Dom., Lib. viI. eap. xvI.

¢ Confut. quar. Prop..ap. Athen., Tom. IL p. 564 B. This is attributed to
Theodoret by Photius.

$ Homil. do Incarn. Dom., Chrysost. Opp., Tom. VIIL. Part. 1. p. 214.

* Tom. X. p. 763; cf. p. 764.

7 This word is printed érAnpd37 ; an evident error in transcription.

§ De Num. Myst., ap. Opp. Epiph., Tom. II. p. 307.

® Concil. Lateran. L, Ep. 5; Mansi, Tom. X. col. 818. The Acts of this
Comacil were composed in Greek as well as Latin.
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for & is probably due to the first editor; ef. the alteration
suflered by Liberatus.

10. Oecumenius. Flourished between A.p. 800 and 990.
Kai cuporoyovpévws péya e.7.7. € pny, Veos dpavepndy, k. TN
After commeating on the first clause, he adds: Seos épave-

- p¥n év capki elra Néyer TO puoTipior* érelvos ydp 6 év caprl
Tois adpwmows pavepwlels, odros ob mapa dvdpwrivoss SPdaX-
pois Sikaios éxpldn, aA\a Tois ToD mvéuparos oPNaluols Tols
tpewwidar rai Ta Bad toi Veod. To 8, "Educawddn, &ud T
cagra, xado ydp éoi Yeos ob Swkatoirar, dANE Sukasot! ¢ ¢God
was manifested in the flesh;”> here he tells the mystery, for
he who was manifested in the flesh to men was not judged
just by human eyes, but by the eyes of the Spirit, which
search even the deep things of God. The phrase ¢ was jus-
tified,” refers to his humanity, for as God he is not justified,
but justifies.” This comment renders it almost certain that
Oecumenius read &s. With this reading it is natural to say
that the mystery consists in the way in which “ he who was
manifested in the flesh was justified,” while with the reading
Yeds, the mystery must consist in the fact of the manifesta-
tion of God in the flesh. The manner in which this writer
speaks immediately after of Cyril’s comment on this passage?
confirms us in the belief that he read &, for he does not
quote Cyril, as has generally been understood by scholiasts,
for the purpose of giving a various reading, but simply for
the sake of his comment attached to the text.

We lave a negative argument for including Athanasius,
A.D. 326, among those whose reading was probably &. Our
text occurs in no part of his genuine writings, a most
remarkable fact if this great defender of Christ’s divinity
read Deés. How happens it that on almost every page of
these discussions we have references to John i. 14: “ The
Word was made flesh,” and yet throughout all his writings
not one clear reference to 1 Tim. iii. 16. “ God was mani-

1 Comm. in 1 Tim. iii. 16, Tom. II. p. 227 (Paris, 1631).
2 Vide suprs, p. 21.
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fested in the flesh ?” It is to be accounted f@r only on the
supposition that he read és. .

This text is found in our editions of Athanasius : “Exovae
9p kai TOV dméoToNov cuyywouny alrols véuovra, xai olovel
xeipa airois & T Néyew éxreivovra, 81 Kal Sporoyoupéiws
PéYay € T. T. € iy Veos épavepdDyn év caprl! For they have
the apostle also extending pardon to them, and, as it were,
stretching out his hand to them, with the words: “ With-
out controversy, great is the mystery of godliness ; God was
manifested in the flesh.” This passage is probably spurious.
The Benedictine editors found it in but a single MS,, and
accordingly enclosed it in brackets. Yet Henderson, who
must have known these facts, quotes it without a hint at its
more than dubious authenticity.?

The following Fathers.clearly read Seds.

1. Gregory of Nyssa. A.D. 370.

a. “Os ob pdvov Seov, aAN xal péyav Sedv, kal émi wdvraw
Seow, ovopdlerar oV KUplov. . ... Tipoyép 8¢ Siappridny Bod &rs
6 Yeos épavepd¥n év gapl, iawdyn év mvedpart® “Who
[Paul] not only calls. ous Lord, God, but also ‘the’great
God, and ¢ God over all’ [here he quotes Rom. ix. 5, ¢ God
over all,’ and Tit. iii. 13, ‘great God and our Saviour,” and
then proceeds to add] ; and to Timothy he boldly cries that
‘God was manifested in the flesh, was justified in the spirit.’”’
Gregory had already cited from other sacred writers various
passages in which Christ is called God,and then gives 1 Tim,
iil. 16 as another proof that Paul gives Jesus the title of
God. Nothing could be more express and unquestionable
than his reading. His other citations of this text, though
not 8o definite, are yet in strict unison with this one.

b. AN weoYérres Ire aANds Veds épavepdVYn év gapkl,

1 Adv. Sersp., Epist. xv. Cap. 1v. {(ed. Bened.), Tom. L p. 706.

2 Another quotation sometimes referred to the same Father will be found
wnder the name Pseud.-Athanasius.

3 Contrs Eunom., Orat. 1v. (Paris, 1638), Tom. IT. p. 693.
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éxeivo povov anNwov Tis ebaeBelas pvoripuov elvar moTEl0-
pev.l  “ But being persuaded that truly God was manifested
in the flesh, let us believe this to be the true mystery of
godliness.”

¢. Ao kai wdvres oi Tov Abyow knpiocovTes, év Tovre TO ad-
pa Tob puarnplov kataunuiovetw, bre Yeos épavepddn év caprl,
&re 6 Aoyos oapk éyévero?  “ Wherefore also, all who preach
the word, point out in this the wonder of the mystery, that
God was manifested in the flesh, that the Word was made
flesh.”

- d. "0 Seds pavepovpevosd “ God who wasumanifested.”

e. Ilés odv épavepdn év capxl 6 Neos;4 How then was
God manifested in the flesh?”

I AN 6 pév Neos év oapil ¢pavepoiras, 1) 68 adpf 1 Tov Dedv
& éavry) Seifaca, . . . . els éxetvo perateNeica xal d\\ayeloa, brep
v 6 &v éxelvy i) capki éavrdv pavepdoas, k. T. A5 “ But God
indeed is manifested in the flesh, and the flesh which exhib-
ited God initself,.... having been transformed and changed
into that which he was, who manifested himself in the flesh,
etc.”

& 2 &v payavopey ote ovr’ Bv’aapl, 6 Seos €¢avepw§17, I
g 6 Aoyos oapf éyévero® “ By which we learn that God
would not have been manifested in the flesh unless the Word
was made flesh.”

h. "0 kard gdpra &Nparmos év § 6 eos épavepdD, . ... dp-
Spwmos év ¢ Hulv 6 Veds épavepdn .. .. &d Tijs Sovhixis Tal-
s krioews év oapri épavepdIn.’ * The bodily man, in whom
God was manifested;....man in whom God was mani-
fested ;.. ..through this servile creature [i.e. the body] he
was manifested in’the flesh.”

t. 'Emad) 70 ¢ws xai 7 Ly kai 6 Yeds xai 6 Noyos & capni

1 Contra Lunom., Orat. 11. (Paris, 1638), Tom. II. p. 430.
% Orat. v., Tom. II. p. 581. 3 Orat. 11., Tom. II. p. 445.

¢ Orat. 1v., Tom. II. p. 636. ¢ Orat. v1.,, Tom. II. p. 594.
¢ Orat. vr,, Tom. IIL p. 595.

7 Do Fide, ad Simplic., Tom. III. p. 89.
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épavepasdn.!  “Since the Light and the Life and God and
the Word was manifested in the flesh.” '

J- "0 eds épavepsdn év gaprld “ God was manifested in
the flesh.”

This passage is again quoted without the article;

k. Beds epavepdn év capril ¥ God was manifested in the
flesh.”

L Obroci 8¢ ¢maw ob Veov év aaprl medavepoioVYart “ But
this [Apollinaris] says that God was not manifested in the
ﬂeB b24

m. Ko Hv &v capxl Neos épavepddnt  # According to
which, God was manifested in the flesh.” '

n. deifato Tov elpnrdra uy Nedv év capkl wepavepoioNard
“Let him show any one who says that God was not mani-
fested in the flesh.”

0. ‘O dpavepwdels Hulv & gapxi Nebs” “ God, who was man-
ifested to us in the flesh.”

p. 'Ev § 6 Deds épavepdIn® “In which God was mani-
fested.” T

q. "Ev capxl medmvévas vov Neov? ¢ That God appeared
in the flesh.”

r. Beoy did ¢mpxoe Euruyov re:ﬁavepoua%aam ¢ That God
was manifested through the flesh, with a human soul.

5. Ei....%s dpavepodn & gapxit  “If....God was
manifested in the flesh.”

t. Tov &v capei mepavepadévra Debvd % God, who was
wanifested in the flesh.”

%, 'Exreadij 6 Yeis épavepdn év oapel® “Since God was
manifested in the flesh.”

9. Tov 3¢ eowv &v dapki TedpavepdoDas July 6 Tds drodelfer

1 Contes Eunom., Orat. v1., Tom. II. p. 715.
3 Antirrhet. adv. Apolin. (ed. Zacagni, 1698), p. 126.

* Ibid., p. 149. 4 Tbid., p. 126. 8 Ibid., p. 129.
¢ Iid., p. 131. 7 Ibid., p. 168. ¢ Ibid., p. 207.
* Ibid., p. 183. 10 Thid., p. 239. ’ 1 Inid., p. 246.
B Ibid., p. 258. ® Ihid., p. 270.

Yor. XXII. No. 85. 5

-
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Emfradvl “ He who seeks proofs that God was manifested
to us in the flesh.”

In all these cases now given we find Seés used in connec-
tion with an allusion to this passage, or a quotation of it.
In the following allusions to this text Yeds does not occur:

a. T@ 10 péya pavepoivre Tis edoeBelas pvaripwovd “To
him who manifests the great mystery of godliness.”

b. Tov & apxi) Noyov év capxl wepavepdoDas Méyer? “ He
says, that in the beginning the Word was manifested in the
flesh.”

It will be seen from the extracts now given, that Gregory
not only unequivocally asserts that in this passage Christ is
called God, but also that out of twenty-three other quota-
. tions of this texty or allusions to it, which we have been able
to find, in twenty-one cases he connects Seds with some form
of the verb ¢avepéw. He uses the text much as Atbanasius
employs Jobn i. 14. There can be no doubt whatever that
he reads Qeds. These facts cannot be explained away, as
Davidson endeavors to do, by throwing suspicion on the
fidelity of copyists, who never could have made such sys-
tematic corruptions, and by adducing as counter evidence
his quotation from Apollinaris, as if it had been in the words
of Gregory.

2. Didymus. a.p. 370. A
a. Kal TipdSqp 8¢ yparas, els dxpov E3eordynoey mepl alrod,
xai a7’ audoiv v Néfewy o py) elvas xatd Seomyra Tapa Ppbow
mw warpueny dafev. Elmev yap Toudader ‘Opoloyovuévers
péya €. 1. T. €. py, Seos épavepn & capkl, k. T. A4 ¢ And, writ-
ing to Timothy, he most distinctly speaks of him as God,
and from both passages [i.e. Col. ii. 9 and 1 Tim. iii. 16] he
teaches that he does not differ in the nature of his divinity
from the Father, for he says: ¢ Without controversy, great

1 Orat. Catechet., Cap. x11., Opp., Tom. ITL. p. 67 A.
3 In Psalm., Lib. 11. Cap. x., Tom. L p. 322.
% Contra Eunom., Orat. v1., Tom. IL p. 588.
* Do Trinitate, Lib. 1. (ed. Mingarel.), p. 83.
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is the mystery of godliness; God was manifested in the

flesh, etc.’”” This seems so clear as to leave no room to -

doubt the reading of Didymus. With what show of justice
can Davidson say, “ No importance can be attached to the
reading of Didymus, a blind man.”? But Didymus was
one of the lights of the Alexandrian school, and certainly
accustomed to hear the scriptures read ; and we see no reason
why his blindness should, as Davidson insinuates, invalidate
his testimony. Less rcliable is the following citation from
a Latin translation ; “ Secundum quod dictum est, manifes-
tatus in carne.” 3

3. Epiphanius Diaconus. A.p. T87.

" Axovaov Tovyapoiv Tob Ilavhov peyahoddwws &uBodvros, Kai
p d\Neav Tovros. émiadpayifavros: Oeos épavepsdn &y
oapxi, k. 7. . Ocds, Pnai, épavepiddn.? « Hear, then, Paul cry-
ing with a loud voice, and confirming to them the truth:
! God was manifested in the flesh, etc.” ¢ God, he says, was
manifested.’” ' '

4. Theodorus Studites. A.p. 815.

a. Kai Befdnwev 6 iepos dmocroros: Oeds dpavepdYn év
oapri, x. T. X @5 olv Neds épavepd Vn &y gapxl, k. 7. 24 ¢ And
the holy apostle cries, ‘ God was manifested in the flesh,
etc’ As, then, God was manifested in the flesh, etc.”

b. Toirro ydp éore.... 5 dnow & péyas dmoaTolos: Oeds

Sparepasdn &v capxl* kai Ertw els kai abros & Suoi pioea, Té-

Aaos Yeos xal Téewos EdpwmosS ¢ For this is.... what the
great apostle says: ‘ God was manifested in the flesh’; and
he is one and the same in two natures, perfect God and
perfect man.”
5.. Theophylact. A.p. 1077.
Beds épavepdn &y oapi . ... Evraida yap Yeds épavepadn:
1 Biblical Criticism, Vol. IL p. 394.
2 Comm. in 1 John iv. 2, 8.
8 Concil. Nic. IL Paneg., Mansi, Tom. XIII. col. 446.

¢ Lib. 11. Epist. xxxv1. ( Venet., 1728), p. 349.
§ Ibid., Epist. oLvI. p. 498,
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wdx; v capxi, T ydp Deoryre doparos! “ God was mani-
- fested in the flesh.. ... For here God was manifested; how?
in the flesh; for in his godhead he, is invisible.”

6. Pseudo-Athanasius. Besides the interpolation in one
of the writings of Athanasius already noticed, there is
another quotation found among his spurious works.

‘O paxdpws amoororos Ilainés ¢no, Méya éori 7. 7. €. o,
Deds épavepayn év capxl, k. TN ....wepavéparar Veos v
oapwi, . ... el py, Veos é aapkl moredorro elvard ¢ The bles-
sed apostle Paul, says, ¢ Great is the mystery of godlibess,
God was manifested in the flesh, etc.’....God has been
manifested in the flesh,....unless God was believed to be
in the flesh.” This epistle, the author of which evidently
read Yeos, was not Athanasius, as it opposes the errors of
the Nestorians. The Benedictine editors give as another
reason for questioning its authenticity: “ And if Athana-
gius had read the ‘passage, eds épavepyn év capcl, as here,
quoted, he would certainly have made use of it against the
Arians, to prove the divinity of Christ. But he seems to
bave used copies which had 8 épavepdDn év gapxi [or rather
&], as does the present Vulgate..... If he bhad read in the
other way, Athanasius, a man so skilled in the scriptures,
could never have passed by 8o remarkable a passage.” 8

The following Fathers probably read Seds:

1. Theodoret. A.p.423. a. Kai sporoyouuévas p e 7. T.
e. py Muaripiov 88 adrd kaketl os dvwdev pev mpoopuayéy, fore
pov 8¢ pavepuDév. Oeos tpavepdIn &v capxl. Beds yap duy
xai Yeod vids, kai adpaTov Exmv Ty $low, Shhos Gracw dva-
Spwmricas &yévero. Japis 8¢ Huas Tas Svo piaes bdater, év
aapkl yap 1w Neiav g PavepeNivar Ppiow.t ¢ And without

1 Comm. in 1 Tim. iii. 16 (Venet.), Tom. IL. p. 569. This is also given by
Matthaei as a scholium found by him, Praef. to Cath. Epp.

2 Ep. de Incarn. Dei Verbi, Tom. II. pp. 33, 34.

3 Athan. Opp., Tom. IT. p. 33 ; cf. also Griesb. Symbol. Crit., Vol. L. p. xliL.

¢ Comm. in 1 Tim. iii. 16 (Paris, 1642). Qnuoted also by Matthaei, Praef. to
Cath. Epp., from & scholium.
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controversy, great is the mystery of godliness’ He calls
it a mystery, as having been pre-ordained of old, but latterly
manifested: ‘God was manifested in the flesh.’ For being
God and the Son of God, and having an invisible nature, he
became evident to all by his incarnation. Clearly, then, he
teaches us the two natures; for ¢in the fleeh’ he says, that
the divine nature was manifested.” !

b. ‘Oporoyovpévws péya e. 1. 1. €. pny Veds épavepddn x. 1. A
Ao, Toivwy, ds adparos pév 1) Nela Plais, opary 8¢ 7 odpk.
‘Appodims, Tolvuy, 6 Veios amdororos elme, Oeds épavepen &y
oap«i3 “¢Without controversy, greatis the mystery of godli-
nees; God was manifested in the flesh, etc’ It is evident,
then, that the divine nature is invisible, but the flesh visible.
Properly, then, did the divine Spirit say,‘ God was manifested
in the flesh.’” The context in these quotations shows Dede
was probably the reading of this Father. He draws from
this text the doctrine of the two natures in Christ. The
clauses, Seos Gy, xal Veod vids, and 1) Vela Piars, seem to have
reference to the reading SYeés. But it may be said, on the
other hand, that these phrases are of such frequent occur-
rence in Theodoret’s dialogues, that they do not here nec.
essarily require this reading, and that the quality of Christ’s
patare might also be deduced with the reading &. DBesides
this, Theodoret adds, to show that before our Saviour's
advent the angels had never seen God, 6 dmoororos elmev
¥ Parepuadels év capii ipdn dyyéross. “The apostle says
that after he was manifested in the flesh he was seen of
angels,” a statement peculiarly consistent with the reading
sad construction: ¢ He who was manifested in the flesh
was seen of angels.” A little further on he adds, in pursu.
ance of the same thought: Merd uérroc viv bvafSpamnow
©¢¥n xal 10ls dyyéhois xatd Tov Neilov aGmdaToloy,. ... Ocds

1 There seems to be here an allusion to other passages, such aa Rom. xvi. 23
and 1 Cor. ii. 7, otherwise it would be a strong evidenco that Theodoret reaq §s
a8 the mystery, and not God, is here spoken of as being made manifest.

f Ersa. Dial. 1., Tom. IV. pp. 13-15.
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ébpavepddn, ydp ¢now, v capxl, duaiddn & mvevpary, SPdy
ayyérows, which with the reading & would be translated:
% Indeed, then, after the incarnation he was seen also of the
angels, according to the holy apostle, ‘He who was mani-
fested in the flesh was justified in the spirit, was seen of
angels.”” The fact that in his commentary Theodoret does
not refer the mystery personally to Christ would accord
with this construction, as well as with the reading Seds.

2. Severus, Patriarch of Antioch. A.p. 513. Tov vopodé-
™, Tov év gapxl pavepwévra Dedv! ¢ The lawgiver, the
God, manifested in the flesh.” This is preserved only in a
catena, but yet quite reliably indicates Seds.

3. Pseudo-Dionysius Alexandrinus. Els éorw & Xpiaros,
6 dv & 1@ matpi, cuvaldios Ndyos* & alred wpdawmov, ddpatos
eds xal opatds yevduevos® Neds yap épavepddn év capkl, oye-
vopuevos éx ryuvaixds, x. 7.A3 “ Christ is one, the co-eternal
Word existing in the Father ; one in his person, God invisi-
ble and made visible; for God was manifested in the flesh,
made of a woman, etc.” This would seem to imply Seds,
although there is no direct quotation. Not only does this
belong to a later age than that of Dionysius, but an old
Latin translation of the first part of this work, which is still
extant, contains, as Tregelles has mentioned,? no such refer-
ence to 1 Tim. iii. 16.4

4. John of Damascus. A.p. 730. The text of this author’s
commentary on 1 Tim, iii. 16,5 reads Beés. There is nothing
in the comments, composed of excerpts from Chrysostom,
to shed light on his reading. In another work he refers to
this passage: Jdid ydp Tov Savudrov xai Tis dvaotdigews xal
riis émuportijaews Tob dylov mvedpatos Epavepddn kal émiaTeDy
T¢ rxdopp ors vids dore Tod Veod® “For by miracles, and

1 Wolfe's Catena on Acts iii. 23, Tom. III. of his Anecdota Graeca, p. 138.
2 Cont. Paul. Sam. (Rome, 1796), p. 211, or Mansi, Tom. L. col. 1044.

8 Horne’s Introduction (ed. Tregelles), Vol. IV. p. 839.

¢ Dionys. Opp., p. 300.

$ Tom. II. p. 263 (ed. Le Quien, Paris, 1713).

$ De Fide Orthodox., 91, or Lib. 1v. Cap. xv111., Tom. L p. 387 E.
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the resurrection, and the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, was
he manifested, and believed on in the world that he is the
Son of God.”

5. Photius. A.D. 858. Kai dporoyovpbves péyae. 1. 7. €. piny
VYeds dpavepddn év capal, k. 7. & This is quoted by Nolan?!
from a MS,, but without the connection or comment; so that
we cannot judge of its value. Tov év capxl pavévra Neow2
“God, who appeared in the flesh.”

We subjoin a number of real or supposed references to this
passage, from which, in our opinion, little or nothing can be
gathered as to the early text; but as many of them have
been before quoted on one side or the other, we add them
for the sake of completeness.

1. Epistle of Barnabas. ‘I8¢ md\w 'Incods oy, 6 vids
aNparrov, dAN' 6 vios Tod Veob TUmwy Kai év caprl PavepwVels.S
“Behold again Jesus, not the Son of Man, but the Son of
God, and in a figure manifested in the flesh.” ’Ev capki odw
arob uélhovros PavepotaNar [i.e. kupiov]. “When the Lord
was about to be manifested in the flesh.” ’EX\wigare &ritov
& capxi péXhovra PpavepoioNar utv 'Incobw. * Trust in Jesus,
who is about to be manifested to you.” “Ore &uelhev &
capxi pavepodoDas [i.e. xipws]4 “Because the Lord was
about to be manifested in the flesh.”

2. Ignatius. A.p. 101. Els’Iatpds éorew, capxixos Te xai
TEVUATIKGS, YevrTOS Kal ayévvnToes, &v oapkl ryevouevos Nedst
“There is one Physician, both corporeal and spiritual, -
begotten and unbegotten, God made in the flesh.” Here
there is no certain allusion to this passage. IIds odv épar
epa¥n Tois aidaw; “ How then was he made manifest to
the ages 7¢ A star shone in heaven, etc.” Seoi dvDpwmives

1 Nolan’s Greek Vulgate, p. 290. Phot. comment. in 1 Tim. E. cod. MS.
Cantab. n. 2430. 250. .

1 Basnage’s Thessurus, Tom. IT. p. 436.

$ Bect. 12. 4 Sect. 6.

$ Epist. od Eph., Cap. vIL ¢ The reference is to Col. {. 26.
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avepopévov els vawornra &idiov {wiy,! ¢ when God in a bodily
form was manifested In the newness of an eternal life.”

But the Syriac here reads wviob for Seod, 1309 !

The interpreted form of Ignatius reads in this place, Seod
de dparmov pawopévov, kai dvdpdmov @s Yeod Evepyodvros.d
“ God appearing as man, and man working as God.” What-
ever may have been the original of Ignatius, there is no
probable allusion to this text.

8. Valentinus. A.p.120. ¢ Intelligetis deum in corpore
apparuisse ac spectatum esse.”4

4. Justin Martyr. A.D. 140. O3 xdpw améorethe Aoryov,
a xoopp Pavic b Imo Naod dripacNels, did dmwosTorwy
xnpuyNeis, dmd vow émoretdnS “For which reason he
sent the Word, that he might appear to the world; who,
having been dishonored by the people, and preached by the
apostles, was believed on by the Gentiles.” The authen-
ticity of this epistle has been questioned.

5. Apostolic Constitutions. Oeds xlpios, 6 émupavels fuiv
év oapri® ¢ God the Lord, who appeared to us in the flesh.”

6. Clement of Alexandria. A.p.192. *2 pvorijpwoy- pey
Nudy eldov oi dyyehot Tov Xpiarov, mwpérepov oby ocpdvres.t
%0 the mystery! with us the angels saw Christ, whom before
they had not seen.”

1. Hippolytus. A.p. 220. Ofros mpoeNdow els xdopov
Deds &y ocdpare épavepddn, &dpwmos Téheios mpoeAdw.8

1 Epist. ad Eph., Cap. x1x.

2 Cureton’s Corpus Ignatianom, p. 287. % Ed. Dresscl, p. 336.

4 Apud Leontius Byzant. adv. Fraud. Apollinist., Basnago’s Thesaurus, Tom.
L p. 603.

§ Epist. ad Diogn. ®7.26.

¥ Quoted by Oecumenius, in 1 Tim. #ii. 16 (Paris, 1631), Tom. II. p. 228.
Chrysostom, John of Damascus, and Theophylact read rd» vidr 700 Seot instead
of Tov Xpiorédy, though somo manuseripts of tho latter author bave 7d gwerfpior,
Scholia of Codd. 19 and 20 have, according to Wetstein, Ol Eyyerot ued’ duivw
«Bor 10 péya rijs eboeBelas pvarhpiov, a form which forbids Jeds.

& Cont. Noet., Cap. xvi1. A similar passago is quoted by Theodoret, Dial. 8,
Tem. IV. p. 89, although professing to be taken from a commentary on the

IS
bt
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“This God coming into the world was manifested in the
body, coming as a perfect Man.”

8. Eudoxius of Constantinople. A.p. 360. ¢There were
not in Christ two natures, for he was not a complete man,
but instead of a soul, God in the flesh,” &X' dvri Yuxis
Seés &v gapail

9. Basil. aA.p. 370. Adros J¢avepw§1; & capxi3 “He
(i.e. xlpsos] was manifested in the flesh.” Karénirer 8¢
nuiv Toro TO péya Tis eboeBelas pvoripwr.® “ And he left
us this great mystery of godliness.”

10. Euthalius. A.D. 458. Ilepl Selas caprdoewst “ Con-
cerning the divine incarnation.” This title is given to the
seventh Euthalian division of 1 Tim., which includes our text.
Some have improperly quoted the MSS. which have these
divisions, as if their reading was sanctioned by his authority.

11. Pseudo-Gregory Thaumaturgus. A.p. 475, or later.
Oly fudv yvivas 10 wis 6 vids Tod eob yéyover &Ypwrmoes, To
7dp pvaTipioy ToiTo péya éativt “It is not for us to know
how the Son of God became man, for this is the great mys.

wry.,’
12. Hesychius. Ilpds tov Nedv alriis obx ifyyeae, Tov év

second Psalm : Ofros § wpoeAddw els xdouor deds xal dvdpwros dpavepddy. « He
who came into the world was manifested as God and man.”

2 Ap. Anast. de Verb. Incarn. Script. Vet. Vat. Coll. (ed. Mai), Tom. VII.
) BYH

$ Ep. 261 (ed. Bened.), Tom. IIL p. 402 A. Tischendorf and Scholz, follow-
ing Wetstein, refer to this as Ep. 65, although professing to use the Benedictine
edition, which numbers the epistles differently from the Paris edition of 1638.
They also misquote the words of Basil, or rather of Wetstein.

4 Ep. 261, Tom. p. 678 B. The mystery here, however, has reference to the
Loed's supper, rather than to Christ.

§ Zacagni Collgct., p. 689,

§ Apath. Cap. x11., Basnage’s Thesaurus, Tom. I. p. 33.

¢ In Zophon. 3. 2. Quoted from Wetstein. We have failed to discover and
verify this quotation. It certainly is not found in Hesychius’s Sticheron, Crit.
Sec., Tom. VIL. Part 111. p. 26, the only work of Hesychius which Wetstein
refers to in his Prolegomena. It may be a scholium found attached to some MS.
of the Old Testament.

Vor. XXII. No. 88. 8
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capri pavévra &vr® “She did not approach to her God,
who appeared to her in the flesh.”

13. Leontius Hierosolymitanus. A.D. Adoknois 8¢ 7w 9
davépwors Tiis caprds Tod kupiov;! “ Was the manifestation
of the Lord in the flesh a mere semblance ?”

14. Elias Cretensis. A.p. 187. Eimévros ryap Tob amoa-
TéNov wepi XpiaTod 8T épavepdSn &y gapkl, kui PV L¥pw-
arois.2  “ For when the apostle says of Christ that he was
manifested in the flesh and was seen of men,” etc.

It will be seen from a comparison of the citations which
have now been given from the various Fathers that both read-
ings were certainly current in the fourth century, and, what
would seem unexpected, neither reading seems to be geo-
graphically provincial. It might have been supposed from
the remarkable unison of-the versions in defence of &, that
the other reading would prove in the early centuries to
have been restricted to some small area, from which it
had spread through the church. But instead of this, we
find the reading Sess not only in Constantinople and the
East, but quoted by Didymus in Alexandria itself, nearly
fifty years before the time of Cyril. Nothing can save us
from this conclusion, except the assumption, resting on no
proof, that Didymus has here been interpolated. On the
other hand, the bishops of Constantinople, Chrysostom, and
Nestorius seem to have 3, as well as Origen or Cyril.

A comparison with these citations will also satisfy any
one how much credit is to be attached to the story told of
Macedonius by Liberatus, and repeated by Hincmar. The
former says: ¢ At this time Macedonius, bishop of Constan-
tinople, is said to have been banished by the emperor Anas-
tasius for having falsified the gospels, and especially that
saying of the apostle, ‘ Who appeared in the flesh, was
justified in the spirit.” For he is said to have changed &,
a Greek monosyllable, by the alteration of O into 6, and

1 Cont. Theoph. Script. Vet. Vat. Coll. (ed. Mai), Tom. VIL p. 146.
% Quoted by Wetstein, who took it from a manuscript source.
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thus made Deds, 8o that it would read ‘&od appeared in the
flesh’ Being therefore accused as a Nestorian, he was
expelled by the Monk Severus.”! With this story, told by
Liberatus not half a century after the occurrence recorded,
must be compared the conflicting statement made a few
years later by Victor Tununensis, in which he stigmatizes
Anastasius as having himself tampered with the sacred text.
“In the year 606, gt the command of the emperor Anas-
tasius, the holy gospels are revised and corrected, as if
composed by ignorant evangelists.”2 The first version of
this charge, laying the blame on Macedonius, is repeated
by Hincmar, almost in the very words of Liberatus.?

There can be little doubt that there is some foundation
for this story. At the same time Macedonius must be
acquitted of any intention to corrupt the text; for we have
shown that it was read with &eds by Gregory of Nyssa, more
than a century before. Very likely he may bave innocently
altered some MSS. from & to Yeds, and this may have made

1Hoc tempore Macedonius Constantinopolitanus episcopus ab imperatore
Ansstasio dicitur expulsus tanquam evangelia falsasset, et maxime illud apostoli
dictum : Quia {lege qui] apparuit in carne, justificatum est in Spirita. Hune
enim mutasse ubi habet 8s, id est qui, monosyllabum Graecum, litera mutata O
in © vertisse, ct fecisse deds id est, ut esset, Deus apparuit per carmem. Tan-
quam Nestorianus crgo culpatus expellitur per Severum Monachum. — Concil.
ColL (ed. Mansi), Tom. IX. col. 692. The printed editions read 8s and &s, but
the true reading is evident. Indeed, it has been said that the Greek letters were
sapplied by the first cditor, because wanting in the MS. It will be seen that
Hincmar has deds clearly, and not &s.

2 Mcssalla V. C. Cos. Constantinopoli jubente Anastasio Imperatore, sancta
evangelia, tanquam ab idiotis evangelistis composita, reprehenduntur et emen-
dantar.

% Quidam nimirum ipsas scripturas verbis inlicitis imposturaverunt, sicut
Macedonins Constantinopolitanus episcopus, qui ab Anastasio Imperatore ideo
a civitate expulsus legitur, quoniam falsavit evangelia, et illum apostoli locum
wbi dicit: Quod apparuit in carne, justificatum in Spiritn, per cognationem
Graecarom literarum O et ©, hoc modo mutando falsavit. Ubi enim habuit gqui,
hoc est, OC, monosyllabum Graecum, litera mutata O in © vertit et fecit 6C, id
est, ut esset, Deus apparnit per carnem ; qua propter tanquam Nestorianns fuit
expulsas. — Opusc. xxx111. Cap. xviil. (ed. Sismond, Paris, 1645), Tom. IL
P. 449. Similar statements are found, Cap. xxi1. p. 465 ; also cf. Concil. Du-
siscense, I Mansi, Tom. X VL col. 595.
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one of the cbarges.against bim preferred by Anastasius,
who would have been glad to employ any plausible pretext
for his deposition. It may bave been the restoration of
the readings altered by Macedonius which gave occasion to
the charge made by Victor; for the corruptions of Anasta-
sius are said to have taken place several years after the
deposition of the bishop.

Some critics have said that the statement that Macedonius
was therefore deposed, as being a Nestorian, throws discredit
on the whole story. We cannot think so; for the reading
Yeos seems peculiarly fitted to convey the notions of Nesto-
rivs. He taught the divinity of Christ as clearly as did
Athanasius or Cyril. He differed from Cyril in asserting
that only the human nature was born of Mary, in which the
divine nature dwelt, as in a temple. For this reason he
refused to call Mary the mother of God. He says: “The
God-Word was not born of Mary, but abode in that which
was born of her. He did not take his beginning from the
Virgin, but became inseparably connected, for all.time, with
that which was slowly formed within her womb.”! ¢The
spirit formed a temple for the God-Word, which he should
inhabit.”% ¢ The Word was made flesh, that is, took flesh,
and dwelt with us, that is, put on our nature.”® Such a
text, then, as “ God was manifested in the flesh,”” which
scemed to distinguish clearly between the two natures,
would seem to the followers of Nestorius particularly con-
‘sonant with their opinions, and a good offset to the text
“The Word was made flesh,” so blindly urged against them

by the Monophysites; for it must be remembered that in
" the early part of the sixth century, all who opposed the
Eutychians were branded by them as Nestorians. There is
no real reason to believe that Macedonius favored Nestori-
anism. He was, however, a zealous defender of the Council
of Chalcedon, and for this reason incurred the displeasure

1 Serm. 111. in Mar. Merc. (ed. Migne), col. 769.
2 Serm. I. col. 761, 3 Serm. 111, ook 771.
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of Anastasius, and of all who believed that Council to have
® distinguished too clearly between the human and divine

natures a8 joined in Christ.

It is remarkable that those who have supposed it absurd
that Macedonius should be accused of Nestorianism on
account of his partiality for Deds, bave failed to notice the
fact that Theodoret, a prominent Nestorian, relies on this
text, with the reading Yeds apparently, to prove the quality
of Christ’s nature, while Cyril, the champion of orthodoxy,
read &. Probably both were aware of the variation in the
text. There is nothing absurd, then, in the story of Libe-
ratus, except in so far as it attributes too much importance
to this charge. No other writer of that century refers to it.

The result of this examination of the external evidence
may be summed up in a tabular form as given below. We
ghall include in the second column a few authorities for the

neuter form of the relativ:a.
For THE READING deds.
Manuscripts.
J, K, snd all cursive MSS. except
thres.
Versions.
Arm. (of Polyglot), Slav., Georg.

For tHE READING ¥s.
Manuscripts.

®*, A® probably, C*, D*has$, F, G,
17, 78, 181,

Versions.

Old Lat., Vulg., Pesch. Syr., Aeth.
(both Rom. and Platt’s), Copt., Theb.,,
Goth., Arm., Arab. (of Erp. and of the
Vatican). All of these, except Platt’s
Aeth. and the Gothic, may read ¥ as
well as ¥s.

‘WHOLLY DOUBTFUL,
The Philox. Syr., both text and margin.

Fathers.

Qreg. Nyss. ¥, Didymus 5°, Epiph.
Dise. 8, Theod. Stud. %, Theoph. 17,
Pyead.-Asth

Probably, Theodoret 43, Severns 813,
Pseudo-Dion., John Dam. ™, Phot. *,

Fathers.

Epiph. %8, Theod. Mops. ¥7, Cyr. 113,
Qelasius #9, Cyr. Scyth. 88,

Probably, Origen 9, Apollinarius®®,
Jerome ¥, Chrys. 5%, Nest. ¥, Euther.
Syanen. 431, Pseudo-Chrysost., Psendo-
Epiph., Pope Martin 8, Qecu. 9080,
With little doubt Athan. 33 may also
be included bere, though he nowhere
quotes the text.
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We next come to consider the internal evidence. In
favor of Yess may be adduced the improbability of its being ~
a careless alteration from &s. If the original reading were
G5, it would seem to require an intentional corruption of
the text to produce Seds. It is a good rule never to have
recourse to the charge of intentional corruption to explain
a various reading when it can be accounted for equally
well without imputing bad motives to the coypists. Now
the change from OC to &¢, requires the positive, intentional
addition of two strokes, which were evidently not.in the
transcriber’s exemplar. On the other hand, the change from
6C to OC might be unintentionally made, simply by omitting
two small strokes, which may have become effaced in the
MS. copied, or been carelessly omitted by a sleepy scribe.
It would be much like the failure to cross a ¢ or to dot an
. It is not rare to find cases in old MSS. where © has
failed to receive its transverse stroke at first, or lost it
through age, and thus at present: exhibits only the circular
outline. It is true that the rule is often given, that of two
forms the longer is the more suspicious; but this rule
relates only to cases where one or more entire words may
have inadvertently been admitted from the margin. In the
case of kindred letters a stroke is more liable to be omitted
than added. The addition implies intentional corruption, a
charge which should, if possible, be avoided. In this view
eos has the preference

In favor of Seds it has also been asserted that the form
s pavepd¥n & capki BucawdDn &y myedpare is “not Greek.”
But this statement is founded on the assumed translation
“ He who was manifested in the flesh was justified in the
spirit,” making &s equivalent to ke who, and including both
the demonstrative and the relative. But it has been shown
by Professor Stuart,! that this is by no means an unparalleled

1 Biblical Repository, Vol. IL pp. 70-73. Matthaei, whom Henderson thinks
the most learned man who ever cdited the New Testament, says of the notion
that 3 ¢avepuddy would be the only form grammatically allowable if we reject
Seds: “If we were speaking of a Greek anthor, I should have nothing to say
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construction. Very few, however, of the defenders of the
reading o¢ admit this translation. They regard the clause
& épavepi¥n not as the subject of the subsequent predicates,
Bucawodn, Py, etc., but as co-ordinate with them. Their
translation would be: “ Great is the mystery of godliness;
he who was manifested in the flesh, [he who] was Justlﬁed
in the spirit, [he who] was seen of angels, etc.”

In favor of the reading & is the fact that it requires but a
single step to obtain from it the other readings eds, &, or ds.
The addition of two short strokes converts & into Seds.
On the other bhand, the omission of a single letter gives us §,
s form evidently derived from &s, and adopted merely as a
supposed grammatical correction. If we suppose, however,
that Yeds was the original reading, we must first obtain 8¢
from it, and then obtain § by altering this alteration. Caet-
eris paribus, that form is to be preferred from which the
others are most easily explained.

Again, & is at first sight the more difficult reading, and
as such has the preference. The form 8s seems harsh, while
Yess is very eagy. Copyists are liable to alter a harsh form
for an easier one. At the same time &5 gives a good sense,
even without resorting to the opinion defended by Cony-
beare and Howson, and by others, that Paul here quotes a
fragment from a hymn of the early church, as in other
places in his pastoral epistles. In accordance with this
idea the verse would read: “And without controversy,
great is the mystery of godliness.

*He who was manifested in the flesh, justified in the spmt,

¢ Seen of angels, preached unto the Gentiles,
¢ Believed on in the world, received up into glory.””

The omission of the article before eds, although it is the
subject of the sentence, is another suspicious circumstance
mentioned by Professor Stuart. He found, out of two hun.

against it ; but Paul wrote this, who in another passage, in immediate conneo-
tion with 3 uuarfipor T4 kvoxexpvupéroy, has rurl 3% ¢pavepddy, which is no sort
of Greck.” — Note on 1 Tim iii. 16.
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dred and fifty-seven cases in the New Testament in which
Deds is used as the subject of the sentence, only four cases
in which it fails to take the article, and so strong is the
tendency to insert it, that in three of these cases, an exam-
ination of the authorities collected by Tischendorf will
show-that important MSS. exhibit the article. It is how-
ever noticeable that these four cases all occur, like our
passage now under discussion, in the writings of Paul.

It is a further argument in favor of & that Paul has in
other cases similarly connected uueripwoy with some form
of the verb ¢avepow. In Coll. i. 26, 27, he has 7o uvoripior
TO GTOKEKPUMEVOY GTO TV alwov Kal dTmo TV yevedy, vuvi 5@
épavepwn Tols dryloss alrod, ols ¥éNgaav 6 Yeos yywpicar Tis é
w\oiTos Tis 80fns Tob wuaTnpiov TovTov év Tols Edveow, Bs éore
Xplaros év duis, 1) éxmis Tiis Sokns. Here pvormipov is not
only followed by édavepiiyn, but a little later Tod puoripov
is followed by &s éore Xplards, which shows that pveripuoy
may be applied personally to Christ, and followed by the
masculine relative, unless the gender is here due to attrac-
tion. In Rom. xvi. 25, 26, Paul again connects pvorifpiov
with ¢avepow: xard dmoxdhnfry pvoTnpiov ypovows alwviows
geavyuévoy, pavépoNévros 8¢ viw, . T. A

In favor of &, has sometimes been adduced the argument
that Yeds seems to be an alteration made for the purpose of
its use in polemic theology, as giving the orthodox an addi-
tional text to use against the Arians and other herstics.
But there seems to have been no intentional corruption of
this sort, for we cannot see that there was any distinction
between the orthodox and the heretics in their use of the
passage. Some defenders of the deity of Christ favor one,
and some the other reading. Both Gregory of Nyssa in the
East, and Didymug at Alexandria,simultaneously exhibit Yeds,
the former using it as freely as if it were the universally
received reading; while, on the other hand, the multifarious
polemical writings of Athanasius, Gregory of Nazianzus,
Basil, and Epiphanius nowhere contain this passage, except
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that the latter quotes it to prove the' divinity of the Holy
Ghost. If we descend toa later period, we shall find that in
the fifth and sixth century the reading Yess would be likely
to be looked on with suspicion as favoring the heresies of
Nestorians. It would not be regarded as the orthodox read-
ing, for it distinguishes most clearly between the divine and
the human natures: God is not confounded with the flesh,
but said to have been manifested in #¢. It was only after a
long controversy that the Easternand North Africanchurches
eettled to a general opposition to the doctrine of the single
nature of Christ. The conflict waged so bitterly by Cyril
and his supporters against Nestorius and Theodoret had the
effect of leading his successors into the opposite Monophysite
heresy. For a season there was scarcely any middle ground
allowed between the Nestorians and the Eutychians. All
who opposed the blind and intolerant zeal of the Monophy-
sites were branded by them as Nestorians. The whole
Bastern church seemed falling into this extreme. At this
time it will be seen that those who regarded themselves as
the orthodox party, and the devoted followers of Cyril,
would have looked with great suspicion on the reading
“ God was manifested in the flesh,” a reading so apparently
opposed to their Monophysite rendering of John’s text: “The
Word was made flesh.” Accordingly we find that Liberatus
distinctly speaks of the reading with Yess as Nestorian and
heretical. If there had been at an earlier time a temptation
to the orthodox to alter & to Deds, the temptation was now
equally strong. to change Sess to 3s.

Editors of the New Testament, have according to their
different principles of criticism or means of information,
varied in their reading of this passage. In favor of Deds
may be mentioned Stephens, Mill, Matthaei, Scholz, and
others of less note ; Griesbach, Lachman, Tischendorf, and
Tregelles prefer s, while Wetstein’s choice seems to favor é.

We donot propose to balance against each other the various
arguments for either reading, with the purpose of defending

Vor. XXII. No. 85. 7
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one or the other. It hasbeen our aim simply to give a more
complete, accurate, and impartial statement of the facts in
the case than has heretofore been accessible, that each one
who studies them may have all the materials necessary for
the satisfaction of his own judgment, and that something
may thus be done for perfecting the purity of the original
text of the scriptures.

It is gratifying to discover that none of the early Chris-
tian writers, whether called orthodox or heritic by the
general councils of the church, have ventured to tamper
with the sacred text. Epiphanius, Athanasius, Basil, and
Gregory Nazianzen, all active opponents of Arianism, either
read & distinctly, or else do not quote the passage, although
it would seem that with the reading Seds it might have
been used with effect against their opponents. On the
other hand, when, a century later, Seds seemed the less
orthodox reading, we find Theodorus and Nestorius, though
treated as heretics, employing the relative. Again the
tide has turned, and Seds has been called the more orthodox
reading, and the identical alteration for which the Constan-
tinopolitan bishop was deposed as a heretic has of late
years been charged upon the defenders of the doctrine of
the Trinity as an orthodox trick. There is no proof on
either side of any intentional corruption of the sacred texts



