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of Eusebius ; but it may be only an amplification by the historian of
what he read in Irenaeus!. There is also Origen’s statement (Euseb.
H.E. vi 25) that Matthew was the first to write; he has been copied
by Epipbhanius and Jerome. But it is doubtful if much credit is due
to this statement. I believe Papias mentioned Matthew before Mark ;
so did Irenaeus, and Origen found this order in his Bible. But the
fact that Matthew was an Apostle accounts for this.
For St John there is universal consent that he wrote last.

JouN CHAPMAN.

THE EPISTLE OF ST JUDE AND THE
MARCOSIAN HERESY.

HAvVING been for some years engaged on an edition of the Epistle of
St Jude and the Second Epistle of St Peter, I was interested to see that
an attempt had been made, in the April number of this JOURNAL, to
bring forward some new evidence bearing on the date and authenticity
of the former Epistle. I am not, however, convinced by Mr Barns's
paper, and am grateful to the Editors for allowing me to state here the
reasons which lead me to an opposite conclusion. I agree with
Mr Barns in holding, in opposition to Spitta, Zahn, and Dr Bigg, that
Jude’s is the earlier of the two Epistles, but I cannot see any plausibility
in the suggestion that 2 Peter was written by a Montanist bishop
between the years 185and 195 (p. 392), and cannot therefore attach any
weight to the inference that Jude must have been written between 122
and 185. I proceed to examine the more substantial arguments put
forward by Mr Barns and others against the traditional view that Jude
was written by the Brother of the Lord.

* There are’, says Mr Barns, ‘two passages in the Epistle which point
to its post-apostolic origin. The writer is moved to action by the
danger which threatens the faith once for all delivered to the sasnts (v. 3).
It is clear that the faith was already recognized as a fixed tradition,
treasured by the Church as the safeguard of the common sakvation.
The writer also bids them remember ke words which had been spoken
before by the Apostles (v. 17), which implies that the apostolic writings
already enjoyed some kind of canonical authority in the Church’
Again * the salutation (I eos Sulv xai elpiivy xai dydmn wAnthnbely) is unique

1} St Irenaeus says the Apostles went to the ends of the earth, He then adds
that Matthew wrote ‘among the Hebrews'. Fusebius may well have supposed

that Matthew wrote at Jerusalem before starting for the ends of the earth, and at
the request of those whom he was leaving.
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among the canonical books of the New Testament. The Epistle of
Polycarp . . . cannot be placed later than 125’ . . . Its ‘salutation is é\eos
Tuly xal elpivy mapa feob ravroxpdropos xai ‘Ingod Xpiorot Tob owrnpos
Huiv wAnbvlein. Bishop Lightfoot in his comment on the form ydpts
Spiv, Qeos, epiry, tropovy S mavrds of Ign. Smymm. xii says: TAe
additional words i\eos, Smopony, point to a time of growing trial and
persecution. Ignatius still opens his salutation with the word xdpss,
which may be regarded as the apostolic formula. Polycarp, writing at
the very close of the apostolic age, leaves out the yxdpis and uses only
Deos xal edppry. The letter of the Smymaeans on the Martyrdom of
Polycarp, written . .. in 155 or 156, marks a further step in advance.
It opens with a somewhat fuller form: &eos xai eipyjyn xai dydsy Beod
marpds xal xvpiov Judv Ingot Xpworod wAnbwbeln. It is a fuller form
than that of Jude, but the same words &Aeos, elpipy, dydwy, are used,
and used in the same order.” Hence he infers that ¢ Jude ' was written
¢ within the range of the traditional use of Smyrna, and about the same
period as the Epistle of the Church of Smyma’.

We will take these arguments backwards. Those who hold that the
Epistle was written by its professed author may, I think, justly take
exception to the last inference, that because the salutation in the
Smyrnaean letter resembles that in Jude, therefore it is antecedent to it.
Precisely on the same grounds it has been argued by some that Hermas
wrote before St James. While far from agreeing with the late Canon
Cook in his article on Peter in Smith's Dictionary of the Bidle ot
Bishop Christopher Wordsworth in his commentary on the New
Testament in their vehement protests against any questioning of
canonical tradition, I think it is only a matter of common sense to
regard such tradition as having a prima facfe presumption in its favour,
though a presumption which is of course liable to be set aside if opposed
by real evidence. What then is the real evidence against the salutation
in Jude having been written, say, before 80 A.p.? The form, we are
told, is unique in the New Testament. But there is great variety in
these salutations. On the one hand we have the simple xaipew of James
and elpsjry of 3 John 15; on the other hand, every part of the saluta-
tion of Jude is found elsewhere in the canonical writings. Thus ées
and elpijvy occur in Gal. vi 16 elpijvm ér’ adrods xal eos xal éxi v
"IopafA 7od feod, and with ydpes prefixed in the two Epistles to Timothy
and 2 John 3: epjwy is joined with dydmy in Eph. vi 23 epiry rois
48erpois xai dydmy perd wiorews dmd feod warpds kal kuplov ‘Inood Xpuorot,
and 2 Cor. xiii 11 § feds riis dydmys xai elpvys forar el Spdv ; while
dydmy is found joined with xdpis and xowwvia in another salutation
(2 Cor. xiii 13). Lastly mApfwvbely occurs in the two Epistles of Peter
and in Dan. vi 25 (elpjry Suiv wAnbuvBeiy). 1 see therefore nothing to
wonder at in Jude’s form of salutation or in its being imitated first by
Polycarp and afterwards by the Church of Smyrna. But is not xaps
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an essential part of the apostolic formula? We have seen that it is
wanting in James and 3 John, and there does not seem to be anything
remarkable in its being replaced by its equivalent &eos in our Epistle.
After all, is there any reason why people should be bound down to
a single form of salutation any more than they are to a single form of
doxology? Whoever the writer of this Epistle may have been, he was
certainly no mere machine for the repetition of ecclesiastical formulas,
but a very vigorous personality, quite as capable of devising new ways
of expressing himself as the gentle and lovable Polycarp. Mr Barns
makes one other point with regard to the salutation. He quotes Bishop
Lightfoot’s comment on Ign. Smysn. xii to the effect that ‘the words
eos, Tmopony, point to a time of growing trial and persecution’. This
is true, no doubt, as regards iwonor;); but the force of &eos by itself
needs no outward persecution to justify it, and the internal dangers
against which Jude’s warning is directed are quite sufficient to account
for it.

I turn now to the argument based on 9. 17 pjobyre rov pypdrov Tév
wpoepnpévoy Tmo ToV droaTéAwy Tob xuplov Hudv Tnood Xpiorod, to which
I take leave to add the following words drc dAeyov duiv. These last
explain that ‘the words spoken by the apostles’ were not written epistles,
but words uttered on more than one occasion to those who are here
addressed. I do not think this language justifies the inference that ‘the
apostolic writings already enjoyed some kind of canonical authority in
the Church’. But, as regards the date implied by the recognition of an
established tradition and of apostolic authority, I will quote a writer who
certainly cannot be charged with an over-regard for tradition. Prof. Paul
Wernle in his treatise on The Beginnings of Christianity (Eng. tr.p. 120)
says: ‘From the very first the Apostles were to be the incarnation of the
idea of tradition. However much they might differ externally from the
rabbis, they were to agree with them in the value they attached to the
careful handing down of the sacred tradition, in the one case the oral
law, in the other the words of Jesus.” Though, however, I see no
reference to apostolic writings in Jude 17, I fully agree that it implies
a very real authority attaching to the living Apostles. As Professor
Wernle says (p. 119), ‘ The Apostles were animated by a lofty self-
consciousness, They felt themselves to be the representatives of Jesus
. . . The self-consciousness of the Apostles and the veneration of the
disciples helped to complete each other almost from the first.” How
could it possibly be otherwise? Bearing, as they did, the commission of
the Lord; chosen witnesses of His three years’ ministry, of His death
and Resurrection ; organs of the Holy Spirit ; founders and rulers of the
Church, the promised kingdom for which the Old Dispensation was
merely the preparatory discipline—how could they but feel that they
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had a higher inspiration than that which spoke to Israel of old through
the Law and the Prophets, and how could those who had received from
them the gift of the Holy Spirit fail to acknowledge the work and the
teaching of Christ in the work and teaching of His Apostles? We may
go beyond this. The written words of the Apostles, like the spoken
words of their Master, carried a higher authority than any written words
of the Old Testament. As Christ had set aside the teaching of
Moses, as He had said of John the Baptist that, though there was no
greater prophet than he, still he was less than the least in the kingdom
of heaven, so St Paul and St John feel themselves to be uttering truths
of a value incomparably greater than those which were known before
the coming of Christ. Hence they had no hesitation in ordering that
their Epistles should be read in the Churches. As an evidence of this
lofty tone, it is sufficient to quote one sentence from Eph. iii 3-5 xard
a‘lroxa.lwuv évapw'a'q por TO ,u.vo‘n;pwv, xafbs rpocypa.l[/a & o:\vycp, wpls

% Sdvacbe ava‘ywwcxovrts voijcar TV ovveoiy I,Lov v 1o pooryply 1OV
Xpurrov, 8 érépais yeveals oix éyvuplofn . . . ds viv a.w‘(xa)\v¢0'q TOK
dylois dwoardots abrod kal mpodrrais év 1rvn§;w.ﬂ : or, if earlier evidence is
required, take the summary decision in 1 Cor. xi 16, ¢ we have no such
custom, nor the churches of God.’

Lastly, I take the argument founded on the words éraywvileofas 7
draf mapadobeloy tols dylors wiore. Others besides Mr Barns have
taken objection to the phrase wiors, used for the object of faith, as
alien to the apostolic period. It is, however, found in Gal. i 23 ¢
Sudkwv Huds mord viv edayyeAilerar Ty miorw v more dwdpbey, 4. il 23
mpd 70v 8¢ Nty Ty wloTw Umd vipov épovpovuefa, Phil. i 27 owe-
Orotvres T miorer Tod edayyeliov (where see Lightfoot) and Acts vi7
wolds Sxhos TOV lepéwy Smirovov Tf miore. Nor is there any reason why
we should object to such a use of wioris, any more than to the corre
sponding use of é\ris, which we find in Col. i § 8ia Ty éArida Ty dwoxe-
pévyy Spiv, and 1 Tim. i 1 ’Inoos Xpiorob s e\nidos fuav. Of course, if
people choose to translate mv wiorw by ‘the Creed’ they are guilty of
an anachronism. The more correct equivalent would be ¢the truth’ or
‘the Gospel’. ‘Contending for the faith’ here is pretty much the
same as ‘ holding the traditions’ in 2 Thess. ii 15 and 1 Cor. xi 2; the
weightiest of all traditions being that singled out as the essence of the
Christian religion both by St John (1 John iv 2) and by St Paul
(Rom. x 8, 1 Cor. xii 3), viz. xipios "Incois.

Having satisfied himself that the Epistle is post-apostolic, Mr Bamns
naturally finds that the words d8eAgpds 8¢ "IaxdBov must be an interpol-
tion intended to give apostolic authority to the letter. He meets the
objection that ‘a forger would hardly have attributed his composition
to a man otherwise so entirely unknown as Jude’ by suggesting that
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the character assumed by the writer is not the obscure brother of
James, but Judas the prophet, who was commissioned together with
Barnabas and Paul to carry the decisions of the Council at Jerusalem to
the Churches of Antioch, Syria and Cilicia. This protest of his against
fornication and the eating of el3wAdfuvra was remembered in after times,
and he is thus mentioned, with Agabus and Silas and the daughters
of Philip, by an anti-Montanist writer in 192 as one of the prophets
of the Christian Church. Mr Barns takes some pains to prove that
our Epistle has a prophetic character, which I have no wish to deny,
holding, as I do, that both Jude and his brother James are rightly
regarded as prophets. He considers that the Muratorian Canon agrees
in his conclusion that the Epistle was written about 160 A.D., because
‘it recognizes Jude as the first among the Epistles which are accepted
in Catholica’. 1 am entirely at a loss to understand this argument,

I now go on to the second, and more original part of Mr Barns’s
article, in which he endeavours to prove that the heretics referred to in
Jude are the Marcosians. He seems to have been first attracted to this
view by finding (1) that the latter heresy arose about the year 160, corre-
sponding to the date ‘assigned on independent grounds to the com-
position of the Epistle of Jude’, and (2) that the scene of the activity of
the heresiarch Marcus is said to have been Asia, which agrees with
the inference previously drawn from the resemblance between the
forms of salutation used in Jude and in” the Epistle and Martyrdom of
Polycarp. 1 have endeavoured to shew that probability is against both
of these assumptions ; but one can imagine such a close resemblance
in the characteristics of the two heresies as to upset any a priors im-
probability on the other side. On the contrary, I believe that it can be
shown (a) that the resemblances are to be found in other parts of the
New Testament as much as, or more than in Jude; () that they are to
be found in other Gnostic heresies as much as, or more than in the
Marcosians; (¢) that the most striking features of the Marcosian heresy
are absent from Jude.

I will take the last point first, though it will be hardly possible to
keep it quite distinct from the others. Marcus was famed as a magician,
as is shewn in the iambic verses quoted on p. 400'. Irenaeus, who
gives the quotation in I xv 6, dwells much on the juggling performances
of Marcus in I xiii 1, saying that he borrowed them from Anaxilaus,
¢ Anaxilai enim ludicra cum nequitia eorum qui dicuntur magi com-

! 1 do not understand why Mr. Barns prints the corrupt & od xopyysis ds wardp
Zarard, o 3 dyyeAwrdjs Buvduews 'A{aldA woweiv, instead of the generally accepted
amendment of Scaliger & oo xopnyel ads war)p Xardr del x.7.A. i e. ‘the works

which your father Satan always enables you to perform through the angelic power,
Azazel!’
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miscens, per haec virtutes perficere putatur apud eos qui sensum
non habent et a mente sua excesserunt’ The original Greek has
been preserved by Epiphanius (xxxiv 1) with occasional variations and
additions. In this passage it seems to be faithful enough: =& ip
’Avafddov malywa T TGV Aeyopévwy pdywy wavovpyig avppifas, & atrow
pavrdlwy Te xai payebwy els IerAnéw Tovs Spdvrds Te xai wefoudvors alry
mepiéfadev . . . ol 8¢ T& dmd mepiepyias Spavres Soxodor Suvdpas Tuds &
xepolv abrot émreleiofar . . . pi) ywdoxovres Soxiypdoas Gt dwd payeias 7
oloracis Tob map’ adrod waryviov dmireletrar. adrol yip éuSpévryroe warrd-
waow yeydvaow. Some particulars of the methods of Anaxilaus are
mentioned by Pliny (H. V. xxxv 15 175), ‘lusit et Anaxilaus eo (sul-
phure), candens in calice novo (a/. addens in calicem vini) prunaque
subdita circumferens, exardescentis repercussu pallorem dirum, velut
defunctorum, offundente conviviis’. From these different authorities
Mr Barns extracts the following result, * By means of these fumes he
not only frightened his followers by the death-like pallor, but induced
a state of drowsiness which became the occasion for dreams and obscene
practices . He then adds that ¢ Epiphanius alludes to these dreams in
his chapter on the Gnostic heresies (xxvi 13), and quotes Jude 8 : Zhese
in their dreamings defile the flesh’. 1 shall presently say something as to
this last sentence, but will meanwhile point out that neither Irenacus
nor Pliny is responsible for the statement that Marcus or Anaxilaus by
the use of sulphur ‘induced a state of drowsiness which became the
occasion for dreams and obscene practices’.  Pliny says nothing beyond
what has been quoted, and Irenaeus suggests no connexion between
these juggling tricks and the immoralities of which Marcus and his
followers were guilty. Mr Barns may have been misled by the word
nequitia, which occurs in the old Latin version, but the Greek is
wavovpyla, more correctly rendered by versutia in the later version. All
that is implied is that Marcus joined to his dealings with evil spirits the
ordinary tricks of the conjuror, and thus caused a belief in his miraculous:
powers (Suvdues, virfutes) on the part of his infatuated followers, who
could no longer trust their senses (els &xmAnfw mepiéBadey, py ywo-
oxovres Soxiudoas, éufBpdvryror). Irenaeus goes on to mention some of
these magic tricks, such as causing white wine to assume the colour of
blood, over-filling a large chalice with the contents of a smaller one.

I turn now to the book of Epiphanius in which, treating of the
twenty-sixth heresy, he quotes Jude 8. But this book is headed xaré
riv Aeyopévwv Twworudv, and 1 do not think it contains a single
mention of the Marcosians, who rank as the thirty-fourth heresy. Itis
of course possible that the evil practices ascribed to one heresy may
have prevailed also in another, but when an attempt is made to she¥
that the Marcosian heresy is particularly referred to in St Jude, it i
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surely incumbent on a writer, who is looking for resemblances, to
use the utmost care to confine himself to what is undoubtedly Mar-
cosian. The charges made by Epiphanius against the Gnostics,
whether true or false, are such as St Paul would have considered it
a shame to speak of. It seems that they actually defended themselves
by appealing to Jude 8. [Epiphanius replies that they misinterpret the
verse, ob mwepl mijs drvmvdoens Aéyer tob Umvov, dAAG mepl Tiis pvBudovs
alrar Tpaypdlas xai Mppoloylas, ds dux Umvov Aeyopéims xal obx dwd
éppopérms Savolas. As bearing on Mr Bams’s contention, the fact that
they tried to claim the authority of Jude on their side, is not without
importance,

But though St Jude says nothing about the practice of magic by false
teachers, Epiphanius, in the same passage in which he speaks of
Anaxilaus, seems to refer to another writing of the New Testament
as giving a warning against its use by Marcus. His words are: yivawa
Yip kol dvdpas tm alrob rerdampuéva Te xal TerAavyuévovs émpydyero . . .
payucls dpxov xuBelas éumepdrartos, dwamjoas Te Tos wpoepnuévovs
wdyras wpooéxew abrg Os yvworikwrdrg kai Sivauy peyiomyv dmd Tdv
dopdraw . . . émeov Ixovre. Again (in xxxiv 22) he says odx dv Svwnlein
xuBevrucy] Tis émrivown dvrioyely mpds Ty deriva Tijs dAnfelas. Both these
passages are quoted by Dr Armitage Robinson in illustration of Eph. iv
14 lva pnxére dpev vimo, kKAvdon{dpevor xal mepipepdpevor mavri dvépg
ris 8idaorxarias &v 1 xuPia riv dvfpdrey &v mavoupyle mpos Ty pefodiav
s ®Advns. Perhaps we might also compare Eph. v 6 foll. undeis Suds
drardrw xevois Adyots .. . fre ydp wore oxéros, viv 8¢ dds &v xvply . . .
Kai pi) ovyxowwveire Tois épyois Tols dxdpmois Tob oxérous . . . & yip
xpuyj ywdpeva T abrév aloxpdy dorv xal Méyeaw 1A

A second note of the Marcosians is their influence with women, of
which Mr Barns speaks in pp. 401, 402. We do not find this referred
t0 in Jude, but we do find it elsewhere in the New Testament as in
2 Tim. jii 6 & Todrav ydp elow ol dvdivovres els Tas olxias xal alypadwri-
fovres yuvawdpia decwpevpéva duaprias, dydpeva drbuplass wouxilaus, wdv-
Tore pavfdvovra, kai pndémore els nliyvwow dAnbelas ENfetv Suvdpeva, where
Alford refers to the account given by Irenaeus of Marcus. A special
point mentioned by Irenaeus I xiii 3 is that Marcus encouraged and
even commanded women to prophesy, in reference to which Mr Barns
quotes 1 Cor. xiv 34, 1 Tim. ii 12 8iddoxew yvvawi odx émrpérw, otdd
aiflerrdly dvSpds, dA& elvar & fovxip. Nothing of the sort occurs in
Jude; but Mr Barns’s paraphrase of Irenaeus suggests that he has still
in his mind the &mralduevor of Jude 8. Irenaeus says that if a woman,
being called on to prophesy by Marcus, replied oix olda mpogyrevew,
‘Marcus made certain invocations’ (I suppose, of his familiar spirit),
Where Mr Barns seems to translate druhjoess Twis wolovpevos ¢ mes-
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merized them’, and continues ‘having put them into a trance’ (eis
xardrAnéw) “ he said Open your mouth and say what you like, and you wili
prophesy.” But xardwAnfis does not mean a #rance, but rather awe or
terror at being brought into the presence of a supernatural power; cf. its
use in the passage quoted below as to apocryphal books. A third
mark of the Marcosian heresy is the stress laid upon genealogies made
up of mystical words and numbers, which occupy some sixty pages in
Stieren’s edition. The only allusion to this which Mr Barns can find
in Jude is in the pérov 8ecworyy of v. 4, but such ycwaAoym are con-
demned by name in 1 Tim. i 4 pnde -rrpoa-:xcw pibois xai wem\nyuus
dmepdvros, and Tit. iii 9 pwpas 8¢ {nmjoes xal yevealoyias . . . mepdoraoo:
cf. 1 Tim. iv 7 Tovs BeBrlovs xai ypaddes uvbovs 1m.pa.eroi'r.

Irenaeus, in his Preface, cites 1 Tim. i 4 as referring generally to
the Gnostic heresies which had arisen since the time of Paul; but
Mr Bamns, if he is to be consistent, must regard the Pastoral Epistles
as direct answers to the Marcosians, written therefore not earlier than
160 A.D.

Another ‘link’ between the Marcosians and Jude is found in their
common use of apocryphal literature, on which reference is made to
Iren. I xx 1 dudbyrov wA7bos dmwoxpipwy xai vébwv ypagiv, & adroi
éx\acar, wapeodépovowy els xardwAnéw Tav dvojrwv. But no one has
accused Jude of forging apocryphal books or of using books forged by
the Marcosians. Nor do we know for certain that Marcus used the old
apocryphal books with which Jude was acquainted. All that is known
is that he is stated by an opponent® to have received the aid of
Azazel in his sorcery, and that the name Azazel occurs in the book
of Enoch.

I come at last to what I allow to be real agreements between the
Marcosians and the heretics of Jude. These are (1) the abuse of the
Agapae, (2) antinomianism, (3) flattery of the rich. But there is
nothing distinctive in these general characteristics. They are applicable
to various forms of Gnostic heresy ; and St Jude does not enter into
particulars which would suit one more than another. One minute
point is made by Mr Barns. 4le says that ‘it was to check such
perversions of forms of prayer (seemingly such as are involved in the use
of o¥ &¢) that the writer of the Epistle bids the faithful to pray in th
Holy Ghost (Jude 20)’. I can hardly think that this is seriously urged:
At this point in his Epistle Jude has left the heretics behind and turs
to his own people to encourage them in the use of that highest form

' 1 do not quite understand the remarks made in p. 411, that the iambic versed
referred to ¢ help to shew the identity of thought and responsibility between the
elder of Asia (i. e. the iambist) and the writer of the Epistle’. What ¢ thought )
what ¢ responsibility ' is common to the two?
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of prayer which St Paul had urged on the Ephesians (vi 18) and the
Romans (viii 26, 27).

I have no remarks to make upon the fifth part of the Article, dealing
with the Liturgical formularies of the Marcosian Heresy, except that
I notice a difference between the way in which Mr Barns speaks of the
resemblance between certain formulas of Marcus and passages of 1 Cor.
and of 2 Pet. Of the former he says ¢ The words of St Paul Rom. i 11
I long to see you, that I may impart (peradi) fo you some spiritual gift
(xdpwpa), taken in connexion with 1 Cor. xiv 1 Desire spiritual gifts,
but rather that ye may prophesy, seem to suggest that there is possibly in
the words of Marcus (Iren. I xiii 3: peradoival oo 6éhe mis duijs
xdpiros . . . AduBave mpirov dx' duob, xal 8’ duod Ty xdpw) some echo of
the formula of the Churck’. In this I am disposed to agree; but it is
strange to find Mr Barns so much the slave of his theory as to the date
of 2 Peter, that he speaks of the beautiful words in 2 Pet. iii 18 Grow
in grace and knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ as being
merely an echo of the ewcharistic formula of Marcus, v dvervénros xal
dppyros xdpis whpdoar gob Tov {ow dviperov, xal TAnBivar & ool v
Yaow atrijs, éyxaracmepovaa Tov kékxoy Tou owdmews es Ty dyabiy yiv.

J. B. Mavor,

SOME NEW COPTIC APOCRYPHA.

A rECENT publication of M. Pierre Lacau (Fragments & Apocryphes
Coptes : Mémoires . . . de PInstitut Frangais d’ Archbologie Orientale du
Caire, 1904) has given us a welcome supplement to the texts edited in
former years by MM. Révillout and Guidi, and augmented and trans-
lated by Forbes Robinson in Coptic Apoaryphal Gospels (Cambridge,
1896).

M. Lacau has edited from the MSS in the Bidliothéque Nationale such
fragments as relate to the life of our Lord. His intention was to
continue with those that concern the Virgin, Joseph, and the Apostles :
but this intention, we regret to learn, he has relinquished in view of the
fact that M. Révillout has undertaken a complete edition of the Coptic
Apocrypha for a forthcoming series of Scriptores Christiani Orientales.
The latter scholar has given a French version of nearly all that is new
in M. Lacau’s publication, in a pamphlet entitled L' Evangile des Douse
Apdtres récemment découvert, of which account must be taken in con-
junction with M. Lacau’s work.

A brief analysis must first be given of M. Lacau’s texts.
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