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ARTICLE V.

ON THE READING « CHURCH OF GOD,” ACTS XX. 28.
BY PROFESBOR EZRA ABBOT, OAMBRIDGE, MASS.

Common version : — % Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and
to all the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost hath made you
overseers, to feed the church of God, which he hath purchased with
his own blood.” Received text : — Ipoaéxere odv davrois xai Tavri
r¢ woyuviy, &v § Suds 19 xvelpa 70 dyov Pero drwxdmovs, Topaivew
Tip &xxdnolar Tob Heod, v wepuemonjoaro Sid Tov WBiov aiparos. Va-
rious readings : — olv, “ therefore,” is bracketed by Lachmann, and
omitted by Tischendorf, Tregelles, Green ( TWwofold New Test.), and
Westcott and Hort, but is retained by Alford and Wordsworth. For
100 Oaot, % God,” Lachmann, Tischendorf, Tregelles, and Green read
Tob xvplov, “the Lord ”; Alford, Wordsworth, and Westcott and
Hort retain feod. But Tregelles places feod in the margin with a
mark of interrogation, implying some doubt whether it should not
be regarded as an alternative reading; and Alford on the other hand
puts xvpiov in the margin, in large type, as of nearly equal authority
with Beot. All the editions named above read in the last clause S
rov alparos Tob lov for S Tob Biov alnaros. ‘

Of those who have written treatises on the textual criticism of the
New Testament, Porter, Davidson, and Hammond give the prefer-
ence to xvplov; Scrivener and Milligan defend feoir Among recent
commentators and translators, feob is preferred by Dr. Gloag; on
the other hand, Meyer, Ewald, Lechler (in Lange’s Bibelwerk) very
confidently, Overbeck, Dr. David Brown (with hesitation), Holtz-
mann (in Bunsen’s Bibelwerk), the new Dutch translation (1868),
and Weizsiicker adopt the reading xuplov.

To recount the opinions of the earlier critics, or to give a sketch
of the literatare of the subject, would carry us too far. Butasa
mistake made by one scholar often leads many astray, it may be well

to say that Matthaei does not read feot, as stated by De Wette,
Vor. XXXIIL. No. 180. 40
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Davidson, and Alford, but xvplov xai feod, in both of his editions ;
that Gratz does not reject xvpiov, as is affirmed by Bloomfield (9th
ed.), but adopts it ; and that although Michaelis defends feob in his
Introduction to the Ncw Testament (4th ed., 1788), in a later work
(Anmerkungen zu seiner Uebers. d. N. T., 1790, ii. 407 ff.) he gives
the preference to xupiov as the best supported reading.

The passage presents one of the most interesting and important
problems in the textual criticism of the New Testament; but no
thorough investigation of the evidence for the different readings has
been published, so far as T am aware, since the time of Wetstein.
The recent accession of the Sinaitic manuscript to the authorities for
f¢oi may be thought by some to turn the scale in its favor ; and the
fact that this reading is received into the text by scholars so eminent
as Professor Westcott and Dr. Hort might alone justify a new dis-
cussion of the question, if any excuse were peeded.

In stating the evidence for the different readings, we may begin
with

1. THE AUTHORITIES FOR xvplov.

. B B 18 3 40 @ 78 8l
Manuscripts.— AC*DE, g0 xorx1’ Xiii» X000+ X17? 10y X1 XV
9%° 130 166 168 180 asr B-C L7 8, .

STor X1’ XIi’ X1’ XIv' X1’ x1I° — Xl ’ and Lect. X1y 1B 8.11, 4 un-

cials and 16 cursives.! As to date, 2 are supposed to be of the fifth
century, 2 of the sixth, 1 of the tenth or eleventh, § of the eleventh,
1 of the eleventh or twelfth, 4 of the twelfth, 4 of the thirteenth,
and 1 of the fourteenth. Here the high character of the cursives
which read svplov is particularly to be remarked. Eight of them,
Nos. 13, 36, 40, 69, 78, 81, 95, and 180, are marked by Tischendorf
with an asterisk in the Prolegomena to his seventh critical edition
a8 noticeable for their agreement with the text of the most ancient
copies; and there are three others at least, namely, Nos. 15, 18, and
8", which deserve to be so marked. The first in the list, No. 18

3 I omit Tischendorf’s “cat”, by which he means not ““ some catenae,” but
the tert of the manuscript {(New Coll. Oxford, 58), published by Cramer with
its catena in 1838. Tischendorf sometimes cites this as “cat”’, sometimes as
“cat= ”’, but does not seem to be aware that it is identical with No. 36 — Bloom-
fleld (Cnit. Annot., Lond. 1860, p. 194) says, ** I am now, indeed, enabled to add
to the evidence for mupiov, 9 Lam. and Ser. u88.” But xuvplov here must be a

mistake for xuplov xal feot. B-C. ii. 7 is one of the Burdett-Coutts M88s. recently
collated by Scrivener; see his Introduction, 2d ed., pp. 221, 540.
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(38 Goap., 17 Paaline Epist.), is said by Eichhorn to be “full of
the most excellent and oldest readings.” He styles it “the Queen
of the cursive manuscripts.” No. 40 Tischendorf designates as
4 codex admodum insignis.” No. 78 is called by Griesbach ¢ prae-
stantissimus.” “Optimis adoumerare non dubito,” says Birch
(Varias Lect. 1798, p.ix). No. 180 is justly spoken of by Scrivener
as “important.” Finally, Scrivener’s “a” represents, according to
him, “a very interesting and valuable text ... being found in har-
mony ... with the most ancient Mss., and very conspicuously with
that most precious document designated ... as p” [now 61, formerly
Tischendorf’s “lo%”]. (Introd. to Cod. Augiensis, p. Ivi.) The
excellence of most of the cursives that support suplov, in contrast
with the inferior character of those which read feof, is an important
point, and will be illustrated hereafter.

Ancient Versions, — The OLp LaTIN (2d cent.), as shown by the
gnotations in all the earlier Latin fathers (ses below), confirmed
more or less by the Latin interpreter of Irenaeus, and the Graeco-
Latin manuscripts D and E ; the MexraITIC or CopTiC (3d cent.,
or perhaps the 2d), the THEBAIC or SamIDIC (same date), the
ARMEXIAN (5th cent.), and the HARCLEAN or PEILOXENIAN SYRIAQ
(A.p. 616) in the margin, representing an Alexandrian manuscript
“very accurate and approved,” according to Thomas of Harkel, and
which certainly exhibits an early form of the text, though, like D,
disfigured by interpola‘ions.

Fathers. — IRENAEDS (cir. A.D. 180), Cont. Haer. iii. 14. § 2, in
a very early Latin version (already used, it is thought, by Tertul-
lian) : Attendits igitur et vobis et omni gregi in quo vos Spiritus
sanctus praeposuit episcopos, regere ecclesiam Domini, quam sibs
constituit per sangusnem suum. This is the more important, as it
is part of a quotation embracing six verses (ver. 25-30), and there-
fore probably not made from memory. I know of no particular
reason for doubting that thie version represents the Greek of Ire-
naeus ; certainly there is nothing in the context (pace Mr. Nolan)
to suggest such a doubt; and we may at any rate say with Lach-
mann, “licet aliquando non Irenacum sed Latinos novi testamenti
codices secutus sit [Latinus interpres], eos cum Irenaei libris in
plerisque omnibus consensisse multis documentis cognoscitur ” (N.7.
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tom. i. p. x). But if it be assumed, without proof, that the translator
here followed the Old Latin version instead of Irenaeus, we have at
all events a testimony for xuplov which reaches back to the second
century.

AposToLICAL CoNsTITUTIONS (8d or 4th cent.?), ii. 61. § 4, an
allusion rather than a quotation, and from which, though it favors
xvplou, we cannot draw any confident inference: cwwrpéxere ¢ls mp
&dnoiay rod xuplov, fjy xepueronjoaro 1@ alpart To¥ xpwTot Tob fyamry
pévov, Tob mpwrordrov wdons xrigews. Here, according to Lagarde,
Codd. x y z of the 14th and 16th cent., but of different families, with
the edition of Turrianus, which he follows, read xuvpfov, while Cod. w
(A.0.1111) has feod. Comp. the allusion vii. 26. § 1; viii. 12. § 18.
I do not include ii. 57. § 13; viii. 11, § 2; 41. § 4; see 1 Pet. i.
18, 19. The compiler of the Apostolical Constitutions, if he refers
to Acts xx. 28, may possibly, though not very probably, have inter-
preted the & 7od alparos rob WBiov as equivalent to &b r. alu. 7. iBlov
vlo®, as is done by Erasmus (Paraphr.), Limborch (though he pre-
fers the reading xvplov), John Milton, Lenfant and Beausobre, Doe-
derlein, Van der Palm (note in his Dutch trans.), Granville Penn,
and Mr, Darby. But if he read feot in the Acts, he would hardly
have substituted the unusual expression, “the church of the Lord,”
which occurs elsewhere, I believe, but twice in the Constitutions
(ii. 20. § 9; 48. § 4), for his familiar phrase, “charch of God,”
which he uses at least 16 or 18 times.

AtEANASIUS (fl. A.D. 328, d. 873), in Ep. i. ad Serap. c. 6, as
edited, reads feodi ; but Cod. Reg. 1, of the 10th or 11th century, and
“egregiae notae” according to Montfaucon, has xvpiov, and three
other good manuscripts xpiorod. (Athan. Opp.i. 653° ed. Bened,,
or ii. 544® in Migne’s Patrol. xxv1) That the true text of
Athanasius here is either xvplov or xpioroi, is made almost certain, I
think, not only by the passage cited by Tischendorf from his treatise
against Apollinaris, but by many other passages in the same work.
See below, Supplementary Note A, p. 843 ff.

Dipymus of Alexandria (A.p. 809-395), Ds T¥n. ii. 8. § 2 (Opp.
col. 621® in Migne's Patrol. XXXIX.), quotes the passage Ilpooéxere
oo+ O Tob WBlov alparos, with the reading svplov. So also in his
treatise De Spiritu sancio, c. 24 (Opp. col. 1054%), as preserved in
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the Latin translation by Jerome. In a reference to the passage in
Cramer’s Catena (p. 837), he uses the expression 7§ moquwiy 8 mept-
exonjoaro 6 coryp 1§ Bl alpare

CrRYS0STOM (A.D. 347-407) quotes the passage with the reading
rvplov in Hom. xi. ¢n Ep. ad Eph. (on Eph. iv. 12; Opp. xi. 83* (95),
ed. Montf). Here the mss. of Savile, Montfaucon, and Field
present no variation, and Matthaei’s Ms. of Chrysostom confirms the
reading (see his N.7.G@r. et Lat. viii. 92, note on Eph. iv. 9). That
Chrysostom’s text in his Comm. on the Acts,! as edited by Mont-
fancon, which reads et twice (Opp. ix. 838 (372)), has been cor-
rupted, as often elsewhere (see Tregelles, Textual Criticiam, p. 835),
is proved, I think, by five distinct considerations:— (a) By the
context, as Milk perceived: ¢ ye¢ & Seordrys Imp ris dxhyolas
obd¢ ro¥ aluaros dpeioaro Tob davrol, k. 7. ., though this alone might
not be decisive. (5) By the extract in Cramer’s Catena on the
passage (pp. 886, 837), shown to belong to Chrysostom instead of
Ammonius not only by its contents, but, what has not been noticed,
expressly ascribed to Chrysostom (Tov Xpvooordpov instead of Tod
alrot) in the Paris ms. of this catena (Cod. Coislin. xxv. i.e. No. 15
of the Acts), which is much older and better than the Oxford ms.
(see Cramer, p. 446, and his preface, p. iv). This catena reads
twice, in both manuseripts, woyaivew 7. dx. Tod xvp{ov where Mont-
faucon has feof. (c) By the anonymous commentary on the Acts
published by Finetti with the works of Theophylact from a ms. in
the Medicean Library at Florence, and which here, as often else-
where, abridges Chrysostore. This reads ‘Opgs ; wapd 7ob mvejparos
¥ere Ty xuporoviav, woypalvew Ty dadnolay Tov xkvplov. 'ISod xal
d\\y dvdyxn « Tob xvplov dovriv 4 dxxdyoia. (Theophylacti Opp. ed.
De’'Rossi and Finetti, iii. 620%, or iii. 1115¢ in Migne’s Patrol. cxxv.)
(d) Tt has not been observed that this reading of Chrysostom in the
catena is further confirmed in part by one or more of Savile’s man-
nscripts. In his edition of Chrysostom (vol. iv. p. 855), for the text of
Montfaucon, era, wowpaivew Ty &k Toi Oeot, Wov xai Sevrépa [sc.

1 That eod stands in the text prefixed to the comment is hardly worthy of
notice, as editors and transcribers very often in such cases conformed the text to
that of the copies with which they were familiar. Sce Wetstein’s V. T'. ii. 867 ;
also, Tischendorf’s notes on Acts xi. 20, p. 97, and 1 Cor. vii. 5, p. 489, bottom.
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dvdyxn] - he gives the various reading, 'I30d xat &\\y, 1o xvplov
dorly ) éxhyoia! () Adding to these considerations the fact that
Chrysostom on Eph. iv. 12 unquestionably reads xvpiov, we cannot
reasonably hesitate, I think, to regard the catena as preserving the
true reading here. If Dr. Tregelles is right (Printed Text, p. 282)
in regarding the Homilies on the Acts as not really Chrysostom’s,
this last argnment falls away ; but the others appear to be decisive,
and we have then two authorities for xvpiov instead of one.

Psevpo-CryriL (5th cent.?), De sancta et vivif. Trin. c. 26, pub-
lished by Cardinal Mai as Cyril’s, but regarded by Dt. Tregelles
(decount of Printed Text, p. 232, note t), to whose judgment I
defer, as belonging to a later author: Ilpogéyere ... xupiov ... &
7od afparos Tob Biov. (Cyrilli Opp. viii. 1185%, in Migne LxxV.)

ConsTANTINE VI. and IRENE, Letter to Pope Hadrian I. (Dsvalis
sacra ad Hadrian. papam) at the time of the second Nicene Coun-
cil (A.p. 787) : — “ Et iterum divinus . . . apostolus . .. sic mandavit:
Pascite gregem Domini cum disciplina, quam acquisivit proprio
sanguine.” (Concilia, ed. Coleti, viii. 6779, 678)

THEODORUS STUDITA (A.D. 759-826), Epist. lib. ii. ep. 56 : spaw
ovrw xwdvvevovoay Ty Exxyaiay, v Tepiemorjoaro Kipios 8w Tob olxelov
alparos. (In Sirmondi Opp. Var. v. 8794, or Migne xc1x. 1269%.)

Antoxius MeL1ssa (8th cent.? 12th cent.?), in ¢ Loci communes
Sententiaram ... collecti per Antonium et Maximum monachos,”
etc. Genev. 1609 (appended to Stobaeus), Serm. clxxiii. p. 286:
IIpocéxers . .. xvpiov ... &a 7. BB, alparos.

But this is not all. The quotations given by Wetstein (. 7. ii.

1In the case of another important passage, 1 Tim. iii. 16, Savile’s mss. pro-
serve, as I believe, the true reading of Chrysostom. In his Hom. xv. (al. xiv.)
#n Joan. (on John i. 18, Opp. viii. 86 (99} ed. Montf.), the printed editions read:
El 3 &AXaxob ¢mos, Oeds dpavepdtn ¢y gapnl, uy Oavudaps« 371§ pavépwots 33
Tiis gaprds, x.7.A. But here Savile (Chrys. Opp. ii. 618, 1. 27) gives the various
reading, Ak Tob1d ¢mow, 8s dpavepdbn év capxl, % ydp pavépwois, x.v. A, Thisis
confirmed by the Latin translation of Chrysostom’s Homilies on John made in
the fifteenth century by Francesco Accolti of Arczzo (Franciscus Aretinus),
which reads : —  Propterea inquit, Qus manifestatus est in carne,” etc.

Cramer’s catena on 1 Tim. iii. 16 likewise preserves the genuine text of
Chrysostom in opposition to the text of Montfaucon, and is here confirmed by
an old Latin version of this father, as is remarked by Dr. W. H. Ward in his
valuable Article on this passage in the Bibliotheca Sacra for Jan. 1865, p. 26 f.



1876.] ON THE READING “CHURCH OF GOD,” ACTS XX. 28. 819

597, 598), to which I must content myself with referring for want
of space, from ORIGEN (A.D.280),! GREGORY oF N¥ssa (A.p. 370),
IsipoRE oF PELUSIOM (A.D. 412), EuTBERIUS (not “ Eucherius ™)
oF TyaNa (A.p. 419), THEODORET (A.D. 423) —see especially his
Third Dialogue, NEsTORIUS (A.D. 428), and JOANNES MAXENTIUS
(A.p. 520), seem altogether inconsistent with the supposition that
they could have regarded “the blood of God” as a scriptural ex-
pression. Wo may with great probability consider these writers
as supporting the reading xuplov, or possibly in some cases (as in
that of Theodoret), xpiorot. To these I would add EusTATHIUS OF
AxtiocE (fl. A.p. 325), who maintains that he has shown &dmafis
5 felov Tob xpioTod mveipa (see the passages preserved by The-
odoret in Migne’s Patrol. xvii1. 681); who affirms, as quoted by
Gelasius, % vesaniunt et bacchantur et furiunt et insaniunt et suis
mentibus excesserunt, qui Deo Verbo passionem applicare praesu-
munt” (Migne xvim. 694); who says, as quoted in Syriac by
Babarjesus (Assemani Bibl. Orient. 11 i. 542), “Si quis dixerit
Deum Verbum quascumque creaturarum passiones passum fuisse,
maledictus esto in caelo et in terrs,” and who, like Theodoret, in
discussing this question, meets the argument of his adversaries
founded on 1 Cor. ii. 8 (see Migne, xvi1. 681*), but seems never to
have heard of an argument from Acts xx. 28. Sabarjesus (i3d.)
also quotes * Gregory ” (“ perhaps Thaumaturgus,” says Assemani),
as saying “ Stultus est et insipiens qui affirmat Deum Verbum cum
suo templo passiones tulisse.” GREGORY OF Naziaxzus (fl. Ao.p.
870) is shocked at the idea that our Saviour rjj i8lg airod fedryre
wdfos Séfactas (Epist. cciii. ad Nectarium ; Opp. ii. 383% in Migne

1 The passages of Origen cited by Wetstein are Cont. Cels. ii. 36 (hardly
relevant) and vii. 16 (see cc. 13-17) ; Opp. i. 416, 705 ed. Dela Rue.  To these
may be added Comm. in Joan. t. xxviii. ¢. 14, oix &wéfaver & Oeds Adyos x.7.A.;
t. xxxii. ¢. 17, Opp. iv. 3924, 446 ; and espccially Comm. in Mazt. t. xvi. c. 8
ad fin., Opp. iii. 726, 727. “ The godhead of Christ,” as Redepenning remarks,
“Origen everywhere taught had no share in his suffering”’ ( Origenes, ii. 410,
n. 7). — The expression “Deum crucifixerunt,” which Dr. Burton ascribes to
Origen (Testim. of the Ante-Nicene Fathers to the Div. of Christ, pp. 223, 312)
rests only on the notoriously untrustworthy authority of the Latin translation
of Rufinas. (Origen, Opp. 1i. 676*.) The reader of Dr. Burton’s book needs

also to be warned that the comments ascribed to Origen in Catenae are often of
very doubtful gennineness. See the Preface to Vol. ii. of Dela Rue’s edition.
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xxxVIL). AmpHILOCHIUS OF IcoNium (fl. A.p. 870) also says:
El p&v odv Besrys &mabev, elmas 70 BAdodmuov (Migne, Patrol. Gr.
XXXIX. 100%), with much more of the same sort (Migne xxxIx.
104°; 108%; 113**°; and Sabarjesus in Assemani, as above).

We may notice here some misleading references. Eusesrus,
Comm. sn Isa. xxxv. 9, 10 (Opp. vi, 841°%, in Migne xx1v.), cited
by Wetstein and many others, seems to me to prove nothing. The
8i& xuplov belongs to Isaiah ; and the ofs airds dplovért évrpdcare
7¢ iy alpare may as well refer to 1 Pet. i. 18, 19 and Eph. i. 7, a8
to Acts xx. 28. Equally inconclusive is the passage referred to in
the Epistle of Maximus to Nicander: xafolucy éxxAnoiay, xai rov
ravmyy 8 alparos olkelov xal {womrowd kard GéAnaw dppooduevor xipuww
(Opp. ed. Combefis ii. 47, or Migne xcI. 92%). The Epistle of Ipas
to Maris or Mares (not “ Marinus”) has been cited on both sides
without reason. In the passage referred to, the Greek text or ver-
sion reads “ God,” while three ¢ndependent Latin versions have
“Lord”; but the passage is not a quotation, and it may be doubted
whether it contains even an allusion to Acts xx. 28. See Concilia,
ed. Coleti, iv. 1577°, 1578°; vi. 132*; and the translation of Facun-
dus Hermianensis, Pro Def. trium Capitulorum, lib. vi. c. 8 (Migne
LXVIIL 665%).

We come now to the Latin fathers. Their quotations are of inter-
est only as serving to determine the reading of the Old Latin version.

Lucirer oF Cacriarr (fl. o.p. 854, d. 371), De non parcendo in
Deum delinquentidus (Migne x111. 997%) : Attendite ... regere eccle-
siam Domins ... sanguine suo. '

The AvtrHOR of Quaest. Vet. et Nov. Test. (a.n. 870), Q. 97:
Attendite . .. regere ecclesiam Domsins Jesu (Migne xxxv. 2296).
This is ascribed to HiLARY THE DEACON by Cave and many others,
and was written, as Cave remarks, about A.D. 370 (see Quaest. 44).
It was formerly attributed to Augustine, and appears in many
editions of his works.

JEROME (cir. A.D. 845-420), Epist. 146 (al. 85) ad Evangelum
(al. Evagrium) : Attendite . .. ut regeretis eccles. Domini ... san-
gusne suo. (Opp. i. 1193 ; Migne xx11) So in his Comm. in Ep.
ad Tit. i. 5 (Opp. vii. 568 ; Migne xxv1.): Attendste ... pascere
eccles. Domins . . . per sanguinem suum. That Jerome’s text is here
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faithfully preserved is evinced by the fact that the passage is cited
in precisely the same words by SEpuL1Us ScoTus (8th or 9th cent.)
in his Collect. ¥n Ep. ad Titum (Migne crnn. 243%), who is here bor-
rowing from Jerome; and by AMALARIUS of Metz (Sth cent.), De
Eccles. Offic. ii. 18 (Migne cv. 1089), who expressly quotes from
Jerome.

AMBRrOSE of Milan (A.p. 340-397), De Spir. Sancto ii. 18. § 152
(Opp. ii. 668 ed. Bened., or Migne xv1. 775%) : Attendite ... regere
eccles. Dei, as edited. But it has not been observed that the Bene-
dictine editors in their appendix of “ Variae lectiones inter omissas
non contemnendae” inform us, “ Quidam mss., regere ecclesiam
Domiri.” Now when we consider that this reading is supported by
the other authorities for the Old Latin version, and that the tendency
of transcribers would be to conform their text to that of the Vulgate
rather than the reverse, it seoms very probable that these manu-
scripts represent the true reading of Ambrose. That he did not read
Dei here is confirmed by various passages of his writings: e.g. De
Incarn. c. vi. §52: “cum utique Scripturae dicant quia Christos
secundum carnem passus est, non secundum divinitatem”; comp.
c. v. §§ 37, 40; De Fide, ii. c. 7, §§ 56-58; c. 8, § 65; and v. ¢. 8,
§ 106, “ quod creatura omnis sine passione aliqua divinitatis Dominics
sanguinis redimenda sit pretio.”

ARATOR (A.D. 544) in his poetical paraphrase of the Acts lib. ii.
lines 850-858 (Migne LxviI. 221%), favors the reading Domins or
Christi : “ — Servate, ministri, | Ecclesiam Christi [al Christus]
pretium quam sanguine nobis | Fecit in orbe suo; famuli retinere
laborent | Quae Dominus de morte dedit.” I do not know for what
reason Wetstein, Griesbach, Scholz, and others cite this work under
the name of Alcimus.

The collection of Scripture passages called the SrecuLux,
ascribed on very slight evidence, and against strong presumptions,
to Augustine, but at any rate a sort of authority for the Old Latin
version, quotes the passage thus: “ Attendite ... universo gregi, in
quo sanctus Spiritus conlocavit vos esse episcopos, ad pascendam
ecclesiam Jesu Christi.” (Spec. c. 8; Mai, Nov. Patr. Bibl. 1. ii.
p- 10.) The SprEcULUM often quotes very loosely; but it will be

Vor. XXXIJI. No. 130. 4
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admitted, I think, that in a loose quotation Jesu Christt would be
more natorally snbstituted for Domini than for Dei.!

The argament from silence must be used with caution; but con-
sidering the nature of the writings of TERTULLIAN, CYPRIAN (see
especially his Zestim. ii. 6), and Novatiax (De Regula Fidei sive
de Trinitate), it seems almost incredible that they should not have
cited this passage if they had the reading Des; and I think we may
reasonably regard them as decidedly confirming Domins as the
reading of the Old Latin version.

We see thus, if I mistake not, that all the authorities for the read-
ing of the Old Latin version whose testimony is of any weight favor
the reading “ Lord.” The only apparent exception is Primasivs,
who is too late to be of any importance, flourishing in the middle of
the sixth century, and who, though preserving some readings of the
Old Latin, is so poor an authority that Dr. Tregelles remarks in his
Book of Revelation in Greek, etc. (Lond. 1844), p. xxvii, note t,
“I have purposely omitted the readings of the ancient Latin version
cited by Sabatier out of Primasius ; — many of the readings so cited
are undoubtedly really ancient, but many of them have been tndx-
bitably modernized, — perhaps by transcribers and editors.” *

‘We now proceed to

II. THE AUTHORITIES FOR THE READING feot.

4
Manuscripts, — 8 B, 5v* T ¥rerx’ xp, 08 XIT <17 ST
t. g L.
?l‘l (?), 38%' n%—m’ i%’ ;ﬁv’ %, Lel'%—.z;’; and ex nlentw, “on

! Cardinal Mai assigns the manuscript of the Speculum (designated by Tisch-
endorf as “m”) to tho 6th or 7th century. Being of interest as perhaps the
oldest copy that contains the famous passage 1 John v. 7 (it has also the spurious
Epistle to the Laodiceans), it may be well to note that Reifferscheid, a much
better authority as I suppose, datcs it as « Saec. viii.—ix.” (Die rOmischen Bib-
liotheken, in the Sitzungsberichte d. phil.—hist. Cl. d. kais. Akad. d. Wiss. xs Wien,
Bd. i. 1865, p. 753.) Hartel agrees with him (Pref. to his edition of Cyprian,
p. Xxv; sce also p. 34.

2 We may here again note some irrelevant references. The Acts of the THiRD
CoonciL OF CARTHAGE (A.D. 258 or 256), Sent. 79 (al. 80), merely use the ez
pression ‘‘ ecclesiam Domini gubernantes,” or in the Greek, tH» dxxA. feod xuSep-
revres. (Concilia, ed. Coleti, i. 8159, 8369e.) AvcusTinNg, Cont. Parmen. i. 13
(al. 7, al. 6), cited by Wetstein and many others, simply has, “ille Dominus
noster qui emit totum mundum pretio sanguinis sui.” (Aung..Opp. Ix. i. 71%,ed.
Par. alt. 1837.)
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which,” as Scrivener remarks, “one can lay but little stress,”
—§’ %, g, 879, ;16’1’ xi':—la v xiv; in all, 2 uncials and 14
cursives, with 8 in which the reading is merely inferred from the
silence of collators. As to date, passing over the silent witnesses,
we have 2 of the fourth century (middle), 1 of the tenth, 4 of the
eleventh, 1 of the eleventh or twelfth, 3 of the twelfth, 2 of the
thirteenth, and 3 of the fifteenth. Of this whole number, Tischen-
dorf marks three only with an asterisk as noticeable for their fre-
quent agreement with the oldest manuscripts: No. 23, of which
Griesbach says, “melioribus, nec tamen optimis, accensendus est”;
No. 68, of which he says, “ interdum quidem cum optimis libris con-
sentit;” and Lect. 12, of which Scrivener remarks, “it contains
many valuable readings (akin to those of Codd. ADE) but numer-
ous errors.” We ought also, I think, to add ¢™, though its reading
is only inferred ex silentio, as it appears to be well collated. Of this
Scrivener says, “it is one of our best authorities, being full of
weighty and probable variations from the common herd.” With
these exceptions, the cursives that support feod are of a very inferior
character (see the special examination in Griesbach’s note) ; and as
a whole, they are not to be compared in value with those that read
xvplov. This will be illustrated in the proper place.

Ancient Versions, — The Pesarro Syriac (4th cent., in its pres-
ent form?) in Lee’s edition, and in 8 Mss., including 4 very ancient,
in another as a late correction, and another in the margin (see Sup-
plementary Note B) ; the VuLGATE (cir. A.p. 385); and the Har-
CLEAN or PHILOXENIAN SYrIAC in the text (a.p. 508, rev. 616).
The AetHI0PIC Of the Polyglot has & word which may represent
xupiov or Oeot, but I think favors feov;! on the other hand, Platt’s
edition, with most of the M3s., supports the reading xpwrol. (See
Supplementary Note B.)

Fathers, — Armanasius, Ep. i. ad Serap. ¢. 6, as edited, reads
feov ; but the manuscripts vary. See above, under L p. 816.

1 The word egziabher is apparently used for xfpws only when the translator
regarded xipios as equivalent to Jehovah. To take the examples in the present
chapter : in ver. 19 it represents xépios, in vv. 31, 24, 25, 27, 33, #¢ds; but it
does not stand for xdpwos in the phrase § xdpios *Ineois, vv. 31, 24, 85. See Dill-
mann’s Lex. Ling. Aeth., col. 1193,
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ErrpEANIUS (fl. A.D. 868), Haer. Ixxiv. c. 7, transferred from the
Ancoratus c. 69 : Tlpooéxere (+ 8 Anc.) ... & ¢ &. tuds (Pp. &.
Anc.) ... woy. dpds (Anc. om. Sx.) ... 1. dxih. 7. feol. Not quoted
in proof of the deity of Christ, but of the Holy Spirit.!

BasiL THE GrEAT (fl. A.D. 870), Moral. Ixxx. c. 16 (Opp. ii.
816 (442) ed. Bened.) : Hpooéyere odv ... o 7. dxxh. 100 Beod.
Not quoted for any dogmatic purpose.

CrriL or ALEXANDRIA (fl. AD. 412, d. 444), Quod B. Maria
sit deipara, c. 22 ( Opp. ix. 281? ed. Migne ; in his Patrol. LxxV1.):
Hpocéxere yap ... Oeov . .. 8iik 7. alp. 7. v, Here the word feod
is repeated and commented on. This is the earliest and the only
example which I find in the Greek fathers of the quotation of this
passage in reference to the deity of Christ.

PsEuD-ATHANASIUS (uncert.), Testim. ex S. Script. c. 8 (Opp. ii.
4* ed. Montf.; Migne xxvIL) : Hpooéxere ... mopealp [sic]... & ¢
O @ero . .. woys. 7. dkxh. 7. feod. Quoted in proof of the deity of
the Spirit.

Axnriocnus THE Monk (fl. A.p. 614), Hom. Ixi.: Hpooéxere. ..
(émoxémovs om.) ... wou. 7. d&kkA. 7. feob. (Migne LxxxIX. 1617°)
Again, Hom. cxxii. : Ipooéxers ... feot ... St 7. 1. alparos. (Migne,
tbid. 1812%) In both places, quoted for no dogmatic purpose.

Pseupo - CEHRYsosToM (uncert.), De S. Joan. Apost. Serm.
(Chrys. Opp. viii. pars ii. 135 (785), ed. Montf)): &s édy & dyeos
TatAos: Howdvare . éxxA. Tob Geod. Montfaucon remarks, “ Jure
hanc orationem practermisit Savilius, utpote indignum quae legatur;
nam est otiosi cujusdam Graeculi, ut nemo non videt.”

An AnxoNTMoUS ScHoOL1AST in Cramer’s Catena (p. 838): mip
dxdnolay ... v ydp ¢mar wepierovjoare & feds Sid Tov alparos rob
Biov+ Odppes olv ... xal pndly &dodoes [-ops 7] dxodew Somep
Tovdaiot alua xai odpa feod 10 curjpov xrA. The writer has just
quoted John vi. 47-58. The same scholion is found in Mss. No. 15,

1 I venture to suggest here a small, but not unimportant, emendation of the
text of Epiphanius. Even in the recent editions of Dindorf and Oehler wo read,
#, “abrh # Siaxoria Tob wrebparos xal roi Adyow. wpogéxere” x.r.\., as above,
as if the quotation began with atr4. Read, 4 abrh % 3iax. x.r.A.,— “ The min-
istry of the Bpirit and of the Word [i.e. the ministry to which they appoint] is

the same ”’; which is illustrated by the two quotations that follow, vis. Acts xx.
98 and 1 Tim. i. 18.
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18, and 87, though the first two, as well as No. 36, from which
Cramer published his Catena, read xuplov in the text.

OecuMen1vs (10th cent.?) : Ipooéxers olv ... feot ... S 7. B.
alperos. (Opp. i.260% in Migne cxviir.) This is merely the text ;
there is no allusion to feot in the commentary.

TreorEYLACT (11th cent), or rather the commentary No. 2
published under his name by Finetti from a Vatican manuscript.'
Just as in Oecnmenius, whose text and comment are copied verbatim.
(Opp. iii. 1016®, in Migne cxxv.)

I do not follow Bengel in citing the OrTHODOXA CONPESSIO
Eccr. Orient, P.i. Q.85 (Kimmel, Libri symb. Eecl. Or. p.158),
as that document belongs to about the middle of the seventeenth
century, and also quotes 1 John v. 7 (P.i. Q. 9).

Tischendorf should not have cited Pope CAELEsTINE L (A.D.
428), Ep. xviii. ad Syn. Eph. (Migne L. 508, or Coneil. ed. Coleti
fii. 1145%), as an authority for the Greek hcre, as the Greek text of
this Epistle is plainly a mere translation from the Latin which it
accompanies : Ipooéxers davrols xal wdop 7 dyéip, s Ipe 7
wv. 1. &y. drafey &mwrémovs, Stocixely 1. &. 1. Beod, v mepiemr. T
18{p eipari. Thisis shown also by the translation of other passages
of Scripture in the same Epistle.

The earliest writer not Greek who seems to have quoted this
verse with the reading “ God” is the Egyptian monk OgrsiEsius or
Oresiesis (fl. A.D. 845), De Inst. Monach. c. 40 (Migne, Patrol. Gr.
XL. 886°) : “scientes vos reddituros rationem pro omni grege, super
quem vos Spiritus sanctus constituit snspicere et pascere ecclesiam
Det, quam acquisivit proprio sanguine.” But we have him only at
third hand. The treatise was written in Coptic, then translated
into Greek, from which version Jerome, as he tells us, dictated
to & mofarius his Latin translation, in which alone it has come
down to us.

The Latin fathers who have quoted this verse with the reading
Dei are all later than Jerome, most of them much later, and only

1 The designation of this commentary by Griesbach and Scholz as “ Theoph,
3,” and of that mentioned above under I. as *“ Theophyl. 8,” has led to the erro-
neous statements by Davidson, Tregelles, and others, that Theophylact reads
#eot twice, and xuplov three times.
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attest what is already settled, the reading of the Vuigate. I will
then simply name those in whom I have found the reading Des down
to the time of Beda in the eighth century, referring to the places.

CaeLesTINE L. (a.p. 423) has been already cited ; next come
CassIAN (cir. 480), De Incarn. vii. 4 (Migne 1. 204%),! Jurianus
PomEeRIUS (A.D. 498, al. Prosper Aquitanus), De Vita contemp. ii.
3. §1 (M. Lix, 446%), &s ; PascHAasIUS the Deacon (a.p. 501, al.
Faustus Rejensis), De Spir. sanct. ii. 10 (M. Lx11. 21**) ; FULGEN-
TIUS (A.D. 507), De Fide c. 19, al. 60, and Cont. Fabian. fr. 33 (M.
LXV. 699°, 807%); ANoN. (6th cent.?) Brev. Fidei cont. Arian. (M.
x111. 662**), Pope Jomn IL (a.p. 582-5), Ep. ad Senat. (M. LXVL
22*), FErraNDUs (A.D. 533), Ep. iil. ad dnat. c. 14 (M. LxVIL
9024, 903*), Primasius (a.n. 550), Jn dpoc. vii. 10 (M. LxvIIL
852%), Pope MARTIN 1. (A.D. 649), Ep.i.(M. LxxxXv11.129° or Concil.
ed. Coleti vii. 386®, see also col. 95*), BEpA (A.D. 701), Super Act.
Ap. Expos., in loc. (Opp. iii. 986* ed. Migne, in Patrol. xc1L), and
AxoN. (8th or 9th cent.), De xlii. Mans. Fil. Jr. c. 13 (M. xviL
24%). I refer to this last treatise, often printed with the works of
Ambrose, merely because it is cited by Sabatier, and might be mis-
taken for a witness to the Old Latin. But Sabatier assigus its date
to the time of Beda or Rabanus (Bib. Sac. Lat. Verss. Ant. 1. p. 1xii.).

The allusion of Arcapius, delegate of the Church of Rome at
the Council of Ephesus, A.p. 431 (Act. ii. — Concil. ed. Coleti, iii.
1147-48), does not determine the reading:— “pro ecclesia Dei,
quam Dominus noster Jesus Christus sanguine suo acquisivit, Gr.
tmép Ths &k rob Oeot, Gy & xipos Hudv 'L X. 1§ éavrot alpare
mepLerotjoaro.

Of the Latin writers named above, Cassian, Paschasius, Fulgen-
tius (bts), Ferrandus, Pope John IL., Primasius, and Beda, cite the
passage with reference to the deity of Christ ; the anonymous authors
of the Breviarium Fidei and the treatise De xlii. Mansionibus,
adduce it in proof of the deity of the Holy Spirit; the others do
not quote it for a doctrinal purpose.

On the use of the expression “the blood of God,” and many

1 Following a mistake of Griesbach in copying from Wetstein, Scholz, Tisch-

endorf (eds. 1849, 1859), Alford, Porter, Davidson, and Scrivener substitute
Cassiodorus for C




1876.] ON THE READING “CHURCH OF GOD,” ACTS XX. 28, 327

kindred expressions, in the writings of the fathers, see Supple-
mentary Note A.

III. AUTHORITIES FOR THE READING svplov xal Geob.

Manugcripts_—CsHLP, all of the 9th century and of inferior
character, with more than 110 cursives (cent. x-xv) most of them

of little value. Nos. Xgﬂ, %, xﬁ%’ 'X%" %, 31(1%“) 3{?, and ;K%’
are marked with a star by Tischendorf as distingunished from the
rest by a more frequent accordance with the oldest copies, but none
of them segms in the Acts remarkably distinguished in this respect.
Most noteworthy, perhaps, are No. 81 (Gosp. 69), and No. 137,
which has a singular agreement with the eccentricities of D and
with the margin of the Harclean Syriac.

Ancient Versions, — The Sravon1c, of the ninth century.

Fathers, — THEOPHYLACT, a8 edited by Sifanus — No. 1 of the
Commentaries on the Acts of the Apostles published under the name
of Theophylact — has this reading in the text, with no remark on
the words in the commentary. (Opp. iii. 777% ed. Migne; Patrok
CXXV.)

Manuscripts No. 8, 95** and the Arabic of the Polyglot read
xvpiov Beov, and No. 47 feoi xai xvplov. The GEORGIAN version
(6th cent.) is cited by Scholz as reading xvplov 10V feod. But we
have no trustworthy edition of it.

IV. AUTHORITIES FOR THE READING Xpiorot.

Mannscnpts_ ~ None.

Ancient Versions, — The PrsHITO SYRIAC in all editions but
Lee’s, and in many manuscripts (one of the 6th cent., others of the
7th, 8th, and 9th), both Jacobite and Nestorian (see Supplementary
Note B); the Aeraioric in Platt’s edition, and in most of the manu-
scripts ; and the ERPENTAN ARABIC, made from the Syriac.

Fathers. — ATHANASIUS, Ep. i. ad Serap. c. 6, in three Mss.; see
above, under L. p. 316 ; THEODORET (A.D. 428), Int. Ep. ad Philip.
i. 1,2 (Opp. iii. 560™ ed. Migne; Patrol. Lxxx11.): Hpocéxere ...
. Pero ... moyp. 7. &k 7. XproTol ; and PSEUD-ATHANASIUS, Dial
i. cont. Maced. c. 13 (Opp. ii. 5560° ed. Bened. ; Migne xxvim. 1312%),
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quoting precisely like Theodoret, above.! Pseupo-FULGENTIUS
(6th cent.), Pro Fide Cath. c. 9 (Migne LxV. 716%): Attendite
gregem Christi, tn quo vos Spiritus sanctus constituit episcopos.
For the SprcuLuM, which has Jesu Christi, see above, under L
p- 8212

LET us now attempt to weigh the evidence. The question lies, of
course, only between the readings «xvplov and Geov.

The maNvUscrIPT authority for the rival readings may seem, at
first view, nearly balanced ; but I must regard it as decidedly pre-
ponderating in favor of xvpiov. 2 and B are excellent manuscripts,
but we must not over-estimate their value. One of the two is often
wrong, for they often differ; and the cases in which they are both
wrong, though much rarer, are sufficiently numerous to teach us
that their combined testimony is far from decisive. One clear ex-
ample, unless we suppose these two Mmss. right in opposition to all
the other mss. and all the ancient versions, and to internal evidence,
is to be found in Acts xvi. 32, where, for the less familiar expression,
7ov Adyov Tob kvpiov, & and B have substituted the more familiar, rév
Adyov 1ol Beo?, as I believe they have done here? In the Acts and
Catholic Epistles, so far as I can judge without a thorough examina-

1 Garnier attributes this Dialogne to Theodoret, and publishes it as Dial. iv.
de Spir. sancto among seven Dialogi de Trinitate which he ascribes to that anthor;
others, as Peotavius, Combefis, and Du Pin, more correctly, as Schulze thinks,
assign it to Maximus the Confessor (A.p. 645). Tischendorf cites it both under
“ Dialmesesd ’ and « Thdre 5 198 * as if these were two independent anthorities,

3 Other anthorities cited for xpioroi are not quotations, and afford no proof
that Acts xx. 28 was in the mind of the writer; as Origen, De Orat. c. 28,
xpiorob éwmoauérov Huds v Bl aluari; Ezhort. ad Mart. c. 12, & dwmoduevos
Hpds 76 davrod riply aluar:, and ¢. 50, Sowep ryuly aluar: voi "Incel Hyopdobnuer
(Opp. i. 2521, 2824, and 309¢, ed. De la Rue). The breviarium of Basil referred
to by Wetstein and others, which Davidson says “ can only mean Basil’s Regulae
brevius tractatae,” where he has “ searched for it in vain,” is simply the summary
or heading of his Moral. Ixxx. .16, quoted under IL. above, p. 324, and amounts
to nothing. It has merely the expression &s roiudres wpoBdrer xprovod.

8 See particularly Tischendorf’s note on that passage, and to his five exam-
ples in which “ Aoy. 7. 8ol non solet fluctuare,” add Acts xiii. 46 ; xvii. 13;
xviti. 11. — For other instances of the agreement of R and B in readings mani-
festly or probably false, see Matt. vi. 8; viil. 9; ix. 33; xxvii. 49; Mark iv.21;
Luke xv. 31; John x. 18; xix. 41; Acts xii. 25; xxviii. 12; Gal. ii. 12; Eph.
i.15; 1 Thes. ii. 7; Jas. i. 17; 2 Pet. ii. 13.
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tion, A is right nearly, if not quite, as often as #. The manuscript
authority for xvplov is made exceedingly strong by the fact that its
uncials represent both the Alexandrian and the Western forms of
the text, and that it embraces nearly all of the best cursives. In
cases where our chief uncials differ, the testimony of those Mss.
which are remarkable for their frequent or general agreement with
them is obviously of special importance. To show how great is the
superiority of the cursives which sapport xuplov over those which
bave feov we need not go far, though numerous examples of a
striking character will be found in the Acts. (a) The omission of
otv in ver. 28 is supported by 8ABD, 13, 15, 86, 81, 180, 0**; of
these six cursives all but one read xuplov, and none reads Geot.
(5) In the last clause of the verse the reading 8. 7ob almparos Toi
I3%v is found in xABCDE, 18, 15, 31, 83, 34, 86, 40, 69, 73, 81,
105, 180, 142, 156, 163,180, a c m of Scrivener, and Lect. 12, Of
the 15 cursives! which support xvplov, 12 have this reading; while
of the 14 which support feov only one has it, Lect. 12; or, if we
include those counted ex silentio, of the 22 which read feot only 2
have it. (¢) In ver. 29 & without a conjunction is the reading
of R*AC*D, 13, 15, 36, 81, 130, 180, all of which cursives read
xvplov. (d) In the same verse, olda without rotro is the reading of
RABC*D, 18, 15, 86, 68, 69, 105, 163, 180, a**. Of these 9 cur-
sives, 7 support xvpiov, and only one, No. 68, feci. We see clearly,
then, that in the present case X and B are caught in bad company;
which affords a strong presumption that they are in the wrong, and
that the uncials and cursives which usually agree with them are right.

The numerous manuscripts which read xvplov xai feod seem to
me to confirm the reading supiov. “The church” (or “chuarches”)
“of God” being a familiar expression, occurring 11 times in the
Epistles of Paul, and “the church of the Lord” being unique, if
xupiov were original, xal feo or feot would be a natural marginal
addition or interlineation, which would readily pass into the text.
Further, when feot had been introduced into some yss. by uncon-
scious substitution of the familiar expression for the unusnal one, or
by the substitution of the marginal feoti by those who were pleased

1 Sixteen, including B-C. ii. 7; but I do not know how this Ms. reads in the
last clause. .
VYor. XXXTII. No. 180. 432
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with that reading, copyists of manuscripts with xupiov, finding that
others had the reading feod, would think themselves safe if they
took both into the text. But, as Tischondorf says,  Quis ot xupiov
additurus fuisset, si rob feod invenisset ? ”

The authorities for xptorod also, such as they are, seem to favor
the reading xupiov rather than feob. The abbreviation XY resembles
KY more than @Y; and in a version or quotation the substitution
of “ Christ ” for % Lord ” (but not so for “ God”) might have seemed
a matter of indifference, or have been unconsciously made.! A de-
liberate falsification of the text is the last supposition to be resorted
to. That xpwrrot has not played a great part as a marginal gloss
for either reading appears from the fact that it is found in no Greek
manuscript.

The authority, next, of the ANcIENT VERSIONS decidedly con-
firms the reading wxuplov. It is supported by the three oldest, the
Old Latin, the Mempbitic, and the Thebaic, which carry us back to
a far earlier date than any of the authorities for feol ; and these are
confirmed by the Armenian, with the margin of the Harclean Syriac,
and indirectly, I thiuk, by those that read ¢ Christ,” though their
testimony is more or less uncertain. That Jerome should adopt
the reading Des in the Vulgate need excite no surprise, or that the
Monophysite translator of the Philoxenian or Harclean -Syriac
should prefer the reading favorable to his doctrine.

The evidence of the FATHERS is pretty well balanced, but the
earlier testimony (as that of Irenaeus), though not absolutely free
from doubt, favors xvplov rather than 6feot. The authorities for
xvplov also represent the principal divisions of the Christian world.
(See the detailed statements above.) I have already observed that
the earliest and the only Greek father who quotes the passage as

1 How easily * Christ” might be inadvertently substituted for “ Lord ” in a
version or quotation may be illustrated by modern examples. Ewald, who reads
“Lord,” in his paraphrase substitutes Christus, printing it in italics as a trans-

-lation (Die drei ersten Evang. u. d. Apostelgeschichte, 1872, ii. 209 ; comp. p. 500).
Renss, who in his Theol. Chretienne, ii. 841, n. 2, 2d ed., p. 308 Eng. trans.,
adopts the reading supfov, actually cites Acts xx. 28 (ibid. p. 186, note, or p.
169, Eng.), as containing the expression éxxAnola 100 xpio7oiv; and Adler,
Nov. Test.Verss. Syr., 1789, p. 36, speaks of the reading *‘ pascatis ecclesiam
Christi” as found in ““ nonnullis graecis codicibus.”
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bearing on the deity of Christ is Cyril of Alexandria, in the fifth
century, who adduces it once. In copnection with this point, I may
quote the important remark of the Rev. Thomas Sheldon Green:
“ According to the common reading, the passage bears strongly upon
more than one great dogmatic controversy, and, accordingly, had
this form possessed established currency in the age of those disputes,
its employment as a dogmatic weapon ought to be of no unfrequent
occurrence in the writings of that age; whereas the contrary is
evidently the case.” (Developed COrsticism, eto. p. 112.)

We will now consider the internal evidence. What supposition
will best explain the various phenomena?

Alford says, “If feot was the original, but one reason can be
given why it should have been altered to xvplov, and that one was
sure to have operated. 1t would stand as a bulwark against Arianism,
an assertion which no skill could evade, which must therefore be
modified. If 6eov stood in the text originally, st was sure to be .
altered to xvplov.” '

I perceive no ground for this confident assumption, and must reject
it for the following reasons. (1) The Arians were as devout be-
lievers in the sacredness of Scripture as their adversaries, and would
equally have regarded a deliberate falsification of the record as a
horrible impiety. There is no evidence that they tampered with
the text in any other passage of the New Testament.! The absence
of 1 John v. 7 from our manuscripts of the Greek Testament and
from the ancient versions is not now ascribed to them.  (2) Such an
attempt would have been absurd and useless. The Arians did not
have possession of the orthodox copies ; and how would a wilful cor-
ruption of their own bave helped them in controversy ? It was sure
to be detected, and to expose them to shame. (3) We have no
evidence that the Arians were troubled by the passage; it does not
appear to have been quoted by any Greek father in the Arian con-
troversy. (4) The reading feor would have been really favorable
to the Arians. They did not hesitate to apply the term Geds to Christ;
but Jowered its meaning. They were fond, as we learn from Athana-
sius, of “calling 79)v 6edryra Tov Adyov malbyriy”; of saying that

1 On John iii. 6 see the note of Wetstein or Tischendorf.
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¢ God suffered throngh the flesh, and rose again”; and of using the
bald expression “the blood of God.” Referring to such expressions,
Athanasius exclaims : ¢eb Tijs drowias xai s BAacdnpias! "Apeariy
7& Towabra roAprpara. — Cont. Apollinar. ii.11,12,18.  (See Supple-
mentary Note A.) And very naturally, “A God whose blood was
shed,” says Professor Stuart, “must surely be a feds Sevrepos as the
Arians would have it, and not the impassible and eternal God, which
I believe the Logos to be.” (Amer. Bibl. Repository for April 1888,
p-315.) Waedo not find, however, that the Arians and Apollinarians
ever appealed to the reading feod in this passage. They justified
such language on other grounds. (5) This hypothesis does not
explain the existence of the reading Lord in authorities which reach
back to a century or more before the Arians were heard of.

In truth, Dean Alford’s theory of wilful alteration would have
been much more plausible, if he had ascribed the substitution of
xvpiov for Oeob to the orthodox. But such an imputation would, I
believe, be doing them great injustice. If they had found the word
feot in the text, they would have been much more likely to reverence
it as containing a mystery; and there was less occasion to stumble,
as the opinions of the earlier Christian fathers respecting the pas-
sibility of the Logos differed from those which afterwards prevailed.
They also used the words feds and deus rather loosely. From an
early period there were many rhetorical writers, like Tertullian and
Lactantius, who were fond of startling and paradoxical expressions,
which would also suit the popular taste. (See Supplementary Note
A)) At a later date, the doctrine of the communicatio idiomatum
bridged the difficulty. In the Latin Vulgate the reading Ded has
been undisturbed, being found, apparently, in all the manuseripts.

Bat though we reject the supposition of a wilful alteration of the
text on the part either of the Arians or the orthodox, it ma& still
be said that xuplov may have been a marginal explanation of feod,
which would readily and innocently be substituted by those who
might stumble at the harshness of the latter. This is possidle, but
not very probable; for the natural marginal addition would rather
have been the unambiguous xpwrov, which has been found in no
Greek manuscript.  “ The churches of Christ” occurs once in Paul’s
writings; and “the blood of Christ,” “Christ died,” and “ Christ
suffered,” are familiar expressions.
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On the other hand, supposing xupiov to be the original reading,
we can easily explaip all the variations without resorting to the
hypothesis, a priori extremely improbable, of a deliberate corruption
of the text. We have only an example of what has occurred in a
multitade of instances, the substitution by the copyist of a familiar
expression for an unusual one ; a substitution often made uncon-
sciously, but sometimes, perhaps, because the more common form
had been noted in the margin. The expression “the church” (or
“churches ) “of God” occurs, as has already been remarked, eleven
times in the Epistles of Paul, while “the church.of the Lord” is
found nowhere else in the New Testament; the former expression
is also frequent, while the latter is rare, in other early Christian
writings ; see, e.g. the statement respecting the Apostolical Con-
stitations under L, above, p. 816, The resemblance of 1 Pet. v. 2
to the present passage,—Ilocpudvare 10 & Suiv woipviov tod
O¢ot, &roxoxotvres (om. by #B, and perhaps derived from &rioxd-
wows in Acts xx. 28) x.7.A. —“might aid,” as Dr. Tregelles remarks,
“in suggesting rot feot.”

This tendency of transcribers to substitute the familiar expression
for the unusual, which would be particularly strong in the present
case, may be illustrated by a few examples.

Acts xv. 40, xapadobeis 1} xdpire Tob xvpiov. “The grace of
God” being a very common expression, and occurring in a similar
passage (xiv. 26), feoll is here substituted for svpiov by CEHLP,
and all but about six of the cursives.

James iii. 9, for ror xVpiov xal xarépa, the familiar 7dv Oedv xal
warépa has been substituted in KL, and, apparently, all the cursives
but two.

1 Pet. iii. 15, for xiptor & 1or xptordv dypdoare xr.., xipwoy 8
rov O¢dv appears in KLP, and, apparently, all the carsives but
feven.

Col. iii. 16, for & Adyos To¥ xpiarot, NDE*K, and all but
sbout seven of the cursives read & Adyos rot feob. For Acts xvi. 82,
where #B seem to be clearly wrong, see above, p. 828.

Col. iii. 22, for ¢oBovueror 1ér xvpiov, ND'E*K, and all but
abont twelve of the cursives read ¢of. 7dr 0«Jdv, the more common
expression.
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Eph. v. 21, for & ¢By xptorod, K reads & ¢p68yp xvpiov,
comp. Acts ix, 81; 2 Cor. v. 11; and most of the cursives & ¢
6 ¢o?, comp. Rom. iii. 18; 2 Cor. vii. 1, and the use of the verb
$oPéopar

2 Thess. iii. 16, for & xvpios rijs dpys, FGL, 7 cursives, and
many Latin M88. read 6 Oeds ijs elpms; comp. Rom. xv. 88 ; xvi.
20; Phil. iv. 9; 1 Thess. v. 28; Heb. xiii. 20. — For other ex-
amples, see Col. iii. 15; 2 Thess. iii. 8; Acts viii. 22,24, I will
only notice further, that in the single instance in which we have
the phrase, al éxxAnolas mdoar 7ob xpiorot, Rom. xvi. 16, the Mss.
3, 28, 42, 69, 106, 120, 177, a**=, k™, and two of Matthaei’s Chry-
sostom manuscripts, read feot. See Wetstein, Scholz, and Scrivener;
Tischendorf does not note the variation.

Thus I think it clearly appears, that on the supposition that xuplov
was the original reading, the variations may be easily and satisfac-
torily explained ; and we may adopt the language of Dr. Tregelles,
who remarks that ¢ even if the evidence for éxx. Tov xvplov had not
been so strong, it would have been confirmed by its peculiarity, and
by the immense probability of the familiar phrase being substituted
for it.” (Aeccount of the Printed Teat, etc. p. 238.)

Bengel’s explanation of the origin of the reading xuplov is as fol-
lows: “Ex LXX. apud quos saepe dicitur éxxAnoia xvplov.” The
“gaepe” is 7 times in all, viz. Deut. xxiii. 1, 2, 8 (4ss), 8; 1 Chron.
xxviii. 8; Mic. ii. 5, the phrase being applied to the congregation
of Tsrael. Of this far-fetched explanation it is enough to say, that
there appears to be no reason why the cause of error assigned
should not have affected the other passages where % éxxAnoia Tod
Oeot (in the singular or plural) occurs in the New Testament as
well as Acts xx. 28. But in these eleven passages the various
reading xvplov is not once found, according to the critical editors,
in a single manuscript. Bengel’s hypothesis, therefore, has no
foundation.

Another argument of Dean Alford and many others for the reading
feot is this. Paul is the speaker. He has used the expression
“ church” (or “churches”) “of God” eleven times in his Epistles, but
never “church of the Lord.” Does not Pauline usage, then, strongly
confirm the genuineness of feov here ?
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I agree with those who regard Pauline unsage as very important
in its bearing on this question. In the divided state of the external
evidence, it is entitled to be regarded as a decisive consideration.
But it has been strangely misapprehended.

Paul has used the phrase (%) &. or al &. (ro8) feod eleven times,
eight times in the singular, three in the plural. But has any
respectable commentator in any one of these passages understood
him to mean Christ by 6eot? In four of them, 1 Cor.i. 2; 2 Cor.
i. 13 1 Thess. ii. 14; 2 Thess. i. 4, Christ is in the immediate context
clearly distinguished from 6eds; and in none of the others (1 Cor.
x. 82; xi. 16, 22; xv. 9; Gal. i. 18; 1 Tim. iii. 5, 15) has Dean
Alford suggested, or would it occur to any reader, that Geov is used
as a designation of Christ. So far, then, as the phrase in question
is concerned, the appeal to the nsage of Paul shows that it is ex-
tremely improbable that he would have employed it here to describe
the church as belonging to Christ.

Let us look a little further. What is' the usage of Paul in the
rest of this discourse? Examine the use of the words xpios and
feds in vv. 19, 21, 24, 25, 27, 32, 85 ; note especially vv. 21 and 24.
Is it not clear, without argument, that the usage of the Apostle Aere
favors the supposition that he would employ xvplov rather than feod
to denote Christ in ver. 287

If he had occasion to describe the church as belonging to Christ,
he msght have used the name ¢ Christ,” as he has done in Rom. xvi.
16; but in such a connection as this, in speaking of the Chief Shep-
herd of the flock, after reference to the érloxomor, — overseers of the
church, but servants of Christ,— it was particularly appropriate that
«ipios should be used, the term by which the Apostle especially
delights to designate Christ in his exaltation; see Phil. ii. 9-11.
Arator in his paraphrase, quoted above under I. p. 821, seems to
have felt the point of the expression: “ Famuli retinere laborent
Quae Dominus de morte dedit.” See also on this matter Words-
worth’s note.

But much more is to be said; and as two or three of the pas-
sages to which I shall have occasion to refer have been sometimes
appealed to in theological controversy, I beg that it may be under-
stood that I am not attempting to argue a doctrinal question, which
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would here be out of place, but wish simply to call attention to
certain important facts in relation to the New Testament use of
language.

If 7ot feot here denotes Christ, we have 6 feds used absolutely,
not a8 feds is predicated of the Adyos doapxes in John i. 1, but
assumed as a designation of Christ in his mediatorial relation, and
this when the term has just before been used in the same discourse
in marked distinction from Christ. What is PAULINE UsAGE in
regard to this point ?

The term f¢ds occurs in Paul’s writings, not including the Epistle
to the Hebrews, more than 500 times. How does he employ it?
We all know that his kabitual use of language in his Epistles is in
perfect accordance with 1 Cor. viii, 6, juiv ds Ocds 5 warip, & ob &
mdvra xai s els abrdy, xal ds xipios “Inaods Xpiords, 8 of Ta wdvra
xal fpeis 8 abrob. I need not refer to other passages, as Eph. iv. 5,
6; Phil, ii. 9-11. Paul certainly had a most exalted conception of
Christ ; ses, e.g. Col.ii. 9; i.15-20 ; but I am now speaking simply
of his use of language ; and it cannot be denied that he generally
sharply distinguishes feés and xpiords; e.g. 1 Cor. iii. 23; xi. 8;
1 Tim. ii. 5. Has he ever given the name feés to Christ? Alford
himself finds only one instance in all his writings in which he
suppéses him to have done so; viz. in Rom. ix. 5. But I need
not say that the application of fess in Rom. ix. 5 depends on the
punctuation and construction, on which the most eminent schol-
ars have differed; and when we observe that Lachmann, Butt-
mann, Kuenen and Cobet, and Tischendorf have so punctuated the
passage as to exclude the reference to Christ, and that their ocon-
struction has been adopted or favored by commentators so able and
unprejudiced as Riickert (2d ed.), Fritzsche, Liicke,! De Wette,
Meyer, Ewald, Clausen (author of the Hermeneutik), Van Hengel,
and Jowett; by such a grammarian as Winer, and by many emi-
nent recent translators, as Holtzmann (in Bunsen’s Bibelwerk),
Noyes, Oltramare, Lipsius (in the Protestanten-Bibel), Professor
Godwin, Davidson, Volkmar, Weizsiicker, and in the new Authorized
Dutch Version (1868), we can y, I think, rely with any con-

1 De Invocatione Jesu Christi, Part. 1. (1843), p.8; and Ms. Notu of his
Lectures on Romans, taken by Professor E. J. Young.
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fidence on this supposed exception to the otherwise uniform usage
of the Apostle.! And consider the extent of this usage, the ex-
ceeding frequency with which the words in question occur! If the
usus loquends of a writer is ever to be regarded in textual criticism,
I hardly see how there could be a stronger case than the present.

In treating a critical question like this, we must not confound
the style of the fourth century, or even of the second, with that
of the first, or allow ourselves to be unconsciously influenced by
the phraseology with which custom has made us familiar. We find
in some writers in the latter half of the second century and after-
wards, — or as some suppose, even earlier,— when the application
of the names feds and deus to Christ had become frequent, such ex-
pressions as the blood, the sufferings, the birth and death, the burial
and resurrection of God; but I need not say how foreign this lan-
guage is from the style of the New Testament.

It appears to me, then, in fine, that the evidence of manuscripts,
ancient versions, and the early Christian writers, when fairly
weighed, decidedly preponderates in favor of the reading xupiov;
and that, even if the external testimony for feot were far stronger
than it is, we should not be justified in adopting it, in the face of
the extreme improbability that Paul (or Luke) ‘should have here
used an expression so foreign from his own style and that of the
New Testament writings; especially when the origin of feol and
of all the other variations can be so easily and naturally explained,
on the supposition that xvplov is the genuine reading.

Two matters of interest remain which require some further notice,
and which, for convenience, have been reserved for

SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES.

A. ON THE USE OF SUCH EXPRESSIONS AS “THE BLOOD OF
GOD ” IN THE WRITINGS OF THE CHRISTIAN FATHERS.

In a few passages of early Christian writings the expression “the
blood of God ” occurs, and it is urged, not without plausibility, that

1 On Eph. v. 8 and Tit. ii. 13, on which few would now lay any stress, it may
bo enough to refer to Alford, Meyer, Huther, and Winer ; and on Col. ii. 2, if

we adopt the reading 7oi uverqplov ol Oeod, Xpuwrroi, to the notes of Bishop
Ellicott and Dr. Lightfoot.

Yor. XXXIII. No. 130. 43
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“nothing sbort of scriptural authority could have given early vogue
to a term so startling.” The fathers who use it are thus regarded
as indirect witnesses to the genuineness of the reading feol in Acts
xx. 28,

If the writers who employ this expression used it in such a con-
nection as to show that this particular passage was in their minds;
and if they were generally careful not to use startling expressions
analogous to this without some Scripture precedent, the argument
would have much weight. But so far as my examination of their
writings has extended, — which indeed has not been exhaustive, —
the reverse is true. Though language of this sort was freely used
by some, and strongly condemned by others, and though the passage
would seem to have a direct bearing on the Patripassian controversy
and on the Gnostic controversies of the second and third centuries ;
yet I cannot find that it was ever adduced, on the one hand, by way
of justification of such expressions, or that, on the other, attempts
were made to explain it away. Other passages, far less relevant,
were appesaled to; but concerning this, altum stlentsum. The read-
ing Geod had doubtless found its way into some manuscripts as early
as the first part of the fourth century ; but it had not become current;
it had not attracted attention; and it is not till the fifth century
that we find it actually quoted in reference to the deity of Christ
and the propriety of such language as « the blood of God.”

The expression afua feod occurs in TanaTIvs, Eph. c. 1, dvafumvpi-
carres & aipart Geob Td ovyyenxdy dpyov Telelvs dmmprioare, according
to the Shorter Greek form of the Epistles, and in the Syriac version
of the Three Epistles as published by Cureton ; the Old Latin ver-
sion of the Shorter form reads “in sanguine Christi Dei”; and the
Longer Epistles & aluare Xpworol. The Armenian version, made
from the Syriac, omits the phrase altogether ; and Petermann in his
edition of Ignatius (p. 6) says, “ Equidem dixerim, primitus scriptum
esse Xpiorod, deinde ex nota Monophysitae cujusdam marginali in
textum irrepsisse feod, ac deinde vocem xpiworol excidisse.” Bunsen
puts a comma after aiuart, and connects feot either with 10 ocvyyenxdr
(Die dres dchten ... Briefe des Ignatius, 1847, pp, 42 and 86, n. 7),
or with dyov (Hippolytus,i. 95, 2d ed.). But for brevity I waive
all question of the reading, or the construction, or the genuineness
of the Epistles, which so far as 1 can venture at present to judge
(and this is the view of eminent scholars) cannot be regarded as
earlier in any of their forms than the latter half of the second cen-
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tury. The phrase suits the style of these Epistles very well, and
the only point important to notice is that there is nothing in the
context to suggest in the slightest degree a reference to the passage
in the Acts. The appeal sometimes made to Ignat. Rom. c. 7 rests
on a false reference of abrod, to say nothing of the fact that feod
after méua is probably spurious.

The next example is in TERTULLIAN (Ad Uzor. ii. 8): “ Non
sumus nostri, sed pretio empti; et quali pretio? sangunine Dei.”
Here aghin there is no allusion in the context to Acts xx. 28; and
even Burton admits ( Testim. of the Ante-Nicene Fathers to the Div.
of Christ, 24 ed., p. 25) that “his words bear such a direct reference
to another text, 1 Cor. vi. 19, 20, that we cannot say, whether he
had the words of St. Paul to the Ephesians also in mind.” T will
add that Roensch, who in his Das Neus Testament Tertullian’s
(1871) has collected with extreme care all the allusions of Tertullian
to passages of the New Testament as well as his quotations, finds
no allusion in his writings to Acts xx. 28.

The remaining example of this expression is in CLEMENT oF
ALEXANDRIA (Quis dives salvetur, c. 834): “ Not knowing how
great a treasure we bear in an. earthen vessel, Swdper feol mwarpds
xai aipars Geod maldds xal Spdoy mvelparos dylov weprererxiopévor.
Here again there is in the connection no allusion to Acts xx. 28.

These are all the examples that have been adduced, so far as I
am aware, from the Ante-Nicene fathers, of the expression “blood
of God.”! They are found in highly rhetorical writers, remarkable
generally for the harshness and extravagance of their language.
They are connected with a large number of kindred expressions, in
which the fathers speak of the birth, conception, flesh, body, suffer-
ings, death, crucifixion, burial and resurrection of God, for which
no Scripture precedent can be pleaded, but which are founded
merely on inference. Under these circumstances, it seems to me
extremely rash to single out this, one of the rarest, and claim that
it implies the existence of the reading feod in Acts xx. 28, against
the very strong presumption that if it had existed there, it would
often have been directly appealed to.

11n the Paul. Samos, Quaest. (Q. iv.), ascribed to Dionysius of Alexandria,
we have the expression td alua td &ytor Toi Oeod Wudy "Inoob Xpiorod (Coneil,
ed. Coleti, i. 888%) ; but Dr. Burton should not have cited this work as he has
done, together with the so-called Epistle of Dionysius against Paul of Samosata
(Barton, Testim. p. 25f., 92f., 161, 397-419), without warning the reader of their
probable spuriousness. See Lardner’s Works, ii. 685 ff., ed. 1839.



840 ON THE READING “CHURCH OF GOD,” ACTS XX. 28. [April,

I regret that the wholly unexpected length to which the preceding
discussion has extended forbids any detailed illastration of what has
been stated in regard to the language of the Christian fathers, and
of the extent to which, when the use of feds and deus as appellations
of Christ had become familiar, they use the most harsh and startling
expressions without Scripture authority, and simply as the result of
inference. I can only refer to the collection of such expressions
given by Wetstein in his note on Acts xx. 28 (. T. ii. 596 £.), and
add some references to passages not noticed by him.

See IcNarTIUS, Rom. c. 6: “ Suffer me to be an imitator rov
mdfovs 7ol feob pov. Here again there are various readings (see
Lipsius, Text der drei syr. Briefe, pp. 77, 78). Eph.c.18: & yip
Oeds Hpav Inools & Xpioros dxvodoprify vmd Mapias. — TATIAN, Or.
ad Graec. c. 13: “rejecting rov Suixovor [the Holy Spirit] rod
wemwovforos Oeod.” — MELITO, Ex Serm. de Passions, ap. Anastasium
Sin.: & feds merovbev tmd defids “lopayhiridos, but in the Syriac:
“ God was put to death ; the King of Israel was slain by an Israel-
itish right hand ” (see Cureton, Spieil. Syr. p. 55, cf. p. 56 ; or
Otto, Corp. Apol. Christ. ix. pp. 416, 422, 444 1., and 459, n. 119).
Cureton has some doubt whether this and some other pieces in
which similar language occurs belong to Melito ; there may be a
confusion between Melito and Meletius, “the honey of Attica,”
who flourished in the fourth century. See his Spreil. Syr. pp. 96,
97. — TERTULLIAN, a8 might be expected from his flery intensity
of feeling, and the audacities of his glowing style, has much lan-
guage of the kind referred to. See, e.g. De Carne Christi, c. 5.
After speaking of the ¢ passiones Dei,” he exclaims: ¢ Quid enim
indignius Deo ... nasci an mori? carnem gestare an crucem? cir-
cumcidi an suffigi ? educari an sepeliri? in praesepe deponi an in
monimento recondi? ..., Nonne vere crucifixus est Deus? nonne
vere mortuus est, ut vere crucifixus? nonne vere resuscitatus, ut
vere scilicet mortuus 7 ” He goes on to speak of the “ interemp-
tores Dei.” On the passage just cited, which contains the famous
sentence, Certum est, quia smpossibile, so often misquoted, I would
refer to the valuable notes of Mr. Norton, Genwineness of the Gos-
pels, 2d ed., iii. 175 T, or ii. 272 ff,, Eng. ed. For other examples
of similar language in Tertullian, see tdid. c. 4; Adv. Marcion. ii.
16 (mortuum Deum), 27 (Deum crucifixum); iv. 18 (quia Deus
homo natus erat) ; v. 5 (nativitas et caro Dei) ; De Patient. c. 8. —
IreNAEUS, Cont. Haer.v.19. § 1: “[Maria] per angelicum sermonem
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evangelizata est, ut portaret Deum.” — CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA,
Paed. ii. ¢. 8, p. 190 ed. Potter: rods wédas &umrev alriv oaBdvp
mepllwadpevos 6 drvgos Oeds xal kipos Tdv SAwv. Ibid. c. 8, p. 214:
Bivfev 1ov Oedv. — HreroryTus, De Antichristo c. 45 (Migne,
Patrol. x. 764") : v & xo\ig mapbévov owvedqupuévor Oedv Adyo.
Ezx Serm. in Elcan. et Annam : &s & dndorodos Aéye, To 8¢ wdoxa
v Swdp udv by Xpwrds & Beds. (Migne, col. 864%.) “O feds is
in the same way added to 1 Cor. v. 7 in ms. No. 116, and in one
us. of Chrysostom; and that passage is so quoted, according to
Wetstein, by the Lateran Council. Such cases are instructive.—
NovaTtiaN, De Reg. Fid. sive ds Trin. c. 25, opposes those who
argued,  Si Christus Deus, Christus autem mortuus, ergo mortuus
est Deus.” — SyNoD oF ANTIOCH (A.D. 269), Epist. ad Dionys.
et Max. (in Routh, Rel. Sacr. iii. 812, 2d ed.): Oeds fv & yaorpi
owovowpéves 7¢ dvfipumive ; and see what precedes. — SIBYLLINE
ORACLES, Vi. 26, & {ihov & paxapwrrdy, i’ ¢ Oeds éeraviolly. vii.
66, TAjpe, ok Hyws 1oy gov Oedv, s mor' Aovaer “Topddvov & mpo-
xoijor [Friedlieb 38dreooc]. viil. 288, xal Svoovor O pamiopara
Xepoiw dvdyvos, quoted by Lactantius, iv. 18,  viii. 462, 8éfar dxpdr-
Touon Bedv aols, mapliéve, kéAwois. See also vii. 24.— There is & great
abundance of such language in LAcTANTIUS ; see Inst. iv. cc. 10,
14, 18, 22, 26, 29, 30. —ALEXANDER OF ALEXANDRIA, De Anima
et Corpore, c. 5 (Migne xvin. 595, cf. 608), preserved in Syriac
and Arabic: “ Quaenam, oro, necessitas Deum coegit in terram
descendere, carnem assumere, panniculis in praesepi involvi, lactante
ginu ali, baptismum in famulo suscipere, in crucem tolli, terreno
sepulcro infodi, a mortnis tertia die resurgere?” — APOSTOLICAL
CoNsTITUTIONS, lib. viii.(late) c. 1.§ 4: dre ovyxwprjoe Oeot oravpow
tméuewev aloxivys xaragporjoas & Oeds Adyos, xai ore dnéfave xai
rdgm xal dvéorn KT

The subject has been very imperfectly presented, but the fore-
going references and citations may be sufficient to establish the
position taken. They may also serve to show, in reference to the
argument that fcod is the lectio durior, that expressions which seem
very harsh to us were well suited to the taste of many in the second
and third centuries. And how ready the Christian fathers were to
confound their own snferences with the language of Scripture may
appear, to take a single example, from Cyril of Alexandria, who
says : Tis &ri rogobrov péuyver, &s py) Bovheobar pere Tdv Eday-
yeAiwv Beorékoy &xoxaXeiy mpy dylay xapdévov ; (Quod B. Maria



842 ON THE READING “CHURCH OF GOD,” ACTS XX. 28. [April,

sit despara, c. 28; Opp. ix. 284 in Migne Lxxvi) Onve who
thinks the fathers would have been very scrupulous about using such
expressions as povoyens Oeds, alua feod, etc. unless they had found
them in Scripture, may look into Sophocles’s Greek Lexicon under
such words as feoyerirup, Beoxrdvos, Beoprirwp, Beordrwp, and feorpo-
Mijrop, to say nothing of Geordnos. The title Des avia applied to
Anna, the mother of the Virgin, became 8o popular that, as Wetstein
remarks, Clement XI. had to issue an edict against it, as offensive
to pious ears,

One very early passage, wrongly supposed, as I think, to speak
of «the sufferings of God,” requires a little discussion, which has
been reserved for the present place.

In the First Epistle of CLEMENT oF ROME to the Corinthians
(c. 2) we read Td mabijuara alrod fv wpd Spbadudy udv, 7o Oeod
being the near antecedent. But as the term Oeds, with or with-
out the article, is throughout the Epistle applied exclusively to the
Father, and is used in marked distinction from Christ (see, e.g.
ce. 1,7, 12, 16, 20, 42, 46, 49, 50, §8, 39), this reference of the
atrot would seem to make Clement a Patripassian ; and such is the
view of Lipsius (De Clem. Rom. Ep. ad Cor. priore, pp. 101, 102),
comp. Hellwag in the T%eol. Jakrd. 1848, p. 255 f. But this sup-
position, as well as the supposition that the second person of the
Trinity is intended by the 7ot Oeov preceding, is so entirely out
of harmony with the rest of the Epistle (see above, and in refer-
ence to the blood of Christ, cc. 7, 12, 49), that I should regard as
much more probable the conjecture of gabiuara for mabhjpara, pro-
posed by the first editor of the Epistle, Patrick Young (Junius),
and adopted by Fleury (Hist. Eecl. liv. ii. ¢. 83), Whitby (Disgq.
Mod. p. 18), Hilgenfeld (N.T. extra Can. i. p. 5, note), and Donald-
son (Apost. Fathers, 1874, pp. 157, 158). The older forms of the
Mu and Pi were sometimes hardly distinguishable;!' and as Dr.
Lightfoot (in loc.) remarks, “the confusion of pabfyris, mabyris, in
Ign. Polye. 7, and pabijpara, mafijpara, in Ign. Smymn. 5, shows that
the interchange would be easy.” And I do not perceive much force
in the remark that ““the reading pabrjpara would destroy the pro-
priety of the expressions in the parallel clauses ... ¢the words in
your hearts, the sufferings before your eyes’” The eyes of the

1 Bee Silvestre, Paléogr. univ. pl. lvi.; and the Copto-Greek form of M in

Uhlemann’s Coptic Grammar or Schwartze’s Memphitic Gospels. See also
Donaldson, as referred to above.
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mind — what Clement calls 7& Sppara 7is Yuxis (¢ 19) and ol
dpfarpol tijs xapdias (c. 36) are certainly referred to; and the use
of such language with pabijuara is perfectly paralleled by miv
mapddooiv (riv dwoorddwv) wpo dPpfalpdv &uwv, in Iren.
Haer-. iii. 3, § 8 ; comp. Const. Apost. ii. 36, § 1, and Mart. Polyc. c. 2.
But the conjecture, however plausible, does not seem necessary ; we
have only to suppose a somewhat negligent use of airod (of which
we have an example near the end of the same chapter, and others
in cec. 32, 34, 36, 50), referring to Christ sn the mind of the writer,
though not named. This is the view of Dr. Samuel Clarke ( Works,
iv. 569), Rossler (Brbliothek d. Kirchen- Viiter, i. 47, n. 2), Martini
(Gesch. des Dogma von der Gottheit Christs, p. 24, note), Dorner
(Lehre von der Person Christi, i. 139, or p. 99, Eng. trans.), Bunsen
(Hippolytus, i. 46, note, 2d ed.), Ekker (De Clem. Rom. Epist. p. 92,
note), and Reuss (Zhéol. Chrétienns, ii. 826, 2° éd.). For such a
use of airds, see Luke ii. 38; 1 John ii. 12, 27, 28, and other
places ; and comp. Wahl, Clavis N. T s. v. adrds, 2. ¢. bb—dd, and
Winer, Gram. § 22. 8, and § 67. 1. d. In the passage in question
I adopt the punctuation of Lightfoot and Gebhardt (who put a colon
after dpxovperor), and their interpretation of épodiois. Observing
then that Clement has just borrowed a saying introduced in Acts
xx. 85 by the phrase * remembdering the words of the Lord Jesus”
~— how natural that, with Christ in mind, he should go on to say,
“and diligently giving heed to his words, ye had laid them up in
your hearts, and his sufferings were before your eyes.” I refer,
it will be seen, both of the airoit’s to Christ. This is also, perhaps,
favored by the use of the plural, rovs Adyovs aldroi; comp. in this
Epistle cc. 13, 46; also Acts xx. 35, 1 Tim. vi. 8, Const. Apost.
viii. 45 ; whereas except in Rev. xvii. 17 ; xix. 9, where the refer-
ence is to the words of a particular prophecy, we always have in
the New Testament, and I think in the Apostolical F'athers, 5 Adyos,
not ol Adyot, 0¥ Geot. The general resemblance in sentiment (no-
ticed by Professor Lightfoot) between c. 2 of Clement and ¢. 13, in
which ¢ the words ” of Christ are twice appealed to, lends confirma-
tion to this view, on which I have dwelt the longer, as no notice is
taken of it in the editions of Cotelier, Jacobson, Hefele, Dressel,
Lightfoot, Gebhardt and Harnack, or in any other within my
knowledge.

An important passage of ATHANASIUS remains to be considered,
which I quote in full, as different views have been taken of its
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bearing. Cont. Apollinar. ii. 14 (Opp. i. 951 ed. Bened., or Migne
xxVI. 1156%): Oddapot 8t alua feod dixa oapxds wapededixacw al
yoadal, §) Oebv 81 coprds mabivra xal dvaordira. "Apeaviv T TowdTa
~oAwijpara, drady pire Oedv dAnbwoy Tov vidv Tob feod Spodoyotow.
Al 8 dywn ypagal & gapxi feod xal gapxds Oeot dvpdmov yevopdvov,
alpa, xal wdfos, kal dvdaraow sypirrove: odparos feod, dvdoTacwy &x
vexpiv yevopénp. 1 would propose a different punctuation of the
last sentence, — placing a comma after mppirrovey, and removing it
after yevopévov and after the last feot. We may, then translate as
follows: “But the Scriptures have nowhere spoken of ¢blood of
God’ apart from the fiesh, or of God as having suffered and risen again
through the flesh. Such audacities belong to the Arians, since they
do not confess that the Son of God is trne God. But the holy
Scriptures speak of blood and suffering and resurrection 5 the flesh
of God and of the flesh of God become man,—a resurrection from
the dead of the body of God.”

I have italicized certain words made emplmt.lc by position. Here,
for alua Oeob 8ixa dapxds, the edition of Athanasins ex Officin. Com-
meliniana, 1601 (i. 503"%), reads alua feod xaf Gpds, which is also
the reading of the Paris edition of 1627 (i. 645"). Wetstein, who
used the former edition, quotes the passage with fjuds for Juds
(probably a misprint, as the two words are often confounded),
whereupon Dr. Burton charges him with inserting xaf jpds “from
his own head ” and leaving out the words 8ixa capxds, “ upon which
the whole meaning of the passage turns.” (Testsmontes of the Ante-
Nicene Fathers, p. 20f) This is unjust to Wetstein; and the
charge is the more unfortunate, as Dr. Burton himself immediately
misguotes the edition (the Benedictine) which he professedly follows,
substituting dixa oapxds for Swx oapxds in the second clanse, and in
citing the last sentence (p. 22) omits the last clause, which is im-
portant as determining its construction. He has also, if I mistake
not (I would speak with deference), misconstrued and mistranslated
the sentence.!

1 He renders : * But the Holy Scriptures speaking of God in the flesh, and of
the flesh of God when he became man, do mention ke blood and sufferings and
resarrection of the body of God.” Butif alua x.7.A. i3 connected with céuaros,
what does oapxds depend on 7 — 1 venture to think that the construction I have
adopted is confirmed, and the whole passage illustrated, by c. 16 (Migne, col.
1160%). In answer to those who ask, “ How did they crucify the Lord of glory,
and not crucify the Word?” Athanasius says, “they nailed the ody of the

Word to the cross. He was God who was rejected ; capxds B¢ Oeod aal Yuxiis
1 xddos, xal & Odvaros, xal ) dvdoracis yéyore”
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In saying that the Scriptures nowhere alpa feob 8iya oapxds mapa-
Seddxagw Athanasius means, as I understand him, that they have
nowhere used this naked expression. As Dr. Humphry remarks,
“ if feod were the reading in our text [Acts xx. 28] there would be
mention of the blood of God 8/xa capxds” (Comm. on the Acts of
the Apostles, 2d ed., p. 164.) Mr. Darby takes the same view of the
language of Athanasius in the note on Acts xx. 28 in his new trans-
lation of the New Testament (2d ed., 1872). This view seems to
me to be confirmed by the whole tenor of the treatise against Apol-
linaris, as well as by many particular passages. See, for example,
lib. ii. e. 18 (Migne, col. 1153%) : TIds olv yeypdpare, 57 Oeds 6 Sed
aaprds wafov kal dvaords ; el yap Oeds & 8id oaprds rabiw kal dvaords,
wxabyrov dpeire xal Tov mardpa xal Tov mapdsiyrov.  Ibid. c. 19 (Migne,
col. 1165%) : Mdrawot olv ol 7jj Oedryri abrol wdbos mpoodyorres. See
also lib. i. cc. 8, 5, 11, 13, 20; lib. ii. cc. 8,7, 11, 12. The Serip-
tures,” says Athanasins, &ri pdv 710b Svdparos 1o dvbpdwov 1o
wdfos loridat, xal odx YmepBaivovar: ... mepi R 1ijs fedTnTos
Tob Adyov mip drperrérnra xal Ty ddpacréryra dpoloyoiot (thid. lib.
ii.c. 18) ; and neither he, nor those with whom he argues, seem ever
to have thonght of the passage, Acts xx. 28, a8 opposing this view
on the one hand, or favoring it on the other.

The use of the phrase 8ixa ocapxés may require further notice.
Dr. Burton, in discassing this passage of Athanasius (ubi supra, p.
22), makes an assertion which even his own translation does not
jostify. “Since that Father tells us,” he says, “ that the Scriptures
do speak of the blood of God, we ask, where else do they speak of
it, except in Acts xx. 28 ?” — He does not observe that Athanasius
represents the Scriptures as speaking, not of the blood and suffering
and resurrection “of God,” but “of the flesk of God,” or, according
to Afs rendering, “of the body of God;” expressions which Atha-
nasius here and elsewhere employs to denote the .flesh or body
which, together with a human soul, § feos Adyos assumed. He
does not mean that the Scriptures use even these expressions; but
that in speaking of the blood and passion and resurrection of Christ
they do not use the word feds, which is a term 8ixa capxds, one that
does not suggest or imply the flesh or human nature, but such names
as xpiords, which, as he says, is not given 8ixa cupxds; that is, it
implies the incarnation. Odre ofv 16 xpiords dvopa dixa rijs oapkds
mpoodyeras* dredyy deodovfel T dvdpare 16 wdbos xal 8 fdvaros, Tob
ptv Taddov ypdgovros x.T.A., cltmg Acts xxvi. 28; 1 Cor.v. 7;

Yor. XXXIII. No. 130.
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1 Tim. ii. 5, 6; 2 Tim. ii. 8. (Cont. Apollinar. ii. 2.) Thus he
refers repeatedly to 1 Pet. iv. 1, where we read that ¢ Christ suffered
for us in the flesh.” (See Or. iii. cont. Arian. cc. 81, 84; Cont.
Apollinar. ii. 18, 19.) It is just because the word feds, without
modification, does not, like xpiwrrds, suggest “the flesh,” in other
words, because it is 8ixa capxds, that Athanasius regards such ex-
pressions as alua feod and & Oeos éxralbev xal dvéory) as senseless and
blasphemous (see above, p. 832).

B. ON THE READING OF THE PESHITO SYRIAC AND THE
AETHIOPIC VERSIONS.

Before entering upon this subject, I wish to express my hearty
thanks to Dr. William Wright, Professor of Arabic in the University
of Cambridge, for very important and interesting information, most
kindly communicated, concerning the Syriac and Aethiopic manu-
scripts in the British Museum. The statements here made respect-
ing their readings in Acts xx. 28 all rest on his authority. For a
detailed account of the manuscripts, his Catalogues are of course to
be consulted.

Of the SYRIAC manuscripts in the British Museum the following
read in Acts xx. 28 ¢ the church of God”:

Addit. 14473 (6th cent.) ; 17121, f 59* (6th cent.); 14472,f
89® (6th or Tth cent.); 18812, f. 35* (6th or 7th cent.); and 14470, f.
160" in its later supplement (9th cent.). It is also found in Addit.
17120 (see below) as a late correction ; and in 14681 (12th or 13th
cent.) as a marginal variant, the text reading “ of Christ.”

The reading “ God ” is also found, as is well known, in a Syriac
Lectionary in the Vatican Library, No. 21, dated A.p. 1042 (see
Adler’s Novi Test. Verss. Syr. p. 16f), in a manuscript brought
by Dr. Buchanan from Travancore, “ Codex Malabarensis,” now
in the Library of the University of Cambridge, Oo. 1. 1. 2, which
Dr. Lee considers 500 years old ; and a Ms. in the Yodleian Library,
“ Dawk. 23,” which he regards as “ much older.”! Dr. Lee admitted
the reading “ God” into the text of his edition of the Syriac New
Testament in 1816 on the authority of these three manuscripts.

Of the Syriac manuseripts in the British Museum the following
read “the church of Christ” (or the Messiah) :

Addit. 17120, “ written in a good regular Estrangeld of the sixth

1 See the letter of Dr. Lee in Hug’s Introduction, trans. by Wait, i. 368-870,
and his Prolegomena in Bibl. Pol. Lond. min., iii. § 4, c. 14.
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century ”; altered “at a much later period into ‘of God’” (Dr.
‘Wright); 14448 (op. 699-700), f. 143*; 7157,f. 121%, “ a very fine
M8. of the year A.n. 768” (Wright; see also Scrivener, Introd.,
2d ed., p. 279, n. 2) ; 14474 (9th cent.) ; 14680 (12th or 13th cent.);
17124 (a.p. 1234); and 14681 (12th or 13th cent.) in the text, but
with “of God” as & marginal variant.— The two uss. numbered
7157 and 14448 are Nestorian.

Respecting the Syriac manuscripts in other libraries I have little
information. We may set down, I suppose, as supporting the read-
ing “ of Christ” the manuscripts on which the printed editions that
have that reading were founded, or in which no variation was noted
by the collator ; but our knowledge of them is imperfect. Among
these editions are those of Widmanstadt (1555), resting on one or
two Jacobite manuscripts ; the edition of Tremellius (1569) who
used a Heidelberg manuscript; that of Le Fevre de la Boderie
(Fabricius Boderianus) in the Antwerp Polyglot (Vol. v. 1572), in
which he used a manuscript, dated 1188, brought by Postel from
the East ; that of Rapheleng (1575), who used a ¢ Cologne manu-
script,” but Marsh thinks this was probably identical with the one
just mentioned ; that of Gutbier (1664), who had a manuscript
borrowed from L’Empereur; and that published by the Propaganda
at Rome in 1703 from a copy made by Antonius Siopita in 1611
from three Mss. belonging to the College of Maronites. (See Hug's
hitrod.,, Part 1. § 69, p. 215, Fosdick’s trans.) Two Nestorian
manuscripts in the Vatican Library, No. 16 (al. 10), assigned by
Assemani to the thirteenth century, and No. 17 (al. 9), dated A.p.
1510, described by Adler (ubi sup. p. 20 ff.) also have that reading.
To these I can only add the ms. Ff. 2. 15 in the Library of the
University of Cambridge, Ridley’s No. 14, who says that it is dated
A.D. 1524 ; and what is more important, “ a Syriac ms. of about
1000 years old, belonging to Mr. Palmer of Magdalen College,”
mentioned by the Rev. J. B. Morris (Select Works of S. Ephrem
the Syrian, Oxford, 1847, p. 895, note).!

‘We have thus an interesting question respecting the primitive
reading of the Peshito in this passage. A majority of the oldest

1 The passage of Ephrem which gave occasion to Mr. Morris’s note reads:
“TFlee from it [Judaism], thou that art feeble; a light thing is thy death and
thy blood to it ; it took [upon it] the Blood of God, will it be scared away from
thine 2 ., . .°It hung God upon the Cross, and all created shook to see Him.” —
Rhythm . concerning the Faith, c. 46 (Opp..8yr. et Lat., iii. 189f).
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manuscripts,so far as our information at present extends, support the
reading ¢ the church of God”; and as xpirrod is found in no Greek
manuscript, and in but few patristic quotations, is it not probable
that feot was originally read by the Syriac translator ?

This is a question on which I am not qualified to express a con-
fident opinion ; but I will state the considerations which incline me
to a different view.

(1) The manuscript evidence for both readings extends back to
the sixth century ; but it is important to notice that all the Nestorian
manuscripts have the reading ¢ Christ,” while the Jacobite or Mono-
physite manuscripts are divided, the majority in point of number,
including one of the sixth century, also supporting that reading. In
the controversies of the fifth century, when it became known that
some Greek Mss. supported the reading feot, and after the Philox-
enian Syriac, prepared at the instance of a leading Monophysite
bishop, had adopted this reading in the text, it is not strange that
some of the Jacobites or Monophysites should have corrected (as
they thought) their copies of the Peshito by the Greek or by the
Philoxenian, and that thus the reading “ God ” should have found
its way into a coneiderable number of mss., since it is a reading
which would especially favor the Monophysite doctrine! Latin in-
fluence, so far as it went, would also tend in the same direction. I
lay no stress upon the fact that the Nestorians (as Sabarjesus at the
end of the tenth century) ckarged their adversaries with corrupting
this passage and Heb. ii. 9 (see Assemani Bidl. Orient. 1m. i. 543).
Such charges amount to little on one side or the other. But we
must consider the probabilities. Had “ God” been the original
reading, the Nestorians were not likely deliberately to change it to
¢ Christ,” which must have been found in few if any Greek manu-
scripts ; they would rather have substituted # Lord,” which has so
much very ancient authority; but passing this by, if they Aad thus
corrupted the text, how could their reading, in opposition to the text
which had been handed down for centuries, have found its way into
a majority of the manunscripts of the hostile sect, after controversy
had become bitter ?

1 ¢#Jacobitarum codices post editam versionem Philoxenianam ad textum
Graecum corrigi coeptum est.”” — Wichelhaus, De N. T Vers. Syr., p. 281;
comp. p. 190 : “ Haec versio [Philoxeniana)] ... nacts est haud exignam apad
illos famam et auctoritatem, ita ut plurimum transscripta sit et variig temporibus
a Iacobitarum doctoribus laudata.”

% « Fuit ni fallor haec rerum conditio, ut Nestoriani omnes legerent ¢ Christi,’
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That the Nestorians were not the authors of the corruption ap-
pears probable from the similar case of Heb. ii. 9, where their
manuscripts and some Jacobite manuscripts also read, % For he apart
Jrom God (xwpis Oeod for xdpire feod) tasted death for all men”;
while most of the Jacobite manuscripts read, “ For God himself, in
his grace, tasted death for all men.” That the reading xwpis feod
was not invented by the Nestorians is shown by the fact that it was
current two hundred years before they existed, being found in the
manuscripts of Origen and many other ancient fathers (see Tischen-
dorf, and Bleek #n loc.), whereas the Jacobite reading has in Greek
no manuscript support.

It must be confessed, however, that the authority of the Synod of
Diamper is against them. In the Acts of that Council (a.p. 1599)
the Nestorians are charged with maliciously corrupting both Heb.
ii. 9 and Acts xx. 28. “ Nam ipsi Nestoriani, a Diabolo acti, veri-
tatem Catholicam scilicet Deum pro nobis passum sanguinemque
fodisse fateri nolunt.” (Mansi, Concil. Coll. Nova, seu Supplemen-
tum, etc. tom. vi. col. 24.) That very learned and judicions body
also restored to the Syriac text the passage about the Woman taken
in Adultery, the reading ¢the love of God, because he laid down
his life for us,” 1 John iii. 16, the Three Heavenly Witnesses,
1 John v. 7, 8, and some other gems from the Clementine Vuigate.

Should it be urged that the majority of the oldest manuscripts in
the British Museum collection support the reading ¢ God,” though
very ancient manuscripts are found on both sides, I would call
attention to the fact that most or all of these manuscripts come from
the monastery of St. Mary Deipara in the Nitrian desert, a Jacobite
establishment, and that what is really remarkable is the fact that
they do pot all have that reading? The tendency to alter the
reading “Christ” to “God” is illustrated by the manuscripts Addit.
17120 and 14681 ; see above, and note the changes in Rich’s M8,
7157, described by Tregelles (Zextual Oriticism, p. 262, n. 2).
Tacobitarum alii codices ¢ Christi’ exhiberent alii ‘Dei,” quam Graeci textus
lectionem genuninam et veram habemus.” — Wichelhaus, tbid. p. 150.

1 Bee La Croze, Hist. du Christianisme des Indes, 1758, 1. 341 fF.

3 «“Neque id mirum est, quod Iacobitarum potissimum libri in Europam
translati sunt. Etenim qui in Nitriae deserta confugerunt ibique in monasterio
Marise Deiparae sedes fixerunt, Monophysitae erant et codices attulerunt ex
Iacobitarum monasteriis; deinde plus omnino commercii fuit ecclesiae occiden=

tali cum Iacobitis quam cum Nestorianis, qui interioris Asiae tractus incolebant.”
— Wichelhaus, ubi sup., p. 147.
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(2) The genuineness of the reading “ Christ ” is favored by its
existence in the Erpenian Arabic, made from the Peshito.

(8) It is also favored by the fact that all or most of the earlier
fathers of Syria and its neighborhood, as Eustathius of Antioch,
Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, Nestorius, Amphilochins of
Iconium, the Gregories, and Eutherius of Tyana, appear to have
been averse to such expressions as ¢ the blood ” or “ the sufferings
of God;” see p. 319f Perhaps Ephrem is an exception ; see the
note quoted above; but he was a poet, and fond of extravagant and
paradoxical language. Moreover, Sabarjesus quotes him as saying,
% Deus Verbum neque passus, neque mortuus est.” (Assemani Bibl.
Orient. 1. i, 542.)

Such being the state of the case, I incline pretty strongly to the
belief that “ Christ” was the original reading of the Peshito in
Acts xx. 28,

The AeTHIOPIC VERSION a8 printed in Walton’s Polyglot, as has
already been mentioned (see p. 823), uses a word regarded by Gries-
bach, Tischendorf, and others as ambiguous, but which seems to me
to support the reading “ God.”! But the Polyglot text (from the
Roman edition of 1548-49) represents but a single manuscript, parts
of which in thé Acts were defective, and supplied by the native
editors from the Greek or the Vulgate. Thomas Pell Platt’s edition,
printed for the British and Foreign Bible Society in 1830, was also
made, in the Acts and Epistles, from a single manuscript. (Tregelles,
Textual Oriticism, p. 818.) This edition reads « Christ.” In this
uncertainty about the text, the following account, for which I am
indebted to Dr. Wright, of the readings of the Aethiopic manuscripts
in the British Museum, is of special interest :

Orient. 526, f. 67*; 527,f.111*; 529, f. 93*; 530, f. 89®; and 531, f.
78 agree in reading “church of Christ.” Or. 582, f. 116% omits
the word Christ altogether. Or. 528, f. 184 has “charch of God,”
using the word egziabher.

“These manuscripts,” Dr. Wright remarks, “are all of the

11 would add, in further illustration of the statement that the word egziabher
appears to stand for xdpios only when xtpios was regarded by the translator as
equivalent to Jehovah, and that it is the common representative of @eds, the ex-
amples of its use in 1 Cor. ii. Invv. 1,5, 7,9, 10, 11, 12, it stands for feds ; in
ver. 16 for xipios ; but nat for xdpios in ver. 8 —“ they wounld not have crucified
the Lord of glory.”
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seventeenth and eighteenth centuries; but we have none older in
the British Museum.”

I would add that Dr. Lightfoot has kindly examined for me
the only one of the MEMPHITIC manuscripts in the British Mu-
seum containing the Acts, or at least the only one accessible at

.the time, viz. Orient. 424, and states that ¢ the reading is clearly

rob Kvpiov.”
POSTSCRIPT.

On p. 822, note !, the manuscript of the Speculum published by
Cardinal Mai is spoken of as “ perhaps the oldest copy that contains
the famous passage 1 John v. 7.” I have not yet had the opportu-
nity of examining Ziegler’s Ralafragments der Paulinischen Driefs
nebst Bruchstiicken esner vorhieronymianischen Uebersetzung d. ersten
Johannesbriefes aus Pergamentblittern der ehemaligen Freisinger
Stifisbibliothek (Marburg, 1876), but in the Theol. Literaturblatt
for Jan, 15, 1876 there is an interesting notice of the volume by
Dr. Reusch, who states that the Freising manuscript mentioned in
the title just given contains the disputed passage in the following
form (supplying the gaps):

“et spiritus est testimonium, quia spiritus est veritas. Quoniam
tres sunt qui testificantur in terra: spiritus et aqua et sanguis, et tres
sunt qui testificantur in caelo: Pater et Verbum et Spiritus sanctus,
et hi tres unum sunt.”

As this Freising fragment of the Old Latin version (containing
1 John iii. 8 ~v. 21) is said to be “of the seventh century at the
latest,” it is probably entitled to the distinction of being the oldest
Latin copy in which the Three Heavenly Witnesses have yet ap-
peared. The La Cava manuscript of the Vulgate, which, like the
Speculum, contains the spurions Epistle to the Laodiceans, is, in-
deed, referred by Cardinal Mai to the seventh century; but Tisch-
endorf assigns it to the eighth, and Ziegler, as the result qf a special
investigation, would place it even later.

In regard to the anthorship of the Speculum, the opinion expressed
above (p. 822), and in the American edition of Orme's Memoir of
the Controversy respecting the Three Heavenly Witnesses (pp. 187,
188), is confirmed by Ziegler, who remarks, as quoted and endorsed
by Dr. Reusch, that “the Speculum is not by Augustine, but by an
unknown, probably African author; and that it is not even certain
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whether he took this verse with the Heavenly Witnesses from &
manuscript of the Bible, or added it himself; at any rate, the
citation in the Speculum is of no more importance than that in
Vigilius.” As the passage was quoted by Vigilius Thapsensis (cir.
484) and by Fulgentius (507-538), we need not be surprised to
find it in a Latin Ms. of the sixth century.

ARTICLE VI.

RELATIONS OF THE ARYAN AND SEMITIC LANGUAGES.

BY REV. JAMES ¥. McCURDY, PRINCETON, X.J.

11 — CRITERIA OF RELATIONSHIP.

IN passing now from the more critical to the more con-
structive portion of our Essay, it will be well to throw some
light on the nature of the task before us, by exhibiting the
more obvious points of contrast between the two families of
speech.! Bringing thus into view the distinguishing features
of each idiom, we shall be the more able to propound the
conditions of a just investigation, and to establish the true
criteria of evidence as to their relations.

In every language, or group of languages, there are three
elements, whose peculiarities determine its special character,
and help in different degrees towards its classification.
These are, its sounds, its structural principles, and the con-
tents of its vocabulary. In the case before us the numerous
points of dissimilarity seem at first sight radical and indica-
tive of a diverse origin, while the points of agreement appear
accidental and superficial.

As refards the first element, the sounds of the respective
languages, great divergence is apparent among the dentals,
in which the Semitic family has developed a strong tendency
to multiply sibilant and lisping sounds, and a wider differ-

1 Comp. Ewald, Ausfithrliches Lehrbuch der hebriiischen Sprache (8th ed.),

1870, p. 26 ff. ; Renan, Histoire générale des langues Sémitiques (4th ed.), 1863,
p- 181%, 454 ff. ; Whitney, Language and the Stady of Language, p. 300 ff.



