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378 OBJEOT OF THE GOSPEL.

perfect blessedness (xx. 30£.). This doctrinal aim certainly
implies that he believed faith in the Son of God or the
incarnate Logos to be endangered or needing confirmation
in his circle; and the Epistle so closely connected with the
Gospel shows that it was Cerinthian Gnosis to which this
was due (§ 42, 2). For this reason it is impossible to speak
of the Gospel having either a polemic or an apologetic
tendency, or to explain the choice or presentment of material
in this way$ The danger threatening the true faith in
emerging Gnosis can alone have been the occasion which
prompted him in presenting and illustrating the leading
particulars in the life of Jesus, to make his own testimony
as an eye-witness (i. 14) the basis of proof that the Divine
glory of the incarnate Logos had appeared in Christ, and in
victorious struggle with the unbelieving world had brought
the highest blessedness to all believers. It is undoubtedly
for this purpose that reference is constantly made to words

8 In assuming that the Gospel specially attacked the Gnostios, the
Ebionites, or as Irensus already maintained, Cerinthian Gnosis (ddv.
Her., 111. 11, 1), the Church Fathers only expressed their conviction that
these errors were refuted by the Gospel; bat their opinion is without
value as regards the determination of its historical aim. Nevertheless
it has again and again been regarded as an attack either on Doeetism
(comp. Niemeyer, De Docetis, Halle, 1823) or on Ebionism (comp. Lange,
Die Judenchristen, Ebioniten, eto., Leips., 1828), or on both, as by
Ebrard; or rather as a defence of the true faith opposed to these
errors, as by de Wette, Hengstenberg and others Passages such as i.
14; xix, 84; xx. 20, 27 are at one time 8aid to present an antagonism to
Docetism, while again other things are said to be omitted lest they
should foster these doctrinal errors. It has even been conjectured on
the ground of passages such as i. 8., 15, 19fl.; iii. 22 ff., after the
example of Grotius, that the Gospel was specially designed as an attack
on the so-called Johannine disciples (comp. Overbeck, iiber das Evan-
gelium Johannes, 1784, as also Ewald and Godet); while Aberle (Tiibing.
Quartalschr., 1864, 1) finds here too a defence against the insinuating
propaganda of re-established Judaism, in particular against the intrigues
of the Jews at Jabne (comp. on the other hand Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. f.
wiss. Theol., 1865, 1), as Liicke against the objections of the Gentile and
Jewish xéouos; all which do equally little justice to the systomatie
unity of the Gospel.
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of Divine omniscience spoken by Jesus, and that a number
of great omnipotent miracles are represented as visible signs
of this Divine majesty ; but that the form of Christ in the
Gospel i3 not by such means made a Docetic one is already
seen in the fact that this glory appears far more promi-
nently than in the synoptics as a thing conferred upon Him
miracles being represented as asked of God and performed
by His miraculous help.* A predilection indeed is shown
for the discourses in which He triumphantly asserts His
heavenly origin and the saving significance of His coming,
in opposition to the doubts and objections of unbelief; while
the dispute as to the relations of the time and the exhorta-
tion respecting the manifold relations of life recede entirely
into the background (comp. Note 1); but to maintain that
these are mere expositions of the doctrine of the Logos is

4 It is certainly characteristio of the eclectic manner of our Evangelist,
that he does not pourtray the healing ministry of Jesus but deseribes
at great length a limited number of miracles of healing most of which
are marked with importance; but to say that the healing of the noble-
man’s son is depicted as more wonderful because Jesus was not yet
in Capernaum but in Cana, or the healing of the lame man because
he had already lain sick for thirty-eight years, is quite absurd; while
even the facts that the blind man, at whose healing Jesus made use of
external means just as in Mark, was born blind, and that Lazarus had
already lain in the grave for three days, lose all significance as soon as
we reflect that the healing of the blind and the raising from the dead
are also undoubtedly regarded by the synoptics as miracles in an absolute
sense. The changing of the water into wine in COana is no greater
miracle than the multiplying of the bread at the feeding of the mul-
titude, common to the Evangelist with the synoptics. The walking on
the sea is unique in both; only that in the synoptics it is preceded by
the stilling of the storm. In the synoptics too Jesus appears as one
who knows the heart and who likewise gives occasional proof of super-
human foreknowledge ; but even in John Jesus asks questions (ix. 85;
xi. 84; xviii. 84) and does not invariably possess Divine omniscience.
On the contrary all that He says and does is given by God (v. 191£., 80;
viii. 28; xii. 49f.; xiv. 10), He receives in answer to prayer (xi. 41{.)
Divine miraculous help (xi. 52) and Divine miraculous protection (viii.
29); God gives Him the Spirit but without measure (iii. 84), and to
Him Jesus owes all His success.
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only possible if they are misinterpreted in the old dogmatio
way. Even if narratives such as the history of the tempta-
tion, the prayer in Gethsemane or the ory of lamentation
on the cross found no place in an historical account intended
to set forth the Divine glory of the Incarnate, yet the fourth
Gospel shows much more forcibly than the earlier ones the
real human participation of Jesus in joy and sorrow, in
human feelings and agitations of mind, and refers His sin-
lessness to the victory over self-will and ambition, to
obedience and love to God, qualities which earn the good
pleasure of God and are typical for mankind.®! Hence
the dootrinal tendency of the Gospel is not to be under-
stood in the sense that a higher idea of the person of
Christ is made prominent by narratives of His life, thus
making the history the mere representative of an idea. On
the contrary, as is alone in keeping with its historical occa-
sion and the strong emphasizing of the personal experience
of an eye-witness, the object is to prove in opposition to
& Gnosis which resolves living faith in Christ into empty

8 What the prologue intimates as to the oreation of the world and all
ifllamination being mediated through the Logos (i. 81.), never recurs in
the discourses of Christ; what they teach respeoting His vneness with
the Father, His being in the Father and the Father in Him, and the
seeing of the Father in Him, contains no declaration of a Divine
nature in the metaphysical sense, but only confirms the perfeot revela-
tion of God manifested in Him. He speaks of the only trune God (xvii.
8) as His God (xx. 17), who is greater than He (xiv. 28), whose glory He
alone seeks (vii. 18), whom He honours (viii. 49) and worships (chap.
xvii.), whose will He performs out of love to Him (xiv. 81; xv. 10). In
truth His discourses by no means tend to the glorification of His person,
but show that by virtue of the loving counsel of God accomplished in
His mission, full salvation for time and eternity is given by faith in Him.
A man who is tired (iv. 6) and thirsty (xix. 28), who sheds tears at the
grave of a friend (xi. 85), who speaks of His peace and His joy (xiv. 37;
xzv. 11), of whom we are told that He was troubled in spirit (xii. 27; xiii.
21) and that He chafed (xi. 88, 388), is not merely a God going about in
s human frame, whose history is invented only in order to demonstrate
the incarnation of the Logos; and the assertion that this view is only
not oarried out, is an empty pretext.
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speculations, how it is only by looking at the perfect revela-
tion of God in the facts of the human life of Jesus, that
faith finds full blessedness. In this way alone is it possible
to explain the peculiar fusion of an historical account which
only takes up and illustrates certain chosen prominent facts
in their deepest meaning, with loving absorption in the
minutest details and personal recollections of the most
trifling kind extending even to the correction of mistaken
ideas of the external framework of the history (No. 4), sach
a8 characterize our Gospel. A representation of this kind,
if estimated according to its value as an historical soarce,
which it neither is nor pretends to be, may show deficien-
cies; but it will never answer to reduce its materials to
purely ideal forms. )

7. Owing to the distance between the events and the time
at which the Evangelist wrote of them, a verbal repetition
of long discourses and dialogues is naturally out of the
question.! In truth, all that can be said is that the author
sought to reconstruct them from fragmentary recollections.
In not a few cases he has evidently only interwoven
these recollections in an exposition of Jesus’ leading points
of view projected according to his own plan (comp. especi-
ally chap. v.) ; and in so doing has also joined together, on
account of their similarity of subject, utterances of Jesus
that were separated in time; a proceeding in which he was
anticipated by the first Evangelist (comp. chap. vi. 14-16).
Just as certain as it is that the misunderstandings into
which the conversations are drawn out, said to be so incom-
prehensible, are vindicated as historical by exactly similar
ones in the synoptics (comp. Mark viii. 16; Luke xxii. 38),

1 It is an utterly untenable hypothesis, to have recourse to earlier
records or even to protocols of the synagogue and temple (comp. Ber-
tholdt, Paulus). To say that the Evangelist must often enough have
heard these discourses orally repeated before he wrote them down, does

not exclude the assumption that the form of their rendering gradually
became freer and freer as recollection became leas accurate.
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so certain is it that in many cases they may only in point
of fact be attempts of the Evangelist to illustrate the pro-
gress of the discussion; such as we already find in Luke.
Just a8 certainly as the synoptic discourses of Jesus are
neither devoid of paradox (Matt. viii. 22; Mark x.25) nor
of apparent contradictions (Luke ix. 50; xi. 23, comp. with
John v. 31; viii. 14, or iii. 17; ix. 39), such as are called
forth by the gnomologic pointing of the discourse, so cer-
tainly may the increase of paradox here and there, alleged
to be frequently without motive or instruction, be due to
the fact that it was only the climaxes of the discourse
that remained in the author’s memory. The separate
gnomes recur in different forms and with different applica-
tions, just as in the synoptics (comp. xiii. 16; xv. 20) ; 8o
that it is by no means certain that John has always em-
ployed the gnomes familiar from the synoptics, in their
original connection. The fact that xvi. 25 expresses a clear
consciousness that the words of Jesus were essentially
figurative, is itself an intimation that where they pass into
abstract reflection or more detailed expansion, it is due to
the explanatory elucidation of the Evangelist. On the other
hand the parabolic speaking of Jesus which is already mixed
with allegorical features and allegorizing explanation in the
synopties, is here so overladen with both that it is scarcely
recognisable in its true character.? That the Evangelist

% The gnomologic character of Jesus’ discourse (comp. iv. 87; viii.
84; xvi. 16) and His figurative language is the same in John as in
the synoptics. We have the same circle of homely symbols drawn from
bodily life, as well as from the life of nature and the family; life and
death, seeing and blindness, hunger and thirst (from which the symbolism
of bread and water, parallel with that of salt and leaven in the synoptics,
follows of itself), light and darkness, seedtime and barvest, shepherd
and sheep, master and servant, father and child, house and cup, some
of which may be used in preference to others and with wider embel-
lishment. Nor is there any lack of parabolic sayings which have quite
the synoptic character (iii. 8; xii. 24; xvi. 21); but just as figure and
interpretation are in viii, 835 mixed up in one of these, so the two
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is fully conscious of not giving a verbal rendering of the
discourses and conversations is shown by the very fre-
quent references to former words existing only in wording
essentially different (i. 30; vi. 36, 65; xi. 40), or to words
and facts belonging to a connection entirely remote (vi. 68;
vii. 19, 21; x. 26); and even to words which in their
framing are evidently connected with words of the Evan-
gelist (vi. 67; viii. 28) or in which Christ is spoken of in
the third person (xvii. 3). This appears still more clearly
where the discourse of Jesus passes directly into the Evan-
gelist’s explanation (iii. 19 ff.), or where the Evangelist,
taking up the substance of Jesus’ words spins it out into
reflections of his own (xii. 44-50). Owing to this free,
explanatory and elucidatory rendering of the words of
Jesus, for which moreover there is no lack of precedent in
the synoptical discourses of Christ, it cannot be matter of
surprise that the discourses of Christ in the fourth Gospel ex-
hibit the linguistic and doctrinal character of the Evangelist
throughout, as he is known to us from his Epistle®? Hence
it is that not only the original wording, but also the concrete
historical references of the words of Jesus are often effaced,
because the Evangelist in his conception of the person of
Christ is only concerned with their permanent significance
and edifying worth# It was the very Apostle who was

parables drawn from shepherd-life and from the vine (chap. x., xv.) are
abundantly interwoven with allegorising interpretations, though without
their original form becoming quite unrecognisable.

3 Itis vain to appeal to the presumption that the favourite disciple
who entered most deeply into the spirit of his master, wounld also bave
formed his manner of speech most closely in acsordance with that of the
Master ; for in proportion as his discourses of Christ bear a Johannine
character do they differ also in form from the synoptic ones, which in
sccordance with their origin as well as all historical probability bear the
stamp of authenticity; besides, the same Johannine character is also
impressed on the discourses of the Baptist and of other persons speak-
ing in the Gospel.

¢ Because the Apostle in conformity with the aim of the Gospel is
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conscious of having received his entire spiritual life from
Christ and also of having learnt to understand the true
meaning of Christ only in those deeper experiences revealed
to him by the illumination of the Spirit (xvi. 18 f.), who
could thus freely reproduce discourses of Christ which he
could not possibly render verbally, without fear of mixing
them with foreign matter.® That which holds good where
the reproduction of the discourses is concerned, also holds
good to a certain extent with regard to the narrative part
of the Gospel. It certainly shows no lack of the most vivid

only concerned with the salvation which the individual finds in faith in
Christ, the discourse respecting the kingdom of God almost invariably
turns into discourses on the highest blessing of salvation the individual
finds in Him, vis. eternal life, which, like the kingdom of God, appears
at one time as present and again as future, and has received its specifio
Johannine stamp in the conception of an intuitional knowledge of God
and of mystical communion of life with Christ as its essence. Just
as the Apostle’s view of the saving significance of Jesus’ death and of
His pre-existence is put into the words of the Baptist (i. 29 l.). the
latter being inextricably interwoven with the wholly different views of
the Baptist (iii. 31-86) ; so in the discourses of Christ side by side with
oertain enigmatical intimations which bear the stamp of originality
throughout, the Apostle’s views of the origin of Jesus from & primeval
existence and of God being seen in Him, as also his mystical conoception
of the relation between Father and Son, are expressed with & dogmatio
precision which compels us of necessity to separate the original words
of Christ from their Johannine revision and interpretation.

§ Nevertheless various traces show thut the Evangelist was by no
means dead to all distinction between his exact recollections of the words
of Jesus and his theology that had grown out of them; for many doe-
trinal views are found in the prologue and the Epistle which bhave not
passed into the discourses of Christ; and there are many ideas in the
latter which John has never turned to acoount as doctrine (comp. § 43, 5,
note 8). The Evangelist repeatedly distinguishes between his interpreta-
tion and the words of Jesus (comp. vii. 38 {.), even where the wording is
still retained (xii. 82 f.) or the connection (xviii. 9, comp. xvii. 13) makes
such interpretation quite impoesible ; or where he expressly states that it
was only revealed to the disciples afterwards (ii. 23). The passage xiv.
96 oertainly testifies to a consciousness on the part of the Apostle that
pocollections came back to him even of sayings of Jesus which had
00t passed over into earlier tradition ; and unquestionably he atill pre-
served an abundanoce of such recollections, which his hand left untouched. -
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and minute recollection, such as generally comes up with
great freshness in advanced age. It follows from the whole
plan of the Gospel, which has to do with the representation
and elucidation of certain decisive leading points, that it
reveals to us for the first time in varions ways the prag-
matic connection and motive of events (No. 4). Baut this
by no means excludes the possibility that the connection
may frequently be destroyed in isolated cases, the his-
torical colouring dimmed; the representation of events,
owing to the meaning they have aoquired for the narrator,
being misplaced.

Nothing indeed is more incorrect than the assertion so eonfidently
made, that the Gospel is wanting in all development and is therefore
pervaded by & dull monotony, that everything is prepared from the be-
ginning, so that the catastrophe can only be brought about at last by
artificially inserted springs; as the analysis of the Gospel (No. 5) has
sufficiently shown.® By the question in x. 24 the Gospel attests in the
clearest way that the current objection of Jesus here confessing His
Messiahship from the first in the face of all, is altogether incorreot.
But it is true that the way in which he points out at every stage of
development how the matter stands, and sees the end prefigured in the
beginning, demands a certain foresight toward au historical estimate of
the Gospel. Although the Apostle speaks of faith in the name of Jesus
as & matter of oourse, he himsel! supplies enough inaterial for dis-
tinguishing between its various stages; as also between the different
kinds and forms of discipleship, for which he has only the expression
wabyral, and between the different forms of unbelief, which the *Iov3aio:
are made to represent.? All this demands also criticism of his state-

¢ How little the Gospel presents things in accordance with & model is
shown by the way in which in the pilgrimage to the feast at Galilee, not-
withstanding the apostasy of the people so decisively emphasized in
chap. vi., faith in the Messiahship is again and again reawakened, until
at the last visit of Jesus to the feast it breaks forth once more; as also
by the way in which in the Jerusalem struggles Jesus continually con-
quers new ground, even in the capital and in hierarchical ciroles, a
"suoccess which however was of short duration and had no decisive im-
portanoce.

7 It is certain from the way in which John describes the nobleman’s
attaining to faith in the word of Jesus, the way in which he represents
even the multitude as being fed, and in which he depicts Jesus' free

YOL. II. co
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ments, but is so far from making it impossible for them to proceed
from an eye-witness that nothing but a completely unpsychological and
unhistorical ides of the range of human memory ocould require the
‘absence of such phenomena, or deny their presence.

§ 52. TaE JOHANNINE QUESTION.

1. The Johannine Gospel, in common with the Johannine
Epistle, belongs to those New Testament writings whose
language and views exercised the earliest and the most
general effect on the literature of the second century (§ 5, 7).
Everywhere we come upon traces of its existence and of an
acquaintance with it ; it seems to have been most fully turned
to account theologically from early times in Gmnostic circles
(§ 8,3). Baut it was powerless by its discourses of Christ,
so different in many respects from those of the synoptic Gos-
pels, to supplant or supplement the tradition of the Lord’s
words fixed by these, especially by the Gospel of Matthew
tens of years previously; as we see in the case of Justin
whose whole theology was nevertheless greatly influenced
by it (§ 7, 3). It was only when the beginning of the read-
ing of the Gospels in the Church and the introdumction of
heretical Gospel-writings made it necessary to limit the
number of those that were ecclesiastically valid, and when
this Gospel was everywhere classed with the earlier ones,
that its historical value first became matter of reflection
(§ 5, 6); although ideas drawn from the synoptics, such as
that of the one year’s ministry of Christ, had nevertheless

surrender of Himself in Gethsemane, that his recollection of the history
was modified by the importance which these events had acquired in his
view. In this way it may have come about, that the miracles of fore-
sight at the marriage in Cana and at the feeding of the multitude were
in his eyes transformed into miracles of Divine omnipotence; and that
he adopted the later view of the ocourrence during the night-crossing,
although his account supplies the particulars by which to rectify it.
Thus he may even have over-estimated the pragmatic importance of
the raising of Laszarus, )
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long been preserved (comp. Orig., De Princ., 4,5). But the
reason why this Gospel, 8o peculiar as compared with the
earlier ones, and of which so early and so great an abuse was
made by the heretics, nevertheless belongs from the begin-
ning as & matter of course to the Gospel-Canon in process of
formation, we first learn from Theophilus of Antioch, accord-
ing to whom it must always have been handed down as
Johannine (4d Autol., 2, 22) ; for Clement, Tertullian (4ddv.
Marc., 4, 2) and Irenmus at the end of the second century all
attribute it to the Apostle John. The fact that Marcion did
not adopt it into his Canon, on the ground of his repudiation
of primitive Apostolic authority (§ 8, 6), can only prove that
it was handed down as primitive-Apostolic, for otherwise
he might easily have arranged or interpreted it in his own
sense; while the fact that the later Alogi of Epiphanins
(Her., 51 ; comp. Philastrius, Her., 60) taking their stand
solely on internal evidence drawn where the Gospel was
concerned from its differences with the earlier ones, denied
the Gospel and the Apocalypse to the Apostle John and as-
cribed them to Cerinthus, with whom even Polycarp repre-
sents the Apostle as having lived (§ 33, 2), only proves that
even they could have entertained no doubt as to the Gospel
having originated towards the end of the Apostolic period.!
With more exact information as to its origin, we are very
scantily supplied. All that Clement of Alexandria knows
from the old tradition of the Presbyters is that John
wrote last, to which opinion all who follow adhere, and

1 It is matter of dispute whether it is this or another party of which
Irenmus says (4dv. Her., IIL. 11, 9) that they * illam speciem non ad-
mittunt, qum est secundum Joannis evangelium ; ” but in every case even
this probably antimontanistio (as Baur, Liicke, Ritschl and Mangold have
shown in opposition to Volkmar, Scholten and Harnack) party have
nothing against it except that in it * Paracletum se missurum dominus
promisit ; ** and it is quite improbable that the party ever had any im-
portance in the Church, owing to the very incidental mention made of
them by Irensus, who does not think it worth his while to defend the

Gospel against them,
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only gives the current impression as to the peculiarity of his
Gospel when he says that John owidévra dr & cwparxd &
T0ls ehayyehios Sedilwrar, xporpanérra twd TV yvwpipwy, Tvev-
paridy xojoa eayyélwy (ap. Euseb., H. B., 6, 14). Irensus
transfers the Gospel to the sojourn at Ephesus (4dv. Her.,
IIL 1, 1 : #&wxe 70 cdayyéhov &v "Edéoy 1ijs "Acias Surpifuwv).
The decision of later critics respecting the time of its com-
position is without value for us, because it is bound up more
or less with a false idea of the exile of the Apostle in Patmos
(§ 38, 5; comp. Epiph., Her., 51, 12). Its very relation to
the Johannine Epistle obliges us to put the composition of
the Gospel in the nineties (§ 42, 5, 7). The later we bring
it down, the easier it is to understand the Apostle’s estrange-
ment from his Jewish past, and the different character of
the book as compared with the Apocalypse.?

2. Opposition to the genuineness of the Gospel originated
with the English deists at the end of the seventeenth
century, against which Lampe defended it in his Comm.
Ezegetico-Analyticus (Amsterdam, 1724-26). It was not
however till the end of the eighteenth century that the oppo-
sition was properly shaped by Evanson (* The Dissonance of
the Four generally received Evangelists,” London, 1792), who
ascribed the work to & convert of the Platonic school in the
second century, and was immediately attacked by J. Priest-

8 It was quite a mistake on the part of Semler, Tittmann and even
Schleiermacher to attribute earlier composition to the Gospel, in order
not to oredit the Apostle with too long a memory; and on the part of
Lampe, Wegscheider and Lange to put it even before the destruction
of Jerusalem, in favour of which appeal was made to v. 3. It is likewise
too early to go back to the year 80 (comp. Meyer, L. Schulze) or to
the eighties (comp. Ewald and Keil). The definite account of the
Muratorian Canon as to the motive of its compogition, viz. that John
wrote at the instigation of his fellow-disciples and of the bishops
more especially of Andrew, and with their consent, is echoed in Clement
and again in Jerome (De Vir. Ill., 9 : “ rogatus ab Asim episcopis) ; ”’ but
this is unquestionably only an idea taken from xxi. 24 and from the
mention of Andrew in the introduction of the Gospel in i. 41. :
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ley and David Simpson. In Germany the question was first
raised by Eckermann (in his Theol. Beitrdge, V.2, 1796), who
thought the Gospel should be traced back merely to Johan-
nine notes. He was opposed by Storr and Siisskind in
Flatt’s Magazin (1796). The frivolous attack of an anony-
mous writer excited a somewhat livelier discussion in the
beginning of the present century, terminating only in &
universal conviction of the unshaken genuineness of the
Gospel.! The question was lifted to a higher stage of scien-
tific examination by Bretschneider's epoch-making work,
Probabilia de Evang. et Epistol. Joannis Apost. indole et origine,
Lips., 1820). In this volume the contradictions between
the fourth and older Gospels were set forth in detail, the
unsatisfactoriness of external testimony attempted to be
proved, and the difficulty of bringing the entire character
of the Gospel into consistence with the historical pictare
of John the Apostle, prominently set forth. In all modern
criticism of the Gospel there has hardly been one important
suspicion advanced against its genuineness that was not
here discussed. This criticism soon called forth a deluge
of counter writings proceeding from all theological sides,’
so that Bretschneider himself declared his object to induce

! The anonymous work entitled, Der Evangelist Johannes und seine
Ausleger vor dem jilngsten Gericht, 1801, the anthor of which was soon
discovered to be Superintendent Vogel, maintained that the Gospel writ-
ten by a Jewish Christian, was based upon a Johannine treatise largely
wrought over and interpolated ; while Horst (in Henke’'s Museum, 1864)
thought it was composed from sources of different kinds by an Alexan-
drian. The genuineness of the Gospel was subsequently attacked by
Cludius (Uransichten des Christenthnms, 1808) and Ballenstedt (Philo und
Johannes, 1813). But rationalism itself steadfastly adhered to the
genuineness. Comp. Wegscheider, Versuch einer vollstindigen Einleitung
in das Evangelium Johannes, Gdtting., 1806); Tittmann, Meletemata
Sacra, Lips., 1816, and the Introductions of Eichhorn, Hug,and Bertholdt.
Ammon, however, in & programme of 1811 proposed fo separate the
editor from the suthor of the Gospel ; and Paulus (Heideld. Jahrbd., 1881)
traced it back to a disciple of John.

2 Comp. Stein, Authentia Evg.Jo., Brandenb., 1823; Hemsen, Dis
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a better confirmation of the Johannine origin to have heen
attained (comp. Tzschirner, Magazin fir christlichen Pre-
digten, IL 2, 1824). De Wette alone never got over the
doubts raised by Bretschneider; though he never reached
8o far a8 to entirely reject the Gospel’s genunineness (in his
Introduction since 1826). In favour of its apostplicity ap-
peared the commentaries of Tholuck (after 1827) and Klee
(1829), Guericke's Beitrige (1828), Hase's Leben Jesu (1829),
the Introductions of Schott and Feilmoser (1830), and finally
a specially apologetic work by Hauff (Die Authent. und der
hohe Werth des Evangeliums Johannes, Nirnberg, 1831).
Through Schleiermacher the Gospel again became the spe-
cial favourite of modern theology ; and out of love for it the
synoptics had to suffer much unreasonable neglect, while the
Apocalypse was decidedly rejected.

8. The Johannine question properly dates from the appear-

Avuthentic der Schriften des Evang. Joh., Schlesw., 1828. Usteri, Comm.
eritic., in qua Evg. Jo. genuinum esse ostenditur, Zilr., 1823 ; Calmberg,
De Antig. Patr. pro Evg. Jo. adferrig test., Hamb., 1828. Olshausen,
Die Echtheit der vier kan. Evang., Konigsb., 1828. Crome, Probabilia
Aaud prodabdilia, Leyd., 1824 ; besides the Komm. of Liicke (1820) and of
Kuind! (8 Aufl., 1835).

8 The controversies originating in the Leben Jesu of Strauss (1885) in
which the credibility of the Gospel history was chiefly attacked and
John's Gospel only indirectly, besides all the literature that followed
were external to the proper Johannine criticism. Strauss himself (3rd
ed., 1838) was perplexed for 8 moment regarding his doubts about the
fourth Gospel through the reply of Neander (in his Leben Jesu, 1837); .
even Gfrorer came to acknowledge the Gospel's genuineness in spite of
his negative position with respect to the Gospel history (Geschichte des
Urchristenthums, 1838) ; and Weisse tried to preserve a genunine nucleus
at least in the Johannine discourses (Evangel. Geschichte, 1838). But
Strauss took back in the fourth edition (1840) all his admissions ; Bruno
Bauer (Krit. d. ev. Gesch. d. Joh., 1840) went beyond him in his negations;
and Liitzelberger (Die kirchl. Trad. {iber den Apostel Johannes, 1840)
rejected all the Johannine writings as well as the entire tradition of the .
Apostle's Ephesian abode. Comp. on the other side the Introductions of
Credner and Neudecker (1836, 40) Frommann (Echtheit und Integr. des
Evangelium Johannes, Stud. u. Krit., 1840) and Ebrard (Wissenschaftliche
Kritik der evangelischen Geschichte, 1843).
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ance of the Tiibingen school, though it only sharpened and
deepened the arguments advanced against the Gospel by
Bretschneider. But the treatment it received was not the
statement of & number of weighty doubts against it; the
genuineness of the work is @ priori inconceivable from the
standpoint of the school’s conception of the history of the
Apostolic age, which stands or falls with the denial of
the Gospel's Apostolic origin. The Apostle John, one of the
Judaistically narrow primitive Apostles irreconcilably at
variance with Panl, the author of the strongly Judaistic and
anti-Pauline Apocalypse, cannot possibly have been the
writer of a Gospel which was interpreted not only in &
spiritual method throughout, after the example of Schleier-
macher’s school, but a8 anti-Jewish and antilegal. The way
that Baur took to establish his conception of the work was
entirely new. By an acute analysis of the Gospel, which
first opened up in various ways a knowledge of its composi-
tion, he endeavoured to prove its thoroughly unhistorical
character, and to show that it is a purely ideal composition
making no pretence to the character of &' historical work.
The Evangelist dealing freely with the synoptical traditions,
giving them a tendency character and supplementing them
with new, independent doctrinal fictions, intended solely to
develop and work out dialectically the fundamental ideas of
his Logos-doctrine in all its particulars, clothing it in the
dress of & history of Jesus. But he also tried to make the
origin and history of the Gospel intelligible. It intervened
between the opposing elements by which the second century
was agitated, resolving them into & higher unity; and soon
gained the approval of all parties. Arising outof the Gnostic
carrent of the time, it came in contact with Montanism
through its doctrine of the Paraclete; in the Easter contro-
versy it appeared on the side of the Roman custom, and by
rvepresenting Christ ag the true Passover Lamb slain on the
14th Nisan furnished the means of finally severing the
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Church from the observances of Jewish worship. The view
of a literary frand is decidedly rejected. The person of the
Apocalyptist, to whose work the Evangelist largely links his
spiritualizing treatment of the Gospel, is made much more
significant as the bearer of a new conception of Christ’s per-
son by which the Gentile-Christian author in & truly Apos-
tolio spirit elevates Christianity into a universal religion.
His work is the crown of all mediating attempts by which
the antagonism of the Apostolic age was overcome in the
second century, and the founding of a Catholic Church
brought within practical limits.

In attacking John’s Gospel, Baur’s disciples preceded him. Schwegler
had already attempted to show in his work on Montanismus und die
Kirche des sweiten Jahrhunderts, 1841, how the Gospel proposed to
reconcile the antagonisms of Montanism (Ebionitism) and Gnosticism
with ecclesiastical unity and to pave the way for the Western observance
of the Pagsover (comp. also Theol. Jahrb., 1843, 1, 3) ; and Kdstlin had
investigated its dootrinal system on the presupposition of its spuriousness
(Der Lehrbegriff des Evangel. und der Briefe Johannis, Berlin, 1848 ; comp.
Theol. Jahrd., 1851, 3). The epoch-making essays of Baur upon the
Gospel of John appeared in the Theol. Jahrd. of 1844, and were completed
in his KritischenUntersuchungen iiber die kanonischen Evangelien, 1847
(comp. Theol. Jahrd., 1848, 3). Zeoller endeavoured with the aid of sharp
eriticism to prove that the external testimonies on behalf of the Gospel
are insufficient (Theol. Jahrb., 1845, 4 ; comp. also 1847, 58, 58). Hil-
genfeld, who pronounced Baur's exegetical analysis unsatistactory,
wished o show in the Gospel in a doctrinal-historical way & transition
from the Valentinian to the Marcionite Gnosis (Das Evangelium und die
Briefe Johannis, Halle, 1849 ; comp. Die Evangelien nach fhrer Ent-
stehung und geschichtlichen Bedeutung, 1854, and Einleitung, 1875);
while Volkmar thought that the anti-Jewish dualistic Gnosis of Marcion
was presented in it as superseded by the Logos doctrine of Justin, which
gave a check to Monism about 150-160 (Religion Jesu, 1857 ; Geschickts-
treue Theologie, 1858). Acoording fo their conception of the Gospel the
Tibingen school had to date it in or after the middle of the second oen-
tury; but Hilgenfeld went gradually back again into the thirties

4. The appearance of the Tiibingen school called forth
fresh zeal in defending the Johannine Gospel. Thus Mers
immediately stepped forth in the Studien der evange-
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lischen Qeistlichkeit Wiirtembergs (1844, 2) and Hauff in the
Studien und Kritiken (1844, 46) against Baur and Zeller.
Thiersch attacked the entire fundamental standpoint of the
school (Versuch zur Herstellung des historischen Standpunkts
fir die Kritik der NTlichen Schriften, 1845); and Ebrard
(das Evangeltum Johannes und die neueste Hypoihess Baur's,
Ziirich, 1845) directed against it his rough polemic which
he continued in later editions of his Wiss. Kritsk (1850, 68;
comp. his revision of Olshausen’s Comm., 1861). The most
important and most thoughtful work proceeded from Bleek
in his Beitrdige sur Evangelienkritik (Berlin, 1846 ; comp. his -
Einleitung, 1862). Weitzel, in his book on the Christian
Passover (1848), endeavoured to overthrow the arguments
taken from the history of the Passover controversy against
the Gospel, which course was followed by Steitz after 1856
(comp. § 51, 3); who defended against Baur in the Stud. .
Krit., 1849, the testimony of the Evangelist himself. After
1851 Ewald appeared on behalf of the Gospel in his Jahr
biichern fiir biblische Wissenschaft (comp. the Johannetschen
Schriften, Gott., 1861). In the year 1852 Meyer published
the first fresh revision of his commentary on John, in which
he entered most carefully into the criticism of the Tdbingen
school. B. Briickner elaborated the commentary of de
Wette in a method decidedly apologetic (1852, 5. Aufl.,
1863), and Luthardt (das Johanneische Evangelium, Niirn-
berg, 1852, 2. Aufl,, 1875) united with & recognition of the
Gospel’s apostolicity and credibility & conceptipn of its
composition in accordance with ideal points of view based
in maly ways upon Baur. In the same year appeared
the Catholic Introductions of Adalb. Maier and Reithmayr,
and the Dutch Niermayer tried to prove in a prige essay
of the Hague Society (Over de Echthied der Johanneischen
Schriften) the agreement of the Apostolic composition of the
Apocalypse with the gennineness of the fourth Gospel, for
which Hase also appeared in his Sendschreiben an Baur (dse
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Tibinger Schule, Leipz., 1855) The extcrnal evidences on
behalf of the Gospel were examined by Ewald in his Jahr-
biicher, 1853, and by Schuneider (Die Echthat des Johanne-
ischen Evangeliums, Berlin, 1854). In the same year appeared
K. Mayer's Die Echtheit des FErangeliums Johannes, Schaff-
haunsen, 1854, as well as the new edition of Guericke’s
Introduction.

Apologists afterwards entered with great zeal into the subject of
external evidence, having been stirred up to it by Tischendorf’s Wann
wurden unsere Evangelien verfasst ! Leipz., 1865, a work which appeared

" in a fourth edition in 1886. Riggenbach wrote against Volkmar's Der
Ursprung unserer Kvangelien, Zurich, 1866, in his Die Zeugnisse fiir
das Evangelium Johannes mew Untersucht, Basel, 1866 ; and against
Scholten (Die dltestem Zeugnisse in Be!reff der Schriften des N.T.s,
deutsch von Manchot, Bremen, 1867) appeared Hofstede de Groot (Basi-
lides als erster Zeuge filr das Alter der NTlichen Schriften, insbesondere
des Johannes, Leipz., 1868). It cannot be denied that the Apologists
obtained very decided success in this subject. The publication of the
Philosophumena (ed. Miller, 1841), the discovery of the conclusion of
the Clementines (Dressel, 1858). and finally the Commentary of Ephraem
8yrus on Tatian'’s Diatessaron (§ 7, 6) refuted assertions of the Tiibingen
school that had been long and obstinately held. It was driven back
step by step from its positions professedly supported by the late origin

. of the fourth Gospel. Hilgenfeld admitted that Polycratecs and Apol-

linaris were aoquainted with it; it had to be conceded that Justin knew
it (§ 7, 8) ; and its effect, as far as the Apostolic Fathers were concerned,
was admitted to go back earlier and earlier, particularly after Keim.

But the importance of these suoocsses has perhaps been much over-

estimated by apologists.

Since the middle of the last fifty years the zeal of apolo-
gists has slackened, and particular questions have been more
discussed. In the first years of 1860 appeared the com-
mentaries of Hengstenberg (1861), Lange (2. Aufl,, 1862),
Biumlein (1863), Godet (1864), which were in favour of the
genuineness; which were followed in more recent times by
Keil (1881), Schanz (1885), and Wichelhaus (Akad. Vorles.,
3, 1884). The best summaries of apologetic results were
given by Luthardt (Der joh. Ursprung des vierten Evang.,
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Leipz., 1874) and Beyschlag (Zur joh. Frage, Stud. . Krit.,
1874, 5 ; also printed separately; Halle, 1876; comp. Leben
Jesu, Halle, 1885, 86).

5. Notwithstanding a number of important treatises by
apologists, the attack on the genuineness of the fourth
Gospel has merely reached that result of the Tibingen
school which has obtained most approval beyond the circle
of its proper supporters. Apologists have been at fault in
directing their polemic almost entirely against the original
form of Baur’s criticism of the Gospel, which presents many
transparent weak points. Strauss in his Leben Jesu (1864)
had already stripped Baur’s analysis of its modern philoso-
phical character, and followed out the tendency-elaboration
of synoptical material into the finest details (comp. also
Scholten, Das Fvangelium nach Johannes, deulsch vom Lang,
1867). Keim (1867) was able to establish this still more
effectively becanse he thought he had got a well-attested
picture of the history from the synoptics, which supplied &
sure rule for the rejection of all presumed remodellings and
transformations in the fourth Gospel. It is clear that all
who set out from the same historical view, such as Haus-
rath, Holtzmann, Schenkel, Wittichen and others must of
course adopt his position toward John’s Gospel. It should
be added that Keim had already abandoned the obvious
error of attributing the work to a Gentile Christian, and
acknowledged the attestation of it to such an extent as
to carry up its origin to the second decade of the second
century ; though he afterwards brought it later down by
a decade. It is true that he was compelled by such means
to take the desperate step of disputing the entire tradition
which makes John live and labour till the end of the century
at Ephesus, and at the same time his authorship of the
Apocalypse, so that he returned to the hypercriticism of
Liitzelberger (No. 2; note 3) ; a position against which the
‘rue adlereats of the Tiibingen school have energetically
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protested (comp. § 33, 2; note 1). All the more favour
did this view meet with among the representatives of the
modern critical school! Even beyond the circle of those
who decided to go along with Keim and others in this path,
the opposition to the Gospel’s genuineness found approval,
such as that pronounced by Mangold in his revision of
Bleek’s Introduction (1875, 86) ; for though it is consciously
reserved, it is beyond doubt favourable to it in result.
Thoma (Die Genesis des Johannesevangeliums, Berlin, 1882)
has recently endeavoured by means of a strict analysis of
the whole Gospel, investigating the sources and occasions
of every individual thing, to attribute it to & Jewish Chris-
tian of Alexandrian culture in Ephesus (the presbyter
of the second and third Johannine Epistles), subsequently
perhaps to the war of Barkochba (comp. against this Volter
in the Theol. Studien aus Wiirtemberg, 1). Jacobsen (Unter-
suchungen iiber das Johannesevangelium, Berlin, 1884) tries
to establish the spuriousness of the Gospel by the applica-
tion of means entirely new, while pointing out its general
dependence on Luke’s Gospel.

6. Mediating hypotheses were put forward as might have
been naturally expected. Eckermann and Vogel had already
admitted a kind of Johannine basis for the Gospel (comp.
also Rettig, who supposed that & disciple of John introduced
his Logos philosophy into the Apostle’s notes; see Ephem.

1 Wittichen thought for a long time that even on this supposition he
- oould defend the genuineness of the Gospel as a dootrinal work directed
against Essene Ebionism, between 70 and 80 in Syria (Der geschichtlicke
Charakter des Evangeliums Johannes, Elberfeld, 1869 ; comp. against it
Pfleiderer, Zeitschrift f. wiss. Theol., 1869, 4); but he himself abandoned
this view which reminds us of the oddities of the anonymous Saxon
(Die Evangelien, ihr Geist, ihr Verfasser, eto., 1845). Schenkel, who
supposed that the Gospel had its origin in the Ephesian circle (Charak-
terbild Jesu, 1864), in order to secure the historical character of some
Johannine traditions in it, passed over entirely in the fourth edition to
the opinion of Keim, whose denial of the Ephesian John even Hals-
mann in his Introduction opposes with much acuteness.
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ezeget., 1824); Ammon separates the editor from the anthor;
and Paulus, the disciple of John as author from the eye-
witness (No. 2, note 1). Weisse, who held the Epistle of
John to be genuine, looked for the authentic basis of the
Gospel in a series of Johannine studies, in which the Apostle
meant to set forth the doctrine of his master more con-
nectedly (Evang. Gesch., 1838; comp. on the other side
Frommann, Stud. u. Krit., 1840, 4) ; adhering as he did to
his opinion not only after the appearance of the Tiibingen
school (Die Hvangelienfrage, 1856), but also finding a follower
in Freytag (Die heil. Schriften des N.T.’s, Poted., 1861; Sym-
phonie der Bvang., 1862).! Reuss followed a course directly
the reverse in abandoning from the first the disocourses as &
development of the Johannine theology ; admitting the pos-
sibility at least of an Apostolic authorship. Renan, who in
the 13th edition of his *“ Life of Jesus” (1897) adduoed
against the entire Tiibingen criticism the irrefutable argu-
ment that parts of the work contained too much firm his-
torical rook to be dissolved into purely ideal formations, and
openly said that the way in which the Gospel gives itself out
as Johannine is no pseudonymous bookmaking but down-
right fraud, gave up the speeches, but assumed that the
Gospel itself had its origin and basis in Johannine dictations.
Ewald, in spite of his energetic opposition to the Tibingen
school, thought that the friend who put the addition to the
end of the Gospel had some share in moulding the present
form of the work which the Apostle dictated; and Thenius
(Das Evangelium der Evamgelien, Leips., 1865) assigned at
least some explanatory additions to the words of Jesus, with

1 As Schenkel tried to separate the genuine pieces (Stud. w. Krit.,
1840, 4) ; so Bohweiser attempted, after extraoting the Galilean parts
which he ascribes to the author of the 21st chapter, to save the re-
mainder as & deseription of the extra-Galilean ministry of Jesus (comp.
also Kriiger-Velthusen, Das Leben Jesu, 1873) ; but both subsequently
yetracted their opinion,
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the designation of John as the beloved disciple, to the
hand that worked up the whole. Michel Nicolas (Etudes
Oritiques sur la Bible, 1864) thought that John the Pres-
byter the disciple of the Apostle, was the author; and
Tobler, who at first assigned the Gospel to Apollos a disciple
of the Apostle, basing his work on the communications he
received from the Master (Die Evangelienfrage, which ap-
peared anonymously at Ziirich, 1858, comp. Zeitschr. f. wiss.
Theol., 1860, 2), afterwards assumed a genuine Aramaic
foundation which he even attempted entirely to restore (Das
Evang. Joh. nach dem Grundtext., Schaffh., 1867). The most
conspicuous attempt toward a mediating hypothesis was
made by Weizsicker, who after giving a series of instructive
investigations in detail (Jakrd. f. d. Theol., 1857, 59, 62),
published his Untersuchungen iiber die evangelische Ge-
schichte, Gotha, 1864) in which he assigned it to a disciple
of John who based his work upon Apostolic traditions but
betrays his discipleship partly by wusing the synoptical
accounts of speeches, partly by mixing up things that took
place with the Apostolic impression they made. This hy-
pothesis has obtained much weight by the fact that Hase,
who for & long time defended the Gospel against the
Tiibingen school, finally embraced it in his History of Jesus,
Leipzig, 1876). But although it certainly solves many
difficulties of the Johannine question, it is irretrievably shat-
tered by the testimony of the Evangelist himself (§ 51, 1)
which cannot be reconciled with it except by assuming
manifest falsehood.?

3 Wendt after hints thrown out by Ritschl (comp. Stud. . Krit., 1875,
8) has finally returned to Weisse’s mediating hypothesis (Die Lekre Jesw,
Gdtt., 1886). Following the analogous way in which the logia are
worked up in the first Gospel, he has attempted to definitely separate &
series of Johannine logia belonging to the later time of Jesus's ministry
whioh were provided with brief historical notices and introduced by the
prolague, and to show their revision by the fourth Evangelist whose
credibility as an historian he gives up in the main. Such remodelling
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7. The solution of the Johannine problem must begin at
the point where Baur instituted his criticisms. It may be
possible to perceive many departures of the fourth Gospel
from the older ones, and to apprehend many features pecu-
liar to it and much of the material as ideal, explaining them
by new points of view from which the author set out. But
it contains a fulness of detail of every kind, of supplements
to the synoptic tradition, of direct contradictions to it and
even of intended corrections of it, which the ingenuity of
criticism can never trace to the author’s ideal views, but
on the contrary present difficulty of union with them.
And it is unquestionable, that the author, who only made
the reception of his work difficult through these depar-
tares from the tradition that prevailed in the Church, was
limited by definite recollections or traditions which would
no longer have existed in the 2nd century. Besides, all
assumption of ideal inventions is inconsistent with the
weight which the Gospel lays upon the actuality of what
it narrates, as Beyschlag in particular has convincingly
proved; and it can be well shown that the speeches of
Christ in the Gospel are absolutely unintelligible as mere
expositions of the theology of logos-philosophers. But
criticism has not succeeded in fixing the date of the Gospel
viewed as & pseudonymous production. Apart from the fact
that it is much unsettled respecting this point, the post-
Apostolic time of the second century presents no person,
nor even any definite tendency of thought from which a
work of such spiritual significance as criticism itself allows
the Gospel to be, could have emanated. The work cannot be

of the logia he explains by the views of his eircle and his time, renounc-
ing all ides of fabrication or falsification. But this dividing hypothesis
cannot escape the objection of being made according to preconceived
premisses, and is neither able to defend against oriticism that which
is admittedly Apostolic, nor to justify against apologetics the rejection
of what is separated as a later addition.
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either the cause or the product of a reconciliation of contend-
ing opposites in the second century, since such reconciliation
did not take place; on the contrary, the struggle between
ecclesiastical consciousness and gnosis only became sharper
after Judaism had been overcome. And yet both parties
frequently appealed to this very Gospel with like zeal ; tho
gnostios first, so that the Church had every reason for dis-
avowing & pseudonymous production so suspicious. The
greatest riddle is always the pseudonymity itself. It is
inconceivable that the anknown could connect his writing
directly with the Apocalypse which, acoording to the concep-
tion of its relation to the Gospel set forth by criticism itself,
and in spite of all that has been said about a certain affinity
of the two works, is still thoroughly adverse to the Gospel.
So also is the way inconceivable in which the writer claims
for himself identity with the Apostle John, though this is
only indirectly or slightly intimated; & procedure opposed
to that of all pseudonymous writing ; as is the fact that he
directly vouches for his own ocular testimony, which can
only be pronounced a plain deception. On the other hand,
the Johannine question is not solved so long as nothing but
the hypothesis of spuriousness is proved untenable. By the
procees of criticism the difference between the Gospel and
the synoptics, and the impossibility of sacrificing at once to
that latest product of the Apostolic age the older tradition
absolutely attested in its credibility, has been set forth
with an acuteness and lucidity which necessitates an ex-
planation of such difference.! But such explanation is only
possible if it be conceded that this Gospel presents Apostolic

\ o sacrifice the Apooalypse to the Gospel, after the early attestation
. and Mternal proof of its Apostolicity appears to be a highly dangerous
proceeding ; and therefore the question as to the Apostolie origin of
both must be again taken up. In doing so, stress must be laid on
viewing the theology of the fourth Gospel in its Old Testament founda.
tion and its mysticism as purely religious; not as the product of a
philosophy of the time, which would be to mistake its specific churactor.
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reminiscences according to ideal points of view and a repro-
duction of Christ’s historical discourses combined with
Johannine elucidation and explanation. Though it is usual
to conoede this much in principle (comp. even Luthardt and
Briickner, particularly Gran and Beyschlag) yet little has
been done as yet to point out thoroughly both in detail
(comp. Weiss 6. Aufl. of Meyer's Handbuch to the Gospel of
John, and Leben Jesu, 2 Aufl., 1884). It is only by such
proof that the conception of the Gospel as a work con-
taining purely ideal creations without a basis of historical
reminiscences can be decidedly surmounted. The solution
of the Johannine question lies in an impartial criticism of
the Gospel conducted on these lines.
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APPENDIX.

HISTORY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT TEXT.

Trover the history of the text does not certainly belong to the de-
partment of Introduction to the New Testament (§ 4, 4 note 8) but to
Hermeneutics, yet for the sake of those who are aocustomed to look for
it in a work like the present, I must not entirely omit the subject. The
following account makes no pretension to an independent investigation
or scientific advancewent of textual history ; whatever is necessary to be
known by those who proceed to the study of the New Testament is put
together in & summary way.

L Tge PreservatioN or THE TEXT.

Oomp. Montfsucon, Palaographia Graecs, 1708. Wattenbach, Anleitung sur
Grisch. Paldographie. 3 Auf., 1875, Das Schri im Mittelalter. 3
Aufl., 1876. Gardthausen, Griech. Pallographie, 1879.

1. The autographs of the New Testament authors were certainly lost
at an early date. They were mostly written on Egyptian papsr (xdprys
2 John 12) made of the bark-like coverings of the papyrus (8iS\cs), with
a reed-pen (xdAapos 3 John 13), aund black ink (ué\ar 2 Cor. iii. 3). In
consequence of the slight durability of such material it was soon worn
out; and as the writings had not for the most part the intrinsic value
which would have belonged to them had they proceeded from the hands

of the Apostles themselves (§ 16, 3), they were early replaced by c.ean
" copies. As early as the fourth century parchment supplanted this frail
material (uepSpdra 2 Tim. v. 13), so that Eusebius was charged with the
duty of having fifty Bible MSS. made of it for use in Constantinople
(§ xi. 4) ; and but small fragments of New Testament papsrus AMSS.
are now preserved. The roll form disappeared with the papyrus (comp.
Luke iv. 17; Rev. vi. 14), and the book form came into vogue with
sheets of four double-leaves (quaterniones) usually put together in a
redxos (volume); with the writing in threo or four columns (seM3es,
rpwod, rerpacad) till the continuous mode appeared. The costliness
of this material, which led to the fatal washing of old parchments and
their use for new writing (palimpsests, codd. rescripti), at last compelled
men to seek for a substitule; and that was found in ecotton paper which

403
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came into use in the West from the eighth century and onwards. It was
not however till the thirteenth century that its use became general ; soon
after which time it was succeeded by linen paper. Our present pens
came into use after the sixth or seventh centuries.

2. The writing oonsisted of uncials, that is of stiff, square-shaped,
unoonneoted letters, without division into words or clauses (scriptio con-
tinua), without accents, breathings and iota subscribed, the last appearing
oocasionally a8 & post-scribed letter (TQI). But few traces of marking
leading paragraphs, of a free interpunction and aspiration signs are
found in the oldest MSS. It was not till the ninth century that uncial
. writing gradually merged into the cursive, and this became prevalent
in the tenth, uncials being confined to copies particularly handsome.
Accents as well as iota subsoript came into general use along with ocur-
sive writing after the eighth oentury; after a gradual and increasing
accentuation. It is true that the present accentuation is attributed to
Aristophanes of Byzantium (200 .c.), who is also said to have iutro-
duced aspirates ; but both were used at first only in the schools of the
grammarians. In the fifth century the Alexandrian deacon Euthalius
furnished his edition of the Aocts and Catholic Epistles with aocents,
such as already existed in several ancient MSS. In order to facilitate
the reading of the text in these books Euthalius divided it as he
. had done before that of the Pauline Epistles into orixo:, i.e. lines,
oontaining just as many words as could be conveniently uttered in
& breath ; and such stichometrical way of writing was afterwards ap-
plied to the Gospels and came into common use even beyond Egypt.}
As the putting of these lines made MSS. more bulky and costly, the
beginning and end of them received some kind of marks, creating a sort
of interpunction. Yet the beginnings of this method take very different
forms along with stichometry, especially the usage of the Greek gram-
maridns according to Dionysius the Thracian (comp. Isidore of Spain,
Origen, i. 19). It was not till the ninth century after which a division
into words prevailed, that such interpunction became general though
differing greatly, till it attained its more settled form from Aldus and
Paulus Manutius, after the invention of printing.

8. When Clement of Alexandria spcaks of wepwxowal, Tertullian and
Dionysius of Alexandria of capitula (kepdAaiwa), it is doubtful whether
they were merely fanciful divisions made by the reader for a right uu.

1 The same is found as early as the fourth century in Greek and Latin
oclassics (o7ex73d» or orixnpds vypbgpew, Bihoi orixnpeis, aTixoperpla).
Origen arranged the poetical books of the Old Testament xard orixous,
and Jerome adopted it in his translation. Euthalius gives an account
of his procedure, in Zacagni, Collectanca Monum. Vet. Eccl., Rom., 1698,
i p. 403ff. The length of the stichs varied greatly among different
transcribers and in different writings. The account of the number of
stichs at the end of the books (comp. the stichometry of the Cod.
Clarom., § 11, 1) continued long aftar the stichometrical mode of writing
bad been given up. .
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derstanding of the contents ; or sections, which each copyist marked as
he pleased. Greater currency was obtained by the division of the Gospels
into sections, which Eusebius numbered in the Gospel-harmony of
Ammonius of Alexandria (3rd century) for the easier finding of parallel
sections. By his ten canons he thus characterised the passazes found
in one Gospel, in two, three or in all four. Besides these 1163 xegpiaia
(Matt. 865, Mark 234, Luke 343, John 231) later MSS. have the more
comprehensive rirho: (for the most part with an announcement of the
oontents: titulum), that are almost like the present chapters (accord-
ing to Suidas Matthew 68, Mark 48, Luke 83, John only 18). Euthalius
found in the Pauline Epistles an &xfeois TG xepalalwr (148 altogether)
which he took into his stichometrical edition, and completed by a like
division of the Acts into 40 and of the Catholic Epistles into 81. Andrew
of Omsarea in Cappadocia, who lived at the end of the fifth century,
divided the Apocalypse into 24 Aéyo: and 72 xepilaia. The present
distribution into chapters comes from Hugo a Sancto Caro in the 13th
century, who is said to have introduced it into his Latin postils on
aocount of his projected concordance. As early as the 13th century
theologians began to quote according to it; and it was transferred from
the Vulgate into the Greek text in the first printed editions.? Rohert
Stephens the printer made the present division into verses, putting it
into his edition of 1661. The superscriptions and subsoriptions of the
individual books in the New Testament, originally short, gradually
lengthening and oontaining all sorts of notioes relating to time and place
are all of later date, as appears from their own statements even where
these are apparently incorrect (§ 1, 1).

4. The purity of the original text was vitiated from the first by
copies which could easily be disfigured by every kind of careless and
arbitrary procedure, in the absence of all official control, since careful
adherenoe to the letter was completely unknown at that time. On the
other hand, the mode of citation in old time was so carelees in respect
to the words (§ 5, 6), and the means of giving the intended sense to the
written word so easily applied, that every inducement to inteutionally
alter the text was wanting. Heretical tendencies departing from the
traditional Apostolio doctrine were the first to feel the need of grounding
their foreign doctrines upon the writings that were handed down, by

2 From these must be distinguished ecclesiastical reading sections
(wepxowal). Euthalius divided the Aots and Epistles into 57 dvayrd-
eas in his stichometrical edition. Colleotions of ecalesiastical pieces for

ing (lectionaria, éxNoyd3ia), of Gospel pericopes (edayyeMapa or
-Mordpea) and of icopes from the Acts and Epistles (wpataxréorolo)
are found in the West after the fifth century ; in the East nnt before the
seventh or eighth. Comp. Ranke Ueher den Ursprung unseres heutigen
Perikopensystem, Berlin, 1847. In MSS. their extent is often marked
by a (dpx#) and 7 (réhos). A list of the reading sections according to the
words at their beginn.ing..nd end is called Oapitulare (swatdpiew) or,
when designed for holy days uyroréycor.
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text-changes (§ 8, 4. Comp. Euseb., H. E., on the passages there cited).
But many textual falsifications discussed between heretics and catholics
were harmless variations, each party preferring those that suited it
(comp. Matt. xi. 27 ; John i. 10) ; and real falsifications of the text could
no longer succeed in opposition to the jealous watchfulness of the Church.
It was not until a much later period, when firmly formulated ecclesias-
tical dogma was no longer in harmony with the freer expressions of the
New Testament, that doctrinal alterations were really attempted ; and
they could be removed easily enough from the original text, because the
Iatter was preserved in so many MSS. But along with this complaints
were made about the differences in the drriypaga already noticed by
Irenmus (4dv. Heres., v. 80, 1), which Origen refers partly to the care-
lessness of transcribers, partly to the audacity of improvers (in Matth.,
tom. 15, 14). He himself however did not refrain from such procedure,
as is shown by his introduction of the Gergesenes (Matt. viii. 29) and
of Bethabara (John i. 28) into the text. The MSS. made or revised by
him as well a8 by his successors Pierius and Pampbilus, were particularly
valued (comp. Jerome on Matt. xxiv. 86, De Vir, Ill., 75, Euseb., H. K.,
vi. 82); but that he undertook a formal critical recension of the New
Testament as of the Septuagint text he himself expressly denies (on
Matth., tom. 15, 14). Something of this nature certainly appears to have
been done by the Egyptian bishop Hesychius and the Alexandrian pres-
byter Lucian (3rd century, see Jerome, Ep. ad Damasum, De Vir. Iil.,
77, comp. Dccret. Gel., 6, 14, and besides § 12, 4) ; but we know nothing
of the method and results of their endeavours, which were at all events
entirely rejected in the West. On the other hand, the traces of various
oorrecting hands in our MSS. show that the latter were often compared
with others and corrected by them, so that though many errors cansel
by oarelessness were removed, only secondary readings were usually
introdoced. How many of our MSS. rest upon such correoted copies
is shown by the mixed readings and half alterations which they contain.
It was not until the seventh and eighth centuries when Constantinople
became the chief seat of transcribers that & more equable and correct,
but much emended text was restored to the younger MSS.

5. The commonest mistakes are the omission of letters, syllables,
words and clauses in cases where the like or same followed, and the eye
of the copyist wandered from the one to the other (by homoioteleuton).
The instances in which letters or syllables were doubled are much less
frequent. Many letter sin the square character like one another were
readily interchanged. In dictating, consonants of like sound were very
often exchanged ; while vowels and diphthongs similarly pronounced
chiefly in consequence of itacism were also confounded. The expyes-
sion was often involuntarily conformed in words to the context; even to
senselessness in the endings of words. It is hard to say how far the
interchange of synonymous expressions, pronouns, and of simple and
compound words is owing to sheér carcleasness. Many transpositions
arose merely from the fact that a word was omitted by mistake; and
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sinoce the omission was soon observed it was rectified by the first tran-
soriber putting the word in a later place, or, after the corrector had
marked the error, the word was introduced into s wrong place by a later
copyist. Ablreviations also were sometimes read inocorrectly, original
glosses erroneously put into the text, a word altered or eupplied after New
Testament parallels or (in citation) after the LXX. either unconsciously
or on the presupposition of the text's being necessarily wrong because it
does not agree with the parallels passing through the mind of the copyist.
The older are the sources of the text the more numerous are the mistakes
in them which have arisen solely from the negligence and haste of tran-
scribers, or from the more or less arbitrary alterations of words and want
of care in reproducing letters.

6. The text has suffered much greater injury from intentional emen-
dations, whioh always advance towards the formation of one that is
essentially uniform. In this respeot there is naturally a superabun-
dance of additions consisting of subject and object, copula and verb,
genitives (especially pronouns) and adjectives (or pronouns), of articles
and appositions, of conjunctions, adverbs and prepositional additions
even amounting to glosses of all kinds which serve the purpose of
elucidation. Synonyms and pronouns, simple and compound words
(especially verbs), conjunctions and prepositions, tenses, moods and con-
jugations, cases and persons, word-forms and flexions are here exchanged
with one another; sometimes to make the expression more correct or
to beautify it, sometimes to make it more emphatic or more conformable
to the context. To this head belong the majority of word-transpositions,
serving the purpose of emphasis or elucidation. Ooccasionally real
difficulties are removed, at other times there is an intentional conform-
ing to parallels especially in the Gospels, respecting whioch Jerome
complains in the Epistle to Damasus. Many emendations are meant to
facilitate the sense or to obviate the misunderstanding of it; they also
express the exegetical mind of the transoribers; but on the whole we
must not attribute too much exegetical reflection to emendators. Above
all, no consistency should be looked for in these emendations, especially
as they have passed over into later copies but partially, or have been
partially corrected again by means of an older text. The fact that
emendations continued to increase for a length of time in spite of the
growing reverence for the letter was probably owing to the perception of
the circumstance that the difference of texts which had been observed
from the first helped the meaning, so that the original which had been
lost through the carelessness of transcribers oould be restored by their
means,

7. The quotations of the Fathers appear to be the surest evidences of
the text as it was read at a definite time and in a definite place. These
begin in fact with the time of Irenmus,® whose chief work however has

3 We learn from the history of the Canon that the words of the Lord
were mnoh used at first, but for the most part very freely without ad.
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been preserved only in a fragmentary way in Greek, so that at the turn
of the second and third centuries Clement of Alexandris is the only
writer applicable to the present purpose. Origen is of more importance
for the third century, especially on account of his exegetical works,
though they are preserved only in part, and in a pretty free translation.
In the fourth and especially the fifth ocentury there are besides Chrysos-
tom, Athanasius, Epiphanius and Euscbius, together with the inter-
preters Theodoret and Theodore of Mopsuestia, of whose commentaries
nothing but fragments are presexrved in catenm and some in s Latin
translation. Cyril of Alexandria may also be mentioned, and the com-
mentary of Andreas of Crete, specially useful for the Apocalypse. In
the West the learned Jerome alone occupied himself with the Greek
text; while the Latin Fathers, as well as the translators of Irensus
and Origen are available only for the text of the Old Latin version.
Of special importance are Tertullisn and Cyprian in the third cen-
tury; in the fourth Augustine and Pelagius; Ambrose and the so-
ocalled Ambrosiaster (Hilary the deacon), Victorin and Rufinus, Hilary of
Poitou and Lucifer of Cagliari; in the fifth century Fulgentias, Sedulius,
Vigilius ; and in the sixth the commentary of Primasius on the Apoca-
lypse. These citations, however, present nothing but very fragmentary
material; and the necessary critical preparatory works are still wanting
in which they might be collected and appraised.*

hering to the individual Gospels, and generally in the form of mere
allusions to the gospel narrative. All that is of any importance for the
text of the Gospels']irior to Irensus, whether in ecclesiasticul or heretical
circles, is collected by R. Anger, Synopsis Evangeliorum M. M. L., Lips.,
1853. The very free reminiscences of passages in the Epistles and Acts
cannot prove anything in establishing their text, except some indistinet
examples (especially in Polycarp).

] ﬁo Church Fathers can only be sure witnesses for the form of the
text they had, in cascs where their exegesis or their doctrinal and
polemio exposition is attached to the wording of the New Testament ;
in other cases it is still doubtful how far they quote from memory
or from consultation of the passage. Besides, there is a possibility that
their copyists or editors adapted the quotations to the current text ieloro
them. It is also to be noted that satisfactory critical editions of the
Fathers are still wanting, as well as com)-lete collactions of their citations
like what has been attempted in a masterly way by Rdnsch, Dus Neue
Testument Tertullians, Loipl. 1871 (comp. also his collections relating
to the other Latin Fathers in the Zeitschr. f. Aistor. Theol., 1867, 69, 71,
6)
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II. MaxvUscRIPTS.
Ou‘a% 8. Gregory’s Prolegomena to Tischendorf’s Bighth Bdition, Letpeig,

1. We possess between sixty aud seventy uncial MSS.; and nearly two.
thirds of them contain more or less extensive fragments, about twenty-
five, single parts of the New Testament or the whole. On the other
hand there are upwards of 1,000 cursive MSS. apart from Lectionaries,
for the Gospels alone above 600, for the Pauline Epistles above 800; but
as they are not older than the end of the ninth century, and contain
with fow exceptions the later adjusted text, they are of less value. The
age of the codices can be determined in almost every case by indirect
means alone; by the state of the MS, (i. 1), or the manner of writing
(@i. ), and the divisions that appear in it; for even if a remark is found
upon the MS. as to date or other partioulars, it may have originally been
due to the copyist and been adopted from him along with the MS. itself.
But the age of a MS. does not determine the value of its text; since
even a proportionately late MS. may have much older contents. As it
is certain that only separate parts of the New Testament were transoribed
at an early date, a MS. that embraces at the present day the entire book
may be referred in its various portions to contents bearing a different
oharacter and value, as is apparently the case with respect to the Cod.
Alex. It is often very difficult to distinguish the hands of different
ocorrectors (lectio a prims, & secunda manu, etc.). The codices bilingues
(Grmoolatini, Grscocoptici) have the translation in a particular eolumn,
in the margin, or between the lines (versio interlinearis). The suspicion
raised by RR. Simon, Miohaelis and especially by Wetstein that the Greek
text in the Greek-Latin MSS. has been altered from the Latin is now
universally abandoned. The so-called mixed codd. (opp. puri) are fur-
nished with scholia or a commentary. The present mode of marking
the uncial M8S, with large Latin letters, the cursive with Arabic letters,
has this inconvenience that the same letter frequently denotes different
MSB. in different parts of the New Testament; and particularly in the
case of the cursives different parts of the same MS. have a different
cipher; an arrangment which is chiefly owing to Wetstein.

2. Only four uncials belonging to the fourth and fifth centuries,
probably made in Egypt (Alexandria) oontain the whole of the New
Testament in addition to the Old, or embraced so much at first. The
most valuable of them is the Vatican (B) in the Vatican library (No.
1209). Unfortunately it is defective from Hebrews ix. 14 to the end, so
that the Pastoral Epistles, Philemon and the Apocalypse are wanting.!

1 Formerly there were only incomplete and nnreliable collations of it;
and the edition superintended by Oardinal Mai (Rome, 1858) proved
thoroughly unsatisfactory. Tischendorfs edition (Leipzig, 1867) was
derived from an examination too narrowly circumscribed by the author-
ities; but it gives in conjunction with the splendid facsimile edited by
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To the fourth century also belongs the Codez Sinaiticus (R) discovered
by Tischendorf in the monastery of 8t. Catherine on Mount Sinai. I$
has the advantage of embracing all the New Testument without a gap;
and was published by the discoverer in a splendid edition (Petersburg,
1862), as also in minor editions (Leipzig, 1863, 1865).3 To the fifth
century belongs the Codex Alexandrinus in the British Museum, which
wants, however, the greater part of Matthew and Second Corinthians,
while in John's Gospel there is a gap of two chapters. The two epistles
of Clement are at the end of the MS. It was published in fac-simile by
Woide in 1786, edited again by Cowper; and in 1879 issued by the
curators of the Museum in a splendid fac-simile edition. The Codex
Ephraem Syri or Regio-Pariciensis (C) belonging to the library of Paris,
@ rescript, is about the age of the Alexandrian; but it is so defective as
to contain only five-eighths of the New Testament, and has not been
deciphered for the most part till recently.?

8. The Gospels were earliest and oftenest copied. Upwards of twenty
complete or at least extensive portions of them are contained in uncial
MS3. Besides the codd. mentioned in No. 3 there is the sixth century
and Western stichometrically written Greek-Latin Cod. Bezs or Oanta-
brigiensis (D), containing the Gospels and Aots, having however im-
portant gaps (ed. Th. Kipling, Cambr., 1793 ; Scrivener, London, 1867).
In addition to it there are the Codex Regius (L) in the national library
of Paris, No. 62, a MS. which is often in contact with the ollest text,
and belonging to the eighth century (ed. Tischendorf in the Monumenta
sacra inedita, Leipz., 1846); and the Cod. Sangallensis (A) a Greek-
Latin MS. with an interlinear version in the library of 8t. Gall. and of
the ninth century (ed. Rettig, Zurich, 1836), both containing the four
Gospels though not without gaps. Numerous fragments of all four

Vercellone and Cozza (Band V. 1868) a satisfactory knowledge of its text.
Editions ad fidem Cod. Vat. were published by Kuenen and Cobet
(Leyden, 1860) and by Phil. Buttmann (Berlin, 1862{.

3 The parts of the Old Testament discovered in 1844 were published
at Leipzig as the Cod. Friderico-Augustanus, in 1846. Besides the Old
and New Testaments the Cod. Sinait. contains the Epistle of Barnabas
and part of the Shepherd of Hermas. Cowmp. Tischendorf, Notitia edit.
Cod. bibl. Sinait., Lips. 1860. Die Sinaibibel, Leipz. 1871. As to tbe
value of the MS. coinp. K. Wieseler I'heol. Stud. u. Krit., 1861, 64,
Hilgenfeld, who puts it into the sixth century, in his Zeitschr. f. wiss.
Theol. 1864, 1, and against him Tischendorf in the same journal 1864,
2. Comp. also Phil. Buttmann in the same, 1864, 66, Scrivener, 4 Full
fallacion of the Cod. Sin., London, 1864, 67. The MS. is in Peters-

arg.

.rg In this palimpsest the entire writing was washed off in the twelfth
century, and the parchment furnished anew with the Greek text of
ascetic writings belonging to the Syrian Ephraem. At the end of the
seventeenth century, the old, effaced characters were discovered and
brought out again after the Giobertine tincture had been applied, 1834,
85. The text was actually deciphered by Tischeudorf, and that of the
New Testament edited in facsimile, Leipzig, 1843,

<
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Gospels are also in the Cod. Guelpherbytanus (P) of the sixth century
(ed. Tisch., Monum. nova coll., 1869), and Codex Monaocensis (X) belong-
ing to the beginning of the tenth century. Important fragments of
Matthew are contained in the Cod. Dublinensis rescriptus (Z) of the
sixth century (ed. J. Barrett, Dublin, 1801; T. K. Abbott, Lond., 1880).
Fragments of Luke are in the Cod. Nitriensis (R) a palimpsest of the
sixth century (ed. Tisch., Monum. nova coll., 1857) and the Cod. Zacyn-
thius (¥), & palimpsest of the seventh or eighth century (ed. Tregelles,
1861). Fragments of Luke and John are in the Cod. Borgianus (T) of
the fifth century (ed. Georgi, 1789) and the Cod. Guelpherbytanus II.
(Q) about the same age (ed. Tisch., Monum. nova coll., 1860). All other
uncials from the Cod. Basileensis (E) of the four Gospels (eighth century)
contain on the whole nothing but the later emended text. Here too
belongs the Cod. Rossanensis (Z) of the sixth century lately discovered
by O. v. Gebhardt and A. Harnack, who edited it in 1888,

4. Next to the Gospels the Pauline Epistles were most frequently
transcribed. Besides the uncials mentioned in No. 2 there is the Codex
Claromontanus (D) belonging to the sixth century, and now in the
Paris library No. 107, written stichometrically in Greek and Latin, and
belonging to the West (ed. Tisch., Leipz., 1858); of which the Cod.
Sangermanensis (E) is a late copy not without gaps, the original text
being mixed up with corrections. Valuable fragments of the Pauline
Epistles are also contained in the Cod. Coislinianus (H) of the sixth
century. It is probable that one and the same original MS. is repro-
duced in the Cod. Augiensis (F) which Scrivener edited at Cambridge
(1859), and the Cod. Boernerianus (@) now in Dresden, edited by Matthai
(Meissen, 1791, 1818); both belonging to the ninth century. Of the
same date are the Cod. Mosquensis (K) which contains the Oatholic
Epistles also ; the Cod. Passionei now Angelicus (L), which has also the
Acta; the Cod. Porphyrianus (P) having the Apocalypse besides (ed.
Tisch., Monum. nova coll., 1865, 1869) and the Cod. Uffenbachianus or
Ruber (M) baving valuable fragments of the Epistles to the Corinthians
and Hebrews (ed. Tisch., in the 4Anecd. sacr. et prof., Leipsig, 1855,
1861).

6. For the Acts we have in addition to those mentioned in No. 3 the
Cod. Cantabr. (D, comp. No. 8) and the Codd. L P (comp. No. 4) besides
the Cod. Laudianus (E) in Oxford, a stichometrical Greek-Latin MS.
belonging to the sixth or seventh century (ed. Th. Hearne, Oxford, 1715 ;
Tisch., Monum. nova coll., 1870) and the Cod. Mutinensis (H) of the ninth
oentury. For the Catholic Epistles there are only those mentioned under
No.2and 4 (KL P). For the Apocalypse there is in place of the Cod.
Vaticanus here defective a MS. also in the Vatican library (No. 3066)
belonging to the eighth century (B), published by Tischendorf in the
Monum. (Leipzig, 1846, comp. also the Apperdiz Nové Testamenti Vatic.,
1869) which is inferior in value to Cod. P (No. 4).
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III. VErsions.

‘What are given here are only such as serve for sources of the text and
therefore those tsken directly from the Greek. Being considerably older
than the oldest MSS. they may be of the greatest importance so far as
the words of the original can be safely ascertained from them. But the
MSS. of thein which are extant vary as well as the Greek codd., and lie
under the suxpicion of having been altered after the current Greek text.
Critical editions are also wanting.

1. In Byris there appeared soon after Tatian's Diatessaron (§ 7, 6)
“ The Goepel of the Beparated,” i.c. a Syriac version of the four Gospels
complete. This was published gs preserved in extensive fragments by
Cureton: Remains of a Very Ancient Recension of the Four Gospels in
Syriwac, London, 1858 (in Tisch. Syr «er), The MS. was found among
the monasteries of the Nitrian desert, and belongs to the fifth century
(comp. F. Bithgen, Evangelienfragmente. Der Griechische Text des
curetonschen Syrers, Leips., 1885). More recent probably is the Peshito,
1.c. simple, faithful, a verbal but not slavishly literal translation repre-
senting the limited canon of the Syrian Church at the beginning of the
third century (§ 10, 1). It was published at Vienna in 1555, afterwards
by Leusden and Schaaf (Leyden, 3nd ed. 1717, in Tisch. Syr *b), lastly
by Lee (London, 1828) and W. Greenfield (London, 1828); but it still
a vaits oritical elaboration. In the year 508 the Monophysite bishop
Philoxenus had a new translation made by his rural bishop Polyearp,
which slavishly adheres to the Greek text even to the extent of being
ungrammatical. But it is preserved only in a revision by Thomas of
Charkel in the year 616, who compared it with later Greek MSS. and
tarnished it with critioal signs after the manner of Origen (ed. J. White,
Oxford 1778-1808, comp. in Tisch. Syr », and the Gospel of John acoord-
ing to it, published by Bernstein, Leipzig, 1853).1

2. Their nearness to the oldest text makes the Egyptian versions
almost more valuable than the Syriac ones. The former seem to have
originated in the third century, since monks who knew and used the

! The Charkleunsian translation contains the four Catholic Epistles
wanting in the Peshito, but not the Apocalypse. The relation which
these bear to the four Episties published by E. Pococke (Leyden. 1630)
and usually taken into editions of the Peshito is matter of dispute.
Formerly it was believed but wrongly that the original text of the
Philoxenian was preserved in them, just as it was supposed that the
A ypse published by Lud. de Dicu (Leyden, 1727) and taken into

itions of the Peshito was the work of Thomas of Charkel. Comp.
Berustein, De Charklensi N. T. transl. Syriaca, Breelau, 1837. 2
Ausg. 1854, Bickell, Conspectus rei Syrorum literarie, Monast., 1871.
There is an Evangelisterium which Adler discovered in the Vatican
library written in & sort of Aramsan dialect, and said to have been made
from the Greek in the filth centary, published by Count F. Minischalchi
Eri;yx: :l an Evangelium Hierosolymitanum (1861-64), marked by Tiseh.
- . .
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Bible were acquainted only with the language of the people. Of the
oldest Upper Egyptian translation in the Thebaio or Sahidie dialest (in
Tisch. S8ah.) nothing but fragments have been published as yet. These
were collecsted and published by W. Ford (Appendix to Woide's edition
of the Cod. Alex., 1799), by Zoega (1810), Engelbreth (1811) and by O. v.
Lemm (Bruchst. d. sahid. Bibeluebersetsung, Leipz., 1885). On the
other hand, the somewhat younger version in the dialest of Lower Egypt
(Memphitic) usually called the Cuptic (in Tisch. eop.) was published by
Wilkins (Oxf., 1716), by Schwartze (Die Evangelien, Leips., 1846, 1847)
and by P. Boetticher (4dcts and Epistles, Halle, 1853). There is nothing
but unimportant fragments of a version in the Basmurio dialect, the
knowledge of which we also owe to Zoega and Engelbreth (see above).
Christianity came to Ethiopa in the fourth century, and even then a
translation of the Bible seems to have been made in the prevailing Gees
language. That which has been preserved (in Tisch. Kth.), followed
various Greek MSS. whose readings were oocasionally mixed. It was
edited at Rome in 1548; but a more exact Latin translation than this
edition was made by Bode (Brunswick 1758). A new edition prepared
for the Bible Society of London by Th. Pell Platt (London, 1838, 1880)
makes no pretence to a critical character.

8. The Goths in the fourth century received through their bishop Ul-
filas a translation of the Bible from the Greek (comp. G. Waits, Leben
und Lehre des Ulfilas, Hannover, 1840). The Gospels are preserved in
the Cod. Argenteus at Upsala, a MB. of the fifth or sixth century, cele-
brated both for its beauty and its singular fortunes. Sinoe 1665 it has been
repeatedly edited, last of all by Uppstrdm (Upeala, 1834, 1857). Frag-
wents of the Epistle to the Romans were edited by Knittel from a Wolfen-
biittel palimpsest (Braunschweig, 1763), considerable fragments of the
Pauline Epistles by Count Castiglione from palimpsests found by Mai
in the Ambrosian library at Milan (Mail., 1829, 1830). The whole was
edited by Gabelentz and Loebe (Leips., 1836-1846 ; comp. in Tisch. go),
and lastly by Bernhardt (1884 ; comp. also Bernhardt, Kritische Unter-
suchungen €@ber die gothische Bibel, Meissen, 1864; Elberfeld, 1868;
Vulfila, oder die gothische Bibel, 1875). The history of the Armenian
version is well known through the Armenian history of Moses of Chorene.
It was made from the Greek in the first half of the fifth century, not
without having been influenced from the first by the Peshito which the
Armenians had used before. It has also been conjectured that it has
been influenced in the MSS. and even the editions of it, by the Vulgaie
(ed. Uscanus, Amsterd., 1866 ; Zohrab., Venedig, 1789, 1805; comp. in
Tisch., arm).#

3 Of still less value for the criticism of the text are existing Arabie
versions (in Tisch., ar., arr.) because they were usually made from the
Syrisc and Coptic, when Islam ow western Asia and Africa and
suppressed the languages of the ﬁop there (comp. the Arabs Erpenius,
Leyden, 1616, published from a Leyden MS, of the New Testament by
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4. 8Still earlier than in Syria the need of a Latin translation was felt
in the West, naturelly not in Rome and scarcely in Italy, but in the
provinoes where Christianity had earliest taken root, as in Africa, where
Tertullian speaks of the translation of a Greek expression ** qusm in usum
exiit ”’ (De Monog., 11). The agreement of his quotations with those in
the Latin text of Irenmus shows that there must have been a tolerably
wide-spread translation even at the end of the second oentury. But it
unquestionably belongs in its origin to & time when the Gospels alone
were read in churches and the need of a version in the language of the
country was felt. The apostolioc writings were translated gradually,
acoording as they came into general use; so that one translator for the
whole is out of the question. Jerome knew only an * antiqua translatio,
vulgata editio” (comp. Cassiodor., Institut. Divin., lit. 14, vetus transla.
tio) the MSS. of which he found in such confusion that each one appeared
to be a peculiar form of the text (Pref. ad Damasum; tot ezemplaria,
quot codices), a fact which he imputes to the carelessness of transcribers,
but above all to the temerity of emendators, whom he calls ¢ vitiosi
interpretes, imperiti translatores,” because they improved the version
mainly by the original text. When Augustin speaks of the * infinita
varietas latinorum interpretum” (De Doctr. Christ., 3, 11 ; * nullo modo
numerari possunt "), his language favours the idea that he refers to emen-
dators rather that to translators of the entire N. T ; but he considered
the M8S. which had become by such means charaoteristically different

Thomas Erpe). Yet theremust have been an older translation of the Gos-
pels derived direotly from the Greek and underlying more or less various
later versions (Storr, De Evv. Arabicis, Tiib., 1776 ; Gildemeister, De
Evang. in Arad. Transl., Bonn, 1865). 1t was edited at Rome in 1590,
and again by Lagarde from a Vienna M8, (Leipz., 1864). But it is very
questionable whether it belongs to & time prior to Mohammed. In like
manner, the Arabio versions of the N. T. in the Polyglotte made directly
from the Greek éoomp. also the editions published by the Roman Propa-
ganda, 1671, and the London Bible Society, 1827) are of very uncertsin
origin, and have been altered in part in the editions after the Vulgate or
the original Greek. Other Oriental translations are wholly worthless.
The Georgian (Grusinian) did not exist before the end of the sixth cen-
tury ; whether it was made direct from the original is doubtful ; and it
was revised in the edition of Moscow (1748, 1816) from the Slavic-Russian
Bible. This Slavio translation, said to proceed from the two apostles of
the Slavs, Cyril and Methodius, in the ninth century (in Tisch., &l ) was
\mude indeed from the Greek, but was influenced from the first by the
Vulgate, since according to the papal decree of 880 the Gospel was
always to be read in Latin first, and then in Slavonio. It bas been
examined by Dobrowsky (Slovanka, 3 Lfg., Prag., 1815) and by Muralt,
(1848). The Gospels were printed as early as 1612 in Wallachia, the
entire N. T. at Wilna, 1628 ; at Moscow, 1668, 1761. A Persian transla-
tion of the Gospels made from the Greek was edited by Wheloc and
Pierson (Lond., 1653-57), but it belongs to the fourteenth ocentury (in
Tisch., pera*ds), The in the Polyglotts (in Tisch. pers.?) have
translated from the Peshito. )
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in different distriots (comp. Retract., 1. 31, 8; Codices Afri, contra
Faust., 11, 3: *codd. aliarum regionum ) as so many different ver-
sions; among which he prefers the Itala (i.e. the one that originated in
Italy, De Doctr. Christiana, 3, 156). This appellation is the traditional
desigoation of all memorials of the old Latin translation now extant,
whether they really go back to a common root orto different translators).?
These memorials, even apart from the patristio citations which are
doubly precarious in the present case (ii. 7) are very numerouns es-
pecially in the Gospels, furnishing by their excessive literality very safe
references to the text which is at their basis, and going back as high at
least as our Greek oopies. They are marked with small Latin letters in
the critical apparatus.*

3 This question cannot be decided either by the above statements of
the Church Fathers, or by the extant remains of the old Latin transla-
tion, since the separate parts of the writing refer back in any case to
different translators, since different translators could hardly have worked
quite independently of one another, and since a version revised through.-
out according to tl{e original text differs from one made in dependenee
upon an older, by a fiuctuating line. The majority of modern textual
critics abide by one common {Juu (comp. also Eichhorn). Michaelis
supposes several translators, as do de Wette, Hug, Reuss, especially
Zeigler (Die lateinischen Bibel Ueberseteungen vor Hieronymus, Miinchen,
1879). e question too whether the language of the extant fragments
of the old Latin translations points {o an African or an Italian origin is
still doubtful. Comp. on this subject Rdnsch, Itala and Vulgata, Marb.
u Leipz., 2 Aufl.,, 1875, and his comprehensive studies of the Itala in
the Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol., 1868, 83.

4 John Martianay published at Paris in 1695 after the Cod. Corbejen-
sis (f1!) the Gospel of Matthew and James's Epistle. In 1785 (ed. Aucts,
Pans, 1749, 61) Sabatier published in his Bibl. s. Lat. Vers. Antig., in
vol. iii. the Gosmls after the Cod. Colbertinus (c& of the eleventh century.
In 1749 Jos. Blanchini, in his Evangeliarium uadru&lcz. published at
Rome, the Googels after the Cod. Vercellensis (a) of the fourth century
(which Irici bad already edited at Milan, 1748), the Cod. Veronensis (b)
of the fifth century, and the Cod. Brixianus (f) of the sixth. The Cod.
Palatinus (e) of the fifth century was published by Tischendorf (Evang.
Palat., Leips., 1847) ; and the same scholar also published important
fragments of the . Bobbiensis (k) of the fifth century in the Vienna
Juhrdiicher, 1847, 48. Mark and Luke were published by Alter, and
recently by Belsheim (Leipz., 1885) after the Cod. Vindobonensis (? of
the gixth century. The Cod. Rhedigeranus g& of the seventh century
was published Haase at Breslan (1865, 66). Comp. the old Latin
Bible texts now appearing at Oxford. addition to these, besides nu-
merous fragments, there are the Latin translations in the Codd. Grsco-
Latini (comp. ii.), always denoted by small letters corresponding to the

e ones of the Greek text, which extend to the Epistles also. The
Itala ents of the Pauline and Petrine Epistles have been recently
publi by L. Ziegler (Marburg, 1876). Comp. too the fragments of
the Roman Eginlo published by Knittel (Braunschweig, 1762), and of
the Roman and Galatian Epistles by Ronsch (Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol.,
1879). The Aocts and Apooryphs were edited by Belsheim from the Gigas
Lébrorum, Mlinst,, 1879. The Anglo-Saxon, which was made from the
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5. In order to rectify the great confusion arising out of such differences
smong the codd., Jerome, urged by the Roman bishop Damasus, under-
took a revision of the old Latin translation. It was not without suspicions
of the offence which his work would excite and with the greatest caution
that he altered only where the sense was expressly wrong, and solely by
Greek MBS, conformed in their general character o the old Latin trans-
tion. Even in cases where he preferred another reading in his commen-
taries, his revision was often allowed to remain in the old text. He began
his work with the Gospels (383 a.p.), and has given an account of his
procedure in the preface addressed to Damasus. Without doubt he
extended it to the whole of the N. T. (comp. De Vir. Iil., 185).* Nor
was he wrong in foreseeing that the undertaking would bring upon bim
the reproach of a sacrilegium. In the fifth century, Leo the Great still
used nothing but the old Latin version. On the other hand Cassiodorus
declared in favour of the new one; and by the authority of Gregory the
Great who used both indiscriminately but with a preference for Jerome's,
it aoquired more and more recognition, till it became in reality the Vul-
gata, i.e. the universally received version, after the eighth ocentury.
Bearcely however had the Vulgate attained to general currency when
the MSS. of it had already fallen into confusion not merely by the fate
naturally attending all manuscript tradition, but by the readily ooocurring
admixture of its text with that of the old Latin. Henoe endeavours to
improve the text of the Vulgate from old MSS. date from the time of
Cassiodorus. Charlemagne commissioned Alcuin to make such a revi-
sion. But all these attempts only increased the confusion, until after the
thirteenth century some proposed to themselves at least the task of
emending the M8, text, putting in the margin nothing but various read-
ings and critical remarks. This was done in the Correctoria Biblica (Corr.
of Bens, conducted by the theological faculty of Paris, 1280) in which the
different orders of monks zealously laboured. After the middle of the
fifteenth century begin printed editions (the first dated at Mains, 1462)
of which there were upwards of 200 till 1617 ; but they only present &
late, mixed, and irregular text.®

old Latin in the eighth oontnr%eis also a source for the knowledge of it
(ed. M. Parker, Lond., 1751 ; Benj. Thorpe, Lond., 1843).

$ Oomp. G. Riegler, Krit. Gesch. der Vuly., Suls., 1830; Leander van
Ess, Pragm. krit. Gesch. der Vulg., Tiib., 1824 ; Kaulen, Gesch. der Vulg.,
Mains, 1868. The &ublilhm of Jerome, Martianay (1693), Vallarsi and
Maflei (1784) were the chief persons who hboured’ to restore the text.
Of MS8S. of the Vulgate, we have, of the sixth century, the Cod. Amiati-
nus (am.), the high age of which has been recently denied by Langen and
Lagarde, probably wrongly (ed. Tischendorf, Leipz., 1850, 64), the Cod.
Fuldentis (fu) put Lachmann and Buttmann at the basis of their
editions (ed. e, Marburg, 1868), and the Cod. Porojuliensis ( for.) of
the eighth century, with the Cod. Toletanus (tol.). Comp. the Proll. to
Cormseu. Epistula ad Gal. ad Fid. opt. Cod. Vulg., Berlin, 1885.

¢ The first critioal edition is that in the Complutensian Polyglott
(1617, comp. iv. 1). The chief Protesiants who busied themselves with
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IV. Taz Proetep TexT AND TEXT-URITIOISM.
Oomap. Reuss, Bibkotheos Novi Teslamenti Graoi. Brunsv., 1878,

1. The Vulgate had been printed for half a century; there were now
printed German and Hebrew Bibles, when some specimens of the New
Testament in Greek first proceeded from the press of Aldus, in Venioe,
because the study of Greek was so backward. But after 1508 the Spanish
oardinal, Frans Ximenes of Oisneros, archbishop of Toledo, laboured to
produce an edition of the Greek Testament for his Polyglott. It was
completed in 1514; but ** the Bible of Alcala (Complutum)’ eould not
be published till 1593 after the papal permission had been obtained.
Meanwhile the bookseller Frobenius, in Basel, had got Erasmus to pre-
pare an edition of the Greek Testament, which appeared with his own
translation at Basel, 1576, so that it attained precedence over the Com-
plutensian Polyglott as the editio princeps. Both editions were derived
from late MBS., and were therefore relatively alike; besides, that of
Erasmus was very hastily made, as Fr. Delitssch (Handschriftliche Funde,
Leips., 1861, 1863) has pointed out by the way in which a Reuchlin MS.
of the Apocalypse was used. In the Polyglott the Greek is printed with-
out acoents and spirits ; it has become very rarve, but was reprinted by
Grats, N. T. Greco-Lat. Tiibing., 1831, 27, 51.

2. Erasmus himself prepared four other editions of his text. Luther
translated from the second (1519) ; the fourth and fifth (1537, 1635) were
altered aocording to the Complutensian Polyglott; yet it was repeated
till 1705 in some thirty editions. That of Simon COolinmus, at Paris,
1584, presents & mixed text taken from these two editions. More import-
ant service was rendered to the history of the text by the Paris printer,
Robert 8tephens, and his learned son Henry. In the first two editions
of the former (edd. mirificm, 1546, 1549), he follows in the main the
Complutensian ; in the splendidly printed third (ed. regis, 1550), he
attaches himself chiefly to the fifth of Erasmus. Theodore Besza made
this text the foundation of the numerous editions he superintended
(1565-1598), using the various readings collected by H. Stephens in those
issued after 1583. Stephens had ocollated the two MSS. Codd. D. But

the text of the Vulgate were Andreas Osiander (1523) and Robert Stephens
1dtor 1538), whose best edition appeared at Paris, 1540. After the

cil of Trent declared the Vulgate to be the authentic Bible text
(Session iv. decret. 3 of April 8, 1546), the papal see was obliged to pro-
vide for an authentio edition of it. Bat that proclaimed as such by the
Bull Kternus ille (Sixtina, 1690) was withdrawn immediately after the
Pope’s death, and & new one completed by OClement VIIL (Clementina,
16?;. 8, 98). Comp. Thomas James, Bellum Papale s. Concordia Dis-
cors Sizti et Clem., Lond., 1606 ; Heinr, v. Bukentop, Lus de Luce, Col.
Agr., 1710; and for the history of the Clementine, Ungarelli in the Proll.
of Vercellone, Var. Lect. Vulg., Rome, 1860, who also published & critioal
edition of tho.rpd Vulgate. Manual editions by Leander van Ess
(1823) and Fleck (1840).

YOL. 1. EER
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the various readings were used only in part, since Besa ventured upon a
more searching improvement of the text only in his translations and
annotations. “While his text had great repute in the Reformed Church,
the brothers Elzevir at Leyden followed the improvements made in it
in their edition of Stephens's text (1624). The second edition (1688)
calls itself in the preface *textus nuno ab omnibus receptus ; ” aud though
that text was so far from oorresponding to the fact that Reuss counts
up 188 other editions differing from it, yet, through the efforts of these
booksellers, the correctness and portableness of their editions, of which
five containing about 8,000 copies were issued, the text differing but
little from that of Stephens became in fact the teztus receptus (s in Tisch.
and where it departs from the ed. regis of Stephens §). Imperfeot as it
is, it obtained an almost sacred authority in the Lutheran Church, which
had before adhered to the Erasmian text used by Luther.

8. Collections of various readings began to be made, especially in
England, on the basis of the recepta. In his London Polyglot (1657)
Brian Walton gave the various readings of Cod. A, Cod. D and of many
other MSS. John Fell (Oxford, 1675) enlarged the number ; and John
Mill urged on the continuance of such work, having in his edition (Ox-
ford, 1707, reprinted by L. Kiister, Amsterdam, 1710), furnished with
comprehensive prolegomens (ed. Salthenius, Konigsberg, 1784), increased
the variations from MSS., versions and Fathers to the amount of 80,000.
His contemporary and friend, the great classical philologist Richard Bent-
ley, intended on such basis to make a critical edition with a text repre-
sented by MB8S. at least 1,000 years old, such as it was, about the tirme
of Jerome ; but only & specimen of it appeared, the last chapter of the
Apocalypse (1720). The last scholar who still issued the simple teztus
receptus, because he could not publish an edition exoept on this condition,
was John James Wetstein (Amsterd., 1751, 1762). But in his prolego-
mena, which had already appeared in 1730 (ed. Semler, with remarks,
1764, 66) he not only increased the critical apparatus, but described,
named, examined M38. and pronounced his opinion of their critical value.
The text aocording to his intentions was published by W. Bowyer
(Lond., 1763) ; but as he held that the Western codd. were corrected
from the Latin text and therefore rejected them, while he also supposed
that the ancient Oriental codd., agreeing with the Weetern, bad been
corrected, his text does not materially depart from the textus receptus.

4. Mcanwhile Joh. Albr. Bengel had broken through the band of the
recepta in Germany, following in the wake of some English predecessors,
by altering it in his edition of the New Testament (Tiib., 1784, 5th ed.,
1796, superintended by his grandson); but only where another edition
had led the way (except in the Apocalypse). Undisturbed by the in-
security appearing to attach to the text of the New Testament in view of
the ever-increasing collections of various readings, he endeavoured to
reach a firm judgment as to the value of the evidences for the text, and
discovered that they separated into two families according to their pecu-
liar charaoteristics, vis. the African represented by Cod. A and the oldest
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versions; the Asiatio by the younger MSS.; so that it became possible
to classify individual readings according to their real value. His Appar-
atus Criticus was published after his death by Burck, Tiib., 1768 ; and
his ideas having been adopted by Semler were expanded till they took
the form of different text-recensions (Hermeneutische Vorbereitung, IV.,
1765 ; Apparatus ad liber. N. T. interpr., 1761); and in this shape they
formed a basis for the recension-system of the great textual critic John
James QGriesbach. Acocording to him Bengel’s African family (traced
back by Bemler as the rec. occid. to Origen) should be resolved into two
recensions, the Western belonging to a time before the Canon was
formed, bearing a rougher, more Hebraising linguistic character and
showing more exegetical glosses, explanations and paraphrases (Cod. D,
in the Gospels, Codd. D, E, P, G, Pauline, the Latin Fathers and ver-
sions) ; and the Alexandrian (occidental), originating in the middle of
the second century when the Canon was being formed, and having more
regard to purity of language (Cod. B, O, Gospels, A, B, C, Epistles, the
Greek Fathers and some versions, From them he separated the Con-
stantinopolitan (Byzantine) recension representing & mixed text origin-
ating in the fourth century, which he found in the younger MSS. (for
the Gospels also in Cod. A). This corresponded to the Asiatio family of
Bengel (traced back by Bemler as the Orient. recension to Lucian). In
many witnesses he found a mixed text. The different recensions were
regarded in his critical procedure each as one witness, setting forth firm
principles for -weighing their testimony as well as for estimating the
internal grounds of readings, according to which the more or less pro-
bable might be taken into the text. In this respect he always continued
largely dependent on the recepta.! While v. Matthaei combated in the
strongest and most passionate way Griesbach’s recension-system (comp.
Ueber die sogenannten Recensionen, etc., Leipzig, 1804), Eichhorn and
Hug tried to give it a stronger historical basis, which remained however
purely hypothetical.? On the other hand A. Scholz went back to the

1 In his first edition (Halle, 1774, 75) the first three Gospels were
printed synoptically, in which form they were repeatedly reprinted ;
while the historical books subsequently, in a second edition contained
the text of the synoptics separately (Halle, 1777) and afterwards became
the first volume of his edition. In his second edition of the New Testa-
ment (1796, 1806, comp. vol. i. of & third edition edited by D. Schulz,
Berlin, 1827), he was able to use the materials that had been accum-
mulated in the mean time. Ch. F. v. Matthdi (Das N. T., Rigs, 1782~
S8, 2nd ed., 1803-7) collated more than 100 Moscow MSS., K. Alter
(Nov. Test., Wien, 1786, 7) cited Vienna MSS., Andr. Birch (Quatuor
Evang., Kopenh., 1788, and Varie Lectiones, 1798-1801) published the
fruits of his critical journey undertaken with Adler and Moldenhauer.
Griesbach developed his principles in the Symbole Critice (Halle, 1785,
932 and in his Commentarius Criticus in Textum N. T., Jena, 1798, 1811.

Hug called the Western recension of Griesbach which had certainly
no claim to be styled a text recension, the xow? &xdoos, as Jerome called
the unrevised text of the Seventy in opposition to the Hexapla; and
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two text-families of Bengel, arriving in this way again at the textus
receptus, as Matthaei had done in his; and the same text in the main
was afterwards defended by Reiche with the sharpest opposition to
Griesbach.?

5. Whilst the philologist K. Lachmann adopted the ides of Bentley
he abandoned the purpose of restoring the original text, intending
nothing more than to present the oldest traditional text of the fourth
century although the number of testimonies in his time was too small
to justity such an undertaking, and many were still insufficiently col-
lated.* It is Constantine Tischendorf's great merit that he devoted
himself to the task of enlarging and examining the textual apparatus.
In numerous and extensive journeys he made a great number of dis-
ooveries among which the Cod. Sinait. is the most prominent, collated
MSS. with the greatest care and edited many afresh or for the first time
(comp. Codd. B, G, D, Paul, E, Acts, L, P, Q, B, Gospels, e Gosp. am.),
besides eollecting and revising the patristio quotations. His editions
exoeeding twenty in number, the first of which appeared in 1841, and
gradually reaching the * editio ooctava oritica major " (Leips., 1869, 73,
comp. the prolegomena that appeared after his death written by O, R.

thought it became more and more confused till the middle of the third
century ; referring the Oriental recension to Hesychius and the Byzan-
tine to Lucian, of whose critical labours however we know nothing ; and
a degenerate form of the text to Origen. Since we know for certain that
Origen did not undertake a recension of the N. T. text (i. 4) Eichhorn
dropped this and assumed a twofold type of the unrevised text as Asiatic
un({ African as early as the second century; the former revised by
Luoian in the third century, the latter by Hesychius; and this naturally
led to & somewhat different division of the text authorities on the part of
the two scholars. -

3 While Matthaei reverted on the whole to $he recepta in consequence
of his Moscow MSS. (note 1) which generally present a younger emended
text, A. Scholz pronounced the Alexandrian form in the text found in
the oldest Greek and Latin authorities to have been arbitrarily corrupted,
and found the original text most correctly handed down from the auto-
graphs of the Apostles, in the Constantinopolitan authorities (comp. The
Proleg to the N. T., Leipzig, 1830, 86, and his Bidl. krit. Reis, 1823,
in which however his communiocations respecting the MSS. collated by
him are said to be very unreliable). Reiche collated chiefly Paris MSS.
&tht., 1847), and appeared in his Commentarius Criticus (G3tt., 1858

3) a very violent og:nent of Griesbach’s recension system. It was also
modified by F. W. Rinck (Lucudr. Critice, Basel, 1830) who compared
for the most part Venetian manuseripts.

¢ He explained the principles on which he proceeded in the Stud. .
Krit., 1880, 85 (comp. in opposition C. F. A. Fritzsche, De Cowf. Ni. T%.
Crit. guam Lachm., ed. Giess, 1841). His manual edition appeared in
1831 ; a larger one wiln aritical apparatus and the Vulgate under the
8] ision of Phil. Buttmann jor., appeared at Berlin, 1843, 50. By Ed.
v. Muralt, 1846, 48, and Phil. Buttmann, 1865, 5th ed. 1874, were chiefly
based upon the Cod. Vat. In the same way Bornemann published the
Acts aooording to the Cambridge MS., 1848.
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Gregory, I, 1884) present a textual apparatus ever increasing in fulness
and certaiaty. The text is always independently constituted after the
oldest testimonies, but he has wavered greatly in the principles from
which he set out, as is shown by the changes which the text has suffered
in the various editions. Beginning with Lachmann’s method, he had
. gradually come nearer again to Griesbach and the recepta on the basis
of a system allied to Rink’s of four textual classes, the Alexandrian
(current among the Jewish Christians of the East) and the Latin; the
Asiatic (among the native Greeks of Asia Minor and Greece) and the
Byzantine text (comp. Stud. u. Krit., 1843). These he distinguished
without desiring to make out anything about their origin and without
finding them always preserved in purity in the textual anthorities.
Finally he returned again to the fundamental ideas of Lachmann,
althdigh his inordinate attachment to the Binaiticus hindered him from
oarrying them out exactly, and though he never renounced the desire to
restore the original text by a criticism baged on internal grounds.*

6. England, whence the first impulse came has again applied itself to
textual oriticism with the greatest seal. 8. P. Tregelles worked since
1844 with industry similar to that of Tischendorf in seouring a critical
apparatus of the text by means of scientific journeys and reliable colla-
tions of MS8. His large edition with an excellently arranged apparatus
appeared from 1857-1872; but unfortunately the Sinaitic Cod. and the
new editions of the Vatican could not be used till the Epistles, In
forming the text he proceeded in the main on the Bentley-Lachmann
principles (comp. An Account of the Printed Tezt of the Greek New Tes-
tament, London, 1854, and his elaboration of textual criticism in Horne's
Introduction, London, 1856). Where the oldest codd. disagree, the
doubtful readings are given in the margin or in brackets. The pro-
legomena were added after his death by Hort and Streane, 1879. Be-
sides him, P, H, A. Scrivener (4 Plain Introduction to the Criticism of
the New Testament, 1862, 8rd ed., 1884) has stood up for the claim of the
younger MBSS., and meritoriously examined oursives. In 1853 (Cam-
bridge) he published the text of the ed. regia with the variations of the
latest critical editions. Scrivener and Palmer have given the results of
the Revised Version of the English translation completed in 1881, setting
forth very clearly the Greek text at the basis of the revision. The ap-

 Even after the labours of Tischendorf much remains to be done in
order to make the rich critical apparatus we possess really useful, since
it is only by a thorough examination in all details of every individual
authority, its peculiarity and its relation to others that a safe judgment
can be formed as to its readings. Such examination must be under-
taken and carried throughout the separate parts of the N. T., since the
two leading points to be here investigated present premises that are
different in part. The beginnings of such investigations may be seen in
Weiss’s Introductions to his Commentaries upon Matthew and Mark
1873, 76), and upon the Galatian Epistle by Wieseler (Xomm., 1858) and
immer (Zeitschrift. f. wiss. Theol., 1881-1883). i
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pearance of the edition prepared by B. F. Westoott and F.J. A. Hort
from 1858 and subsequently Cambridge and London, 1881, 2nd ed. 81,
83, was of striking importance, since it was accompanied by a second
volume in which the history of the text and the principles of their
criticism based upon it were unfolded with great clearness.®

7. The polyglott Bible published by Stier and Theile as a convenient
manual gives the teztus receptus with the variations of modern critical
editions (5th ed., Bielef., 1875). The stereotyped edition issued by
Tittmann (Leipz., 1820, 24, 28, 31) afterwards revised by A. Hahn (1840,
61) mainly follows the same text. Bengel’s text was printed five times
forming & manual edition, from 1734-90. The editions of Knapp (Halle,
1797, 5th edition after his death 1840)7 and of Schott (Leips., 1805, 4th
ed. after his death, 1839) to which a Latin translation was appended,
followed Griesbach’s text. The Griesbach-Knapp text was still more
adapted to the recepta by Vater (Halle, 1824) furnished with & Latin
version by Gdechen (Leips., 1882) and has obtained great currency in
the stereotyped editions supervised by K. @. W. Theile (Leips., 1844),
which have been prepared since the 1lth ed. (1875) by O. v. Gebhardt
with improvements furnished by the latest critical editions (14th ed.,
1885). Greek-German (1852) and Greek-Latin editions (1854, 63, 80)
have also appeared. Tischendorf issued many manual copies of his
eoritical editions, some based upon his ed. iv. of 1849, which first ap-
peared in a stereotyped form in 1850 (Leips. ap. Tauchnits, 1850,
revised in later editions by O. v. Gebhardt till the 9th, 1884) ; some
based upon his triglott (ed. vi., 1854) as an editio academica (Lips., 1855.

¢ Here especially the Syriu readings are separated which are said to
be based upon two recensions made in 250-850 ; the text greatly emended
by them and mixed was then brought by Chrysostom to Constantinople
whenoe it was widely spread in the mnjoﬁz of our aunthorities (comp. A
Gospels and O in part%.v Going back to the Western readings, that is
those current in the West (comp. the two D D’s. G Paul. the old Latin
and old Syriac versions, Justin, Irenmus, Eusebius), corresponding to
the Western recension of Griesbach and to the Alexandrian which is
gimilar to the Oriental in his classification (comp. A epistles, L gospels,
Origen to Oyr. Cop.) ; the former are older but still show great freedom
in explanations and additions ; the latter betraying an effort to attain
linguistio correctness, are younger. These editors also distinguish a
neutral text, which the Vatican has preserved and in part the Sinaitie
(having however Western and Alexandrian readings); so that in this
excellent edition which still leaves much in doubt through bracke
and muii:al readings and even states the need of conjecture to rectify
the text because of alleged exegetical difficulties, our chiefest codex gets
its proper rights, mainly in opposition to Tischendorf.

7 In the appendix to Knapp’s edition there is also found a colleotion
of conjectures, such as was formerly made by Bowyer (1763), atterwards
translated and enlarged by Fr. Schulz (1774, 75). After conjectural
criticism had been rejected for a long time because of the full apparatus
of authorities, it is now once more zealously carried on in &ollsnd
(comp. also Westcott and Hort, note 6). :
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15th ed., 1886) ; others based upon the ed. viii. (1878, 80), with which
may also be compared his synopsis of 1851 (6th ed., 1815). His final
text was edited by O. v. Gebhardt with the variations of Treg. and Westc.
sud Hort; some with the Greek alone (Leipz., 1881, 2nd ed. 84); others
with Luther’s text revised (1881, 84).

V. Tes PHonocicAl. EraBoraTioN or THE TxxT.
Comp. in particular Mangold in Bleek’s Binleit. éed. §31-36.

1, The oldest attempt to examine the Greek of the N. Testament set
out with the Hebrew language, so that the grammar of the one appears
as an addition to the other (Glass, Philologia Sacra, Jens, 1638, ex-
tended to five volumes after 1636). But this kind of Greek was soon
treated independently (C. Wyss, Dialectologia Sacra, Tigur, 1650; G.
Pasor, Grammatica Sacra N. T., Groningen, 1655). At that very time a
violent dispute had broken out between the Purists, who were gealous,
in favour of the classical character of N. T. Greek, to do honour to the
Holy S8pirit (8eb. Pfochen, Diatribe de Ling. Gree. N. T. Puritate,
Amsterdam, 1629, 83) ; their leader after 1640 was Jac. Grosse, and the
Hebraists (Joachim Junge, Sent. de Hellenistis et Hellen. Dial., Jens,
1639) who like Th. Gataker and Joh. Vorst, endeavoured to show the
influence of Hebrew upon it. The dispute agitated the Reformed Church
at first; but it passed over into the Lutheran Church also. The
writings on both sides were collected, on the part of the Hebraists by
Rhenferd (1702); on the part of the Purists by Hajo v. d. Honert (1708).
Intermediates, however, who stood over against the excesses of both
were not wanting (Joh. Leusden, De Dial. N. T., Leyden, 1670 ; Olearius,
De Stilo N. T., Coburg, 1673). Towards the end of the century victory
inclined to the side of the Hebraists; and about the middle of the
eighteenth the Purists were entirely silenced, after having found a
zealous and able defender in the Lutheran Sigm. Georgi (1783, 83).

2. The victory of the Hebraists contributed nothing to the investiga-
tion of New Testament Greek. Throughout a whole century scholars
were satisfied with ocollecting parallels to N. T. passages bearing &
grammatical or lexical character, and with heaping up in unecritical
fashion a mass of materials called Observations.! Hence exegesis was

! Many observations of this kind were collected by Lamb. Bos (Obs.
misc., ecker, 1707; Ezercitationes phil.,, 32 Aufl., ibid., 1713),
Wetstein in his N. T. (1751, 2); Palairet, Obs. phil. crit., Leyden, 1752,
Specimenezerc. phil. erit., London, 1755) and Kypke (Obs. sacr., Breslau,
1755). But these werealso confined to single writers. Observations out of
Xenophon, Polybius, Arrian, Herodotus, were collected by G. Raphei
Annot., Leyden, 1747), out of Lucian and Dion. of Halicarn. by Lange
gfﬂb., 1782), out of Diodorus by Munthe (Leipzig, 1755), out of Thucy-

ides by Bauer (Comp. Philol. Thucyd.-Paul., Halle, 1778), from Josephus
by Otte (Spicil., Leyd., 1741), and Krebs (Observ., Leipz., 1765), from
Philo by B. Carpzov. (Helmst., 1750), by Ldsner (Leipz., 1777) to which



424 APPENDIX.

dominated by a senseless empiricism. Every expression which was
thought to present some sort of example was looked upon as possible.
Under the name enallage it was oonsidered justifiable to take every tense,
case, partiole for every other respectively; and even the comparative for
the positive, the definite for the indefinite article. By assuming ellipses,
'parentheses, etc. every oonnection of words was destroyed. By the
adoption of Hebraisms, it was even thought possible to explain or excuse
the impossible (comp. Btorr, Observ. ad Anal. et Synt. Hedr., 1799). This
monstrous maltreatment of N. T. Greek which Haab (Hebrdisch-Griech-
fsche Grammatik, Tib., 1815) made into a sort of system was first
abolished from the standpoint of & rational philology by Georg. Bened.
Winer in his Grammatik des NTlichen Sprachidioms (Leips., 1828, 7
Aufl, besorgt von Liinemann, Gbtt., 1867) ; following H. Planck (De Vera
Nat. Atque Ind. Orat. Grec. N. T., Gott., 1810). The Grammar of the N.
T. Language by Alexander Buttmann, Berlin, 1859, containing remarks
on the Greek grammar of Philipp Buttmann, & knowledge of which is
presupposed (19, 90 ed.) is similar in character.$
8. New Testament lexicography is essentially based upon the old
_ glossaries of Hesychius in the fifth century (comp. Alberti, Glossarium
Gracum i N. T., Leyden, 1785), Suidas of the eleventh and twelfth
venturies, and Phavorinus of the sixteenth century. G.Ernesti oollected
out of these the explanations relating to the N. T. (Glosse Sacre, Leips.,
1785, 88). Compare besides the Ecloge of Phrynichus (ed. Lobeck.
Leips., 1820), Cyril of Alexandria, from whose glossary Matthaei ool-
lected glosses on the Pauline and Catholic Epistles (Glossaria Graece,
Mosocow, 1775, lect. Mosq., 1779), and Zonaras of the twelfth century,
from whom Sturs gathered and explained Glosse Sacre (Grimma, 1818,
20). The older lexicons of the N. T. by G. Pasor (Herborn, 1626,7 Aufl.,
Leips., 1774), Stoek (Jena, 1725, 5§ Aufl., by Fischer, Leips., 1753), and
Chr. Bchottgen (Leipz., 1746, published also by Spohn, 1790) were super-
seded by Schleusner, Nova Lex. Gracolat. in N. T., Leips., 1798 (4
Ausg., 1819) which with its incomplete lexical standpoint has still much
valuable scientific material. These were followed by Wahl (Clavis N. T.,
Laips., 1833, 8 Ausg., 1848) which reverts more to classical usage; and

Kithn (Pfort., 1785) made a supplement, and from the Apooryphsa
Kuindl (Leipz., 1794). Comp. also the collections made from 1.3
Jewish writings in the Hore Hebr. et Talm. by Lightfoot (ed. Carpsov,
167? and Schdttgen (Leips , 1783, 43), a labour which has been resumed
by F. Delitssch (Zeitschrift f. luth. Theol. und K., 187611.), and A.
iinsche (Neue Beitr. sur Erlduterung d. Evv. aus Talm u. Midr., GOtt.,

1878).

LR . QGersdorf, Beitrdge zur Sprachcharakteristik d. N. T.%s.
Leips., &16; Wilke, NTliche Rhetorik, Dresden, 1848, and R. H. A.
Lipsius, Gramm. Untersuchungen ueber die biblische Gréciwit (Leips.,
1868), which unfortunately treat of nothing more than marks of punctus-
tion. For manual use comp. Schirlits, Grundziige der NTlichen Grdcitis,
Giessen, 1861.
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Bretschneider (Lez. Manuale, Leipz., 1824, 8 Ausg., 1840) who inclines
to the Hellenistic usage. Unfortunately Winer did not attain to the
carrying out of his plan of elaborating a lexicon (Beitrige sur Vere
besserung der NTlichen Lezikographie, Erl., 1828). On the other hand
Wilke’s Clavis N. T. (Leips., 1841, 53) was excellently and completely
worked over by Wilib. Grimm (Leipz.. 1862, 65, 1879). Schirlitz’s
Gricchisch-deutsches Worterbuch sum N. T. (Giessen, 1851, 8 Aufl., 1868)
sorves for a manunal.?

4. None of the N. T. writers owing to bis position in life and the
development of his mental condition had any knowledge of the master-
productions of Greek literature; and therefore their language cannot be
measured by the Atticism of the olassics. Besides, the Attic dialect
itself after becoming the common tongue of the Hellenes in the Mace-
donian period and even that of the cultivated universally, had undergone
a great change by losing many elegancies, and adopting a number of
foreign dialectic peculiarities particularly taken from the Maocedonian
dialect, which was cognate to the Doric. This xow$ or é\Aymxh Sidhexros
had formed itself into a written and learned language in a rich and
splendid literature and attained to great elegance especially in' Alex-
andris (comp. Sturs, De Dialecto Maced. ¢t Alezand., Leipsig, 1808),
still used by Philo and imitated by Josephus; but yet the N. T. writers
remained wholly uninfluenced even by this written speech. They em-
ployod nothing but the popular current language developed out of the
xowrf, in which the dialects once separated had beoome mixed, the
original elegancies had been obliterated, foreign elements had intruded,
the senses of words being enlarged, new terms and forms created or
borrowed from the language of poetry, and syntactical connexions whose
original ground and meaning was forgotten. misused or exaggerated.
The Latinisms of the N. T. belong in & great degree to the linguistie
eharacter of individual works and rest upon special conditions. .

5. It was in this language of the people as it was developed in Alex.
andris with & provincial ocolouring that the Seventy had translated the
Old Testament ; and the original must have had an intrinsie influence
over it in oonstructions, phrases, modifications of the meanings of forms
of words (Hobnisms). As the old Hebrew was intelligible only to proper
scholars, this version became the exclusive medium at least to the Jews
of the diaspora through which they acquired a knowledge of the O. T.,
and therefore it had a decided influence upon their langusge, especially
upon the mode in which the entire religions world expressed its ideas.
In Palestine there was also an Aramsan element in the language, since

3 For settling the vocabulary and usage of the individual writera the
N. T. Concordance of Erasm. Bohmid (Wittenberg, 1688), odnhd afresh

by K. H. Bruder (Lei zlm5ed1880u . m
ment to it was made immermlm Omword.
in which he Amngedt‘ol{ew Testament words tothdrmd-

ings and derivation.
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it was usual to hear the O. T. in the synagogues interpreted in the
speech of the country; a fact which is unaffected by the question
whether there were Aramaan versions at that time (comp. Bdhl, Forsch-
ungen nach einer Volksbibel zur Zeit Jesu, Wien, 1878). This
Hebraising (Aramaising) Greek has been called the Hellenistic sinoce the
time of Jos. Scaliger and Joh. Drusius, because the Greek-speaking Jews
were termed Hellenists (Acts vi. 1); and though Salmasius opposed the
appellation, preferring ** stilus idioticus " instead, and de Wette, Thier-ch,
eto. proposed others, yet it has properly continued in use. The Hebrai-
sing character is stamped upon the New Testament writings in very
different degrees and ways. Besides, the Christian spirit and the new
world of Christian ideas must also have bad a moulding influence especi-
ally over the expression of conceptions specially religious ; and this again
appeared in different degrees just as the individual N. T. authors had
attained to the cultivation of a special dootrinal style (comp. Zeschwits,
Profangrdcitit und biblischer Sprachgeist, Leipz., 1869; Cremer, Bid-
lisch-theologisches Worterbuch, Gotha, 4 Aufl., 1836). This element in
the linguistio character of the N. T. can only be discerned from itself.
On the other hand, the linguistic usage of the Church Fathers (Suicer,
Thesaurus Eccl., Amsterdam, 1682) or the explanations of ancient inter-
preters and scholiasts are misleading becanse they belong to the ecclesi-
astical phraseology of their time. Here the philological treatment of
N. T. Greek passes over directly into the hermeneutical employment of
the text, which lies completely beyond the limits of an Introduction.
Everything of importance to such Introduction which can be derived
from commentaries has been duly considered in its proper place.





