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284 IRENAEUS OF LYONS. [April,

ARTICLE 1IV.

IRENAEUS OF LYONS.

BY O.J. H. ROPES, RES. LIO.,, UNION SEN.

TaE history of the second Christian century has always
been the arena of theological controversy, never more than
to-day. Critics and apologists of all opinions still find their
views represented in this formative period. The present
problem of church history is the rise of the old Catholic
church. And in the last few years a party has arisen, calling
itself by this time-honored name, and claiming to re-establish
the old Catholic faith.

* This, therefore, is a peculiarly appropriate time to invite
attention to the most influential churchman of the second
century, to the best representative of its doctrine and polity,
to the champion of the old Catholic church in the hour
of its greatest peril, to the first uninspired theologian who
“ on all the most important points conforms to the standard
which has satisfied the Christian church ever since” !—to
Irenaeus of Lyons. And yet, when we seek the foundation
for these statements in the character of Irenaeus, in his
life, in his book which describes the home of the church
as a fortress against the gnostics, we may meet with disap-
pointment ; for in him we find no trace of the rugged indi-
viduality of Ignatius, of the brilliant rhetoric of Tertullian,
of the wide range of Origen’s speculation, of the creative
intellect of Augustine. The individuality of Irenaeus seems
almost lost in his catholicity; his rhetorical armory is the
Bible, his speculation moves in the plane of the Scriptures,
and his creations in theology are almost unnoticed, because
so familiar. In fact, the great difficulty in characterizing

1 Dr. Lightfoot, in Contemp. Rev., May 1875, p. 827, ¢f. Harvey's Irensens,
1. p. elxxiil.
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Irenacus springs from the naturalness of his expressions,
which relaxes the critical attention.

The worth of Irenaeus lies in his peculiar position, and
in the fact that he was the right man to fill it. Many lines
meet in him. Two long lives, overlapping by nearly thirty
years, link Irenaeus with the Founder of Christianity. Poly-
carp was a faithful disciple of John, but a zealous student of
Paul ; and in Irenaeus we find united the anthropological,
practical tenets of Paul and the sublime theology of John.!

Again, the youth of Irenaeus was spent in Asia Minor,
the cradle of theology; but his life-work was done in Gaul,
under the practical influences of the Western church. So
we find in him head, heart, and hand joined together in
many-sided work. Lipsius has ably described the change
which turned the attention of Christians in the second cen-
tury from the heavenly to the earthly kingdom.? They were
no longer to “stand gazing up into heaven,” but to extend
and defend the faith. Here, again, Irenaeus unites both
motives. He holds to the strong chiliastic hopes, and even
to the gross realistic conceptions of the future; but he puts
his hand vigorously to the work. We think of him as the
great antagonist of gnosticism ; and this he was. DBuat while
his book againat the gnostics occupied a few of his later
years, all his manhood’s strength was given to his missionary
work in Gaul. Trained in the school of John, and having
all the advantages of a liberal education, growing up in the
affluence of all Christian and intellectual privileges, he went
in his prime as a missionary to the Celts of Lyons and
Vienne. Before many years came the terrible persecution
of A.p. 177. He escaped ; but the bishop was martyred, and
Irenaeus took the dangerous position. The work went on
uninterruptedly until the dawn of the third century. Then
another persecution ; and, if a late tradition does not speak

1 Sach thonghts as these may be found more fully in the introductions to
Duncker’s Christologie des Irenaeus and Graol’s Christliche Kirche an der
Schwelle des Irenacischen Zeitalters.

* Von Sybel’s Historischo Zeitachrift, 1872. p. 241 sqq.
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falsely,! Irenaeus fell at his post, as Pothinus had done
before him. Without touching on the wider personal influ-
ence of Irenaeus, let us notice some of the lines of doctrine
which begin with this Father.

First, of the Bible. He first recognizes a definite canon,
nearly co-extensive with ours,and rejects uncanonical writings.
He first puts the same estimate that we put on the books of
the New Testament. He first states, and in the main observes,
a number of rules for exegesis. He even gives the first
hint of text criticism, by deciding for the reading of ¢ all
the good and old copies.”? Irenaeus is a most important
witness to the use and authority of the whole Bible. He
makes a truly Protestant use of the Scriptures, though of
course he falls into many mistakes from which we ought to
be preserved.

Secondly, of theology. We find for the first time a biblical
theology, every doctrine moving along a road on which texts
of Scripture are the milestones. Irenaeus starts with the
foundation thought that God and man are not naturally wide
apart nor uncongenial ; but ¢ the glory of God is a Jiving
man, and the life .of man is to see God.”* He can from
this meeting-point follow theology to the sublimity of John’s
conception, and anthropology to the depths of Pauline doc-
trine. Irenaeus has the first Christology, as distinct from
a Logos theology, and the first clear signs of a doctrine of
the person of Christ, derived from his fundamental principle.
In him we first find any fulness of expression about the Holy
Spirit.

Even more prominent is Irenaens as having the first
scheme of anthropology. Irenaeus grasps firmly the organic
unity of the race, the fall of Adam and its consequences to
all, the redemption in Christ and its efficacy for all. These
doctrines he elaborates with great minuteness, basing his
teachings on the Pauline Epistles. His doctrinal influence

1 Cf. Harvey’s Irenaeus, i. p. clxii sq. Jerome and the Quasstiones ad
Orthodoxos are the carliest witnesses for this tradition.

3 Massuct’s ed., v. 30, § 1. Oxford Trans., p. 519.

$ Ibid., iv. 20. § 7. Oxford Trans., p. 369.
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on later times may be illustrated from the fact that he first
distinguishes between the image and the similitnde of God
in man,—a distinction which lies at the root of the Roman
Catholic doctrine of man’s constitution,—and that Luther
quotes him in support of his own view of the sacrament.!

So much, in general ? to hint at the claims of Irenaeus for
attention and interest. We shall return to these topics in
the examination of the theology of Irenaeus, which is the
main object of our study.

It is usual to preface such an examination with a detailed
account of the man himseclf. This, however, must be given
either with new materials, or at least from a new point of
of view. The latest editor of Irenaeus,® Mr. Harvey, has
supplied both, in that he defends with great plausibility the
hypothesis that Irenaeus was a Syrian. Mr. Harvey argues
that, while the name of Irenaeus does not at all necessarily
show him to be a Greek, its rarity suggests the contrary.
He further finds, in the Preface to the Adversus Haercses, a
confession that Irenaeus is not at all at home with the Greek
language. He discovers that Irenacus was well versed in
Hebrew ; and, to crown all, he exhibits most extensive evi-
dence that Irenaeus very frequently quotes from the Peschito.
It must be confessed that this theory puts all the facts
previously ascertained about Irenaeus in a new and, if it be
true, a most perplexing light. Candid dealing compels us
to consider it, before we can have any certain basis for the
further examination of Irenaeus; and the discussion of it
will give an incidental opportunity for noticing some inter-
esting facts respecting the date and education of Irenaeus
and the Bible he used, which have never hitherto been brought

11n the Erlangen cd. (in 67 vols. 1826-1857), Vol. xxx. pp. 144, 166 sqq.

2 These first doctrines must bo taken for what they are worth; although
founded on a survey of the previous literatare, and in most cases on other
aathority besides, yet some previous signs of these doctrines may have been
overlooked.

3 Sancti Irenaci Episcopi Lngdunensis libros quinque Adversus Haerescs
edidit W. Wigan Harvey. Cantabrigiao, MpccoLvir. 2 vols. 8vo. {References

to this work being numerous, will be made only by numbers indicating volume,
pege, and note).
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together under his name. As we have hinted, it would be
unjust to pass Mr. Harvey’s theory Ly as if it were to be
classed with the. opinion expressed by Oecumenius that
Irenaeus was a Gaul,! or with the assumption of Erasmus
that he wrote in Latin.? The learning and authority of Mr.
Harvey, his other publications in the department of patristic
study,? the selection of him by the syndics of the Cambridge
University Press to edit the works of Irenaeus, the amount
of labor he expended on the preparation of the edition,! the
high commendation accorded to it the countenance® and
even partial assent? given to this very theory, last, and prin-
cipally, the arguments already mentioned 8 in support of the
theory — all combine to show that a candid examination of
the question is necessary — all demand proof from us, if we
are to hold that Irenaeus was not a Syrian.

In opposition to Mr. Harvey’s theory it will be my
purpose to prove that we need not abandon the opinion
that Irenaeus was & Greek. This purpose will be best ac-
complished by establishing. the antecedent probability that
Irenaeus was a Greek, and by showing that the arguments
adduced on the other side do not destroy that probability.

In support of the antecedent probability that Irenaeus was
a Greek, it is to be noticed that:

I. The facts and dates of the early life of Irenaeus, so far

1 Stieren, Hallischo Encyklopaedie d. W. u. K., s. v. Irenacus, note 2.

2 Ibid,, n. 71. Massoet Diss. ii. § 51. Erasmi Epist. nuncupatoria.

8 Ecclesine Anglicanae Vindex Catholicus, 1841. History and Theology of the
Three Creeds, 1854. Ho has also published Prolusio Academica on Prov. viii.
22, and University Sermons.

¢ Athenacum, 1858, Vol. i. p. 117. Mr. Harvey speaks of the preparation of
one of the appendices to the work as ‘ having kept him at work for several
weeks during the summer months from five, and even four, o’clock in the morn-
ing till eloven at night.”

§ Bib. Sac. Vol. xvi. p. 250; Journal of Sac. Lit., Vol. xxi. p. 208 ; M‘Clin-
tock and Strong’s Cyclopaedis, s. v. Ircnaeus.

¢ Journal of Sac. Lit,, l.c. ; M‘Clintock, ete., ).c.; Ante-Nicene Christian Li-
brary, Ircnaeus, Vol. i. p. xviii.

7 Ante-Nic. Lib. 1. ¢. p. 14, n. 8.

¢ Thess arguments will be quoted in full when we come to examine them,
they may be found, i. p. cliii 8q. ; cf. i. Preface, p. v.
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as they can be ascertained, leave no room for the hypothesis
that he was a Syrian.

Our knowledge of Ircnaeus begins with the undisputed
fact that he was the pupil of Polycarp. Let us look at the
oft~quoted passage in the letter of Irenaeus to Florinus,
which describes this connection :

“For I saw thee when I was still a boy (mals & &) in Lower
Asia, in company with Polycarp, while thou wast faring prosperously
in the royal eourt, and endeavoring to stand well with him. For I
distinctly remember (Swaprmpovedw) the incidents of that time better
than events of recent occurrence; for the lessons received in child-
bood (éx maidwv), growing with the growth of the soul, become
identified with it; so that I can describe the very place in which
the blessed Polycarp used to sit when he discoursed, and his goings
out and his comings in, and his manner of life, and his personal ap-
pearance, and the discourses which he held before the people, and
how he would describe his intercourse with John, and with the rest
who bhad seen the Lord, and how he would relate their words.
And whatsoever things he had heard from them about the Lord,
and about his miracles, and about his teaching, Polycarp, as having
received them from eye-witnesses of the life of the Word, would
relate altogether in accordance with the Scriptures. To these (dis-
courses) I used to listen at the time with attention, by God’s mercy
which was bestowed upon me, noting them down, not on paper, but
in my heart; and by the grace of God I constantly ruminate upon
them faitbfally (ywyoiws). And I can testify in the sight of God,
that if the blessed and apostolic elder had heard anything of this
kind [referring to the doctrines of Florinus], he would have cried
out and stopped his ears, and said, after his wont, ¢ O good God, for
what times hast thou kept me, that ‘I should endure such things?’
and would even have fled from the place where he was sitting or
standing when he heard such words.”?

1. We notice here, that Irenaeus was very young when
he first saw Polycarp. ¢ Still a boy,” “in childhood,”
with a similar expression in the Adversus Haereses: “(Poly-
carp) whom we also saw in the first age of our life,’2

1ii. p. 4718qq. Translation by Dr. Lightfoot, Contemp. Rev., May 1875, p.
833

3il. p. 12; v 7 wpdry dudr Haig. Oxford Trans., p. 208,
Vor. XXXIV. No. 184. 37
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together with the style and details of his recollections,! and
his description of the youthful memory which retained them,?
all point to a period of life which begins, perhaps, about the
eighth year. And the date is fixed by the reference to the
royal court, according to an ingenious and appropriate sug-
gestion of Dr. Lightfoot.

“About the year 186, T. Aurelius Fulvus was proconsul of Asia
(Waddington, Fastes des provinces Asiatiques, p. 724). Within two
or three years from his proconsulate he was raised to the imperial
throne, and is known as Antoninus Pius. Florinus may have be-
longed to his suite, and Irenaeus in after years might well call the
proconsul’s retinue, in a loose way, the ‘ royal court’ by anticipation.
This explanation gives a visit of sufficient length, and otherwise fits
in with the circumstances.”?

This conjecture, combined with the preceding inferences,
seems to show that Irenaeus was at least eight years old in
A.D.136. And this accords with the approximate date which

“Irenacus gives for his own birth. Speaking of the Apocalyptic
vision, he tells us, ¢“at no long time ago was it seen, but
almost in our generation, in the end of Domitian’s reign.” 4
The end of Domitian’s reign is A.n. 96, and if we take a
generation & roughly, as twenty-five to thirty years, and allow

1 Cf. A. Reville in Rev. d. Deux Mondes, Feb. 1863, p. 1008 ; Beav:n, Account
of 8. Irenacus, p. 2 8q.

2 Cf. Dr. Lightfoot, Contemp. Rev., May 1875, p. 834.

% Contemp. Rev., May 1875, p. 833 sq., note. The rest of thg note shows
that no other reference has so much in its favor as this to 4.p. 136. Dr. Light-
foot’s suggestion, may, perhaps, have been anticipated by Tillemont, who,
however, did not elaborate it. Cf. his Hist. Eccles., Vol. ii. p. 362, and note.
“ A la cour de Pempereur.” ' D’Adrien, qui fut souvent en Orient jusqu’en
184, ou plutet d’ Antonin puisque S. Irenée ne naquit apparemment que vers I'an 120.”
A.D. 120 is exactly the date Dr. Lightfoot (Contemp. Rev., Aug. 1876, p. 415)
assigns for the birth of Irenaeus on the basis of his note, which we have quoted
fn the text. Bitill it must be doubted whether Tillemont (who put Polycarp’s
martyrdom as late as about 167) does not mean the Emperor’s journey in the
East, A.D. 154~157 (cf. Lipsius Zeitschr. fiir wissensch. theol. 1874, p. 190) rather
than his proconsular stay there in 136.

4ii. p. 410; OB} vip wpd woAroD xpdror twpdon, &M oxe8dr Exl 1iis dueripas
yereds, xpds 7@ TéAes Tis Aowriarod kpxiis. Oxford Trans,, p. 521.

& Cf. Leimbach. Zeitschr. fiir Lutber. theol. 1874, p. 472 5q., ibid. 1878, p.
626 &q.; Dr. Lightfoot, Contsmp. Rev., Aug. 1876, p. 415 note.
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o little margin for the almost, we reach the conclusion that
the birth of Irenaeus is to be placed A.p. 125-130. If the
date A.p. 136 is to be accepted, then Irenaeus could hardly
have been born later than A.p. 128, and it was possibly
several years earlier; Dr. Lightfoot suggests a.p. 120.
Leimbach and, following him, Hilgenfeld! have decided for
about A.p. 126. I am inclined to think that the expressions
used in the letter to Florinus point to an earlier age than
sixteen, and the more probable inference from the date of
the Apocalypse is in favor of a later date than a.p. 120. In
this connection the opinions of earlier authorities deserve
notice.

“Those who have placed it (the birth of Irenaeus) as late as
AD. 140, have chosen this date on the ground of the relation of
Irenaeus to Polycarp in his old age,® and on the supposition that
Polycarp was martyred A.p. 167. Since, however, it has recently
been shown that Polycarp suffered A.p. 155 or 156, it may be pre-
sumed that these critics would now throw the date of his pupil’s
birth some ten or twelve years farther back, i.e. to about A.p. 128
or 130.”*

Thus the testimony here cited would be in favor of A.D.
128 rather than 120. Therefore, while all is guesswork,
perhaps about A.p. 126 is the most probable date. All,
however, that we need to establish here is, that Irenaeus
first listened to Polycarp in early boyhood, and this, while
implied in his language to Florinus, is confirmed by all the
data.

1 Leimbach. 1. c. Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. fiir wissensch. theol. 1874, p. 819.

2 It should be mentioned, as Dr. Lightfoot notes, (as also Leimbach, Lc. 1878,
p. 620) that these authorities had an unsound reason for their late date of Ire-
naeus, since they connected xdvv ympardos (il. p. 12) with the time when Irenaeus
saw Polycarp, not, as the order plainly indicates, with the time of his martyr-
dom, — b xal Hueis dwpdeauer &v 7§ wpdirp Audy Hixla dxl woAd ydp wapéueive,
xal wdvv ynpardos, &rdfwr xal dmiparéorara paprvpoas, &fA0e Tov Biov.

8 Quoted from Dr. Lightfoot, Contemp. Rev., Aug. 1876, p. 415. For the
new date of Polycarp’s martyrdom, ¢f. Waddington, Memoires de ’Academie
des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres, Tom. xxvi. Part i. 1867, p. 203 sqq. Lipsius,
Zeitschr. fir wissensch. theol. 1874, p. 188sqq. Hilgenfeld, ibid., pp. 120,
note, 325 sq. Gebhardt, Zeitschr. fiir hist. theol., 1875, p. 377 sqq. Dr. nght-
foot, Contemp. Rev., May 1875, p. 838.
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2. It is to be noticed, secondly, that Irenaeus remained
some time as a pupil of Polycarp. The style of the refer-
ences to the venerable elder point to this. The minute
acquaintance with his ways and habits, the constant reference
to certain actions as customary with him, even to the prediction
of what he would do and say under certain circumstances, —
the fact, in short, that Irenaeus had learned Polycarp by
heart,—indicates a prolonged intercourse. = The expression,
“in the first age of our life,” would sanction a similar in-
ference. There are hints, moreover, that Irenaeus was with
Polycarp at, and therefore probably up fo, a very late period
in the life of the latter. In his letter to Victor, Irenaeus
speaks of Polycarp’s visit to Rome, and gives details of his
discussions with Anicetus and their agreeing to differ on
the subject of the Eucharist.! In another place, speaking of
the same visit to Rome, he asserts that Polycarp ¢ converted
to God’s church many of the forementioned heretics,” and
describes minutely his meeting with Marcion, which was
prooably, at the same time and place.? When, therefore, we
find that Polycarp was in Rome only a year or two before
his martydom, and that Irenaeus was probably in Rome at
the time his teacher was martyred,® we reach the presump-
tion (against which, so far as I know, nothing can be alleged)
that Irenaeus was the companion of the aged Polycarp on
his journey to Rome, and was left there, when the latter
returned to meet his end in Smyrna. The probability,then, —
for it is, of course, no more,~—seems to be, that Irenaeus
was a pupil of Polycarp from early boyhood to developed
manhood. Hence, if he ever learned Syriac, it must have

1ii p. 476. Oxford Trans., p. 541 8q.

2ii. p. 12sqq. Oxford Trans., p. 208. Zahn (Ignatius von Antiochien, p.
478) thinks that the meeting with Marcion did not occur in Rome; but cf.
Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. fir wissensch. theol., 1874, p. 833, and note, Lipsius, ibid.,
p- 206 and note.

8 This information is contained in a note at the end of the Moscow Ms. of the
Martyrium Polycarpi, and may be found in Pat. Apost. Opp., edd. Gebharde,
Harnack, Zahn. Pars. i. Fasc. ii. (1876), p. 167 sq. Gebhardt (Zeitschr. fir
hist. theol., 1875, p. 368). A. Harnack (Zeitschr. fiir Kirchengesch., 1876, p.

121). Dr. Lightfoot {Contemp. Rev., Aug. 1876, p. 417 note), all agree with
Zahn, in thinking it probable that Irenacus was than in RPama



1877.] IRENARUS OF LYONS, 298

been (as Mr. Harvey assumes) before he first saw Polycarp.
Let us try to unite hypothetically the two theories.

On Mr. Harvey’s supposition Irenaeus was born in Syria,
and early instructed in the Syriac Scriptures. So intense
was his application and so earnest his study, that a great
part of the New Testament was, word for word, impressed
on his memory. This will be conceded by any one who will
carefully examine the numerous (over one hundred) texts
in which Irenaeus deviates (according to the theory) from
his Greek text to follow the Syriac. They occur in every
book from Matthew to 1st Timothy. They are often con-
cerned with changes so slight as to be retained only by a
very accurate verbal memory, which Irenaeus does not seem
to have possessed.! These changes appear, many of them,
in passages that would, among us at least, scarcely interest,
or be retained by, the youthful mind. And often they are
suddenly discovered in a passage of such length that it must
have been copied bodily from the writer’s Greek Bible man-
uscript, proving that the influence of memory was, in these
places, strong enough directly to indace a change of reading.
To crown all, this marvellous memory was exercised in the
“Adversus Haereses” fifty years, if not more, after the
* writer said farewell to the Syriac Scriptures. For he was
removed to Smyrna, learned Greek, and, in early boyhood,
he was listening easily and attentively to Polycarp, in the
newly adopted language. Such a mental history is extra-
ordinary to the point of incredibility when no hint of it
appears ; and, no doubt, it is Mr. Harvey’s consciousness of
this which leads him to extend the term ¢ the first age of
our life” to the thirtieth year2 But the facts and dates

1For, he writes it Siloa for Bethesda, ii. p. 166; High-priest’s daughter,
for daughter of ruler of synagogue, ii. p. 355; three spies for two, ii. p. 224;
omits all mention of John, Luke vii. 51, i. p. 339 ; quotes a verse from Mark,
which is not found in that Gospel, ii. p. 158 ; after quoting 1 John ii. 18 cites
2 John 7 as from the aforementioned epistle, ii. pp. 86, 89 ; refers one passage to
Isaiah and Jeremiah — it is found in neither, ii. pp. 108, 228 ; cf. Justin, Dial. ¢.
Tryph. e. 72.

*ip.clv.; cf.p. 38, n.1; il p. 12, 0. L.
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of the early life of Irenaeus (though probabilities are all we
have to show for them) destroy the chronological basis of
Mr. Harvey’s theory.

II. The education of Irenaeus is strong evidence of his
Greek nationality, and its wide range makes an additional
Syriac education very improbable — there is not room for
both. Let us notice the names of some of the authors cited
by Irenaeus, as evidence of his education.! Homer’s Odyssey
and Tliad were so well known to him that he even makes a
cento of lines from all parts of them, to illustrate the absurd
combinations of the gnostics? Four other references to
Homer may be noticed.? Hesiod, Empedocles, Stesichorus,
Aesop, Pindar, Sophocles, Antiphanes, Menander, Anaxilaus,}!
all come in for a familiar allusion. A few names of Greek
philosophers may also be mentioned — those being aelected
to whose opinions reference is made. Thales, Anaximander,
Anaxagoras, Pythagoras, Democritus, Epicurus, and espec-
ially Plato,® are thus cited. Aristotle, the Stoics, and the
Cynics are noticed.® Such a list of allusions in a work
which has no immediate and special reference to philosophy,
‘argues a wide acquaintance with Greek literature.

At least equal to his classical learning was the familiarity
of Irenaeus with early Christian literature. There is scarcely -
a work that has been preserved to our time from which he does
not borrow, and there are some of which we know only what
Irenaeus tells us.” Clement of Rome,® Hermas,® Ignatius,®

1 Cf. Stieren, De fontibus Irenaei, § 19 8q.; Ziegler, Irenaeus, p. 17 &q.

3i. p. 87. It may be objected that Irenaeus perhaps only quoted ths cento,
but in any case he assigns the different lines to their respective places and
speakers with an ease which shows he could have construeted the cento.

8 i. pp. 110, 289, 322 ; ii. p. 258.

4. pp. 296, 226, 294, 199, 275, 326 ; i. p. 856 ; i. pp. 287, 315, 118.

* i. pp. 289, 290, 299, 291 ; Plato, i. pp. 293, 293, 294, 378 ; ii. pp. 135, 136,

S . pp. 295, 296, 873,

1 E.g. the writings, or lectures, of the elders, and the treatise of Justin against
Marcion ; cf. Euseb. H. E. iv. 11 ; Phot. cod., 125 (Semisch, Justin der Mirtyrer,
i p.57).

*i. p. 10,

* i p. 218,

i, p. 403. Cf. Pat. Apost. Opp., odd. Gebbardt, Harnack, Zahn. Pars. i.
Fasc. 2 (1876), p. 331, and the references there giv—
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Polycarp,! and Tatian 3 are quoted and referred to by name.
There is at least one exact verbal parallel in Irenaeus to
the epistle to Diognetus.® Several echoes of the Epistle
of Barnabas must be noticed, and they are too numer-
ous and too exact to be indirect! Irenaeus probably
borrowed largely, especially in the exegesis of certain pas-
sages, from elders® of whom we know definitely nothing
further. So extensive and detailed are these references to
¢ the elders,” that Dr. Lightfoot supposes notes of lectures
heard by Irenaeus to be their source.® Papias of Hierapolis
is responsible for ¢ considerable parts of the fifth book of
Irenaeus.” ? But greater than to any other writer are the
obligations of Irenaeus to Justin Martyr. Twice Irenaeus
cites him by name. Further, Semisch has collected from
Irenaeus eight quotations taken from the First Apology, the
Trypho, and the Fragment on the Resurrection® I am

1ji. pp. 18, 14.

2i. p. 220; ii. p. 180. There is, howover, here no quotation of the works of
"Tatian, but only of his doctrine. The works of the other Greck apologists,
Athenagoras and Theophilus, could hardly be accessible to Irenaeus when he
wrote.

$ Ep. ad Diognetum, c. vii. (p. 310 ed. Hefele) 8id ydp ob wpdoeor: bef. Cf.
Irenaeus, ii. p. 288.

¢ Christ laid aside his glory because man could not have endured the sight of
§t. Ep. Barnab. c. iv. ; Iren. ii. p. 203 ; Isa. 1. 8,9, quoted in a peculiar reading
Ep. Barnab. c. vi., Iren. ii. p. 268, very different from the same quotation Justin
i. Apol. c. 38 or the LXX. Milk (or butter) and honey as the first food of an in-
fant, used to explain Ex. xxxiii. 3, Ep. Barnab. c.vi.; Isa. vii. 15, Iren. ii. p.
116. This parallel, however, cannot be insisted on, for the idea is a common
one, cf. Cotel. ad loc. (Ep. Barnab. c. vi). Allegorical interpretation of “ chewing
the cud,” Ep. Barnab. c. x.; Iren. ii. p. 340sq. ‘ Tho day of the Lord is as a
thousand years ” (Ps. xc. 4; 2 Pet. iii. 87), used to prove the end of the world
in 6000 years from its creation, Ep. Barnab. c. xv. ; Iren. ii. p. 403.

SE.g. 3 xpeloowr dudr, i. pp. 3, 119; ii. p. 95 ; wpeaBimys, i. p. 155 8q. ; ii.
PP- 238, 248, 251, 254, 831, 372, 428 bis. Cf. Dr. Lightfoot, Contemp. Rev., Oct.
1875, p. 840 8qq.; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. fiir wissensch. theol., 1874, p. 343 sq.

¢ Contemp. Rev., Oct. 1875, p. 841, note.

T Ibid., p. 845.

% ji. pp. 158, 898 ; cf. i. p. 220.

? Semisch (Jasdn der Mirtyrer, Breslau, 1840 ; i. pp. 59, 83, 148), gives 1
Apol. 15, Iren. i. p. 372; c. 23, i. p. 364;¢c. 12, ii. p. 8; c. 43, ii. 290 ; Dial c.
Tryph. c. 6, Iren. i. p. 383 ; c. 84, ii. p. 118; c. 110, ii. p. 273; de Resurr. c. 8,
Iren. ii. 835.



296 IRENAEUS OF LYONS. [April,

able to add to these a number of instances in which the
similarity of thought is too great to be accidental.! No doubt
a systematic comparison would greatly enlarge this list of
parallels from Justin; but these are enough, with those
which precede them, to suggest the extent and accuracy of
the acquaintance of Irenaeus with Christian literature. Let
it be remembered that we possess only a part of the works
of Irenaeus, and but a small fraction of that early literature
which he quotes.? As the treatises quoted were all written
in Greek, acquaintance with them creates, so far forth, a
presumption of Greek nationality.

It would seem probable that the studies which supplied
these references were prosecuted mainly before the departure
of Irenaeus from Asia Minor. Some of the books would
hardly be accessible in Gaul, and we know that the mis-
sionary zeal of Irenaeus led him to make so constant a use
of the language of that country that he felt it to be destruc-
tive of the elegance and polish of his vernacular style? We
may, perhaps, infer that during the period when he wrote

1 Apparent contradictions of Scripture, Tryph. c. 65 ; Iren. i. p. 351. wapé-
vos, Isa. vii. 14; Tryph. c. 67; Iren. ii. p. 110sqq. Authority of the LXX,
Tryph. c. 68; Iren. ii. p. 111 8qq. Symbolism of the Cross, 1 Apol. c. 54;
Tryph. c. 91; Iren.i.p. 339 ; ii. p. 272. Amalek destroyed by the cross, Tryph.
cc. 91, 131 ; Ep. Barnab. c. xii.; Iren. ii. pp. 232, 286. Christ in the burning
buash, 1 Apol. cc. 63, 63; Tryph. 60, 127 ; Iren. ii. p. 172. Prophecy unfulfitled
because to be realized in Christ, 1 Apol. c. 85; Iren. ii. pp. 2708q. Christ’s
descent into hell foretold by Jeremiah, Tryph. ¢. 72; Iren. ii. p. 228. Argument
for resurrection of the body, 1 Apol. c. 19; Iren. ii. p. 326. Eve and the Virgia
Mary, Tryph. c. 100; Ep. ad Diognet. ¢. xii. (p. 320 ed. Hefele); Iren. ii. p.
876. Simon and Helena, 1 Apol. c. 26 ; Iren. i. p. 1903qq. How Adam died
on the day of the fall (Ps. xc. 4; 2 Pet. iii. 8 1), Tryph. c. 81; Iren. ii. p. 387.
Moral freedom and respousibility, 1 Apol. c. 43; Iren. ii. p. 286 sqq. Etymol-
ogy of the word Satan, Tryph. c. 103 ; Iren. ii. p. 883. The Eucharist, 1 Apol.
ec. 13, 66 ; Tryph. cc. 41, 70, 117; TIren. ii. pp. 197 #q., 318 sq,, etc.

2 To take a single example which will illustrate the probability that Irensens’s
obligations to Christian literature were far beyond what we can now detect ; we
know Justin wrote a work against all heresies (cf. 1 Apol. c. 26), as well as his
treatise against Marcion. Irenacus quotes the latter at least once, how much
more we can only guess, But the former would probably yield him a far greater
store of knowledge, if we may judge by the quotations of Hippolytus and
Epiphanius from Irenaeus.

3 i. p. 6 (praefatio}.
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the Adversus Haereses his Greek studies would be principally
confined to those heretical treatises which he undertook to
refute.! The Greek education of Irenaeus makes it probable
that he was a Gireek ; since it is too thorough to be a secon-
dary layer on previous Oriental learning, and too broad
to have left opportunity for the anterior acquisition of
Syriac.

III. Silence furnishes us with an argument against the
supposition that Irenaeus was a Syrian. Why does Irenaeus
nowhere speak of the Syriac language or literature, even
when he is dealing with gnostic teachers, many of whom
¢ learned their craft in Syria” ?2 Why did Irenaeus seek
to hide his Syrian origin? And how did he succeed in con-
cealing it not only from open mention, but even from the
slightest incidental allusion by himself or any of his contem-
poraries and near successors 22 Why, in short, did no one
ever suspect that Irenaeus was a Syrian, till the year 1857,
when a scholar, whose specialty is confessedly Syriac,* dis-
covers some Syriac analogies in the biblical quotations of
this Father, and infers his Syrian nationality ?

IV. We have already prepared the way to our last argn-
ment here — the consensus of authorities that Irenaeus was
a Greek. If we value, in such questions as this, the opinion
expressed by intimate friends, then should the conviction of
those who have long and laboriously made the acquaintance
of Irenaeus in his writings here carry weight as an argument
from the general impression received by them. That Ire-
neaus was a Greek is the almost unanimous opinion of those
who have made this Father a study.® Oecumenius is an

1 Cf. Stieren, de fontibus Irenaei, Harvey’s Irenacus, i. pp. 4, 242.

2L p. Ixv.

3 Those adduced by Mr. Harvey being omitted till their value is ascertained.

¢ Mr. Harvey’s edition of Irenseus shows this; cf. also Athenaecum, 1858,
Vol. i. p. 117,

* E.g. Dodwell, Grabe, Tillemont, Massuet, Stieren, Ziegler, Kling (in Herzog’s
Encyclopaedie), Reville, l.c. p. 1003 8. etc. Those who express no decided
opinion are, of course, not reckoned, e.g. Ante-Nic. Lib. Iren., i. p. xviii., McCline
tock and Strong’s Cyclopaedis, s.v. Irenaeus,

Vor. XXXIV. No. 134. 38



298 IRENAEUS OF LYONS. [April,

exception; but even with him the epithet ¢ Gallic’’ may be
intended rather for the bishop than for the man.!

Mr. Harvey’s theory has, therefore, against it the weight
of authority. We must conclude that —from the dates and
events of the life of Irenaeus, from his education as shown
in his writings, from his otherwise unnatural silence respect-
ing Syriac and kindred subjects, and from the consensus of
those (Mr. Harvey, of course, excepted) who are best quali-
fied to judge — there exists a strong antecedent probability
that Irenaeus was a Greek, and not a Syrian.

With this probability to aid us, let us proceed to examine
the arguments of Mr. Harvey.’

L ¢ The name Eipyvalos, of no common occurrence in Greek no-
menclature, may have been the substitute for some Syrian equivalent,
as Saul became Paul, and as the Orientally descended philosopher
Malcho became known by the adopted name of Porphyry ; the more
obvious equivalent, Basileides, having been already appropriated by
a predecessor from the East.”?

It is true, Irenaeus is not & common name ; but it is not
very rare. Besides appearing at least six times in Attic
monumental inscriptions, it was borne by an epigrammatic
poet of the anthology, by an Alexandrian grammarian (Pa-
catus), and, later, by a bishop of Tyre The analogy of
Saul and Paul is of no weight here; for it is a change
from Hebrew to Latin for a person who spent most of his
subsequent life among Greeks, and we do not know either
the motive or the nature of the change. Paul i3 not a trans-
lation of Saul. Perhaps the best conjecture is that it was
Saul’s Roman name as a citizen of Tarsus, and therefore
naturally used by his Gentile friends.# On the other hand,
Irenaeus is (by the supposition) a translation from Syriac
to Greek. There is no assignable motive for the change;

1 Stieren, Hallische Encyklop. p. 858. Fenardent, de vita Irenaei.

2 This argument would seem to be borrowed from Dodwell (Diss. in Iren.
{Oxon. 1689), Diss. v. § 1), who attaches no weight to it.

3 Stephani Thesaur. 8.v. Elpnraios; cf. also Pape, Worterbuch der Gricch.
Eigennamen, p. 336. An Irenaeus, bishop of Ululi, attended the Council of

Carthage, A.p. 256.
¢ Bmith’s Bible Dict., s.v. 8aul, No. 8.
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since, if it had been made in order to be understood, we
should expect that later, in Gaul, he would alter his name
(like his namesake, the grammarian) to Pacatus. The
change from Malcho to Porphyry is appropriate, so far that
it is a translation, though a loose one ; but it is obvious that
many ‘motives might lead a Neo-platonist philosopher to
translate his name, particularly when that name meant
“ king,” and could be rendered (as we should say) ¢ born
in the purple.” But no such motives would apply in the
case of this modest Christian Father ; no advantage would
accrue from translating & name meaning peaceable. Of
course, the most natural supposition is that Irenaeus was the
only name this Father ever bore; since there is no trace
whatever of any other, and since it is probable, on other
grounds, that he was a Greek.

I1. “Irenaeus apologizes for his roughness of style, as betraying
the conscious imperfection of a writer who is not handling his own
vernacular language, and hardly feels at home with the idioms that
force of circumstances has compelled him to use. If Greek had
been his native tongue, there would have been little danger that his
style should be debased through barbarian contact.”

The apology referred to runs thus:

“ But thou wilt not require of us, who dwell among Celts, and
converse for the most part in a foreign language, skill in discourse
which we have not learned, nor power of composition which we
have not practised, nor eloguence of phrase, nor persuasiveness, of
which we know nothing. Rather in simplicity and truth and plain-
ness the things which are written to thee lovingly, thou wilt Jovingly
accept, and what is more, wilt cherish them within thyself, as being
more competent than we are, receiving them from us as a kind of
seeds and principles. That which we have briefly expressed, thoun
wilt cause to bear much fruit in the wide field of thine understanding,
and wilt forcibly represent to them that are with thee what we have
but faintly detailed.”?

The general tenor and tone of this preface, laudatory of
the reader, deprecatory of the writer, is perfectly natural
and usual in an ancient work, without any suspicion of the

1 Oxford Trans. pp. 2 &q.
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use by the author of a language not his own.! There is here
no apology for “ roughness of style,” but only for plainness
and simplicity ; and the reason given for it is not the general
“barbarian contact,” but the specific ¢ converse for the most
part in a foreign language.” It is difficult to see why Mr.
Harvey should assume that, if Irenaeus were a native Greek,
his style would not thus suffer in point of rhetorical elegance.
It is an experience familiar to any one who has resided for
some years in & foreign land, and used its language almost
exclusively, that his command over the literary resources of
his vernacular becomes very much weakened, even while his
power of conducting an ordinary conversation with a fellow-
countryman remains comparatively unimpaired. Most foreign
missionaries can bear testimony to the truth of this; and
Irenacus was a Greek missionary sent to the Gauls of the
Rhone valley. It appears, then, that this apology, in all its
details, is perfectly natural from a Greek who was compelled
to be constantly using the Celtic or the Latin language. The
very expression SdpBapov dudhexrov for a foreign language
marks the writer as a Greek.? Further, this apology would
be unnatural, almost disingenuous, in one who was really
writing in a foreign language, since it fails to mention that
fact here, where, if anywhere, it would be expected.

Another fact should be noticed in this connection. It
would certainly be a strange thing for Irenaeus, if a Syrian,
to discuss the style of an author who used the Greek lan-
guage. Yet we know, from his own words, that he wrote a
treatise on the  transpositions ”’ so common in the Pauline
Epistles.?

But the style of Irenacus does not need the apology, for
it is neither * rough ’ nor ‘ debased.” We have seen that
the terms of the apology could not be used to prove that
Irenacus wrote in a foreign language. Now we may advance
a step, and assert that the apology proves nothing but the

1 If an instance be needed, cf. Cyprian, Epist. ad Donatam.
2 Cf. Ziegler, Irenacus, p. 14.
3 ji. p. 25.
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modesty of Irenaeus and his devotion to the missionary work.
For the style of his book nowhere betrays the defects he
mentions. On the contrary, the style of the Adversus
Haereses, which even Mr. Harvey does not impeach, is a
strong argument-for the Greek nationality of its author.!
It will be enough, in this connection, to illustrate the fact,
that from Jerome to Ziegler there has been a great unanimity
of opinion on this subject.

Jerome bears witness ¢ that the books of Irenaeus against
heresies are written in a most learned and eloquent style.”
And Massuet adds : ¢ The Greek text, so far as preserved,
is elegant, polished, and dignified, and couched in terms
appropriate, expressive, and befitting both the subjects treated
and the thought and purpose of Irenaeus.” 2

Even more to our present point, Ziegler: ¢ His manage-
ment of the Greek, in spite of all his modest words, displays,
even in his first book,—alone preserved to us entire in
the original,—a command over the language and a facility
in its use which would be very surprising in one who was not
a Greek.” 3 And even Erasmus, who supposed the miserable
Latin translation to be the original, testifies that * the flow
of his discourse on subjects so difficult and obscure is yet
elegant, clear, methodical, and connected.”” # It is true some

1 Cf. Ziegler, Irenaeus, p. 14.

2 Massuet, Diss. ii. § 51. “ Hieronymus optimus styli aestimator, testatur in
sun ad Theodoram viduam epistola, Irenaei libros Adversus Haereses doctissimo
¢t cloquentissimo sermone composilos esse . . . . . Graecus textus, qui superest, cle-
gans est, nitidus et gravis, verbisque constat propriis significantibus, ac tum ad
res ipsas, tum ad Irenaei mentem et scopum accommodatissimis.”’—Cf. §4§ 4, 44.
Also Tert. in Val. ¢. 5; Hier. in Ezech. c. 36 ; Tillemont, Hist. Eccles. Vol. iii.
p. 80.

8 Ziegler, Irenseus, p. 14. “ Seinc Handhabung des Griechischen l&sst, trotz
aller bescheidenen Worte, auch schon in dem ersten, uns allein vollstindig
Griechisch erhaltenen, Buche seines Werkes, eine Herrschaft iiber dic Sprache
und eine Leichtigkeit in ihrem Gebrauche erkennen, dic bei einem Nichtgriechen
schr in Verwunderung setzen miisste.”

4 Erasmi Epist. nuncupatoria : * Sermonis cursus in rcbus tam spinosis ac
perplexis, immo fastidii plenis, dilucidus, digestus, ac sibi cohaerens.”” — Cf,
Dr. Lightfoot, Contemp. Rev., Aug. 1876, p. 418. * His (Ircnaeus’s) work is
systematic and occasionally shows great acnteness.”
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minor criticisms have been made, not wholly without justice,
on the style of Irenaeus; but ncne of these are such as to
affect his nationality.!

We conclude, then, the style of Irenaeus gives no ground
for the supposition that he was a Syrian, but, on the contrary,
strongly supports his Greek origin. Any lingering doubt
on this subject may be dispelled by a comparison of the style
of Epiphanius the Syrian with the Greek of Irenaeus.

IIL. “ A respectable knowledge of the Hebrew tongue. It is
hoped, also, that the Hebrew attainments (see General Index,
Irenaseus — knowledge of Hebrew) of Irenaeus will no longer be
denjed.”*

This is all that Mr. Harvey says, in general; so we pass
to the particular instances adduced. A few words, howerver,
are necessary to show where the argument hinges. Mr.
Harvey ascribes every mistake to the ignorance of the
transcribers; so that we shall have to distinguish between
probable and improbable errors of transcription. I accept
most of Mr. Harvey’s explanations of the truth at bottom,
and heartily believe %im to be a learned and acute Oriental
scholar ; but I cannot beg the question, and refer all mistakes
to transcribers or (really Syrian) heretics, ¢ because the
errors are unworthy of the venerable Father.””? The fact
that Origen alone of the Ante-Nicene Fathers knew Hebrew,

1 E.g. Brit. and For. Evang. Rev., Jan. 1869, pp. 3 8q. ; Ante-Nic. Lib., Iren.
Vol. i. p. xvii. ; Reville, in Rev. d. Deux Mondes, Feb. 1865, p. 1007. So far as
these criticisms do not apply to the Latin translation only, they scem to be
founded on an unhistorical undervaluation of the importance, in the sccond
century, of fully exposing the absurdities of the gnostics and of reiterating the
arguments against them. As an extreme instance of this, cf. Theol. of Early
Chr. Church, by Dr. J. Bennett (Lond. 1855), p. 21. “ We cannot wonder that
the well-intentioned Father (Irenacus) was blamed by his contemporaries (*) for
8o deeply exploring and publishing to the world the ravings of madmen, of
which & full length report forms his first book. The second is a repetition of
what did not deserve to bo told once, and an attempt to reason with men who
set reason at defiance.” What would those German critics who affirm that
Irenaeus did not sufficiently realize the importance of gnosticism, say to this?

4. Preface, p. v.

8 Cf. notes ; i. pp. 334, 386,
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and even he imperfectly,! joined to the probability, previously
set forth, that Irenaeus was a Greek, makes a more critical
estimate necessary.

The first instances adduced by Mr. Harvey to prove the
reality and extent of the Hebrew attainments of Irenacus
are the two Marcosian formulae.?

We cite the Greek as more secure from error than the Latin.
Here is the first: "AAot 8& "Efpuixd Tova dvdpara drkéyovay, mpos o
pardAov keramAifacbar Tols Tesioupévovs, olrws* Baoeud yopood)
Peaiavops poralla povads, xovords BaBopdp xalaybet. Tovrwv & 4
dpunrela dori Towadry ‘Yrip wicay Svvapw Tob maTps drwalotpar pos
Svopaldpevoy, xal wveipa dyabov, xal {wi ore & cdpare ¢Bachevoas.
Mr. Harvey restores the text of the formula thus: Bacend *Axapdd
*ABa oba votpa piordpua Pota Saxovdoe Badovpray perdybe. These
words {he adds] are Syriac, and mean: In nomine sophise Patris,
et Lucis, quae vocata est spiritus Sanctitatis, in Redemptionem
angelicam. Now, Iaccept Mr. Harvey’s explanation, and am willing
to concede that ignorant transcribers might have made the formula
of the text out of Mr. Harvey’s ; though I think it probable Irenaeus
did not write it fanltlessly. For-—and this is noteworthy —
Irenaeus says it was Hebrew, Mr. Harvey shows it to be Syriac,
Irenaeus says it means one thing, Mr. Harvey something differing
from that toto coelo. Mr. Harvey knows much Hebrew and Syriac,
and is probably right. The inference is irresistible that Irenaeus
knows little Hebrew, less Syriac, and is inextricably wrong. It is
inconceivable that ‘Efpaixd is a transcriber’s error for Supukd, or
the translation in the Greek a simple distortion of that which Mr.
Harvey gives ; especially as the Latin text, which has an eatirely
independent history, gives the whole in an exactly similar rendering.*

1 Blant, Early Fathers, p. 158 (but Hegesippus perhaps knew Hcbrew (cf.
Euseb. H. E. iv. 22}, and Melito of Sardis was certainly acquainted with both
Hebrew and Syriac, cf. Otto, Corp. Apol. Vol. ix. pp. 874 sq., 418 ; Euseb. H. E.
iv. 22; Etheridge, Horae Aramaicae, p. 46, note 2; Dr. Lightfoot, Contemp.
Rev., Feb. 1876, p. 479).

2i. pp. 183, 184 ; cf. Hitzig, Gebet der Marcosier erklirt., Zeitschr, fiir wis-
sensch. theol. 1858, p. 813 8qq.

8 If Irenaeus did not distinguish Hebrew and Aramaic (cf. note 4, p. 306),
we can lay no stress on the difference of *“ Hebrew ” and * Syriac” here.

4 Except that &yaddv is untranslated in the Latin, as in the second formula
Christi is unrepresented in the Greek.
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If these simple words are not copied with approximate correctness,
then no part of our textis to be trusted. The second formula, being
exactly like the first in the knowledge (or ignorauce) of Hebrew
displayed, may be omitted. We come next to some Hebrew ety-
mologies.! ¢ Jesus autem nomen secundum propriam Hebraeorum
linguam, literarum est duarum et dimidiae, sicut periti eorum dicunt,
gignificans Dominum qui continet coelum et terram, quia Jesus
secundum antiquam Hebraicam linguam coelum est, terra autem
iterum sura usser dicitur. Verbum ergo quod coelum et terra habet,
ipse est Jesus.” The truth at the bottom of this seems to be that »h,
the abbreviation of the Hebrew for Jesus (ywirm), may possibly be
counted as two and a half letters; though this is a matter of con-
jecture, no instances of such counting being adduced from rabbinical
writings by any editor. %57 contains the initials of rmirm, oyd, y )
(though of course in the last word the initial is and (1Y), the first
letter of earth being R), Jchovah, heaven, and earth; and “sura
usser ” is gibberish pure and simple, in spite of Mr. Harvey’s efforts
to interpret it essentially thus: sura — s'ma — ©"9®. usser —
user = uers = Y78 (1)

It is easy to see that making Jesus signify “ Dominum eum qui
continet coclum et terram” on the true basis referred to, is & mistake
of ignorance, not of transcription; and the exposition is in other
ways too distorted to be, in its errors, solely the work of copyists.
Not to be tedious by noting all the details, let us merely remark,
that Irenaeus makes the whole statement not on his own aunthority
(as one with a knowledge of Hebrew would, cf. Epiphanius), but
introduces it with “sicut eorum periti dicunt,” which is conclusive
as to this Father’s well-founded modesty on the subject of Hebrew.

The next instance in order is in the text & hopeless tangle on the
subject of the Hebrew alphabet? Mr. Harvey has certainly done
more than any previous authority to show that it is possible some
truth may have originally given rise to a statement now so obscure ;
but to father the simple assertion of that truth on Irenaeus, in the
face of the present text, is impossible. It would take so long and
be so fruitless to go into this thoroughly, that we can only recom-
mend those who suspect we are shirking a strong argument to read
Mr. Harvey’s potes, and judge for themselves how much of the
Hebrew belongs to Irenaeus, how much to his learned editor. And

14, p. 354, 1 p. 335 0g.
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here it is appropriate to add that Mr. Harvey’s notes? show either
an entire ignorance or a profound knowledge of Hebrew in Irenaeus
—a knowledge superior to that displayed by Epiphanius, the
Syrian. The words Baruch,? Eloae and Elocuth, Adonai, Sabaoth,
Jaoth and Jasth ? are all discussed ; but I will not weary the reader
with a succession of mistakes like those we have reviewed.

It is worth while to compare with these evidences of the
Hebrew attainments of Irenaeus the manner and matter of
the references to that language in the Panarion of Epipha-
nius. Here we have a real Syrian, who possessed a respect-
able knowledge of Hebrew, and whose text cannot have
suffered more from the copyists than the Greek text of
Irenaeus; for it is the source from which most of the latter
is obtained.

The difference between Epiphanius and Irenaeus in point of He-
brew is salient; bat we have space only for a few references:* Scy-
tharum, Phares, names of sun and planets, Osseni, Tel Xai, and
especially Ps. cix. 8. Of course, Epiphanius makes mistakes, as e.g.
Sadducees, Jer. xvii. 9, adonai canani®; but they are very different
from the errors of Irenaeus, except where Epiphanius copies Irenaeus
without examination.!

By Epiphanius the Hebrew is clearly distinguished from
the LXX versionf and this brings us to Mr. Harvey’s last
argument in favor of the Hebrew attainments of Irenaeus.
He cites two texts, which are quoted in the fourth book of
Adversus Haereses in conformity with the Hebrew and
different from the LXX.

The first is Ps. cii. 26, “ mutabis eos, et mutabuntar,”? where the
LXX (Ps.ci. 26) has i\ifus, not d\\dfes. But among the var.

1 Cf. i. pp. 335, n. 4; 385, n.1; 386, n. 2; ii. p. 70, n. 8.

*i. p. 336.

3. pp. 384-387 ; cf. also Satan, ii. p. 383, another etymological error.

4 Ochler's edition of the Panarion; cf. also the notes of Petavius, on the
passages referred to.

5 i. pp- 87, 85, 87, 95, 97 ; ii. p. 387.

§i. p. 81 (cf. Bib. Dict. s.v. 8adducee), i. p. 275; ii. pp. 125, 546.

YE.g. i. p. 475.

 E.g. Ps. cix. 8, Vol. ii. p. 387; Isa. xxviii. 12, Vol. ii. p. 645.

?ii. p. 151, n. 2.

Vor. XXXIV. No. 134. 2
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lect. of the LXX! we have these authorities given for d\\dfets,
142. (mutabis), Vet. Lat., Vulg., and others. The reading dAAdfes
therefore may have been in the LXX of Irenacus,? or altered by
some Latin scribe to conform to the Vetus Latinum or to the
Vulgate. The second text is Mal. iv. 1, “et erunt stipula omnes
peccatores, qui faciunt injusta.”® The LXX has dA\hoyereis (5™1)
in place of peccatores (2*1); while Aquila and the Vulgate are
close to the Hebrew with Ymepndavols, superbi. But peccatores is
pot near enough to the Hebrew for any argument to be founded
upon it, especially as it stands alone. I have found no nearer par-
allel than the Vulgate, but the LXX of Irenaeus may have escaped
the mistake of the version we have. The Hebrew word used in this
passage (1) is translated in the LXX dvopos (Isa. xiii. 11) and
mapdvopos (Ps. cxviii. 85), either of which might be rendered by
peccator, while the direct translation from the Hebrew to the Latin
presents too wide a gap to be probable.

Not only does Irenaeus not distinguish the Hebrew readings
from the LXX version,* but be praises and uses the LXX to
the exclusion of the Hebrew.

To prove that virgo, not adolescentula, is the correct term,
Isa. vii. 14, he affirms the miraculous origin and inspired correctness
of the LXX which has mwapféves, against the veaws of Theodotion
and Aquila® It might be expected that a Hebrew scholar would
go back to rcbzn for his proof; or, at least, that one able to read
the original would not insist on the miraculous correctness of the
LXX, without ever mentioning the frequent disagreement of the two.

And the actions of Irenaeus are consistent with his words.
Without baving made any exhaustive examination of his Old
Testament quotations, about sixty places may be noted where
he has left the Hebrew to follow the LXX.® Even if it

1 Edd. Holmes et Parsons, Oxon. 1873,

2 As Mr. Harvey admits, cf. Heb. i. 12, aArdieis wD 43. d e f vg. am demid tol
ete. (Tdf.).

%ii. p. 158, n. 2.

4 Gellasius and Feuardent (on lib. ii. ¢. xxx. ¢ 5), maintain that Irenseus did
not distinguish the Aramaic dialect of Palestine from Old Testament Hebrew.

5 ji. pp. 110-115.

® Vol. i. p. 94, Ex. xvi. 18; p. 163, Isa. xiviii. 22; p 169, Gen.i. 2; p. 188, -
Ps. xxxiii. (xxxii.) 6; Vol. ii. pp. 23, 875, Ps. 1.{xlix.) 8; p. 23, Isa. xliv. 10;
xliii. 10; 1(3)Kings xviii. 21 ; p. 25, Deut. iv.19; p. 32, Isa. xi. 3; p. 36, Sam.
iv. 20; p. 87, Ps. xcv. (xciv.) 6; p. 45, Isa. xlii. 4+ ~ &4 Tant wvvii 0.«
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should be deemed barely possible to collect as many quota-
tions in which Irenaeus has followed the Hebrew where our
present LXX differs from it, it may be said that the LXX was
probably less faulty in the second century,! that such verses
may have been corrected by the influence of Latin versions,
and that we need a particular cause to account for a mistake,
but what is correct goes with the whole tide of probability.
Mr. Harvey is the first and only writer, so far as I can
discover, who has claimed for Irenaeus a knowledge of
Hebrew, and his proofs are precisely those given by Blunt
and Daillé? to prove the contrary. Stieren? Reville! and
the Ante-Nicene Library translator® all echo the words of
Massuet: “ Some sciolist seems to have palmed off this
stuff on our Irenaeus, who was but little versed in He-
brew.”® From the weakness of Mr. Harvey’s arguments,

84, Isa. ix. 6; p. 85, Isa. viii. 3; p. 86, Ex. xvii. 16; p. 88, Hab. iii. 2; p. 93,
Ps. li. (1.) 12 (18) ; p. 93, Ps. Ixviii. 9 (Ixvii. 10}; pp. 96, 266, Jer. xvii. 9; p.
102, Deut. xxxii. 4 ; p. 108, Isa. Ixiii. 9; pp. 109, 266, Ilab. iii. 3, 5; p. 118,
Isa. xxviii. 16; p. 120, Gen. ii. 5; p. 132, Ps. Ixix. 26 (1xvifi. 27) ; pp. 120, 203,
Gen. iv. 7; p. 147, Isa. xlii. 5; p. 150, Jer. iv. 22; p. 151, Isa. li. 6; p. 154,
Ps. xlix. 20 (xlviii. 21); p. 155, Dan. xiv. 3; p. 169, Isa. xlii. 10, 12; p. 172,
Ex. xx. 12; p. 178, Gen. xlix. 10, 12; pp. 174, 253, Deut. xxxii. 6; pp. 174,
375, Deut. xxviii. 66 ; p. 187, Ezek. xx. 24; p. 189, Deut. x. 16; p. 194, Ps,
1. (xlix.) 9 ; p. 195, Jer. vii. 8, 4; p. 196, Jer. vii. £1, Isa. lviii. 6; p. 220, Num.
xii. 8,1 (3)Kings xix. 12 ; p. 226, Dan. xiii. 42 ; p. 234, Jer. ix. 2; p. 235, Dan.
xii. 8; p. 238, Isa. ix. 17; p. 240, 1{3)Kings iv. 32; p. 265, Ps. xlv. 4 (xliv. 3,
4); p. 267, Jer. xv. 9; p. 268, Ps. xcix.(xcviil.) 1; p. 278, Jer. vii. 29; vi. 18;
PP- 279, 403, Gen. vi. 2; p. 304, Gen. iii. 15; p. 305, Ps. lviii. (Ivii.) 4; p. 337,
Ps. xxii. 30 (xxi. 31); p. 850, Isa. lvii. 16, xxv. 8; p. 860, Gen. ix. 5; p. 379.
Gen. ii. 16.

1 Cf. Semisch, Justin der Mirtyrer, i. p. 219. The case of Justin Martyr
(ibid. pp. 211-223), affords an instructive parallel to that of Irenacus, for while
the arguments in favor of his having known Hebrew are many times stronger
than for the same in Ircnaeus, yet Semisch concludes justly that a review of all
the cvidence is decidedly against Justin’s having known Hcbrew, and this
mainly from his exclasive use of the LXX, in which Irenacus follows him step
by step.

$ Blunt, Early Fathers, p. 167. Daillé, on the right use of the Fathers, p. 215.

8 Bd. of Irenaeus, Vol. i. p. 419, n. 2.

4 Rev. d. Deux Mondes, Feb. 1865, p. 1007.

8 Trans. of Irenaeus, Vol. i. p. 255, n. 8.

¢ 8ciolus quispiam, Irenaeo nostro in Hebraicis haud satis periw hic focum
fecisee viderur. Massuet (Paris, 1710), p. 170, n. 1. .
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from the instructive parallels with Epiphanius and Justin
Martyr, from the undue value attached by Irenaeus to the
LXX, from the opinions of authorities, we conclude that the
mediocrity of the Hebrew attainments of Irenaeus favors
the belief that he was a Greek.

IV. «A very perceptible familiarity with the Scriptures of the
New Testament in Syriac.” © The probability that he was born in
Syria, and having been instructed as a child in some Syriac version
of Scripture, was removed during the years of boyhood to Smyrpa.”
“A point of some interest will be found of frequent recurrence in
the notes ; which is, the repeated instances that scriptural quotations
afford of having been made by one who was as familiar with some
Syriac version of the New Testament as with the Greek originals.
Strange variae lectiones occur, which can only be explained by
referring to the Syriac version (see General Index, Syriac Analogies).
It will not be forgotten that S. Irenaeus resided in early life at
Smyrna; and it is by no means improbable that he may have been
of Syrian extraction, and instructed from his youth in some Syriac.
version of Scripture.!

The argument thus rests upon one hundred and five?
instances of Syriac analogy scattered through the libri quin-
que Adversus Haereses. The other arguments advanced
having been disposed of, the question of the nationality of
Irenaeus turns on the strength of this proof, we have a right
to demand —as Mr. Harvey admits —that these variae
lectiones ¢ can only be explained by referring to the Syriac
version,” and also that these variae lectiones shall bear
evidence by number, force, and probability of origin to
Irenaeus as their author.

The points which I shall endeavor to make against the
theory of Mr. Harvey are two.

1. The Syriac parallels do not necessarily® argue moro

14, Preface, p. v.

3 There are many more allusions to Syriac in the notes, but Mr. Harvey does
pot adduce them in support of his theory, and wisely ; for e.g. among those
thus omitted are twolve instances where Irenaens and the Peschito confessedly
differ (ii. pp. 41, n. 2; 53, n. 8; 55,n.2; 56,n0.4,5,8; 63,n.2; 65,0.3; 69,
n.1; 91,n.8; 362, n. 3; 383, n. 3).

8 Necessarily, because if it can be proved that the so-called Syriac analogies
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than a small amount of Syriac influence, and this is easily
explained.

2. From the New Testament citations of Irenaeus a much
stronger argument may be deduced for the use by him of
Codex Bezae, than that advanced by Mr. Harvey for his
familiarity with the readings of the Peschito. We proceed
to the examination of

1. The Syriac parallels do not necessarily argue more .
than a small amount of Syriac influence, and this is easily
explained. On the supposition that Irenaeus was a Greek to
what codex is it most natural to refer his biblical citations ?
There can be but one answer — to that older manuseript from
which, according to Scrivener, our present Codex Bezae was
copied, and of which he says ¢ it may well have been brought
into Gaul by Irenaeus and his Asiatic companions.” !

But we have a more complex problem here. Irenaecus
was probably translated into Latin about A.p. 200; since the
translation seems to have been used by Tertullian about
A.D. 2082 From that time to the tenth century (the date
of the earliest existing Latin M8. of Irenaeus, the Clermont)
the Latin text is entirely lost to view, and it is natural to
suppose that it underwent many changes from various Latin
transcribers. These scribes would naturally alter the bib-
lical citations of the text to the form of the version current
with them,? both as a needed emendation in their view, and
to save the trouble of translation. This practice probably
began with the first translator who seems to have had so
small a knowledge of Greek, and even Latin, that he would
be very glad to let a Latin version of the Scriptures save
him the labor of translating some of the nine hundred texta
cited by Irenaeus. So extensive has been this substitution

may be referred to another source, consistent with the Greek nationality of Ire-
naens, the antecedent probability turns the may into must,

1 8crivener, Codex Bezae, Introd. p. xlv.

2 Cf. Massuet, Diss. ii. § 53 ; Harvey’s Irenacus, i. p. clxiv.

$ For testimony on this point, cf. * Itala-Fragmenta der Panlinischen Briefe,
by L. Ziegler (Marburg, 1876), Proleg. §¢ 5, 21, 23.
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that Mill? takes it for granted that the ground text of the
Latin translation in the Scripture citations made by Irenaeus
is the old Latin, [disfigured, however, by interpolations from
later versions]. Sabatier also has a note on this subject.?
It will not be thought strange that the Latin scribe differed
8o much from the Greek in translating mere proof texts,
when we remember that the translator of Codex Bezae,
avowedly rendering that particular New Testament Codex
into Latin (a very diffcrent position from that of the inter-
preter of Irenaeus), swerves from the Greek in nineteen
hundred and nineteen instances? though in this case the
m8. is of the sixth century, and that of Irenaeus four cen-
turies later. In view of these facts it will not be thought
unfair that we aim to account for the readings ascribed by
Mr. Harvey to the Peschito, by reference to the Codex Bezae
and the old Latin versions, especially those classed by
Tischendorf as Italae Codices.

The Syriac analogies adduced by Mr. Harvey divide them-
pelves at the first glance into two classes: genuine parallels
with the Syriac Scriptures, and conjectural variae lectiones
from it. To this latter class we first turn our attention.

1. The authority of a conjecture is very small at the best.
A slight improbability is sufficient to put it on one side.

1 Proleg. in Nov. Test. § 608 ; pro saeculo isto hand facile credibilis apparet
Ttalici textus interpolatio.

2 On the reading of Irenaeus, 1 Tim. i. 4, Sabaticr, Biblia Sacra Latiuna, Vol.
iil. p. 866 (Paris ed.), “ Ex qno vel uno constat quod et ex aliis locis confirmari
potest, hunc interpretem Latinae lingnae rudem, in interpretandis variis scrip-
turae testimoniis versionem Latinam vulgatam sen Italicam usurpasse.” — Cf.
also Westcott, On the Canon (ed. iv. 1875), p. 253 and note, though he scarcely
appears to appreciate the complexity of the problem.

3 Scrivener, Codex Bezae, p. xxxix.

¢ The New Testament text (N.T.) taken as a standard is that of Tischendorf’s
eighth ed. crit. maj. *“ Tdf.” refers to the notes of the same. The abbreviations
used in that edition are employed bere, followed by the authority (Sab. Gb. La.
eic.), from whom the references arc taken. When no authority is given, the
references have been taken directly from editions of the different mss. Of course
the word Itala is used hero only as a convenient term, not a correct one. L.
Ziegler, Itala-Fragmenta der Paulinischen Briefe (Marburg, 1876), togother
with Ronsch’s well-known investigations, has shown that the word Itala has
properly only a very limited application.
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Much more the improbebility now accumulated against a
Syrian Irenaeus.

2. These conjectures are none of the best. With a few
exceptions they consist of conjectural alterations of the
Syriac text to something usually not slightly different in
sound and sense.!

3. Even if these conjectures were of salient likelihood
and authority, they would not apply here, for this is a case
of pure memory. On the supposition, Irenaeus, with no
Syriac Ms. before him, remembered certain peculiarities of
reading, and wrote them from memory into Greek. Now all
these conjectures rest either on a change of the text to
something which is supposed to sound like it, or from one
to the other of two different meanings of a Syriac word.
But the memory works by neither of these channels. We
remember quotations first, by their sense; second, possibly,
by the exact words as connected with the sense, and in ac-
cordance with this, errors of memory in the transmission of
Mss. are changes of order, of synonym, of pronouns and of
logical connectives.? But Mr. Harvey claims for Irenaeus a
memory occupied with similar or exactly reproduced sounds
apart from their sense. No argument can be drawn from
these conjectures in this case; for they are, if anything, pos-
sible errors of transcribers or translators.?

It may be well to attempt a brief explanation of the
various readings in Irenaeus which have given rise to these
conjectures.

We begin with eight instances in which the conjecture
hinges on the different meanings of some one Syriac word.

Suam legem ¢ contrario statuerunt (ii. p. 177, n. 5) *“vépos, scarcely
has the extended meaning of the same word in Syriac, which might
express alpeots.” * There is no reference to Scripture here, but Mr.
Harvey’s meaning seems to be that Irenaeus meant something which

'E.g.i.p.1,n.4; ii. pp. 63,n.1; 70, n. 8; 386, n. 1.

2 Bmith’s Bible Dict. (Am. ed.), Vol. iii. p. 2127.

* Ibid. p. 2126.

4 Mr. Harvey’s arguments may be examined in full by the references. Here
they are abridged as much as possible, and omitted where not needed.
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would be expressed by alpeous, but the Syriac word led him to write
¥Opos, from similarity, and this the trarslator rendered lex. Baut
there is no possible reference to aipeoss, for here suam legem is set
over against lex data per moysem.

Matt. i. 28: ecce virgo in utero accipset (ii. p. 81, n. 2); N.T. ov
1) mapfevos &v yaorpi &e. ¢ Here the Syriac word expresses either
& yagrpi ¥e or Afperas of the LXX.” Irenaeus quotes this text
four times,! thrice with the LXX as above, once with N.T., i.e.
concipiet, s0 no certain conclusion can be drawn as to his original
reading, though if it was Ajferar, the LXX explains it.

Luke ii. 22: fmposuerunt (ii. p. 88, n. 2); N.T. &jyayor, but:
e {mposuerunt.

Acts xv. 14: quemadmodum deus excogitavit (ii. p. 69,n.8) ; N. T.
xafbs wpirov & Oeds dmeoxéfaro. Here Irenacus omits xporov, with
Sah (Scholz), but the Syriac does exactly the opposite; for, by em-
pbasizing mpirov at the expense of &meoxéfaro, it reads coepit?
Mr. Harvey asserts that the Syriac embodies both wpdror and éreo-
xé&aro in one word which means to degin and to purposs. But this
is impossible, for, in any one place, the word can have only one of
the two meanings. To make a combination of the two is as mistaken
as to translate n7oD Suekndeckel® when it may mean either Suckne
or Deckel. 1f, however, this Syriac word does mean o purpose,
it is certainly nearer to the reading of Irenaeus than the N.T. is.

Per occasionem tmmortalitatis (ii. p. 125, n. 2), “ cf. Rom. vii. 11,
18. There the Syriac word would correspond either with dgoppv,
as used by the apostle, or wpopdoes as expressed by the context in
this place and also in the opening of c. xxxv.” If we are to connect
the words of Irenaeus here with dpoppury, Rom. vii. 11, it may be said
that occasio is a common translation of that word;* if, however, (as
Grabe suggests) occasto renders wpdaots, it is only what we find
twice before in Irenaeus.® In either case the Syriac is superfluous.

Rom. x. 7: liberare ; N.T. dvayayely (ii. p. 96,0.1). Slav. 5. 8.
have &fayaydy (Gb.), which might explain KAberare, but their

1ii. pp. 381, 83, 216, 230.

% Schaaf. Nov. Test. Syr. ad loc. ; Michaelis, Curae Syriacae, p. 74¢. Taf.
ad loc.

3 As in Exodus, in Langce’s Bibelwerk, passim.

4 E.g. Irenacus, i. pp. 5, 214, also f vg.

$i pp. 2, 14.
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aunthority is insufficient; g translates reducers vg. revocars. Lib-
erare may be regarded as a free translation.

1 Cor. xi. 10 : Aél Ty yvveixa xdvppa &yav.  Opportere mulierem
velamen habere (i. p. 69, n. 8); N.T., épelder §) yu; €fovolav Eyew.
“ Here the Syriac word is the exact equivalent for ¢fovoia, but it
also means anything worn on the head, ie. the turban or other
ornament, serving to distinguish the satrap’s rank. As referring to
female costume, this could only be the veil.” But the context gives
a sufficient cause for the interpretation of ¢fovsia as referring to a
veil. If Mr. Harvey's note be correct, it is strange that no com-
mentator in the abundant literature of this verse has hit on an
explanation that lay so near at hand. But Mr. Harvey’s explanation
does not apply here. We can understand that this Syriac word
(from the same root as sultan) may mean the turban as a sign of
the satrap’s rank, but from this to “anything worn on the head ” is
along step. Even if we concede that it may be applied to anything
worn on the head as a sign of rank, this is very different from the
veil worn as a sign of subjection — of power, indeed, bat of power
exercised over, not by, the wearer.! Thus, Chardin says of the veil
worn by Persian ladies ; “ only married women wear it, and it is
the mark by which it is known that they are under subjection.”*
Meyer cites from Diodorus Siculus éxovoav 7peis Bacikelas éml s
xehdays 5 and this use of Bagd\eias is analogous to Mr. Harvey's alleged
meaning for the Syriac word. But it is hard to believe that Irenaeus
took his idea (if it was his) of translating ¢foveia, a vetl, the sign of
subjection, from a Syriac word which signifies a turban, the sign
of power. As authorities for the gloss xaAvuua may be cited Schol.
Hier., Beda (Sab.), harl. Aug. Or. cf. Lc. Brug. pro potestatem non
scribas velamen (Tdf.)

1 Cor. xv. 50 : non apprehendunt (i. p. 239, n. 6) ; N. T. xAnpovo-
phoas ob Svarar. We find this text cited in different ways nearly
twenty times. The rendering which occurs most frequently in the
translation will, perhaps, best represent Irenaeus himself. Possidere
non possunt appears twelve times, haereditare non possunt twice,*
apprehendunt only once. Both the former readings represent

1 Cf. Meyer's Commentary, ad loc.

2 Lange’s Bibelwerk, ad loc.  So Theophylact. 1d rob ¢fovoid{esdar oduBoror
rovr Yori vd xdAvpua (Massuet, ad loc., Stieren’s Irenaeus, ii. p. 602).

8 {i, pp. 343 bis, 345 bis, 346 bis, 348 bis, 356, 359, 360, 863 ; haereditare, pp.
841, 344 ; possident, p. 345; possidebunt, p. 348.

Vor. XXXIV. No. 134. 40
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x\ypovopiioar ob Sivarar, as is easily seen by a comparison of other
Latin versions.

We now come to two texts cited from heretics, for the
readings of which Irenaeus is not answerable.

Matt. xi. 25; Luke x, 21: odd, fta; N.T. val (i. p. 180, n. 1)
otd is a Syrian exclamation of joy, but is not found here, nor, it
would seem, elsewhere in the Syriuc New Testament. It is, how-
ever, also a Greek word, and occurs in Mark xv. 29, so that the
probability is in favor of its Greek origin here.

Luke xii. 50: xai wdwv érefyopar els avrd, et valde propero ad sllud
(i. p- 182, n. 2); N. T. xai wis cuvvéxouar &ws Srov reheobpy. Epipha-
nius cites a somewhat similar verse worjpior &w wiew xai 7 oweldw
&ws ob miw abré - k. 7. \.(Tdf.) and Philastr. Brix. de haeres ; daptisma
habeo baptisari et quam festino si scietis (Sab.). These show that
this quotation in Irenaeus is not without a parallel. Grotius
remarks : Veteres scriptores saepe utuntur testimoniis ex Scriptura,
sed, ita ut appareat, codicem ab illis non inspectum, cum tamen sen-
tentiam satis recte ex memoria reddant. Tale est quod hunc
locum ita citat Irenaeus! So Mr. Harvey’s explanation, which
supposes Irenaeus confused the Syriac word for ovvéyouar with &
similar Hebrew word meaning éreiyopar, seems unnecessary as well
as improbable.

Two instances occur in which a varia lectio of the mss. of
Irenaeus is adduced as a parallel to a varia lectio contrived
from the Syriac.

Eph. iv. 6: Clerm. Ms. reads et tpse per ommia (i. p. 256, n. 4).
N. T. xai && wdvrwv. This text is cited four times by Irenaeus,?
and ¢pse (on which the supposed parallel is based) is supported by
only one M3, in this one place.

John iv. 36: gaudeant; N.T. xaipy (ii. p. 230,n.1). Here “ gau-
deant, sic Feuvard. in marg. Arund. Merc. ii. Voss. et Mass., in
ceteris, gaudeat.”® So the Clerm., the oldest and best Ms., has gaudeat.
The transition from gaudeat to gaudeant would be easy in copying
mss.; for not only does either make good sense, but also a heavy
line crossing the ¢ might be mistaken for the line over letters in Mss.
which marks the omission of an n.

1 Critici Sacri, Vol. vi. p. 553. 1. p. 256, n. 4; ii. pp. 214, 255, 874.
8 Stieren’s Irenseus, i. p. 638, n. 8,
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The rest of the conjectures are readings of Irenaeus, for
which Mr. Harvey has constructed a corresponding set in
the Syriac.

Matt. xxvi. 88: quam tristis est anima mea (i. p. 70, n. 4).
Irenacus (Gk.) with N, T. wepihvmds dorw 3 yux} pov. The text is
cited again, ii. p. 122, and there we have the Greek elpijxet Src wepi-
Avwds dorw 1) Yy} pov, while the Latin is dizisset quod, etc. This
makes it probable that quam (a mistake in copying, according to
Grabe and Stieren, from gm, i.e. quoniam in the Mss.) and quod
are both translations of the 5r.. The concurrence of the Latin ver-
sions in both places makes the Greek of the second citation more
probably original than that of the first. Yet cf. plerique Mss. valds
tristis. Tert. quid anxia (Sab.).

Luke xvi. 9: fugati fueritis (ii. p. 251, n. 1); N. T. &xAlmg, but
Irenaeus probably read éxAimyre with §. Tdf. accepts fugati fueritis
as a translation of éxAimyre, and Grotius potes: Irensei interpres
ita citat hunc locum: fugati fuerstis et sane solet dxhelmew etiam
hune sensum habere.!

Luke xviil. 8: Putas cum filius hominis eenerit (ii. p. 265, n. 8);
N. T. whip 6 vids 70b dvfpdmov iv. Putas with a c f ff? vg. (Tdf).

John i. 10: n hoc mundo (ii. p. 41, n. 4); N. T. & 7§ xéope;
hoe with Cyp. Amb. Aug. Gaud. Brix. in serm. vg. (Sab.) e fu.

John i. 13: ... sed ex voluntate des verbum caro factum est (ii.
p- 83, n. 5); N.T. dAX" & Oeod dyamifnaar. xald Adyos odpé dyvero.
Cf. b (John i. 12-14) credentibus in nomine ejus qui non ex ... sed
ex deo natus est. Et verbum caro fuctum est. The text is cited
by Irenaeus three times more,’ but nowhere with any attempt at
exact conformity to Scripture. Amb. Aug. (Tdf.) and Tert. (Grabe)
have similar misquotations.

John viii. 44: quoniam mendax est ab initio et sn veritate non
stetit (ii. p. 386, n. 1) ; N. T. dxelvos dvBpwmoxrévos fiv ém' dpxijs xal
&y dAnlelp obx doryxev. The mistake in memory is evident. Irenaeus
puts together the éri Yedorns éoriv near the end of the verse in the
N. T., and the #v &x dpxijs x.r.A. a8 above; cf. Epiphanius érad)
dx’ dpxijs Yyevorns dorly (Tdf).

Acts vii. 38: praecepta dei vivi (ii. p. 187, n. 4); N.T. Adyia {dvra.
The peculiarities of the reading of Irenaeus are, the genitive, cf.d eloguia
viventium, vg. verba vitae (Tdf.), and dei interpolated, cf. 104. 106,

! Critici Saeri, Vol. vi. p. 617. ii. pp. 108, 117, 118.
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Adywa Oeob {Gvra (Tdf.). I have found no parallel! for the com-
bination of these two readings, but deus vivus is a favorite term
with Irenaeus.?

Acts xvii. 25 : tractatur (ii. p. 63, n. 1.) ; N. T. f¢parcierar. This,
it should be noticed, is regarded by Mr. Harvey as “an undoubted
proof.” Even Grabe calls tractatur mira sane versio verbi Oepa-
wederar, but without sufficient reason, for Erasmus comments:
feparederas pro quo Irenaeus legit tractatur nam et famuli et medici
graecis dicuntur Oepareiew?®; and Vatablus* explains colitur (the
usual translation of fepamelerar in the Latin versions) by the one
word tractatur. We must not then regard this as an unnaturally
bad translation from such a poor scholar as the interpreter of
Irenaeus.

Gal. iii. 19: legem factorum positam (i. p. 381, n. 4); N. T. «{
olv & vopos; Tiv mapafdoewy xdpw xpoceréde; d e g m! (Tdf.) support
the reading of Irenaeus.

Gal. iv. 8: &f enim (ii. p. 24, n. 6) ; N. T. d\\& rére uév. Grabe
supposes $i written for sed by mistake ; still Tert. has sf ergo (Sab.) ;
and in view of the variation of the Latin versions (e.g. Amb. quia
tunc (Sab.) g and most sed tunc, Beza tmmo tum, etc.) it does not
seem that si enim is a strange translation, the context and construc-
tion not being forgotten.

2 Thess. ii. 9: portentis mendactorum (ii. p. 892, n. 6); N. T.
répaow Yeidovs. I have found nothing nearer than mendacss in 4
Aug. Ambrst. Tert. (Sab.).

1 Tim., i. 4: pareias (i. p. 1,n0.4); N.T. dnepdvrois. The transi-
tion from dmepdvrois to paralas is not difficult.® Gb. and Alford®
give “dmeipois const” But the reference seems to be a mistake.
Still we may conjecture (since we are refuting a conjecture) that
dreipois was used in some M8. as the synonyme of dwepdirors. But
dxeipois, meaning both endless and jfoolish, was naturally rendered

1 Lest it should soem that a parallel has been neglected, it may be mentioned
that Tischendorf’s note on this passage,—‘* teste Grabio codex actornm Collegii
Novi Oxon. consentit, c. Ir.” — is a mistake. Grabe’s note refers only to dud»
which is cited by Tischendorf in its place from the ms. to which Grabe refers
(cat.119). Cf. Dr. Abbot’s note in Bib. Sac. April 1876, p. Si4.

3 E.g. ii. pp. 44, 98, 108, 119, 155, 253.

® Critici Bacri, Vol. vii. p. 2334.

¢ Ibid. p. 2336.

$ Chrysostom, quoted by Alford (Greck Test.), ad loc.
¢ Greek Test. (ed. of 1856, omitted in later editions).



-

1877.} IRENAEUS OF LYONS. 817

waraios. If this conjecture be not regarded as “an undoubted
proof” that Irenaeus was a Greek, it must at least rank as an un-
usually good example of the style of argnment here employed by
Mr. Harvey. The Latin in this place (snfinitas) makes it possible
that we owe uaraias to Epipbanius.

The list of conjectures is closed by six which the Codex
Bezae explains.

Matt. xxii. 13 : follite (ii. p. 281, n. 1) ; N. T. djoarres; D dpare.

Matt. xxv. 41 : quem preparavit (i. p. 268, n. 2) ; N.T. 7b jjroypac-
pévov; D § qrolpaca.

Mark i. 8: semitas ante Deum nosirum (ii. p. 89,1n.8). N.T.
rés 1pifovs adrot; D ras 1piBovs Tob feod piw (the last word an
evident error for fudv, for d has nostri).

Acts iii. 14: aggravistis (ii. p. 55, n. 8); N. T. fHpwvicacte; D
dBapivare. '

Acts ii. 17: neguam (ii. p. 53, n. 4) ; N. T. om.; D wompov.

Acts xv. 29: ambulantes in spiritu sancto (ii. p. 70, n. 8) ; N. T.
om. ; D ¢epdpevoc &v r§ dylyp mveipare.

It has been shown that most of the conjectures are sus-
ceptible of natural explanations. Had more sources of
information been accessible, the two or three left unaccounted
for might perhaps have been elucidated. Mr. Harvey’s con-
jectures, however, are of so little value that, had none of the
readings been susceptible of other solutions, his discoveries
would, as already shown, have been no proof that Irenaeus
was a Syrian. '

We now come to parallels with the Syriac Scriptures ; and
here the question of the nationality of Irenaeus must be
finally decided. It will be noticed that in many cases the
so-called variae lectiones of Irenaeus do not differ from the
critical text of the N. T. But Mr. Harvey uses the Textus
Receptus as the standard, and therefore these readings are
justified on that basis wherever they appear. First, let us
notice some alleged parallels which need only explanation in
order to be set aside.

Fructus autem operis spiritus est carnis salus (ii. p. 858, n. 1).
This is not a direct quotation of Scripture ; but Mr. Harvey affirms
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it is inexplicable except from the Syriac version of Phil. i. 22, If
this be true, it is strange that Irenaeus here twice quotes the text
in general conformity to the Greek, and very differently from the
Syriac. Further, the passage is clear enough as a case of mistaken
exegesis. Irenacus is arguing for the resurrectio carnis, and of
course many Pauline texts require elucidation. In trying to show
that it was stn, and not flesh, which was to be cast off, Irenacus uses
the text, exspoliantes vos veterem hominem cum operibus ejus
(Col. iii. 9). This, however, needs explanation ; so he adds: Hoc
antem dicebat (apostolus) non veterem amovens plasmationem : alio-
quin opportet nosmet ipsos interficientes separari ab ea quae est
istic conversatione. He goes on to add another proof, by citing a
text from Paul which could not be harmonized with Col. iii. 9, if
that were interpreted as vetcrem amovens plasmationem: Sed et
ipse apostolus, ille existens qui in vulva plasmatus erat, et de utero
exierat, scribebat nobis, et vivere tn carne fructus operis epistola
confessus est, in ea quae est ad Philippenses, dicens. This text
probably comes from memory; and Irenaeus, missing the force of
its context,! proceeds to apply it here in the above misunderstood and
abbreviated form. Life, the fruit of labor, —this can be only eternal
life — salvation ; so vivere in carne — carnis salus. But then the
operis cannot be referred to the apostle, — no amount of man’s work
brings salvation,—it must be the work of the Spirit. So from
vivere tn carne fructus operis, Irenaeus deduces fructus autem
spiritus est carnis salus, which contains the truth of the salvation
(resurrection) of the bLody, though it is not proved by Phil i. 22.
Then he goes on to dofend this exegesis: quis enim alius apparens
fructus ejus est qui non apparet Spiritus, quam maturam efficere
carnem et capacem incorruptelae. And now he applies the hard-
won argument, Si igitur vivere in carne, hic mihi fructus operis
est (N. T. eldt 70 {jv & capxi, rourd pow xepmds &pyov) non utique
substantiam contemnebat carnis, in eo quod dicerct, Spoliantes,” ete.
We have followed it far enough to show the train of thought, and
to give a more probable explanation than Mr. Harvey’s, who makes
the Syriac of Phil. i. 22 refer to Phil. i. 11, and thus say that
“the fruits of righteousness (Phil. i. 11) are the life of the flesh”
(Phil. i. 22).

1 Cor. xiii. 18 : Sicut et apostolus dsizit, reliquis partibus destructis
haec tunc preseverare, quae sunt fides, spes, et caritas (i. p. 851, n. 4).

1 Cf. Lightfoot, Commentary on Philippians, ad loe,
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Irenaens then adds that these three will endure forever. Mr. Harvey
claims that Irenasus mistook the apostle’s meaning ; “for the Greek
has vini 8¢ péve mloris, drwis, dyday; the particle ywvi, “for the present,’
marks the transitory nature of the two first, ... but love abideth
forever. Now this is lost sight of in the Syriac, which ignores the
vwi It simply says, ‘for these are the three that abide’; and
Irenaeus follows the statement.”

It is not worth while to go into the exegesis of the passage.
“ Haec tunc perseverare ” shows conclusively that Irenaeus does not
ignore the wwi, and consequently differs from the Syriac. Nuw is
logical (as Irenaeus understands it!), and Mr. Harvey separates
dydmn from wioris and dAxls, with which it is shut in betweeen »wi
& péver and 7d tpla Tadra by a four de force which can hardly be
called exegesis.

Three more cases of difference between Irenaeus and the
Syriac are adduced by Mr. Harvey as arguments.

Matt. xii. 20: ¢n contentionem (ii. p. 45, n. 2); N.T. els vixos
% the reading veixos being followed instead of vixos, victoria. The
Syriac has victory in a forensic sense, acquittal, innocence.” Auct.
1. cont. Jud. ap. Cyp. p. 501 has ¢n contentione (Sab.) ; but probably
the translator of Irenaeus is here at fault.

1 Cor. vi. 11: Et haec quidam fuistis (ii. p. 288, n. 5); N.T.
xal Tabrd Toes fire; “the Syriac has every man of you.”

John i. 18: Unigenitus deus, Ylov povoyerij xai feov, unigenitum
domini (ii. p. 221, n. 4; i. p. 76, n. 4) ; N. T. & povoyanys vics. Mr.
Harvey tries to support both these readings from the Syriac, saying,
with truth, that it has povoyeq)s Oeds, but making a mistake in the
quotation of the same text as povoyenys feod. The citation of this
text in Irenaeus is so fluctuating that it is impossible to fix on any
reading as the original one. We have Vol. i. p. 76, Greek, viov
povoyer) xai fedv; Latin, unigenitum domini ; Vol. ii. pp. 44, 399,
unigenitus filius dei (with q); p. 218, unigenitus filius (with
AC’XTAAIL abcefff? ete.) ; p. 221, unigenitus deus (with RBC*L,
83. etc.). Unigenitus filius occurs four times (once in Greek), and
is perhaps the most probable. From its combinations with unigen-
itus deus, a reading strongly supported by New Testament Mass,,
all these combinations might arise. So, though nothing is decisive,
the argument is rather against the Syriac.

1 Here and ii. p. 178; cf. Meyer’s Commentary, ad loc., Ante-Nic. Lib., Iren,
Vol i. p. 221, n. 8.
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We now come to those readings of Irenaeus which are
explained by the concurrence of Latin versions.

Matt. iii. 9: potens est (ii. p. 163, n. 6) with am abe (Ln.);
N. T. évvarac.

Matt. iii. 17 : (bene) complacui (ii. p. 82, n. 8) ; N. T. yddéxmon
bene is omitted in Clerm. and Voss. M8s. and the Syriac, also by ff'?

am Amb. Aug. (Sab.). Bene is retained in Arundel us. and in
abfl .
Matt. v. 45: Bonos et malos (i. p. 827, n. 2) with acffF1h (Tdf.);
N. T., movpols xai dyafods.

Matt. xii. 18 (cf. iii. 9): Eece filius meus dilectissimus in quo
bene sensi : ponam spiritum meum, etc. (ii. p. 45, 0. 1) ; N. T. iSov &
ais puov b gpérica, § dyamyrds pov els 8y 7i8Skmoe 3 i pov - o
70 mvebpd pov kA Tertullian cites this text just as Irenaeus does

(Sab.). The Syriac is not to be thought of as a parallel, for it has
Eece servus meus (though, of course, servus is a possible tranelation
of mais) 1n quo mshi complacitum est ; dilectus meus in quo delec-
tatur anima mea, spiritum meum ponam, etc. The Syriac is close
to the Greek. But from the way in which Irenaeus introduces this
quotation : “et Petrus (cf. John i. 49) cognovit Christum Filium
dei vivi, dicentis : Ecce,” etc., shows that he meant to quote from
Matt. iii. 19 what was said by the voice from heaven at Christ’s
baptism; but the similarity of this to Matt. xii. 18 makes him go on
"with the quotation as there found. This piecing of texts may be
the result of a mistake of memory,! or because Irenaeus took the
citation of the first verse (Matt. iii. 9 and parallels) as standing for
the quotation of the whole prophecy.?

Matt. xxi. 87 : forte (ii. p. 276, n. 8) with bece ff*h (Tdf.) ; N.T.
om.

Matt. xxiii. 4: sarctnas graves (ii. p. 179, n. 1), § adds voBd-
agraxra; N.T., dopria Bapéa, also abe ff*h (Tdf.).

Matt. xxiii. 88: relinquetur (ii. p. 284, n. 5); N. T,, dpicras
Mr. Harvey adopts relinquetur on the authority of Grabe, the
Syriac, and a similar guotation (ii. p. 289), but Arund. Voss. and
Clerm. (correction a prima manu) have remitfitur. Remittitur
has no resemblance to the Syriac. But as relinquetur occurs (ii. p.

1 For cxamples of this confusion, cf. ii. p. 838 (1Cor, xiif. 9, 12); p. 170,

n. 2; (Phil iii. 2; 1 Cor. iv. 4 ; xiii. 9, 10).
% Isa. xlii. 1 8q.; Matt. xii. 183sq.
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289) we may give as parallels f ff* vg. Remittetur is found in
Zeno Veron. ; @ Aug. have dimittetur (Sab.).

Luke i. 17 : plebem perfectam (ii. p. 84, n. 1), witha b f; N. T,,
Aadv kareaxevacpévoy.

Luke i. 35 : quod nascetur ex te (ii. p. 116, n. 1), with a vg.; N.T.
76 yevapevov ; Syr. ex te natum.

Luke ix. 61: tre et (i. p. 71. n. 2), with a g' (g' om. ef) (Tdf.);
N.T. om.

Luke xvi. 81: eredent e (ii. p. 148, n. 2), with ¢ilm (Tdf);
N. T. rewsbrjoorrar

John i. 30: guoniam prior me (ii. p. 86,n.1); N.T. ér mwpi-
1és pov. The reading of Irenaeus has nothing against it but the
A.V.! we may cite afff? vg. (quia) b (ante me) as parallels.

* John ii. 25: ei (ii. p. 33, n. 2), with ¢1vg. (Tdf.); N.T. om.

John v. 39: ¢n quibus (ii. p. 172, n. 5), with aff*; N.T. on &
avrals.

John xx. 81: Jesus est Christus filius dei (ii. p. 86, n. 5), with
g q vg- (Tdf.) ; N. T. "Inoots dorw 6 Xpuorrds & vids 108 feot. The
reading of Irenaeus has the weight of authority, and as Mr. Harvey's
nots turns on the insertion of Christus, we may add Db ce f (Tdf.)
togqvg. » :

Acts ii. 80: ventris (ii. p. 53, p. 6), with am Victorin. (Tdf.);
N. T. do¢vos.

Acts ii. 30 : Irenacus omits 76 xard odpxa dvaomjoev rév Xpiorov
(ii. p. 58, n. 6), with N. T. D*h am (Tdf.).

Acts ii. 33 : donationem hanc (ii. p. 54, n. 8), with e demid tol
(Tdf.) ; N.T. rovro.

Rom. iii. 23: egent (ii. p. 241, n. 6), with am f vg.; N. T. Sore-
potrran

Rom. v. 6: wt quid enim (ii. p. 91, n. 2) with d e fg vg. (Tdf);
N.T. & ydp ; Syr. si autem.

Rom. viii. 11: corpora vestra (ii. p. 337, n. 7), with fg vg. (Ln.);
N.T. ocapara dudv.

Rom. viii. 84: ¢mmo (qut) et resurrexit (ii. p. 91, n. 4); N.T.
paMov 8¢ yepfels; que is not found in any Ms. of Irenaeus; Syr.
omits qui, and has simply et resurrexit ; fg have immo autem et
resurrexit.

Rom. xi. 32: omnia (i. p. 96, n. 1 ; ii. p. 106, n. 8), with d e fg vg.
(Tdf.) ; N.T. rods wdvras; Syr. unumquemque,

Vor. XXXIV. No. 134. 41
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Rom. xii. 3: prudentiam (ii. p. 380, n. 2), with gue (Tdf) g;
Syr., pudicitiam ; N.T., v cuppoveir.

Rom. xiv. 9: (vol. ii. p. 96, n. 2, probably a misprint for n. 8)
et vizit et mortuus est et resurrexit with de; N. T, dréfarver xal
&noev, but Syr., mortuus est, et vixzit, ot resurrexit.

1 Cor. vi. 11 : Domint nostrs (ii. p. 288, n. 5), with ¢ f vg. (Tdf.);
N. T. rob xvplov.

1 Cor. vi. 14: nos (ii. p. 336, n.1), with d ¢ fvg. (Tdf.); N.T.
npds, §* has Suds, which seems to be the point of Mr. Harvey’s
note.

1 Cor. xiii. 12: factem ad factem (ii. p. 338, n. 7, cf. p. 389) ;
N. T. mpéowmov xpds mpéowmov. * Clerm. us., cum Vulg. It. faciem
ad faciem” ! ; also Syr. Other ms8. of Irenaeus read facte ad faciem ;
we may read faciemwith d g vers. antiq. apud Sab., etc., or facie
with Tert. Cyp. Aug. (five times) Hil. Amb. (three times) Ambst.
Gaud. Brix. (twice) (Sab.) f am fu.

1 Cor. xv. 15: (vol. ii. p. 859, n. 5, misprint for n. 6) ; Irenaeus
omits ; N.T. elrep dpa vexpoi odx éyelpovras, with Syr. d e harl * ('Tdf.).

1 Cor. xv. 42: surgit (ii. p. 338, n. 1); N.T. &eipera. Mr.
Harvey asserts Syr. (resurgunt) is nearer the reading of Irenaeus
than éyelperas, but surgit is found in vers. ant.(Sab.) Go. fu. g ; surgst
is in Clerm. and Voss. M8s. Arund. has surget with am vg. ete.

2 Cor. iv. 10 : Jesu (omitting Domini) ; v. 11,si (ii. p. 358, n. 1)
N.T. Inoob... 4l Irenaeus omits Domins with defgr vg. and
almost all except & (Tdf.). .Si (probably a mistake of the translator
reading el for del, according to his Latin Bible) is found in k™ fg
Tert. Ambrst. etc. (Tdf.).

Eph. ii. 7: saeculis supervenientibus (ii. p. 154, n. 3); N.T. &
rois aliow Tois dmepyopévors. Mr. Harvey says the Syriac (saecculis
venturss is indicated rather than the recepta lectio & rols alibot rois
doxopévais. T have failed to discover any where this reading ¢pxou-
évous, but if it does exist it is certainly a nearer parallel to the Syriac
than the reading of Irenaeus or N.T.; dfg fu am have tn sacculis
supervenientibus.

Phil. iii. 11: quae est a mortuis (ii. p. 859, p. 2); N.T., mp
¢ vixpwv. Mr. Harvey adduces the § éx véxpur to show that Syr.,
which has the relative, is the source of the reading of Irenaens.
But d e fg vg. (Tdf.) have guae est..

1 Thess. v. 8 : munitio (ii. p. 418, n. 3), withd g ; N. T. dogdraa.

1 Massuet, in Stieren’s Irenaeus, i. p. 734, n. 8.
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2 Thess. ii. 4: super omne quod (ii. p. 391, n. 2), with fgvg,
(Ln.); N. T, &xi wdvra (f g vg. read éni xdv 7d; cf. ii. p. 24, n. 7).

2 Thess. ii. 11 : mittet (ii. p. 392, n. 7), with defg vg. demid
tol (Tdf); N.T. méuwa. Tdf. decides for xdume, but adds that
Irenaeus has present and future each three times; so no conclusion
can be drawn.

Other readings may be classed as explained by Codex
Bezae.

Matt. i. 22: Hoe autem totum factum est (ii. p. 280, n. §); D
and N. T. roiiro 82 SAov yéyover.

Matt. x. 10: esca (ii. p. 168, n. 2) ; D and N.T. mjs rpdepys.

Matt. xxii. 82: Deus once (ii. p. 155,n.1); D and N.T feds
once.

Mark i. 2: & ‘Hoalg 7¢ mpodijry— in Esaia propheta (ii. p. 49,
n. 2); N.T. & 1§ ‘Hoalg v6 mpodniry; D & "Houlg r¢ mpognjry.
(Irenaeus twice (ii. pp. 39, 84) cites this text sn prophetis with
§. etc.)

Luke i. 75 : dies nostros (ii. p. 35, n. 2); D and N.T. ras juépas
spir.

Luke xiv. 27 : & ob Bacrdfev Tov oravpiv adrod xai drolovlel po
pathirys duds ob Stvarar yevéobar— qui non tollit crucem suam et
sequitur me discipulus meus esse non potest (i. p. 29, n. 8); N. T,
doris ov Baordle Tov aTavpdy &avrod xai dpyerar dricw pov ob Svvarm
dval pov pabnris; D &5 ob Baocrdle Tov oravpdv adrod xal épyeras
Sxiow pov of Slvaral pov pabyris elvar; Syr. is qui non tollet crucem
suam et venst post me discipulus non potest esse mihi. 1t will be no-
ticed that the reading of Irenaens coincides with none of the adduced
parallels, but that it is a little nearer to D (3s, adrod and the order
of the last clause) than to the other two. The Syriac also shares
with D and N. T. the differences from Irenaeus in dxorovfei, énds,
yevéofar. So that Syr. is no better parallel to Irenaeus than N. T.,
and not so good as D. KII etc. have éxolovfel $xicw (Tdf.).

Luke xxiv. 46, 47: All Mss. of Irenaeus omit sic oportebat
(vs. 46G) and poenitentiam ¢n (vs. 47) (ii. p. 86, n. 4). The first
omission is in N. T., and may be ascribed to D; for the second I
have found only the authority of two versions —a Syriac (not Mr.
Harvey’s, which is the Peschito) and a Persian (Mill). As the
Peschito has filled up both these lacunae, no parallel can be alleged.

John xii, 82: omnta (ii. p. 150, n. 4) ; D wdvra; N. T. wdrras;
Syr. unumguemgque.
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John xx. 81: vitam asternam (ii. p. 86, n. 6); D {wriv aliwor;
N. T. {wrjv.

_ Acts ii. 24: tnferorum (ii. p. 53, 0. 4); D roi @lov; N. T. 7ob
favdrov; Syr. vincula sepulchrs (Tdf. and Michaelis Cur. Syr. p. 2) .

Acts ii, 81: D, N.T., and Irenaeus (ii. p. 54, n. 1) all omit 3 Yux}
pov, which & adds.

Acts iii. 18 : ore omnium prophetarum pati Christum suum (ii
p- 56, n.1); D and N. T. 8 ordparos wdvrwy rév wpodnriv, xdbay
rov Xpuwrrov alrov ; but ¢ adds alrob after wpodryrav.

Acts iv. 25 : per Spiritum Sunctum ore David patris nostrs puert
tui dizisti (ii. p. 58, n. 1); Syr. has all except patris nostri; so D
8.4 mvelparos dylov 8 Tob ordparos Aadfjoas Aaved waidds oov, and
N. T. adds rod warpos fjuiw, but before 8a mvejuaros; vg may be given
as perhaps the best parallel to Irenaeus: qui spiritu sancto per os
patris nostrs David, pueri tus, dizists.

Acts iv. 27 : tn hac civitate (ii. p. 58, n. 2) ; D and N.T. &
woAe ravry; S om.

Acts vii. 43 : stellam des Rempham (ii. p. 188, n. 1) ; D b dorpor
100 Oeod ‘Pepddp; N. T. 76 dorpov rod feod ‘Pouddyv; ¢ adds Spdv;
Syr. stellam des Rephon or Radphon (Schaaf Nov. Test. Syr,
Rephon ; Michaelis Cur. Syr. p. 57, Radphon).

Acts xvii. 27 : tlud quod est divinum (ii. p. 64, n.2) ; D 76 Odiov
torw; N.T. vov Oedv; Syr. deum.

Three readings may now be noticed which find their ex-
planation outside of the circle of Mss. to which we have
hitherto limited ourselves.
© Mark x. 21: dpas Tov oravpdy alrod xal dxodovdel pot, follsns
crucem sequere me (i. p. 29 n. 2); N.T. xai Selpo dxorovfel pos;
Syr. accipe crucem {uam et veni post me. Nearer than Syr. to the
Latin of Irenaecus is a, sublata cruce vens, sequere ms. The Greek
reading of Irenaeus is found in ANXTIHS q etc. (Tdf); but the
order of the clauses is transposed. The order and reading of Ire-
naeus are found in G 1. 13. 28. 69. al®* Arm. Aeth. (Tdf.) Therefors
this reading need not come from the Syriac, which is different from it.

Acts xv. 11: Domins nostrs (ii. p. 69, n. 2); N.T. rov xvplow.
The reading of Irenaeus is found in 13. Hier. (Gb. Wetst.) “ one
Ms.” (Sab.) Cop. Sahid. Aeth. (Scholz).

Col. i. 22 : per mortem ejus (ii. p. 362, n. 4); N.T. && rob fard-
tov; Syr. et per mortem suam — so Syr. adds et. For the reading
of Irenaeus we have RAP al* m* ete. (Tdf.)
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There are a good many texts which seem to be suﬂiclently
natural as translations from the Greek.

Luke i. 2: speculatores (ii. p. 145, n. 2) ; N.T. dvréxras. Specu-
* latores needs no justification, for it and contemplatores (ii. p. 76
and e) are nearer than the translation of almost all the Latin ver-
sions : qui ipsi viderunt (d vg etc.).

Luke ii. 31 : ¢n facse (ii. p. 163, n.1) ; N.T. xard wpdowmov; Syr.
ante faciem; d f have tn conspectu; b vg. ante fuciem. Irenaeus
cites the text twice ante faciem (ii. pp. 38, 85); Hil. has in facie (Ln.).

Acts ii. 83 : qui dextera (ii. p. 54, n. 2); N. T. 1 3¢fig otv; but
the Syr. has et ipse est qus per dexteram. The only exact parallel
seems to be Cop. But it is common enough to find the relative and
finite verb in Latin for the participle in Greek.

Acts iii. 19: et ventant (ii. p. 56, n. 2, misprint for n. 8) ; N.T.
Szws & DBuwow. Syr. has literally et evenient ; but, as in Hebrew,
here et has the consecutive force, and so et eventent is equivalent to
ul eventant. But in Irenaeus et connects veniant with ut in the
previous clanse ; otherwise of course we should have ¢t venient.!

Acts v. 42: tn domo (ii. p. 59, b. 4) ; N.T. xar’ olxov; d Lucif.
Cal. (Ln.) have domi, from which this ¢n domo cannot be sharply
distinguished in such a translator as the interpreter of Irenaeus,
especially as he had just written sn templo. The Syriac has doms,
that is, strictly, a preposition and a noun (the Hebrew r=2a), but
to be translated dom¢ in Latin (e.g. Schaaf, N. T. Syr. ad loc.).

Acts vii. 43 ; accepistis (ii. p. 187, n. 4); N. T. dverdBere; Syr.
bajulastis sive accepistis; vg. suscepistis; d adsumpsistis. The
Vulgate has the best translation ; but the translator of Irenaeus is
as near the Greek as d is.

1 Cor. xv. 49 : qui de terra (limo) est (ii. pp. 843, n. 2, 848, n. 6);
N. T. rod xoixot. The relative construction is too common to need
justification, and Syr. has qut erat ex pulvere. Irenseus probably
Wwrote Tob xotxob, for the translation varying (terra, limo) indicates
some word which could be thus differently rendered.? So Tertullian
(de resurr. carnis, cap. 49) primus homo de terra choicus, id est li-
maceus® Ambrst. has qui de terra est ; Cyprian, Zeno Veronensis,
gus de limo est (Sab.).

Col. ii. 19: compaginatum (ii. p. 363, n. 4) ; N. T. dmexopyyor-

3 Cf. Erasmus, ad loc., Critici 8acri, Vol. vii. p. 2156.

* {i. p. 220 we find xoiy Oavdrov (Ps. xxii. (xxi.)15) translated Limum m
3 Quoted by Drusius, Critici Sacri, Vol. vii. p. 3936.
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pevov. Mr. Harvey pronounces the reading of Irenaeus to be closer
to Syr. (which has compositum) than the Greek émixopijyev. This
is true ; but where does Mr. Harvey find &myoppov?  Compagina-
tum is abount as near to émopyyovperor as the Syr. compositum.
Ambrst. has compaginatum (Sab.).

Two texts follow which are quoted from heretics, and for
which Irenaeus is not responsible.

Rom. xi. 86: wdvra es dvrov xal ¢ dvrod r& wdvra; omnia tn fpsum
ctezzp:oomma (. p. 28, 0. 5.); N.T. ¢ alrod xal & atrob xai s
abrov 14 wdvra: Syr. omnia ab eo et omnia in eo, et omnia per eum.
This quotation of the Valentinians is careless or intentionally de-
fective in omitting xai & adrot. Being used as a proof text in
showing Zwmijp to be wdyra what would be more natural than to
repeat the mdvra?! Further, the Valentinians may have quoted
with the Syriac in mind.

Col.iii. 11: xai adrds dori 7 wdvra, et spse est omnia (i. p. 28,n. 5);
N. T. d\\& wdvra xat & wdow Xpuwrds; Syr. sed omnia et 1n omnibus
(est) Christus. The same remarks apply to this quotation as to the
last, except that the Syriac parallel is evidently much weaker than
before, in fact, no closer than the N. T.

The rest of the texts must be left to the Syriac explanation;
for I have not been able to discover adequate parallels.

1 Cor. i. 26: non multi sapientes apud vos nec nobiles neque
fortes (i. p. 320, n. 5) ; N. T. ob woMdoi oogoi kard odpxa, off woAlot
Suvarol, o woddot dvyeveis ; Syr. non mulli inter vos (sunt) sapientes
secundum carnem, neque mulli inter vos potentes, neque multi inter
vos geners tllustri. The parallel between Irenaeus and the Syriac
is only in the first apud (inter) vos. Irenacus omits secundum
carnem and the second and third tnter vos and Irenaeus reads
nobiles, not genere tllustry.

Acts vii. 41: sacrificia (ii. p. 187, n. 4); N. T. bvolav; Syr. vie-
timas; the plural I have found only in Go.(Bianchini) and 46. (Scholz).

Acts vil. 42: exercitidbus (ii. p. 187, n. 4); N.T. rj orparg
Syr. (ut colerent) exercitus.

Acts ix. 15: in gentibus (ii. p. 79, n. 3) N.T. &imor bviv;
-Syr. tn gentibus.

Acts xvii. 26: super factem totiug terras (ii. p. 63, n. 4), with
Syr. Cop.; N.T. &xi wdvros wpoowmov Tijs yis.

1 Valla (Critici 8acri, Vol. vii, p. 828) paraphrases the verse thus: unde
omnia, et per quem omnta, et in quem omnia,
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To sum up,— we have reviewed thirty conjectures,
five cases where Irenaeus and the Syriac evidently differ,
thirty-six explained by the Latin versions, sixteen by D, three
by other Mss., eight by inaccurate translation into Latin,
two quotations by heretics, and five instances for which we
are unable to give a better reason than the Syriac; in all
one hundred and five readings. There are, then, just five
instances in which the influence of the Syriac cannot be dis-
proved from the accessible materials. It is possible, if not
probable, from the large number of readings explained, that
bhad we been able to refer to a larger number of Mss., these
five also might have been traced. But five parallels will be
deemed wholly insufficient ground on which to rest the
nationality of Irenaeus, especially, since all but one occur in
Acts, of which book, as we shall see, it is probable that
Irenaeus used a different version. But, in case it should
still appear to some that real, though slight, traces of Syriac
influence can be detected in the writings of Irenaeus, these
traces may be easily accounted for.

The striking agreement of the Peschito — Mr. Harvey’s
¢ Syriac Version”’ — with Codex Bezae! and the old Latin
versions,® makes it probable that they coincided in other
readings now lost (except in the Peschito and Irenaeus)
from the mutilations and changes which the Greek 3 and the
Latin have undergone. Again, the present condition of the
Peschito indicates a probable revision in the fourth century
by collation with Greek mss.,* and thus readings may have
come into the Peschito and Irenaeus from some common
source. When we remember that the Peschito is cited by many

1 Marsh’s Michaelis, Vol. ii. pp. 25, 281 ; Cureton, Syriac Gospels, Introd.
p- lxviii and note; Scrivener, Codex Bezse, Introd. pp. lvi, lviii, lix, Lxiv;
Michaelis, Curae Syriacae, p. 832.

2 Marsh’s Michaclis, Vol. ii. pp. 24, 113, 116 ; Horne’s Introd. Vol. iv. (1863),
Pp- 235, 265; Cureton, L.¢. p. Ixvii. ; Scrivener, }. ¢. p. Ivi; Etheridge, Horas
Aramaicae, p. 68; Michaelis, Curae Syriacae, p. 163 8.

$ Cf. Horne’s Introd. Vol. iv. pp. 170, 172,

¢ Tregelles, in Smith’s Bible Dict. (s.v. Version, 8yriac), and Horne’s Introd
Vol. iv. p. 265 s.; Marsh’s Michaelis, Vol. ii. p. 46s.
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of the Fathers,! that it was possibly used in Alcuin’s revision
of the Vulgate,? and, especially, that there was from an early
date a Syriac translation of Irenaeus? we see that the
avenues were not few at which Syriac influence could enter.
Proof, to be sure, is wanting, and must be ; but, at all events,
if Syriac influence is insisted on, it is more probable that it
was felt in any or all of these ways than through the Syriac
nationality of Irenaeus.

2. From the New Testament citations of Irenaeus a much
stronger argument may be deduced for the use by him of
Codex Bezae, than that advanced by Mr. Harvey for his
familiarity with the Peschito. It is beyond the scope of this
discussion, and impossible in the mutilated state of some
Mss., to prove this exhaustively from the examination of
every New Testament text cited by Irenaeus; but it may be
briefly illustrated in so striking a manner as to carry almost
equal weight. For the purpose of comparison with Irenaeus
we select a Codex whose history associates it with that
Father ; one, too, not like the Peschito, the result of a much
later recension by comparison with other mss., but which
has probably kept, to a great extent, its own readings from
an early date. Codex Bezae is, moreover, a manuscript
whose readings are individual and peculiar, 8o that wherever
found they leave little doubt as to their source. The most
peculiar book of this most peculiar Codex is Acts; let us
then compare some readings of Irenaeus in the book of Acts
with Acts in Codex Bezae. Fortunately Irenaeus quotes
almost all the passages he adduces from Acts within a very
short space;4 and these often in long citations, where a
writer cannot trust to his memory, and where, therefore,
traces of the Ms. he used will probably appear.

1 Origen, Basil, Ambrose, Procopius, Theodoret, Chrysostom, Augustine,
Ephrem the Syrian (and perhaps Melito); Etheridge, 1. c. p. 23 ; Epiphanius
also, cf. Mill, Proleg., in Nov. Test., § 790.

% Theganus is the authority ; but cf. Lee, Proleg. in Bib. Polyglot, p. 63, notes;
Marsh’s Michaelis, Vol. ii. p. 125, iii. p. 630 ; Etheridge, 1. ¢c. pp. 36, 7.

8 i. p. clxivs. ; Massuet, Diss. ii. § 55,
4 ii. pp. 52-76.
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As to the form of coincidences to be noticed,they must be
limited to words and order of words (since this last is used
by Mr. Harvey). Conjectures, however simple, are not
admissable. Nor would it be fair to cite all variations from
the Textus Receptus, but only the differences from the critical
text which has hitherto been our standard. Such a test is
just to Irenaeus, and not unjust to Mr. Harvey ; for, in the
twenty-five pages of Irenaeus now to be examined, Mr.
Harvey has collected eighteen Syriac analogies; more than
in any other twenty-five pages of either volume. But these
eighteen are reduced to nine by the rules laid down, for we
find four conjectures,! four variations from only the Textus
Receptus,? and one case where the Syriac and N. T. exactly
agree, but Irenaeus differs from both.2 Let us now compare
Codex Bezae and Irenaeus with the critical text.

Acts i. 16 (p. 52): D Ir. add ravrp, hanc.

Acts ii. 24: N. T. rob favdrov; D rob gdov; Ir. inferorum.

Acts ii. 37 : D Ir. add obv, ergo.

Acts ii. 88: D Ir. om. tuiv. :

Acts iii. 7: N. T. mapaypijpa 8¢; D xai mapaxpijua; Ir. ot statim.

Acts iii. 12: N. T. mpds rov Aadv; D mpds abrovs; Ir. (dixit) eis.

Acts jii. 12: D Ir. add #udv, nostra.

Acts iii. 13: D Ir. add es spiow, in judicinm.

Acts iii. 18 : N. T. éxorvew ; D drodvew airdv Oovros; Ir. cum
remittere eam vellet.

Acts iii. 14 : N. T. sjprjoacfe; D éBapivare; Ir. aggravistis.

Acts iii. 17: D Ir. add movypdy, nequam.

Acts iii. 21: D Ir. om. 4= alivos.

Acts iii, 22 : D Ir. add xpos rovs warépas uav, ad patres nostros.

Acts iii. 22: N.T. ds &ué: alrod dxovoecte; D ds uod adrod
dxovoerfe; Ir. quemadmodum me ipsum audietis.

Acts iii. 28 : N.T. yvxy s &dv; D Yoy sfres dv; Ir. omnis anima
quaecunque.

Acts iii. 24: D Ir. om. 8

Acts iii. 26: D Ir. om. airdv.

Acts iv. 8: D Ir. add rod Topayj}, Israelitae.

1ii. pp. 85,n.8,4; 63,n.1; 70,n. 8. %ii. pp. 84,n.1;56,0.1;58,n.1, 3.

% ii. p. 64, n. 3.

Vor. XXXIV. No. 184. 42
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Acts iv. 9: D Ir. add &¢’ dpudv, a vobis.

Acts iv. 12: D Ir. om. % cwmpla.

Acts iv. 20: N.T. & &bpimos; D &fpamors; Ir. hominibus.

Acts iv. 22: D Ir. om. rodro.

Acts iv. 24 : D Ir. add é Oeds, deus.

Acts v. 81: N.T. rob Sotvau (vg. ad dandum); D Sotwas; Irv.
dare.

Acts x. 5: d Ir. om. rwwa (wanting in D).

Acts x. 37: D Ir. add ydp.

Acts x. 41: D Ir. om. adrdv.

Acts xiv. 15: D Ir. om. xal

Acts xiv. 15: D Ir. add rov fedv, denm.

Acts xiv. 15: D Ir. add dmws, uti.

Acts xiv. 17: N.T. adrév; D lavrdv; Ir. semetipsum.

Acts xv. 8: D Ir. add & alrois, eis.

Acts xv. 10: D Ir. add Xpwrrod, Christi.

Acts xv. 13: N. T. Tdxwfos Aéywr ; D IdxwBos ddrev; Ir. Jacobus
dixit.

Acts xv. 15: N. T. rovrp; D odrus; Ir. sic.

Acts xv. 18: D Ir. add &rw (7@ xvply) 10 &pyov airod, est (deo)
opus ejus.

Acts xv. 20: D Ir. om. xai Tod xvicrod.

Acts xv. 20: D Ir. add xai doa pyy 8édovew davrols yivesfas Erépos
a7 woieire, et quaecunque nolunt sibi fieri aliis ne faciant.

Acts xv. 26: N. T. ras yuxds; D mp yvxjv; Ir. animam.

Acts xv. 29: D Ir. om. xal mvucrav.

Acts xv. 29: D Ir. add xai doa p3) Oé\ere davrols yliveoOar ¢répy un
wouty, et quaecunque noluat sibi fieri aliis ne faciant.

Acts xv. 29: N.T. & &v; D 4¢° dv; Ir. a quibus.

Acts xv. 29: D Ir. add ¢epoperor &v ¢ dyip mveinary, ambulantes
in spiritu sancto.

Acts xvi. 10 : N.T. qvupiSdlovres; D dvojjoape ; Ir. intelligentes.

Acts xvi. 10: N. T. é feds; D 6 xdpios; Ir. dominus,

Acts xvii. 25: N. T. alrés 8ods ; D &rt oliros 6 Sovs (where obros
is probably an error for airds, cf. d ipse) ; Ir. cum ipse dederit.

Acts xvii. 26: N.T. xai 76 wdvra* &rolpoév 1¢; D xai 14 wrdyra
droinoev ; Ir. et omnia qui fecit.

Acts xvii. 26: N.T. xal ras épofesias; D xard Spobeciav; Ir.
secundum determinationes.
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Aots'xvii. 27: N.T. rév Oedv; D 74 8ddv dorww; Ir. illud quod
est divinum.

Acts xvii. 27 : N.T. adrév; D aird; Ir. illud.

Acts xvii. 27 : N. T. xai; D #; Ir. aut.

Acts xvii. 27 : N. T. imdpxorra; D or; Ir. sit (cf. v. 24, Ir. ren-
ders, ixdpywr, existens).

Acts xvii. 28 : D Ir. om, woyriov.

Acts xvii. 28 : N. T. vot; D rovrov; Ir. hujus.

Acts xvii. 29: N.T. xa{; D 5; Ir. aut.

Acts xvii. 81: N.T. & p pdAa wpivaw ; D spivas ; Ir. judicari,

Acts xvii. 81: D Ir. add "Inog, Jesu.

Acts xx. 28: D Ir. add éavrg.

Acts xx. 80 : N. T. dwoowiv; D dwoorpédew ; Ir. convertant,

Acts xx. 80: N.T. davriw; D adriv; Ir. se.

‘We have here sixty instances of variae lectiones common
to D and Irenaeus. It may be worth while to call particular
attention to some of these instances of the remarkable agree-
ment of Codex Bezae and Irenaeus, over against the critical
text —in peculiar changes of words, Acts ii. 24; iii. 14;
xvii. 26, 27 ; xx. 80; in marked omissions, iv. 12; xv. 20,29 ;
xvii. 28, and in corious interpolations — the chief character-
istic of Codex Bezae —iii. 13, 17, 22; xv. 18, 20, 29.

These parallels are of such strength as to prove a common
source, and the weakness of the Syriac analogies we have
considered is salient in contrast with them. Let us notice,
further, a few cases of similarity in the order of words.

Acts ii. 26: N.T. pov 1) xapdla; D 4 xapdla pov; Ir. cor meum,

Acts ii. 88: N.T. 700 xvelparos ol dylov; D rot dylov xveiparos;
Ir. sancti spiritus.

Acts ii. 86: N.T. érobpoev & Oess; D & Oeds &rolnoev; Ir. deus
fecit.

Acts ii. 88: N.T. peravorjoard ¢gnow; D ¢noly peravoroere; Ir.
ait poenitentiam agite.

Acts iii. 7: N.T. al Bdous alrod ; D alrod ol Bdoas; Ir. ejus...

gressus.
Acts iii. 19: N, T. dpdv tas duaprias; D rias dpaprias tudv; Ir
peccata vestra.

Acts iii. 25: N.T. 8iuéfero & Oeds; D & Beos Sukero; Ir. deus dis-
posuit.
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Acts iii. 26: dvaomjoas 6 feds; D 3 feds dvaomioas; Ir. deus ex-
citans,

Acts iv. 83: N.T. Iyood ... rod xvplov; D rob xvpiov Tnood; Ir.
domini Jesu.

Acts vii. 60: N.T. myp dpapriov ravrgv; D ravrypy Ty dpapriar;
Ir. hoc peccatum. )

Acts x. 28: N.T. Bealev & eds; D & Oeds Batev; Ir. deus
ostendit.

Acts x. 47: N.T. 8vvarar xoAidoai ris; D xoAdoal res Svvaras; Ir.

quis ... vetare potest.

Acts xv. 7: N.T. ¢chéfaro & Oeds; D & Oeds Heléfaro; Ir. deuns
elegit.

Acts xv. 28: N.T. r¢ mvelpar: 7¢ dyiy; D ¢ dylp mvejpare; Ir.
sancto spiritu. .

Acts xvii. 24: N.T. dndpyuwv xipos; D xipios dwdpxww; Ir. domi-
nus existens.

Acts xvil, 27: N. T. paxpdv d7d &ds ddarov judv vadpxorras; D
paxpay by k. r. A ; Ir. non longe sit, etc.

These sixteen parallels of order would not otherwise merit
so much attention as they now deserve, being supported by
sixty verbal parallels and a strong historical probability.
Of course the argument from Codex Bezae does not exactly
overthrow Mr. Harvey’s supposition of Syriac readings re-
tained in the memory. Yet, in conjunction with the fore-
going examination of those Syriac readings, it shows that
the traces of the Peschito in Irenaeus are infinitesimal com-
pared with those of Codex Bezae, and so, that the argument
from the Scripture citations in the Adversus Haereses, is in
favor of that manuscript of the New Testament which was
procured by Beza from the monastery of S. Irenaeus.

But the case for Codex Bezae may be made still stronger.
It will have been observed that almost all of Mr. Harvey’s
Syriac analogies were from the Latin text, so that they (if
from Irenaeus) had survived embodiment in Greek and
translation into Latin, while there is really no evidence that
they might not have emanated from the last transcriber, or
any other, as probably as from Irenaeus or his immediate trans-
lator. But with theseseventy-six parallels the case is different;
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they are taken directly from the Greek of Codex Bezae, and,
from their style, seem to have been translated from it by the
translator of the whole of Irenaeus. Itis evident at a single
glance that they have nothing to do with the Latin of Codex
Bezae. Not only do they differ from d wherever synonymes will
permit,! but the translator of Irenaeus often remains faithful
to the Greek when d varies from it, and follows some Latin
version.? Their habits of translation are entirely different,
and the interpreter of Irenaeus is generally the better scholar.®

The translator of Irenaeus was probably almost (if not quite*)
contemporaneous with that Father, so that few, if any, Greek
scribes intervened. Hence it seems most natural that the
quotations evidently made directly from the Greek of Codex
Bezae were cited by Irenaeus himself, and as incorporated
with the context were translated by his interpreter. Thus
we reach the probability that the older form of Codex Bezae,
including the Epistles,® was the New Testament of Irenaeus.®

This foundation-text was probably far more visible even
in the first translator than now, because of the mutilation of
Codex Bezae and the loss of its Epistles. Add to these
causes the alterations of the Latin scribes, who from different
Latin versions remodelled the ancient readings, and we reach
the present state of the Bible text in Irenaeus. But while
this theory for the formation of our Latin text of this Father
is suggested, not proved,’ yet we trust it will hardly be dis-

1 B.g. Acts i. 20, d accipiet alter, Ir. sumat alius ; ii. 24, d suscitavit, Ir. ex-
citavit ; d amitibus, Ir. doloribus ; d deteneri, Ir. teneri; ii. 26, d inhabitabit in
spem, Ir. requiescat in spe; ii. 30, d collocare super thronum, Ir. sedere in throno
—and 80 on, ad lib.

2 E.g. Acts iv. 22, d hoc signum, Ir. om. hoc; xvii. 26, d et, Ir. sccundum ;
xvii. 28, d et, Ir. aut; xvii. 30, d abstrahant, Ir. convertant, d se ipsos, Ir. se.

8 E.g. always d quia (or quod), Ir. quoniam (Gr. §7); often d suacito, Ir. excito ;
d puts enim and antem in the third place, e.g. Acts vii. 87, ii. 38; x. 28, d’s use
of aliquis; ii. 30, 4 inhabitabit in spem; xv. 8, d super eos (Ir. eis); xv. 16,
ipsins (Ir. ejus) ; x. 29, d ferentes, Ir. ambulantes.

¢ Horne’s Introd. Vol. iv. p. 333.

$ Ibid. p. 170.

¢ Cf. Scrivener, Codex Bezae, Introd. p. xlv.

7 I Dodwell was right in supposing (Diss. in Iren. (Oxon.1689) Diss. v. §§ vi.
vii. x.), that Tertullian did not have tho Latin translation of Irenaeus before
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puted by one who has followed the course of this essay that
Irenacus was an Asiatic Greek by birth, by name, by educa-
tion, in style, in the absence of Hebrew and Syriac attain-
ments, and in the New Testament he read from his childhood.

ARTICLE V.
STRICTURES ON REVIVALS OF RELIGION.

DY REV. W. H. H. MARSH, PASTOR OF THE CENTRAL BAPTIST CHURCH,
SALEM, MASS.

ONE of the prominent evangelical agencies of our time for
the promotion of vital piety and the salvation of men is best
defined by the current phrase which the agency has coined
as descriptive of itself, ¢ revival effort.”” Such effort is now
nearly universally accepted as indispensable to the growth
of existing churches and the planting of new ones. So
general is this recognition that to submit any criticisms on
the theory or method of such efforts is to invoke on ourselves
the severe censure of those who set themselves up as the
special champions and promoters of religious awakenings.
To do so often incurs the charge of frigid conservatism, or
a want of zeal for the Lord, or a want of interest in the salva-
tion of sinners. If pastors or churches raise any question as
to the scripturalness, or even the expediency, of measures
employed, they are assumed to have no sympathy with the
thing itself. If they institute an earnest, scriptural inquiry
into the theory and objects proposed by the special advocates
of revivals and revival measures, they are assumed to be
influenced more by excessive caution than by love for souls;
more by indifference to the end sought than by sincere rev-
him, and that we have no trace of it before Augustine (§ viii), this lessens the
improbability of alterations in the Greek text of biblical passages made subes-
quent to Irenaeus and incorporating readings of the Codex Besae. Even then,
the boldness of such interpolations, unless from the hand of Irenaeus himself,
is only surpassed by that exhibited in Codex Besae itself. 8o if Dodwell be

right, our theory is weakened, but not rendered improbable. Cf. Massuet, Diss.
fi. § 83, Harvey’s Irenaeus, i. p. clxiv, Sanday,Gospels in 2d. Cent. pp. 320, 338,



