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:ago TilE JOURNAL OF THEOLOGICAL STUDIES 

«CHIEF PRIESTS' IN THE LATIN GOSPELS. 

IN the AmericanJINrnai of Tlte%D for 1907, p. 500, Dr Nestle has 
an interesting Note on the Gospels in the Latin Vulgate. Dr Nestle 
propounds the theory that S. Jerome did little more than cursorily revise 
a current text, and that this current text was of great antiquity, each 
Gospel the work of a separate translator, whereby he says C it is clear 
that the text-critical value of it is greatly enhanced, seeing that the trans
lation goes back: into a time when the Gospels were not yet united into 
one collection', For the proof of this surprising statement Dr Nestle 
appeals to the way in which the same Greek word is translated differently 
in the several Gospels. His instances are dpx~, ~ and 
ttt:r'&p4v. I propose to examine the fint in some detai~ because a 
statistical method is eminently appropriate for technical terms, the 
rendering of which do not depend upon the context. 

Dr Nestle says: • Take dpx~. It occun in Matthew 25 times; 
in Mark, n times; in Luke, IS times; in John, n times. It is 
rendered ponIt:/u in Matthew, Mark, and Luke but once, among 61 
cases; in John ewrywllere, except in the fint passage (vii 32), where 
the Vulgate has prinapu and seems to have read Jp)(Ol"m instead of 
dpXl.fpEw. Is this again accidental? Or does it prove divenity of trans
laton? It is obvious that the translation of John is due to another 
hand than that of the rest. 

'But that also Matthew, Mark, and Luke were not translated by the 
same man is shewn by the fact that in Matthew the regular translation 
of dpX.w is prillaPS sflm"llohlm, and in Mark su",,,,us saartbJs. In 
Matthew there is not a single deviation from prinaps saartlotu",; in 
Mark summus saartlos appears 16 times (among n), and is replaced by 
ponIijius in xv I I, because the preceding verse ended in SfItIJIIIi s~, 
and it would have sounded very badly to go on again su"""i saardtJles ; 
in xiv 35 by the simple SQ(mioles, because su",mus saurtIos had occurred 
already in the same verse; by prill&eps saartiohlm in ii 26, x 33. xi J8, 
But these are such exceptions as prove the rule! 

Of coune, if Dr Nestle means no more than that the Vulgate Gospels 
are Dot entirely a new translation from the Greek, but a revision more 
or less thorough of some C Old Latin' text, then we shall all agree with 
him. My object in this Note is to point out that the phenomenon 
noticed by Dr Nestle in the Vulgate is found in most Old Latin texts 
as well, and to suggest that they are best explained as more or les9 
partial revisions of all Four Gospels, not always it may be assumed with 
the help of a Greek Codex. If Dr Nestle's theory be true for any knOWll 
Latin text, it will be true for the African Latin. 
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NOTES AND STUDIES 

First of all it may be worth while mentioning that IrpM is regularly 
Jelldered by IQm-t/oS in all texts. The only exception in the Gospels is 
Mc. i 44. where the Vulgate supports ni dp}(&rpCi in agreement with 
13 &c. (the' Ferrar Group ') and 33, but against all other Greek MSS 
and all Old Latin texts. As this Latin reading must surely be due to 
J erome himself, it is interesting for our purpose to note that the rendering 
is pri"api saardohlm. 

In the following Tables the symbol for a MS indieates that it has the rendering 
prelbed to the head of the column in which it stands. I is only cited for Le. &Dd 
Joh. ; tt, except where cited, may be IlllUmed to be lost. I, the leading MS of the 
Afric:aa (L e. Cypriaaic) text, is only extant for the Brat half' of Matt. and the latter 
half' of )le. .. the other predominaDtly A&ic:aa MS is (roughly speaking) lost 
wherever I is extaat j it is also lost for the whole of Matt. ll1V, xxvi, aad xxvii. 
"is misaiDg for the c:oncludinc chapters of Mc:. 

~.,., poDtifex sac:erdos priDc:eps sac:erdotum aummuslICerdos (otltw~.) 

Jlatt.ii 4 I tdtl~e VC mn .(1,.",) dtll~e vg (7)e) 
xx 18 td tlf," ~e vg pr. et sac:erdotibus • 
DiJ5 .a"~~e vc 

33 .all~~e VC 
.45 • 11 'ff~e vg fmala~ 

UVl 3, 14. 47, alltll~e vc lliat. 
51, 57, 58, 59, 11. 59 pnnceps a" 
62,63, 65 

UVii I alltll~e VC [Ilia,,] 
3 en a6n~e vg 

" 6 d 'ff~e vg " 13, ao, 41, 63 dtll~e vc " UViiin • a6tll~e VC a also has pr. sac:. in 
aa interpolation to 
xxviii 13. 

lie, ii 26 / f tvC _ •• alltl/l.·" 
viii 31 I Ilf" e 6tl / vC principibus a 

x33 I (a) lif"/ cvg 6tl pont. sacerdotum a 
xi 18 I a " f"/ VC ~e pr. et sac •• 
. 27 I (a) Lf e " "/VC 

pont. sacerdotum a 
ZIV 1 I a lIf tl ',,/e vg· 

10 I (a) If e tl." VC pout. sac:erdotum a 
43 I If a tl ,,/e vC 
47 I tlL'I e • VC 
5'· j 1'1 e 

• tl 
vg 

53' a f"vg I e tl _.1 
54 I If 

• tl 
" e vg 

55 I • If e tl " vg 
60 I a If , tl VC 
61 I f tl VC _ •• /le 
63 I • f ~ evc 
66 I • f Z le VC 

xv I I • f ,vg 
3 I • f 7 e vg 

10 
aJ 

e " VC for I, see below 
11 VC (I) _ .. ,. 
31 I ,,/I e " (vg) 

U!I 
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Le. ili :I • iltu • xix., (.) • 
xx I • • 

.. 19 • • 
XXIl :I • • • 11 

50 • I e 
52 " U a t 

• 
:u.lli • 11 t 

10 • t 
la • }~ 2a 

xxiv 20 • • e 

Joh.viiaa· • a6 
3,11 I 
.5 ,1 vg xi., I vg 11 

.9 levc 
51 fflevg 

.. 57 
Xli 10 

vg , 
xvtii 3 • vg 

10 vg 
131 tvg 
15& T vg 
1511 ff tvg 
16 If e vg 
19 ce; vg 
u :yptVC 

'. blftVC 26,blftvg 
as' vg 

xix 6, vg • 
15 6 vg '11 
21 VC , 

" (")tIff l,rAe). 
• bt/ff I,r/e .. 

tlffil,rl e vc 
'/tilfr!e vg 
Z/lfrl t VC 

"r;;r,.i lfrl t vg 
, ,, /fi l,rl e vg 
, btIlli ,r/ vg 
, btIffi frl vg 
, "e;&i l,rl vg 
, b~jl,rle vg 
, b~.rfrl VI' 
, b~il9rl .. 
, 6 '.If I fr vc 

d 
6t1ff I r 

a~ frl 

" 6 '1 f,lt: 
It 

,dff I 
.ab I ,.6, le 
,d ff(l) rle VC 
ab frle 

",b ff rlt 
ab fl 
VIIb frlt 
ab rl 
ab ,rl 
ab f It: 
a6.ff ,rl 
a f'l 
• f'/ 
ab ff f,lt 
6/ frle 

"frle 

• ff 

PI(R) 

I 

pout. aa. acenJataa , 
[MIll hilt, xx) 

-. ,.611, VC 
I (vg) [Mlllf (aad iIl:u.iiia3)] 

.. 
0'". f" 

" .. .. 
[Mal tll.tfot.J 

prineipes (iudaeor.) 
6qfe[ .. r] 

One or ·two notes on special passages may be made before coming to 
the general conclusions. 

Matt. xvi 21. Neither sfUertlohOus in Iren. ill 18 nor pn"tt&ijes soar
tiolum in Tyconius 61 proves much, as both quotations appear to have 
been made from memory. But the latter passage at least proves that 
pn"nceps saartlolum was familiar tet Tyconius in Africa about 380 A.D., 

even if it did not stand in his Bible. 
Matt. xxvi 59. The occurrence of the simple prilfa}s in a and " is 

a good instance of the close connexion between these two MSS. It is 
of course a mere stylistic change, Caiaphas having been calledpn·lfa}s 
saartlobml in the two preceding verses. 

Mc. ii 26. b-4 'Apw'oap d.(Ix/.fpCwa is absent from all genuine Old 
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NOTES AND STUDIES 

Latin texI8: it is therefore important to notice that when 4pxupNr is 
being introduced for the first time by the Vulgate and the late MS, the 
rendering is :In_PI saewtlotu-. This agrees with what was noted 
above (or Mc. i 44 vg. No doubt t is here interpolated directly from 
the V ulgate, and I from the Gothic, as often elsewhere. The Gothic 
has here the simple grulja. used indiscriminately for I priest' and I high 
priest '. 

Mc. x 33, xi 27, xiv 10. In all these places a has jf»IhJi«s stUmlotu",. 
which may fairly be regarded as evidence for an original jfHIIijites~ 
altered by a scribe who was more familiar with priIItiJu saunlotu".. 
Probably the simpleprinapiINs in Mc. viii 31 IJ has a similar origin. 

Mc. xiv 53b• The omission in A is due to 'like beginning' ; it is clear 
that.fJt»llif. stood in its ancestry both in 53a and 53b• The simple 
Sa&el"tIos of" is no doubt to be explained as Or Nestle explains it (see 
above) ; just as prillUjS in Matt. xxvi 59 an is short for prillajS saeerdo.., 80 sfIUnIos is here short for SIUIUIUIS saanJos. 

Mc. xiv 61. There is some reason for thinking that 4pxupNr was 
absent from the immediate ancestry of tl and of, (see Tiscb. ad loc.); 
if SO, in replacing the word each MS keeps to its own usage. 

Mc. xv 10, I I. There is much variation here, and the Greek text as 
printed is perhaps wrong (see below). In various ways B I &c. 565 700 
(A) (e) _, syr.S arm boh all testify to the omission of dpX&q>E'Ur either 
in fMr. 10 or fJW. II. It is probable that POnhJi«s in fJW. II in the 
Vulgate is due to Jerome himself; if so, it suggests that considerations 
of style sometimes were preferred by him to coDSiderations of con
sistency. 

Mc. xv 31. n may be regarded as a substitute for Cl. 

Le. xxii So. The independent character of t in the last two-and-a-balf 
chapters of Luke comes out well in these lists. Its marked preference 
for saanJos as opposed both to the ordinary pnilaps sau~ and to 
pontile:: is bome out by e in Le. xxiv 20. 

Le. xxiii 13. xxiv 20. Both I.pxwrw and dpXW{X'Ur occur in the Greek 
of these verses, so that texts which normally would have prilldpes soar
dtJtu". were in a difficulty. In xxiii 13" el, vg render "X,WT(V by 
magistra/us as in Le. xii 58 lat. vt, while lomits 8.pxovmr altogether. as 
do a (">1 I in xxiv 20. The other alternative is followed by j, and in 
xxiv 20 by vg also, viz. to retain prindpes for "](fW'T'v and to get a fresh 
term for dpX'((lC'Ur. The evidence of" makes it probable that saanJos, 
not ponItju, stood in the earliest texts of these passages: had ponliju 
been used here it would have been allowed to stand side by side with 
prindpes. 
, It is probably a mere slip of St J erome's pen that the best MSS of the 
Vulgate have su".",; SlJal'tloiutll in Le. xxiv 20. 
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Job. vii 32 is greatly coafused in order, but the distribatiOn of the Old 
Latin documents is essentially the same as in fJW. 4S. 

Joh. xix 21. The Greek is 01 dpXupcia orGw "Iou8cW.w, fOl" which soa,
dotes Ilia. in e is a sufficient equivalent. Then satmlotes was changed 
in the interests of literalness into prindjes saardohlllr, preserved in "ff, 
and then S«eniotlllll omitted for euphony in ",le, the sense being clear. 
The Vulgate reading is doubtless a correction of the simple priw:ipes, 
the same term being chosen as in xix 6 and IS. 

To turn now to the general question. There can be little doubt that 
in Mark, John, and the first twenty chapters of Luke potdilez is the 
constant' Mrican ' rendering of dpx~, and that pnilaps saartlohtlll 
only finds a place in e through occasional assimilation of its fundamen
tally African text to a more commonplace vocabulary. It is equally 
certain that po"tilez has no place in the Mrican text of Matthew, its 
place being taken by simple sflm'dos (Cyp. 1/1, j I/r, e 2/6). The 
evidence of j in Matt. ii 4 and of Cyprian 80 i. Matt. xxvii 3 makes it 
certain that saarJlos alone must be accepted as an African equivalent to 
dp)(Upc6v. It is therefore difficult to resist the conclusion that saanlos 
is also the true Mrican rendering in Mc. xv 31 (j), Le. xxiv 20 (e cl. 
Joh. xix IS (e a). And if so, remembering the' African' cbaracter of t 
in Le. xxii, xxiii, and tbe non-African character of e in the same chapters. 
we need have little hesitation in accepting the evidence of e for saun/8s 
in Lk. uii 50, (52), S4t xxiii 4t 10, {13l, and I do not hesitate to add 
fJW. 23 also.1 

Thus for the Mrican text we find that the rendering of dpx.~ is 
sam-dos in Matt.,pontijez in Mc. Le. Joh., but with a tendency to lapse 
back again into saartlos at the end of each Gospel. Possibly this may 
indicate that the Gospel of Matthew was translated separately and at an 
earlier date than the rest, but it might almost equally be regarded as the 
result of translating the Four Gospels in the order Matt. Job. Le. Mc. 
The difference of style between S. John and S. Matthew and the difference 
of context in which dpx~ occurs in these Gospels, might produce 
a difference of rendering for this and other words, and the use of pontifu 
once established it might be continued in Le. and Mc. StzartIos and 
pontijez must have been regarded as practically equivalent, for in 
Cyprlan's quotations from Ac. xxiii 4. S, he has three times s«ertiom. 
(Dez) in fJW. 4. but pontilex in "',. S.I 

If the 4 African' Latin be a translation of the full Gospel Canon it is 
not likely that the European texts, which on the whole appear to be 

1 That is, to accept ... i ,. •• dpx .. pl- as a genuine C African' reading. It mUlt 
be remembered that ~ has been corrupted from the Latin Vulgate, not frvm the 
Greek' Antiochian ' Vulgate, aDd the Lama Vulpte omits these words. 

~ Cyprian .70, 671, 729- Augustine has Jtrirtaps 1IfI«rIlot. .... 
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NOTES AND STUDIES ~5 

80 much less primitive, are C translations' of separate single Gospels. Is 
it not much more likely that they represent textual and linguistic revisions 
oftheeulyfurmsoftheAmamted? 

On no theory is it easy to account for SUI""" saanJos. It is 
c::ertainly not due to Jerome, for Jerome introducedjn"ndjes saanIotu", 
in Mc. i 44, ii 26, and pglllipes in xv I I. The distribution of evidence 
is made difficult to trace by the lacunae which occur in many MSS of 
Mark. , fails from viii 31, I from xiv I, i from xiv 43,/from xiv S3b...60 
and from xv x, not to speak of occasioDal failures in rand f. But 
enough remains to suggest that it was almost as frequent in " as in d. 
Here as elsewhere" represents tendencies which the Vulgate carries out 
more fully. The curious thing is that while all the European MSS have 
SIImlllllS stUert/Qs for dp}("."..,Nr in Mc. several times, it never occurs in 
any • Afriam ' document (for c when it agrees with vg ought not really 
to be classed as Old Latin at all), and hardly ever occurs outside Mc. 
The total lack of Afriam support shews that it cannot be primitive: it 
must therefore be regarded as a correction for jMtIiftx, not an inde
pendent translation oC dp}("."..,Nr. When k leaves off usingpontVtx, the 
evidence for Sfl1II1IUIS sam-dos at once shrinks, c ff (and once even 4) 
going over to princeps satwtlotu",. 

It is difficult to realize the facts about the extant texts of the Gospels 
in Latin, and more difficult still to reconstruct their history. But I feel 
sure of two things: first, that our theories must start Crom the Mrican 
texts, not from the Vulgate and other comparatively late revisions; and 
secondly, that the greater amount of variety in rendering found in 
S. Mark's Gospel corresponds to its comparative neglect for literary and 
liturgical purposes. In the other Gospels, especially S. Matthew, there 
was something of an ecclesiastical standard in vocabulary, which reacted, 
perhaps unconsciously, upon editors and scribes, but this restraining and 
standardizing influence was less Celt when the text of S. Mark was being 
revised, either from a Greek MS or for stylistic purposes. 

In conclusion, let me once more express my belief that such investi
gations as that which Dr Nestle has begun must not be based on the 
Vulgate, a text which has had too long and complicated a history for us 
to be able to divine that history by internal evidence alone. And we 
must take the evidence oC the whole vocabulary of the Gospels. If we 
found that the euliest teds that have come down to us have regularly 
ftlu in S. Matthew but IJeaIus in S. Luke as a rendering of p.rucJpuxr, 
and also 1IIIIIIIlus for A ICOupAXT in the Synoptic Gospels but saeculltm in 
S. John, then we might begin to wonder whether this difference of 
rendering does not correspond to a difference of place or date in the 
translations. But the evidence, in my opinion, does not point to such 
rigid oriJinal uniformity. Saeallum for mulUhu is really characteristic 
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or the I African' text of S. Jobn, but the evidence that eYeD Cyprian 
bad fIIIIIIIiIu in Job. i is ftI')' strong, and it is hardly likely that difterent 'l: 
parts of the Fourth Gospel were translated into Latin by different bands. 
Finally, words like hnN,ptJpltbu, ..ulihlllo (u renderings of &x,\,oa) are 
quite intractable to any theory of primitive uniformity. For reasons 
such u these I still believe that the appearance of 1II11t",. s~ for 
rlpX,.Mr in the Vulgate text of S. Mark is the result of unsystemahC 
revision or the C European' texts of the Old Latin, not a primitive 
feature preserved unchanged from the age when the Gospels circulated 
separately. 

Nole fJII SfJIIU Lal,'" tuls of Ma,j xv 10, 11. 

I. The text of a may be thus restored from Irico" edition: 

• •••• ATEKIII sdeht enim 
••••• ROPTBR ~jmOp~ 
• ••• DIAM ,;",;diam 
• ••• IDERUNT InIdiderunt 
• •• UIIPRIM ilium prin-
• •• ESSACBR -apes sacer-
• •• UMQUI -dolum qui 
• ••• MTUR eliam tur 
• •• SUASE lilt suase-
•••• UTMA 

GISBARABBA,:" 

DIMI'M'ERET 

ILLlS 

(col. 2) 
-I'IInl ut ma-
-giB barabban 
dimitteret 
illis 

This agrees exactly with the reading of 565700 and the Armenian, te. 
10 .pe, yap cWt 8&4 t/lO&vw 1I'ap48.aAP aWGv 01 d.px.upiw," oZftHG' aca1. IX"" 
b._ lva p.Olltw m. Ba.po./J/Jiiv dtrOA~ aln-otu. 

(565 and arm omit pJillov. 700 has dvlcr(&CTClV with most Greek MSS.) 
The Irish MS ,. practically agrees with a, especially in the charac

teristic placing of ",,, oXAa" before IWI&CTClV (sk). The grouping 565 700 
a , arm is very curious, and should be taken into account in any attempt 
to estimate the origin of the special element of a in S. Mark. 

2. R and c are best exhibited side by side. 
R 

JO sciebat enim quia per iniuriam 
tradebant • eum • principes' 

U sacerdotes autem et scribae 
persuaserunt populo 
ut magis agerent 
barabban dimitte nobis 

C 

JI sciebat enim quod per inuidiam 
tradiderunt eum principes 
sacerdotum 11 scribae autem 
persuaserunt turbis 
ut dicerent magis 
barabbam dimitte nobis. 
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Here .. and & have in common against all other texts the mention oC 
• scribes' and the ungrammati'cal oratio recta at the end. I"ilwiam in .. 
is a mere blunder Cor ;lIIIidiam. and I imagine that apnnt is nothing 
more than a blunder Cor dieennt. In Mc. xi 18, xii 12 OXNxr is trans
lated by jOpII/IIS in .. against the hlr6a of other texts, otherwise it would 
be attractive to regard POPIlItJ as a mistaken supplement and seri!Jae 
as a corruption of hlrlJae (dat. sing.). But it is impossible to equate .. 
with ., so that this suggestion may be definitely rejected, and we must 
conclude with the remark, that the only instance of anything like 
pritrdpu saartJohlm in .. occurs in a singularly confused and corrupted 
passage. 

F. C. BURX.ITT. 

SECUS. 

What is the Latin for • by the way-side'? It is instructive to a 
Christian scholar to find that his classical friends do not know the 
phrase SealS uiam. which is the ordinary Vulgate equivalent for 
7N1p4 np. MOv. and Curther that this 'learned ignorance' is shared by 
the • African' text oC the Bible, though setus as a preposition is used 
by the Mricans in other connexions. 

Charisius the Grammarian says id fjuod uulgus usurpat • seous ilium 
sedi', /we est • SealMrnn i/lum, et nouum et sort!idum est'. This is 
about the middle of the fourth century. Towards the end we find 
s«us freely employed by S. Ambrose of Milan, who says of the Good 
Samaritan (in Lu& 1428 C) uenit seous eum, lux est, jaehls ann
passionis nostrae susaptione j in it i m u s et misericoniiae &ollatWne 
uitinus. 

But it is not easy to find examples from earlier authors. I ought 
perhaps to add that the instances alleged in the older Latin Dictionaries 
for seeus as a preposition are almost always unsupported by any MS 
authority, e. g. in Ennius (ap. Laetant.). in Quintilian viii 2. 20 and in 
Pliny H. N. xxiv IS all the MSS read setuMUm not Utus. In Cato .R • .R. 
I 21, 2 IItrinpe seeus must be an adverb, as it is twice so used a (ew 
lines further on. In various texts of the Latin Gospels SealS stands for 
(I) 1/'apcI; {2} br'; (3) ICIIT&. 
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