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NOTES AND STUDIES

NOTES ON THE APOSTOLIC CONSTITUTIONS
' III. Tur Text ofF THE EicHTH Book!

For a long time the subject of the early Church Orders, and especi-
ally of the last and most elaborate of them, the Apostolic Constitutions,
has had a peculiar fascination for me. Whether or no the opportunity
will ever come to put together any general treatment of them, or even
to weld into a single whole my separate contributions to particular
aspects of the problem, must be more than doubtful : but at least I want
to embrace the present opportunity of rounding off what I have to say
about the text of the Constitutions and above all of the Eighth Book.

I am afraid that the papers on the subject which I wrote for the
JourNAL between 1912 and 1915 were a little haphazard in character :
I was in fact learning as well as writing : and the problems themselves
were of a very varied nature, textual, historical, and theological. It may be
well then to recapitulate briefly how the matter stands under each of
these three heads. But a word is needed first about the editions.

i. The editions. As far back as 1563 the Spanish Jesuit Franciscus
Turrianus (Torres) published at Venice the editio princegs, and it is
perhaps only in quite recent times that we have realized what an admir-
able edition, unsurpassed till comparatively lately, has been in the
hands of scholars for all these centuries. The purpose of the editor was
no doubt controversial: it was a contribution to the literature of the
Counter-Reformation, based on the assumption that the Constitutions
were a genuine work of the Apostles, and by their insistence on Epi-
scopacy and similar features excluded the Protestant interpretation of the
New Testament. The disproof of the Apostolic origin of this literature
was pretty well all that the next two and a half centuries effected in the
study of the subject.

The revival of historical interest in the last century saw two new
but unimportant editions of the Constitutions, that of Ueltzen in 1853
and that of Lagarde in 1862. But all previous work was superseded by
the comprehensive and elaborate work in two volumes by Dr F. X. Funk
Didascalia et Constitutiones Apostolorum (Paderborn, 1906), of which
the first contains the text with prolegomena, apparatus criticus, and (not

1 The two previous papers were published fourteen or fifteen years ago: 1. “The
Compiler an Arian’ October 1914 (xvi 54-61); II. ‘The Apostolic Canons’ July

1915 (xvi 523~538).

"
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the least valuable part of the work) seventy pages of Greek indices to
proper names and to vocabulary, the second ‘testimonia et scripturae
propinquae ’. .

ii. Z%e text. The discovery which in 1911 was the starting-point of my
own work was a sixth-century fragment at Verona, consisting of a Latin
version of the last few chapters of the Eighth Book of the Constitutions,
followed by the 85 Apostolic Canons: before that nothing was known
in Latin of the work of the Constitutor except the 5o Canons which
Dionysius Exiguus translated and placed at the head of his well-known
collection of Canons soon after A.D. 5o0. The Verona fragment was
some four centuries older than any of the extant MSS of the original
Greek text of the Constitutions, and so supplied an obvious standard of
comparison by which to judge between them. The witness of these
Greek MSS had for the first time been made fully accessible to scholars
in Funk’s critical apparatus. And among them one now stood out from
the rest as in very close relation to the Verona fragment, namely, Vat.
gr. 1506, written in A.D. 1024, and cited by Funk asd. A form of text
warranted by d V(erona) goes back at least to the fifth century, and on
the ground of its antiquity has a presumptive right to be treated as
original ; though ef course that presumption has to be subjected to any
tests that may be applicable.

iil. 7%e theology. Now the most striking feature of any text based
primarily on the witness of d is its definitely unorthodox theology : it is
nakedly and unashamedly Arian. Of course all our MSS of the Cozn-
stitutions were written at a date when the Nicene faith had long been
established and by scribes whose own orthodoxy was unquestionable.
Naturally therefore there was a steady tendency towards the catholiciz-
ing of the text and the removal of any blatant improprieties : d itself has
not wholly escaped the traces of this process. Indeed we may be quite
certain that it was only the naive conviction of the apostolic authorship
of the work that secured for it a relatively faithful transmission at least
in some of our copies: what apostles dictated, however strange it might
sound, had a prima facie claim to be accepted as correct. Even if we
push the date of the original issue of the work as far back as the middle
of the fourth century, still the triumph of the Nicene cause in the Greek-
speaking Church followed not more than a generation later, and from
that moment onwards any dogmatic influences operating from outside
upon the text would have been of a Nicene and not of an opposite
character. Therefore it will be a sound general principle that as
between two variants, respectively orthodox and Arian, the presumption
is definitely in favour of the latter. If this presumption is justified, the

witness of d convicts the writer of 4p. Const. of being an Arian pure
and simple.

VOL. XXXI. K
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iv. T%e place and time. Now there is nothing inconsistent with this
conclusion in what we know from history of the writer’s date or of the
district in which he wrote. It is universally agreed that he is to be
placed somewhere in Syria: and Arianism was predominant throughout
Syria during the two middle quarters of the century. It may also be
said to be agreed that his book is to be dated somewhere in the second
half of the fourth century: and at least if it was Syrian of the period
350~375. it was more likely than not to have been Arian. For myself I
am rather strongly of opinion that for both date and place some revision
is called for of thc opinions at present prevalent. The problems that
interest the author are those that belong to the middle of the fourth
century or to the decade that immediately follows. The literature with
which he stands in closest contact is the literature of the Apostolic
Church Orders, and, apart from the Roman Apostolic Tradition of
Hippolytus, the documents that make up this literature appear to be,
one and all of them, Palestinian. I believe Zahn was near the truth
when he ascribed the authorship of the Apostolic Constitutions (all
eight books of them) to Acacius, bishop of Palestinian Caesarea, the
successor of Eusebius and inheritor of his theological ideas : though no
doubt the disciple dotted the i’s and crossed the t's of his master’s
theology.

Now the arguments for the two related conclusions, the textual value
of d, and the ingrained Arianism of the author of the Constitutions, seem
to me to have been already sufficiently cogent, as I expressed them
fifteen years ago. But these conclusions are so important, and con-
tradict so fundamentally the results to which Funk himself was led,
that I need make no apology for returning to the same problem in
order to attack it again from a different angle.

Funk more or less confined himself, in constructing the critical
apparatus of his text of the Coms#itutions, to the direct witness of the
Greek MSS, though in fact for parts at least of the Eighth Book he
bad at hand Syriac, Sahidic, and Ethiopic versions, and in Greek an
Epitome, besides citations in the enigmatic writer Anastasius: ‘mihi
versiones orientales, cum liber viii optime codicibus graecis tradita [/ege
traditus] sit, iuste praetermittendae esse videbantur.” But in fact there
is an important residue of readings where the Greek MSS do not give
concordant testimony ; d especially, and de (= Vat. 2089, saec. xi),
are not infrequently found to stand alone against the rest. And the
special purpose I have set myself in the present paper is to adduce a
series of variants, apart from those of a theological character, where
the witness of d is borne out by the witness of the versions, of the Epi.
tome, of Anastasius, or of some of them. It will be seen in the
sequel how largely I dissent from Funk’s text and from the principles on
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which he constructs it. But I want to make it quite clear at the outset
that it is in the main his own apparatus and his own index graecitaiis,
together with his texts of the Epitome and of Anastasius, that have sup-
plied me with my material. I have added on my own account a re-
collation of codex d for the Eighth Book—printed at the end of this
paper—the ever-ready kindness of Mgr G. Mercati having provided me
many years ago with a photograph of the text. The evidence of the
Oriental versions is from the excellent editions of Nau and Horner, as
will be seen in detail in the paragraphs marked 3, 4, 5, below. The
arguments from the usage of the Constitutor—arguments which appear
to me to be of special weight in the case of a writer who has so many
mannerisms and tricks of speech of his own—are based on Funk’s index,
though of course I have verified his references. I only wish there was
anything comparable in the way of an index to the language of
Ps.-Ignatius.

Finally let us equip ourselves with a clear if summary »Zsumé of the
authorities to be cited : and then proceed to the examination of the
readings.

1. The Epitome. Funk ii pp. xi-xix, 72—96 : for the text ten MSS
were used, which differ a good deal among themselves : the oldest are
of the eleventh and twelfth centuries. It consists of five sections :

Aldaokalia Tdv dylwv drooTéhwy wepi xapopdrov = A. C. viil cc. 1, 2.

Awatddes 1oV dylwv drooTéey wepl xewporovidy dia Imrmoddrov = A. C.
viil 4, 5; 16-28; 30, 3I.

Iavdov 700 dylov dmooTodov Siardfeis mepl kavovwy ékkA\nolooTKGY =
A, C. viii 32.

ITérpov xai Mavdov 70v dylwv dmosTddwy Swardéeas = A. C. vill 33, 34 ;
42-45.

Ilepi ebralias Sibackalia wdvrov ToV dylwv drostéhwy = A. C. viii 46.

It does not admit of doubt that the Zpizome, although at two points
it depends directly on the 4postolic Tradition of Hippolytus,' is in the
main derived from the Eighth Book of the Constitutions and posterior
to it. But its date is sufficiently remote to justify us in ranking it as a
primary witness, where extant, to the text of the Constitutions.

2. Fragmenta Anastasiana. Funk ii pp. vii-xi, 51-71. Citations
from the Constitutions (all eight books) made by Anastasius in his
Quaestiones (ed. Gretser, 1617). Funk has re-examined the MS evi-
dence, using nine MSS of which the earliest goes back to about
A.D. goo. The date of Anastasius is doubtful, but he is more recent
than the Epitomator and his evidence not quite of the same value.

! In the prayer for the ordination of a bishop (Funk ii 8) and in the prescription

for the appointment of a reader (sb. ii 82). See Dom R. H. Connolly Egyptian
Church Order (Texts and Studies viii 4: 1916) p. 53.
K 2
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3. Of the Oriental versions that reinforce the Greek evidence, the
first place must be assigned to the Syriac if only because of the greater
extent of the ground it covers. I have employed Nau’s French transla-
tion La version syriague de I'Octatenque de Clément : traduite . . . par
F. Nau, Paris 1913. Of this Octateuch books i and ii contain the
Testamentum Domini, book iii the so-called ¢ Apostolic Church Order’,
while books iv-vii correspond to the Eighth Book of the Constitutions,
book viii to the Apostolic Canons. In more detail book iv = A. C. viii
1, 2; book v=A.C. é. 3-5, 16-26; book vi=A.C. . 27, 28,
30, 31, 32 $18-34, 42—46, 32 §§ 1-17; book vii = A. C. 29, 69, being
chapters passed over above in books v, vi.

The Octateuch was apparently known in its complete form to Severus
of Antioch who died in A. D. 540 : its last five books are therefore a very
early witness to the text of A. C. That is at least true of the underlying
Greek, even if the extant Syriac version be as late as the end of the
seventh century.

4, 5. The Ethiopic and Sahidic versions contain a rather smaller
compass of the Eighth Book of the Constitutions.' The first half of
both the Ethiopic and the Sahidic collections (Statutes 1—48 in the
Ethiopic; 1-62 in the Sahidic) are based on other and earlier documents
than the Apostolic Constitutions, and do not concern our present
purpose. In the English translation by Mr George Horner (7%¢
Statutes of the Apostles or Canones Ecclesiastici, 1904), which I have
taken as my guide, the portions relevant to book viii of A.C. begin
at p. 186 for the Ethiopic, at p. 332 for the Sahidic. The versions run
parallel throughout A. C. viii chapters 1 and 2, down to Eth. p. 193 1. 3,
Sa. p. 340 L. 2. At that point Eth. makes a long interpolation extending
over nearly four pages (the first part of it based on the Didache), while
Sa. remains faithful to the text of A. C. viii 3. That already raises the
presumption—and the presumption appears to me to be borne out at
every step of the comparison of the documents—that the latter half of
both the Sahidic and the Ethiopic collections is derived ultimately from
the same original, an original based purely on book viii of A. C,, but
that this original is in detail much more faithfully represented in the
Sahidic.

The two versions agree on the main lines of their treatment of A. C.
Both omit the whole of the prayers in A. C. viii, some of which of course
are of such portentous length that no congregation even in the fourth
century could have stood them as the rule of the normal Sunday liturgy.

1 The longer prayers are omitted in all three versions: but the Ethiopic and
Sahidic, while they retain most of the contents of books v and vi of the Syriac, omit
the contents of book vii of thie Syriac, which is apparently a sort of second thought
on the part of the Syriac editor.
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Both omit all reference to the division of the different sections of A.C.
viii among the different Apostles. At first sight it might be tempting to
look on this feature as indicating an earlier stage of developement than
the arrangement in A.C. But the Syriac version corresponds even
here with A.C. viii: and the reason which prompted the omission of
the names in the original of Eth. and Sa. is perhaps that both have
already made use of this distribution of ordinances between the different
Apostles in the earlier part of their collection,

The portions of A.C. viii retained are chapters 1—4; 5§9-6§2;
11§9-12§3; 12§39 (summary); 13§ 14-14§2a; 15§6; 15§ 10; (after
an insertion of some ten lines) 15§11, 16§2; 17§2; summary of 21,
22, 19; 23§2-28; 30-34; 42—46. At this point the Sahidic ends,
while the Ethiopic adds ten pages of divers prayers on its own account.

6. Finally for chapters 41 (from Funk 550. 13 onwards) to 46 we
have the evidence of the Latin version discovered by me in the sixth-
century MS 1i (49) of the Chapter Library at Verona and edited by
the late Dr Spagnolo, librarian of the Chapter Library, and myself in
Ecclesiae Occidentalis Monumenta Turis Antiguissima 111 1 pp. 32 a sqq.
(1913). I cite it under the symbol V: it is of course only available for
the last few of the readings here examined.

Having thus summarized the various sources and documents by the
help of which we can test the tradition of the text (or parts of the text)
of A.C. viii, I proceed to apply this touchstone to various readings
where codex d, with or without the support of other MSS of A.C,,
differs from the text adopted by Funk. In this investigation readings
which raise questions of theology will be left practically on one side,
simply because, whether or no the compiler of A.C. wrote from an
Arian point of view, it is quite certain that the derived documents were
all put together by orthodox writers, and any glaring indications of
heretical theology would have been altered or omitted by them. But
the crucial feature that emerges is that, however much the text of d and
the text of the derived documents differ in theological passages, in the
whole extent of the material unaffected by doctrinal considerations it is,
speaking generally, the text of d and not the text of Funk (where these
differ in important readings) which is reproduced in the Greek epitome
and in the Syriac, Sahidic, Ethiopic, and Latin versions. The pages now
following are devoted to the establishment of this conclusion by the
examination of a number of variae lectiones. 1t should be remembered
of course that it is in the prayers of A. C. viii that the compiler’s theology
is most influential and most marked, and the versions systematically
omit the prayers, while they retain the framework and the ordinances, of
the original work. I am indeed more inclined than I was at first to
suspect that the reason for omission of the prayers may have been the
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dubious character of the theology underlying them. If so, the versions
give a’'sort of negative support to the Arianizing text of the prayers in d.
In any case as they agree, where they are extant, with d against Funk’s
text, we can certainly not argue that, if they had been extant in the
prayers, they would have agreed with Funk’s text against d.

Examination of readings in A. C. viii
(Ep = Epitome: S = Syriac: Sa = Sahidic: A& = Ethiopic)

i. c. 2 § 2 (468. 5) & éxodowov poxbyplav. But de Ep 8 éxodaror
kaxdvowar, and compare 468. 11 ayvola 3 kaxovolg, 482. 17 8 ékodotov
abrod kaxdvoav, and so again d in 508. 6 Tod Ty kakdvoway vosioavros.
kaxdvoro. is a favourite word of the Constitutor’s: in the first six books he
adds it three times to his Didascalia ground-text: v 16. 2 (283. 18),
vi 5. 1 (309. 16) odror 8¢ xaxdvowav vogodow, vi 27. 6 (373. 8) kaxdvoray
voorjoas, where as here it is used of the devil, and so also Ps.-Ign.
_P/lz'/l;ﬁ]ﬁ. 12 {1'7ra'y€ Sarava . . . év ois Hpebiabns éx xaxovolas. ;Loxe‘qpfa 1s
less frequent, and apparently never used of evil spirits.

ii. ¢. 2 § 4 (468. 13) &s "Avavias xai Sapalas & ‘Lepovoaiu [Jer.
xxxvi (xxix) 31}. Butin d Ep S Sa & the reading is ‘ Israel’ and not
‘Jerusalem ’: the abbreviations of the two words, WAfp A, are
sufficiently alike to cause confusion. The MSS of Anastasius are
divided between the two readings : in the Epitome, apart from one late
MS, the witnesses are solid for ¢ Israel’.

iii. ¢. 2 § 5 (468. 19) wovrolas Typwplas éroav. But d e Ep S (‘une
punition’) have the singular wayrolay rypuwplav. Typwpla occurs in A, C.,
according to Funk’s index, nineteen times: apart from this passage,
only once in the plural.

iv. c. 4 § 4 (472. 15) € T4 xard TV olkov odrod KkaAds grovéuwral,
el o xard Tov Plov dvemdajmros. d f (a Barberini fragment of ¢, a.D.
800: now Vat. barb. gr. 336) Ep and apparently S Sa! read the ad-
jective dveriAnmwros: Ep makes the construction clear by adding dwdpyer.
The balance of the sentence, and the use of the word elsewhere in A. C.
(three times in book ii), seem decisive for the adjective.

V. c 5§ 3(474. 13) 8d 7dv odv dmooréhwv kal Hudv Tdv xdpirt of
wapeofo')‘rwv e’ﬂ'wkéﬂ'u)v, where d and the Syriac (the only version here
extant) insert dudackdlev after Hudv, Swe 7év oy dmocTéwy kai Hudv
Si8aokdAwv ¢ par tes apdtres et nos docteurs’. The reading of d makes
it clear that only one class of persons is contemplated, * those who are

1 S ¢s'il a bien dirigé sa maison, si sa conduite est irrépréhensible’ : Sa ¢ that he
conducted his house well, and that his whole life is sound, in no way reproach-
able’, :
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Thy apostles and our teachers’: the reading of the other MSS, with its
two classes of persons; the Apostles and the Bishops, would have
involved a second &ud, xai & Hudv Tdv xdpere @7 . . . There cannot,
I think, be a shadow of doubt: d and the Syriac are right.!

vi. ¢. 5§ 4 (474. 18) 'Exealdpo. But *Eledlap indeclinablein d fh
(h is a Jerusalem MS from S. Saba, of about A.D. 1000): and that
appears to be the only form in which the name of the son of Aaron is
found in the LXX.

vii. c. 5 § 12 (476. 29) Adyovs mapaxhijoews. In d alone Adyovs
mapaxAyrcor’s, and that is a phrase (unlike the other) familiar to the
Constitutor: ii 15. 1 (59. 9) Kol iy xowwvely adrots Aoywv TapaxhyTidv,
ii 22, 1 (81. 18) wpds vorfeciav 1ov orTvrTikdy §) mapuxkdyTicdy Seopévov
Adywv, il 41. 5 (131. 28) kai kaTaBpéxev Adyows TapaxAnTiois.

viii. ¢. 6 § 11 (480. 13) 6 810 Xpiorod Sidackdlovs Tods paldyras ErwoTioas
wpos pdbfpow Tis edoefBelas. d has ‘to the disciples’ in the dative, vols
pabyrals, and that construction after émomjoas has a near parallel in
vil 34. 6 (428. 10) kai voly Tov Tjs Yuxiis fvioxov Tals alobicecw émomicas.
In this passage it has the advantage of making  the learners’ and those
who are taught ‘for learning of godliness ’ the same set of people.’

ix. c. 7 §6(482. 17) od 70 BAéppa Enpalve 4Bvooovs. From the lost
Greek of the Apocalypse of Ezra ( = iv Esdras of the Vulgate N.T.)
vili 23: Brightman Z##. E. and W. 1 553 (6. 21): not identified by
Funk. d with the Syriac version gives dBvooov in the singular (and so
always in N.T., predominantly in LXX, and usually elsewhere in A. C.):
the other Greek MSS with the Latin have the plural.

X. €. 9 § 5 (486, 13) karabiwbbor kowwvel yevésbor Tév dylwy adrod
tepdv kal péroxor Tdv Belov puomplowy o déwol drodavfévres Tijs viobesias . . .
For iepav d has Swpedv, S apparently (‘ses saints prétres ’) iepéwv. Not
only is {epd neut. pl. apparently a use unknown to the Constitutor, but
in the preceding section where the intercession for the ¢wri{dpevor is
parallel to the intercession here for those é& peravoly, the three nouns
dwped, viofeaia, pvomjpa are found in near connexion, just as here in d:
Thjs TvevpaTikis oov dwpeds xal Tis dAnbwijs gov violeaias, TV TvevpaTdY
aov pvarypiov (484. 12).2

xi. c. 9§ 8 (486. 19) Iavroxpdrop fet aldvie, Séomora Tév SAwy, krioTa
kol wpvrave Tov wdvrov. For the last two words d has 7év dvrev with
the Syriac ¢ créateur et gouverneur de tout ce qui est’: compare vi 11. I
(325. 7) Tév dvrov Sypiovpyd, Vil 33. 2 (424. 4) 6 Beds wdvTev 16V SrTav.!

xii. ¢. 10 § 4 (488. 14) dwép Tis dylas xaboluiis kai dwogrolixils
éxkhnaias. d after dmoorohwijs inserts 1o feot. Such an addition is
found in connexion with éxkhnoia some thirty times in A, C., ‘and it is

! These variations were already discussed in J. T. S. xvi 37, 58 (Oct. 1914).
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obviously a favourite locution of the Constitutor: he often adds ‘of
God’ or ¢ of the Lord’ to ‘the Church’ of the Didascalia in books i-vi:
It is probably correct here, though there are not parallels sufficiently
close to guarantee it beyond contradiction.

xiii. ¢. 13 § 5 (514. 21) dmep Pacihéwy kai Tov &y Tmepoxy Senbdpev
with the text of 1 Tim. ii 2. But d dmep 7év Bacihéov (a reading not
recorded by Funk); and the definite article is supported by all the
parallels in A. C. which can be referred to the actual situation of the
time: i1 57. 18 (167. 3) dwip Tis exkhnoias wdoys . . . mwip 10D dpxiepéws
kai 109 Bacihéws kai 1ijs kafdhov elpvys, vill 12. 42 (512. 1) I mapa-
koaAoDuéy oe kipie tmép Tod Bacidéws kal Tév év Umepox Kal TovTOS TOD
orpatomédov, viii 15. 4 (518. 28) 7ods lepels dudpovs Sapvralov . . .
Tovs Baothels Satiipnoor &v elpjvy. Whether we can also argue that the
use of the singular in book ii suggests a single emperor such as Con-
stantius between 351 and 360, and the use of singular (once) and plural
(twice) in book viii suggests a rather later date when there was one
emperor on the spot and another or others more remote in the West, as
from 364 onwards, is less certain; the plural may only mean ‘em-
peror and empress ’.

xiv. c. 13 § 13 (516. 21) Oeds x¥pios kai émepdvy év fHuiv. For this
reading Funk quotes d, possibly by confusion with a: d in fact reads
with the LXX of Ps. cxvii [cxviii] 27 feos xipros kai émépaver Huiv, and
that reading should certainly be restored to the text.

xv. c. 13 § 14 (516. 24) & 7ols ywallv af Sudcovar. Sidxovar is,
I imagine, a wox nikili. d has Sidkovor, and so has Lagarde: Funk’s
apparatus is silent save for the note ‘ Suakériogaca’. We may charitably
suppose dudkovar to be a misprint, though a very unfortunate one, and
restore of Suikovor to the text with ii 26. 3 (103. 21), iii 8. 1 (197. 19).

xvi. ¢. 16 § 1 (520. 31), and similarly for the opening words of
cc. 17, 19, 21, 22, 23, wepl 8¢ xepotovias. But the 8¢ is regularly.
omitted by d (apparently by f p) Ep and the Syriac, wepl and whatever
word follows being treated as a title, not as part of the text at all
If the other versions still fail us, the evidence in support of d is ample.

xvii. ¢. 16 § 3 (522. 4) 6 Beos Hudv. dfEp S § Baciheds Hudv.
Booihels is not, I think, used of God before the later chapters of the
seventh book : but from that point it recurs quite frequently at the
beginning of the prayers, vii 33. 2 (424. 3) 6 Baotheds 7dv Gedv, Vil 34. T
(426. 10) Kfpie Baoided Thy aldvwr, vii 42. 3 (448. 8) 7ov Bacihéa wdays
alobyrijs kai voyrfis pioews, vii 47. 2 (456. 3) xvpie Baoihed émovpdyie,
vii 48. 2 (456. 11) «¥pie Bagided § warnp Tod Xpiorod, vill 12. 38 (510. 5)
mpoadépopéy oor 74 Bacihel kal Ged, Viii 37. 2 (544. 20) § 10D wvedparos
kbpros kal 7OV voyTdv kal alebyrdy Baoiheds.
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Xviil. c. 16 § 3 (522. 5) 6 8t Xpiorod & wdvra Syuiovpyfoas kai &
adrod Thv SAev wpovedv. After Spuiovpyroas d f insert mpd 8¢ wavrev
abrov (adrot d adrd f: but the accusative is clearly right with S)
YmoaTyodpevos : and so S ‘car tu Iavais engendré avant toutes choses’.
With dreorgoduevos compare Ps.-Ign. Magn. 8 s kara wdvra ebapécmnoev
76 dwooTioavte abrdy, if that is (as I agree with Zahn that it is) the true
reading.!

xix. ¢ 16 § 5 (522. 20) larwdv. d f Ep loparidv. Both forms are
given in Liddell and Scott: larikés has the earlier authority in Greek,
but iapatikds has the better and earlier authority.in our passage. Neither
form seems to occur elsewhere in A. C.

xx. C. 18 § 3 (524. 8) 3ux 7ijs peoirelos T0b povoyevods aov viod. d f
Ep S after peoirelas insert 7ot Xpiorod oov, and this weight of external
testimony is reinforced by the parallels viii 5. 5 (474. 22) pecurela T0b
XpuoTob gov, Vili 13. 3 (514. 16) drws 6 dyabos Geds wpoodédyrar adrd S
s peoirelas Tov Xpuarod adrod, vili 48. 3 (594. 2) Sk 74s peoirelas Tod
fyamnuévov waidds abrod “Inood Xpiorod.

xxi. ¢ 21 § 3 (526. 1) déomora Beé. Butd Séomora § feds : and though
d here appears to stand quite alone, it is supported by the parallels vii
37. T (436. 11) adrds kai viv, déomora & feds, Vili 5. 1 (474. 1) ‘O b,
déomora kipie 6 Beds 6 wavrokpitwp, vill 15. 2 (518. 16) Aésmora § feds 6
wavroxpatwp. In other words A. C. never uses 8éomora feé in immediate
juxtaposition : the nearest approach to the phrase is vii 25. 3 (410. 20)
a¥, déomwota wovrokpdrop, Bet aidvie, but there déomora and 6eé each has
its separate adjective. In spite of the defection of Ep and apparently
of f, I think that, with a writer so profoundly tied up as the Constitutor
to characteristic phrases, the balance inclines to the reading of d.

xxii. ¢. 22 § 3 (526. 14) Tov dpilfuov Tov éxhextdr cov SiapurdTrwy.
d S (‘le nombre de tes élus par tout le monde’) after oot add & SAe
76 KOO .

xxiii. c. 26 § 1 (528. 16) wepi émopxearov. But d f Ep S all have the
plural wept émopxtoriv, and so A. C. regularly for all orders from c. 21
onwards, sub-deacons, readers, confessors, virgins, widows.

xxiv. ¢. 27 § 1 (530. 1) Slpwv 6 Kavavirys (and so vi 14. 1: the
names are not in the Didascalia) with ®&-Matt. (but not ¥=-Mc.) Chryso-
stom and later authorities. df Ep (and apparently S ‘Simon le
Cananéen ’?) give what is certainly the true reading in the Gospels 3. &

1 So already J. T. 5. (Oct. 1914) xvi 6o.

2 It is of interest to note that we have in Severus of Antioch (a. D. t540) another
very early Syriac authority for the text of A. C. viii 27: see Mr E. W. Brooks’s
admirable edition of the letters (for the ¢Text and Translation Society?
1902-1904) E.T. i pp. 211, 213: ‘This also they say is a canon of Simon the
Cananaean, and it has never prevailed in the holy churches and been accepted by
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Kavavaios. If the Constitutor wrote at Antioch in the second half of
the fourth century, the probabilities are that he would have used the
Lucianic recension = Zextus Receptus. 1f, as I think more likely, he wrote
in Palestine, and not long after A.D. 350, the chances that he used
a better text than the Antiochene are considerable. ‘That he should
give the inferior reading Kavavirys in book vi and the correct reading
Kavavaios in book viii is after all similar to what the codex Sinaiticus
() does in Matt. x 4, Mc. iii 18 ; and my own view is that ] and A.C.
are not only nearly allied in time but also in place.

xXV. €. 28 § 1 (530. 9) ‘O adris wepi kavévwy. Omitted in the text, so
that there is no break between chapters 27 and 28, by d S: but d like
Ep has for title in the margin To? adrod Siuwvos o0 Kavavaiov kavdves
ékkAyaiacrikol.

xxvi, ¢. 29 § 1 (532. 1) éyd Marbias. But both a and d have
Marfaios, though Matthew has occurred higher up in his proper place.
S too has Matthew, in the title both of c. 29 (in its book vii) and of c. 30
(in its book vi). ¢ Matthias’ must certainly be the correct form of the
title. Yet d hasin 1. 11 what looks an indubitably genuine addition
olkov PuhakTikijy after Saypdvov dvyadevrikiy.

xxvii, ¢. 30 § 2 (532. 21) Tdv iepéwr xoi TOV adrols éfvmyperovpévor
Siaxdvev. d Ep S Sa /E omit Swkdvev. Clearly it ought not to stand in
the text: but iii 2z0. 2 (217. 19), 76v Sudrovor éfvmypereiafar 76 émokdmy
kai Tots wpeaBurépots, serves to shew that it is a true gloss on the
meaning.

xxviil. ¢ 32 §2(534. 10) ol Tpdmor. But 6 rpomos d e Ep S: and thisis
a case where the usage of the Constitutor is decisive. 6 rpdmos is found at
least ten times (in vii 2. 9 [390. 14] 7§ Blw 76 Tpdmo, as here), of Tpdmor
not once. ,

xxixX. ¢. 41 §3 (550. 21) 6 70 Aoywov TovTo Lhov Tov dvfpwmov . . .
Ovyrov éx karaokevis wovjoas. d omits Todro in agreement with the
Verona Latin fragment, which is henceforth available: with the reading
of d V compare viii 37. 5 (540. 4) 6 7 gogpla cov kataokevdoas dvlpwmror
70 Aoywkdy {Bov.

XXX. C. 42 § 1 (552. 20) év Yoluols kal drayvdopacw kal TpoFevyals.
The words xal dvayvéopacw are absent from d e Ep Anastasius and from

holy synods or been named in them at all. . . . However, if agreeable, we will also
adduce the canon that is given out as having been enacted by Simon the
Cananaean. . . . It is said to be as follows: I also, Simon the Cananaean, command

you by how many the bishop ought to be ordained. A bishop should be ordained
by two or by three bishops. But if any one be ordained by one bishop, let both
him and the man who ordained him be deprived. But if necessity arise for him
to be ordained by one, since a large number cannot come, because there is a per-
secution or some other cause, let him bring a psephisma of authority from several
bishops.”’
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every one of the four versions. The mass of evidence is decisive, and
gives fresh reason to question Funk’s dictum (p. xlv 1. 3) as to the
excellence of the majority of his Greek MSS of the Eighth Book.

xxxi. . 42 § 1 (552. 20) 8 7oV Bid Tpidv Hpepdv Eyepfévra. Now dud
2° is omitted by d e, most MSS of Anastasius, and by the second hand
of one of Ep: not to speak of the variant rpujpeporv in Anast. and Ep.
Versions are useless here: but I record the omission with a rather strong
suspicion that it is right. I have the impression that I have met not
infrequently with a genitive of time in A. C., though the only instances
1 can lay my hands on at the moment are viii 34. 1 (540. 13, 14) where
pbpov is read by all MSS and dAexropodwrias by d e h p and Anastasius
(cf. Mc. xiii 35): viii 1. 10 (464. 9) where Funk reads reooepdrovra
Hpépas, but d e 7év recoepdkovra fuepav and Ep ws recoepdkovra
Huepdv : and viil 12. 34 (508. 14) where again d and another MS have
the genitive fuepdv for the accusative.

xxXii. ¢. 42 § 3 (552. 22) xkal TeoTepakooTd KaTd TOV Takadv TVmoV.
Témos is of course used of O.T. types (ii 25. 5 [95. 16]: ii 57. 10 [163.
11]: il 16. 3, 4 [211. 4-9]): and what can ‘the ancient type’ be, as
indeed our author himself makes clear, but the mourning for Moses in
Deut. xxxiv 8, where not more than one of the mass of MSS used in
the Cambridge larger LXX gives reooepdkorra for pudkovra. Add now
that d (not cited by Funk), e, some MSS of Ep, and all four versions, read
rpaxoord, and I do not see how a vestige of doubt can remain: 3o, not
40, is the true number in A. C.

xxxiii. ¢. 44 § 4 (554. 22) wepl 7Gv év khjpw. To this form the only
parallel is vi 17. 3 (341. 8) oddevi Tév & =& xArjpy (with the definite
article), but to the mwepi 74w kAypwkdv of d there are numerous parallels
and in this neighbourhood, especially in the Apostolic Canons. Ap-
parently the Syriac and Sahidic, more certainly the Latin, have the
adjective : but Ep sides with the majority of Greek MSS.

XXXiv. ¢. 46 § 13 (560. 27) éyd TdkwBos kai éyd Khjuys. But d in
inverse order (and with only one éyw) éyo Khjuys kaildkwBos. Ep and
V &y Khjpys [xai] éyo IdkoBos: Sa goes with d. All four versions
agree with d in putting Clement first. In viii 35. 1 (542. 16) we have
kéyw Tdkwfos: in viii 47. 85 ai Awrayal tuiv Tols émordmos 8 éuod
K\jperros: in vill 10. 7 (488. 22—26) the order is James, Clement,
Euodius, Annianus. It must be admitted that ¢ James and Clement’
seems the more natural order.

XXXV. €. 46 § 17 (562. 25) MeAyioedix xkai TaB, and for once in
a way the body of Greek MSS have the reading which seems right: cf.
vili 5. 3 (474. 14) iepeis . . . NGe xai Melyoedex «ai "Iof. So in that
passage d: but here Taxéf3, and not only d but Ep V S Sa (* Jacob the
Patriarch’) £. Yet Melchisedech and Job are so regularly connected
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in A.C. (vi 12. 13 [333. 2]: vil 39. 3 [440. 26]: viii 12. 23 [502. 32]),
that I conclude ¢Job’ to be Fight, and ‘Jacob’ a very early error
perhaps even going back to the archetype.

Here then are thirty-five readings of d, all of them supported either
by the versions where extant, or by Greek evidence (the Epitome or the
Barberini fragment f) earlier than that of the MSS followed by Funk,
or by the usage of the Constitutor. One reading out of the thirty-five,
no. Xviii, though it is certainly right, should perhaps be withdrawn
from the list as being, unlike the rest, theological in character. All of
them are probably, most of them are certainly, right, with the exception
of xxxVv and perhaps of xxxiv. The net result is, I venture to think,
impressive and conclusive : whether we tested by the standard of the
versions, or by the earliest Greek evidence, or by parallel passages in the
Constitutions where the text is without variant, it emerges triumphantly
from the ordeal. I am not arguing, let it be remembered, that d is
always right. It has its share of individual errors: but putting these
aside, it seems to me to stand out as beyond question our leading MS
alike for the internal excellence of its readings, and for the external
support given to it by all the earliest authorities at our disposal.

But if this is so, the prerogative right thus established in non-
theological variants may justly be extended in favour of the special
group of readings of a theological character in which it stands more
nearly alone. These were considered in the first paper of this series
¢ The Compiler an Arian’ (October 1914), and the conclusions 1 drew
then have appeared to me, at every subsequent stage of reconsideration,
more and more irrefragable. I hope I may have commended my thesis
to my readers as far back as on that occasion. If there are any who
are still sceptical, I hope I may in the present paper have convinced
them, and for the others may have made certainty one degree more
certain. I cannot tell whether any future scholar will one day attempt
a new edition of the Apostolic Constitutions: if so be that that should
be so, I shall at least have made his task appreciably the lighter.

CoLLATION OF coD. VAT. gr. 1506 (FUNK'S d) IN COMPLETION OR
CORRECTION OF FUNK’S APPARATUS FOR A.C. vii 33-viii 46

424. 7 6: om 13 kAfjua 22 dmolauBavew 428. 6 uwoijy (ita
semper) 17 Aoy 30 duotBéuevor 428. 2 7rivnoe (ita fere semper,
sc sine v &peAkvoTikby ante consonantern) 13 dpudvioy 430. 16 Aibw xvBov
20 éxpureloavra 432. 10 anavras (tta fere semper) 18 i)s ddapeoitov
24 Ifal F‘fo, ot xai 434. 8 ceauriv 12 7ov On adTdv 17 GANG poppny
20 dvakikAiow 24 ferfjoe 438. 18 700 vavl 26 oevvayipeip

438, 28 ¢rwéoov ufjros 440. 23 éxéhacev 1 sequitur dimidiae fere lineae rasura
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444. 6 xai (ante 6 xipios) : om 448. 6 énl yijs: praem 14 15 wapdrAnToy
sequitur longa rasura 448. 20 wpooxvvely 450. 17 7is: 7i 20 éoTds
praem § 454. 3 orpatias d* grphrios d2 . Avdds (mom AvOés) 4 Kefxpedv
15 ¢yw: om 458. 10 (subscriptio) BuBNia {

460, 1 (fitulus) tr mepl x. #al x. wai k. & BiBAiov 7 22 Svowmijoel
462, 2 76: T 7. €bvola: &vvoia 22, 23 70 piv dvicTato ... 708 ... 76
464. 10 & Sy 16 xapiopara : + 74 20 pwafjs (sic semper) 23 vavt
466. 1 ifA (sc Topanih) ut 468. 13 5 moAépous 8 &7 ol 7§ : offmw 77 | T
21 kard; om d* 468. 1 (ef 15) pdvrys 4 (et 11) wemeopév. 9 dmoA-
Aolovow . 21 mapd Tob Peod 470. 3 lovdno 9 Tawewdly : mpdov
474. 14 inioracw 478. 16 16 @ 23 ToU : om 480. 7 av: om
17 habet oé 18 7d feAfjuara 482. 3 olxéras 6 kabapice 22
#al 2° (non 1°): om 29 edepyeroduevor 484, 3 évdwoe kal cvykararéfer
488. 15 ripe: om 32 mapd god 488. 14 mepdrav 2°: +77s olkovpévys (non
Tijs olkovpevikis) 16 kal Tedepehiwpévny 25 €06d.v 490. 5 wpéoBioy
30 6 wkdpios d%: kipios 6 Gebs d* 492. 16 ce: om 494. 3 Aéye 4
danalérw 18 émokerpévarv 23 mpooAdfeabe 498. 3 éxarépaw :
érépuv 4 ¢ Ypévor Newrdv: vopévov Aemtéy 5 Hpépa ? d? 4mogo-
Belrwoav ut mihi widetur 6 tyxpinTwvrar 498. 3 Adyov feod 19
edoToAR ut uid 500. 7 orwpevviwy 8 éxpévarw 10 dacdoas
1t devvdots 502. 6 8¢ in ras ut uid 11 wemalovros d* 12 Bprg (non
Epe) 13 Spw (non Spov) * 504. 2 dddexa: Bédwxas 19 yAvkaivas
30 gTOAoY TUpds mpis ¢aTioudy Ty vikta d2 (om per homoeoarcton d*) 22 Gré-
defas 5068. 6 edhoyyTis: + €l 508, 3 éwnipnae 24 T6: om
35 ToUT é0Tt 510. 9 &vdmdby gov a0 : ome A*, supplet évimiév sov d2 12
*Ingob : om 13 xal 70 morhpiov ToliTo alua Tob XpioTOD GOV 1 oMt per homoeotel d*
24 ool: om 25 gogion d*, copion kai d2? 514. 7 rai 2°: om 9 dvex-
Aimels (non AveAhumels) 13 wnpurTéTw 21 dmép: + TAW 22 elpyvedprar 516,
16 ofrew: 21 émépavey (sine év) 24 ai dudrovor 518. 4 6 AY 520. 20
émovpgépovra 522, 6 ¢ ydp dvvaus didpopa motfjoas : bis d* 20 laTikdy @
lapaTicay 524. 16 deBopav (non deBippar) 526. 3 veordpovs 6 76:
TE 530. 5 alrév: om 10 mapd Emokimov 21 8é: Te 26 Ti: om
28 obre 2°.. . ofTe 3°: ... obBé 532. 1 parfaios 534, 3 ddackaria
y Saxdvow d*: kdvov &a ut wid d2 28 6 Tv: om 586. 4 pdvrys
14 v .. . droBarréotw : om 1y inmobpoplais 538. 6 wporiunodrw (non
-garwoav) 17 1 om d* (suppl m p) 540. 4 popias Ths d?: pa d*
14 dXextopopawias 21 kabnpepiy 544, 3 yevapévys 17 wpogevyd-
HEVOS 20 kal T@v alabnTdv 22 of) 2°: o¥ 546. 23 iAéw 548. 1
8é: om 550. 2 xtAby wonpdyois : xAonddyors 552. 6 etfeiwv 22
TPOKOGTA 556. 8 é&v adrols 558. 4 kopita 9 mpoetdbpevor 16
nwpls: + Tév 560. 3 raTapaveis: om 27 &y KAduns xal *TdkwBos
562. 8 wpoxepioauey 11 Ty feocéBeaav: om A%, suppl in marg Tijv GeocéBeav
evedeifaro 77 mioTe d2 15 6 2°: om

C. H. TURNER.



