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CHAPTER TWENTY-ONE

CRITERIA OF CANONICITY

TESTS IN THE APOSTOLIC AGE

The earliest Christians did not trouble themselves about criteria of canonicity; they would
not have readily understood the expression. They accepted the Old Testament scriptures as
they had received them: the authority of those scriptures was sufficiently ratified by the
teaching and example of the Lord and his apostles. The teaching and example of the Lord
and his apostles. The teaching and example of the Lord and his apostles, whether
conveyed by word of mouth or in writing, had axiomatic authority for them.

Criteria of a kind, however, were found to be desirable quite early. When prophets,
for example, claimed to speak in the Lord’s name, it became necessary to ‘discern the
spirits’ by which they spoke. Some members of the church were given ‘the ability to
distinguish between spirits’ (1 Cor. 12:10). According to Paul, the decisive criterion to
apply to prophets is their testimony to Christ: ‘no one can say “Jesus is Lord” except by
the Holy Spirit’ (1 Cor. 12:3). Somewhat later, John suggests a more specific test: ‘every
spirit which confesses that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh is of God’ (1 Jn. 4:2). Such
tests anticipated the later insistence on orthodoxy as a criterion of canonicity.

Again, when Paul suspected that letters were circulating in his name which were none
of his, he gave his friends a simple criterion by which his genuine letters could be
recognized: although he regularly dictated his letters to amanuenses, he took the pen
himself to write the final greetings—sometimes, but not necessarily, accompanied by his
actual signature (cf 1 Cor. 16:21; Gal. 6:11; Col. 4:18; 2 Thess. 3:17; also Philem. 19).
Paul’s handwriting was evidently so distinctive that it could not be easily forged. This
was, of course, a temporary criterion of authenticity. No document containing Paul’s
handwriting has survived to our day, and even if one had survived, the handwriting would
not be recognizable as his at this late date.

APOSTOLIC AUTHORITY

Since Jesus himself left nothing in writing, the most authoritative writings available to the
church were those which came from his apostles. Among his apostles none was more
active in writing (as well as otherwise) than Paul. There were some in Paul’s own day, and
a few in later generations, who questioned his right to be called an apostle, but throughout
the churches of the Gentiles his apostleship was generally undoubted—inevitably so,
because a number of those churches would not have existed except for his apostolic

ministry.l The authority of his authentic letters continued to be acknowledged after his
death, not only by the churches to which they were severally addressed but by the
churches as a whole. It is not surprising that Paul’s letters were among the first, if not
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absolutely the first, of our New Testament documents to be gathered together and to
circulate as a collection.

Letters in antiquity normally began with the writer’s name, and so did Paul’s letters.
But many of the New Testament documents do not contain the writers’ names: they are
strictly anonymous—to us, completely anonymous. The writer to Theophilus was well

enough known to Theophilus,2 but his name has not been preserved either in the Third
Gospel or in Acts; to us, therefore, these two works are anonymous. Traditionally they are
ascribed to Luke, but if we wish to examine the validity of this tradition, we have to
consider which Luke is meant, and what the probability is of their being the work of that
Luke.

Similarly, the recipients of the letter to the Hebrews no doubt were well acquainted
with its author (in that sense they would not have regarded it as an anonymous
communication), but since it does not beat his name, his identity was forgotten after a
generation or two, and has never been certainly recovered.

From the second century onward, two of the four Gospels were ascribed to apostles—
to Matthew and John. Whether Marcion knew of this ascription or not we cannot say, but
if he did, that in itself would have deprived them of all Christian authority in his eyes:
these two men belonged to the group which, he believed, had corrupted the pure message
of Jesus. An eccentric churchman like Gaius of Rome might ascribe the Fourth Gospel to

Cerinthus,? but the views of eccentric churchmen have never disturbed the general
consensus.

It 1s remarkable, when one comes to think of it, that the four canonical Gospels are
anonymous, whereas the ‘Gospels’ which proliferated in the late second century and
afterwards claim to have been written by apostles and other eyewitnesses. Catholic
churchmen found it necessary, therefore, to defend the apostolic authenticity of the
Gospels which they accepted against the claims of those which they rejected. Hence come
the accounts of the origin of the canonical four which appear in the Muratorian list, in the
so-called anti-Marcionite prologues, and in Irenaeus. The apostolic authorship of Matthew
and John was well established in tradition. But what of Mark and Luke? Their authorship
was also well established in tradition, but it was felt desirable to buttress the authority of
tradition with arguments which gave those two Gospels a measure of apostolic validation.
As early as Papias, Mark is said to have set down in writing Peter’s account of the sayings
and doings of the Lord, and Peter’s apostolic authority was not in doubt. As for Luke’s
Gospel, its author was early identified with the man whom Paul calls ‘Luke, the beloved
physician’ (Col. 4:14). This meant that he was one of Paul’s associates, and something of
Paul’s apostolic authority rubbed off on him.2 Some, identifying Luke with the unnamed
‘brother’ of 2 Corinthians 8:18 ‘whose praise is in the gospel’, went so far as to see in
these words of Paul a reference to the Gospel of Luke, if they did not indeed go farther
still and see a reference to it in Paul’s mention of ‘my gospel’ (Rom. 2:16; 16:25; 2 Tim.
2:8).% Fortunately, the value of Luke’s Gospel can be vindicated with stronger arguments

214



than these; but the fact that these were the arguments used in its defence in the second and
third centuries shows how important some degree of apostolic authorization seemed to be
for the books which the church accepted as uniquely authoritative.

The fortunes of the letter to the Hebrews provide a further example of the importance
attached to apostolic authority (if not authorship). Those who (like the church of
Alexandria) accepted this letter as the work of Paul recognized it without more ado as
canonical. If someone with a critical faculty like Origen’s realized that, as it stood, this
document was not Paul’s work, a way round this offered itself: the Greek text indeed was

not Paul’s (perhaps it was Luke’s), but a Hebrew work of Paul lay behind it.. (An even
better developed critical faculty might have indicated that Hebrews was not written in
translation-Greek.) Those who (like well-informed members of the Roman church) knew
that the work was not Paul’s, esteemed it highly as an edifying document handed down
from the early age of the church, but did not accept it as apostolic. When at last, in the
fourth century, the church of Rome was persuaded to fall into line with the other churches
and recognize Hebrews as canonical, a natural tendency followed to treat it as Pauline also
—but Pauline with a qualification. ‘I am moved rather by the prestige of the eastern

churches’, said Augustine, ‘to include this epistle too among the canonical writings’;3 but
he had reservations about its authorship. Like his older contemporary Jerome, he

distinguished between canonicity and apostolic authorship.2

Even at an earlier period, apostolic authorship in the direct sense was not insisted on,
if some form of apostolic authority could be established. Membership of the holy family
apparently carried with it near-apostolic status: Paul indeed seems to include James the
Lord’s brother among the apostles (Gal. 1:19)—but so far as James was concerned there
was the further consideration that to him, as to Paul himself, the Lord had appeared in
resurrection (1 Cor. 15:7). If therefore the James who names himself as author of the letter
addressed ‘to the twelve tribes in the Dispersion’ was identified with the Lord’s brother,
that was good enough reason for accepting the letter among the apostolic writings. And if
‘Jude, a servant of Jesus Christ and brother of James’ was indicated in those words to be
another member of the holy family, that was sufficient to tip the balance in favour of
accepting the short letter so superscribed, especially in view of the ‘words of heavenly

grace’ of which (as Origen said) it was full.1?

The early church knew several works claiming the authority of Peter’s name.ll
Among these no difficulty was felt about 1 Peter; its attestation goes back to the first half
of the second century, and it was handed down as one of the undisputed books.1? There
was considerable hesitation about 2 Peter, but by the time of Athanasius it was no longer a
disputed book in the Alexandrian church or in western Christendom. Its explicit claim to
be the work of the apostle Peter was probably felt to be supported by the fact that it
contained nothing unworthy of him.

Among the Johannine writings 1 John was always closely associated with the Fourth
Gospel: if the Gospel was acknowledged to be apostolic and canonical, so was this epistle,
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although it was as anonymous as the Gospel. Those who doubted the apostolic authorship

of 2 and 3 Johnl2 and the Apocalypse tended to doubt their canonical status also. The
disinclination to accept the Apocalypse was due not mainly to doubts about the identity of
the John who wrote it with John the apostle; it was due much more to the antipathy which

was widely felt in the Greek world to its millenarianism..# Dionysius of Alexandria, who
ascribed it on grounds of literary criticism to another John than the apostle and evangelist,

acknowledged it to be a genuine work of prophecy.l2

Two aspects of the apostolic criterion were themselves used as subsidiary criteria—
antiquity and orthodoxy.

ANTIQUITY

If a writing was the work of an apostle or of someone closely associated with an apostle, it
must belong to the apostolic age. Writings of later date, whatever their merit, could not be
included among the apostolic or canonical books. The compiler of the Muratorian list had
a high regard for the Shepherd of Hermas; he recognized it evidently as a genuine work of
prophecy. However, it had appeared too late to be included among the canonical prophets;
and equally it had appeared too late to be included among the apostolic writings, for it was

written only the day before yesterday, so to speak.L®

This argument could have been employed more freely than it was in settling problems
of authenticity, at a time when so many works were appearing which claimed to have been
written by apostles and their associates. But perhaps most of the churchmen who
concerned themselves with this problem lacked the information or the expertise to appeal
confidently to the evidence for dating such documents: they preferred to judge them by
their theology.

ORTHODOXY

In other words, they had recourse to the criterion of orthodoxy. By ‘orthodoxy’ they
meant the apostolic faith—the faith set forth in the undoubted apostolic writings and

maintained in the churches which had been founded by apostles. This appeal to the

testimony of the churches of apostolic foundation was developed specially by Irenaeus./

Whatever differences of emphasis may be discerned by modern students within the
corpus of New Testament writings, these are irrelevant to the issues which confronted
churchmen of the second and third centuries. They had to defend the apostolic teaching,
summed up in the rule of faith,12 against the docetic and gnostic presentations which were
so attractive to many in the climate of opinion at that time. When previously unknown
Gospels or Acts began to circulate under the authority of apostolic names, the most
important question to ask about any one of them was: What does it teach about the person
and work of Christ? Does it maintain the apostolic witness to him as the historical Jesus of
Nazareth, crucified and raised from the dead, divinely exalted as Lord over all?
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A good example of the application of this test is provided by the case of Bishop
Serapion and the Gospel of Peter, When Serapion found that this document was being
read in the church of Rhossus, he was not greatly disturbed; he certainly did not examine
its style and vocabulary (as Dionysius of Alexandria might have done) to see if its claim to
be the work of Peter or a product of the apostolic age was well founded or not. But when
he discovered that its account of the Lord’s death was tinged with docetism (it implies that
he did not really suffer), then he decided that he ought to pay the church of Rhossus a

pastoral visit to make sure that it had not been led astray by this heterodox teaching.1?

Other ‘Petrine’ literature circulating among the churches was equally unauthentic, but
since it did not inculcate heresy, it caused no great concern. The Muratorian compiler, for
example, seems to draw upon the Acts of Peter (which gave an account of the apostle’s
Roman ministry and execution)Z? and he expressly includes the Apocalypse of Peter in his
list (although he concedes that some refused to let it be read in church).Z! But in due
course the non-apostolic character of these works became sufficiently evident to ensure
that they did not find a permanent place in the New Testament canon.

It is doubtful if any book would have found a place in the canon if it had been known
to be pseudonymous. The Acts of Paul, one of the earliest exercises in Christian novel-
writing, dating from shortly after the middle of the second century, was orthodox enough,
and indeed quite edifying (especially to those who believed that celibacy was a superior
state of life to matrimony). It was not pseudonymous, for its author was known; but it was
fictitious, and unworthy of the great apostle for love of whom it was said to have been
written; the author was therefore deposed from his office as presbyter in one of the
churches of Asia.22 Anyone who was known to have composed a work explicitly in the
name of an apostle would have met with even greater disapproval.

CATHOLICITY

A work which enjoyed only local recognition was not likely to be acknowledged as part of
the canon of the catholic church. On the other hand, a work which was acknowledged by
the greater part of the catholic church would probably receive universal recognition sooner
or later. We have seen how the Roman church ultimately consented to receive Hebrews as

canonical so as not to be out of step with the rest of orthodox Christendom.23

It might have been argued that the letters of Paul were too local and occasional in
character to be accepted as universally and permanently authoritative.2* The issues to
which he addressed himself in the letters to the Galatians and the Corinthians, for
example, were of temporary urgency in the churches to which those letters were sent. How
could their inclusion among the scriptures of the catholic church be justified? The earliest
answer given to this question was one which was evidently found satisfactory at the time,
although to us it seems curiously far-fetched. It was this: Paul wrote letters to seven
churches, and in view of the symbolic significance of the number seven, that means that
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he wrote for the church universal.Z2 The same conception of seven as the number of
perfection was applied to the seven churches addressed in the Apocalypse. Indeed, the
compiler of the Muratorian list preposterously regards John as setting the precedent in this
regard which Paul followed: in both sets of letters, what was written to seven was spoken
to all. Even Paul’s letters to individuals have an ecumenical reference, says the Muratorian

compiler: ‘they have been hallowed for the honour of the catholic church in the regulation
226

of ecclesiastical discipline.’=2

Each individual document that was ultimately acknowledged as canonical started off
with local acceptance—the various epistles in the places to which they were sent, the
Apocalypse in the seven churches of Asia, even the Gospels and Acts in the constituencies
for which they were first designed. But their attainment of canonical status was the result
of their gaining more widespread recognition than they initially enjoyed.

TRADITIONAL USE

Catholicity has been classically defined in the fifth-century ‘Vincentian canon’ as ‘what
has been believed everywhere, always, by all’.2Z What has always been believed (or
practised) is the most potent factor in the maintenance of tradition. Suggested innovations
have regularly been resisted with the argument ‘But this is what we have always been
taught’ or ‘what we have always done’. It was so in the early Christian centuries with the
recognition of certain books as holy scripture, and it is still so (whether this is consciously
realized or not). The reading of ‘memoirs of the apostles’ in church along with the Old
Testament writings (to which Justin Martyr bears witness)2® became an established
practice which made it easy to accord to those ‘memoirs’ the same formal status as that
accorded from the church’s earliest days to the law and the prophets. If any church leader
came along in the third or fourth century with a previously unknown book, recommending
it as genuinely apostolic, he would have found great difficulty in gaining acceptance for it:
his fellow-Christians would simply have said, ‘But no one has ever heard of it!” (We may
think, for example, of the widespread hesitation in accepting 2 Peter.)22 Or, even if the
book had been known for some generations, but had never been treated as holy scripture,
it would have been very difficult to win recognition for it as such.

When William Whiston, in the eighteenth century, argued that the Apostolic
Constitutions should be venerated among the New Testament writings, few if any took
him seriously.2? For one thing, Whiston’s eccentricities were well known; for another
thing, better judges than he had discerned its fourth-century date. But, even if Whiston had
been a model of judicious sobriety, and even if strong reasons could have been adduced
for dating the Apostolic Constitutions in the first century, there would have been no
possibility of the work’s being added to the canon: the tradition of all the churches would
have been too strong.

INSPIRATION
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For many centuries inspiration and canonicity have been closely bound up together in
Christian thinking: books were included in the canon, it is believed, because they were
inspired; a book is known to be inspired because it is in the canon.

How far was this so in the early church? One distinguished student of the early history
of the canon has said that ‘apostolicity was the principal token of canonicity for the west,
inspiration for the east’—mnot indeed in a mutually exclusive sense, since ‘in the west
apostolicity to a certain extent includes inspiration, while in the east apostolicity was an
attendant feature of inspiration’. In Origen’s view, for example, ‘the crucial point ... is not
apostolicity but inspiration’.3!

By inspiration in this sense is meant that operation of the Holy Spirit by which the
prophets of Israel were enabled to utter the word of God. The vocabulary was theirs; the
message was his. Only to certain individuals, and only occasionally to them, was this
enablement granted. But in the New Testament age the situation was different.

On one occasion, when Moses was told that two men were prophesying who had not
received any public commission to do so, he replied, ‘Would that all the Lord’s people
were prophets, that the Lord would put his spirit upon them!” (Num. 11:29). The New
Testament records the answer to Moses’ prayer, telling how, on the first Christian
Pentecost, God initiated the fulfilment of his promise to pour out his Spirit ‘on all flesh’
(Joel 2:28, quoted, in Acts 2:17). All members of the new community of believers in Jesus
received the Spirit: ‘any one who does not have the Spirit of Christ’, says Paul, ‘does not
belong to him’ (Rom. 8:9). This did not mean that all of them received the specific gift of
prophecy: the gift of prophecy—of declaring the mind of God in the power of the Spirit—

was but one of several gifts of the Spirit distributed among members of the church.32

Only one of the New Testament writers expressly bases the authority of what he says
on prophetic inspiration. The Apocalypse is called ‘the book of this prophecy’ (e.g., Rev.
22:19); the author implies that his words are inspired by the same Spirit of prophecy as
spoke through the prophets of earlier days: it is in their succession that he stands (Rev.
22:9). ‘The testimony of Jesus is the Spirit of prophecy’ (Rev. 19:10): the prophets of old
bore witness to Jesus in advance, and the same witness is still borne, in the power of the
same Spirit, not only by a prophet like John but by all the faithful confessors who
overcome the enemy ‘by the blood of the Lamb and by the word of their testimony’ (Rev.
12:11). The readers of the seven letters at the outset of the book are expected to hear in
them ‘what the Spirit says to the churches’ (Rev. 2:7, etc.). Whether the seer of Patmos
was the son of Zebedee or not, his appeal throughout the Apocalypse is not to apostolic
authority but to prophetic inspiration.

It 1s plain that at the beginning of the Christian era the inspiration of the prophetic
oracles of the Old Testament was believed to extend to the Old Testament scriptures as a
whole. The writer to the Hebrews sees the Holy Spirit as the primary author not only of
the warning of Psalm 95:7-11, ‘Today, when you hear his voice ...” (Heb. 3:7-11), but
also of the structure and ritual of the Mosaic tabernacle (Heb. 9:8). Timothy is reminded,
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with regard to the sacred writings which he has known from childhood, that ‘all scripture
is inspired by God and profitable’ for a variety of purposes (2 Tim. 3:15-17). When the
New Testament writings were later included with the Old Testament as part of ‘all
scripture’, it was natural to conclude that they too were ‘inspired by God’. That they were
(and are) so inspired is not to be denied, but most of the New Testament writers do not
base their authority on divine inspiration.

Paul, for example, claims to have ‘the mind of Christ’; his gospel preaching, he says,
was attended by ‘demonstration of the Spirit’ (which was the secret of its effectiveness),
and his instruction was imparted ‘in words not taught by human wisdom but taught by the
Spirit” (1 Cor. 2:14-16).33 But when he needs to assert his authority—authority ‘for
building up and not for tearing down’ (2 Cor, 13:10)—he rests it on the apostolic
commission which he had received from the exalted Lord. In his exercise of this authority,
he told the Corinthian Christians, they would find the proof which they demanded ‘that
Christ is speaking in me’ (2 Cor. 13:3).

John the evangelist implies, by his report of the Lord’s promises regarding the
Paraclete in the upper-room discourses, that he himself in his witness experiences the
Spirit’s guidance ‘into all the truth’ as he brings to the disciples’ remembrance what the
Lord had said and makes its meaning plain (Jn 14:26; 16:12-15). Luke, for his part,
claims no more than to give a reliable account in his twofold work, based on eyewitness
testimony and on his own participation in the course of the events which he narrates (Lk.
1:1-4). The patristic idea that his Gospel owes something to the apostolic authority of
Paul is quite unfounded.?? As for Mark, the tradition that his record is (in part at least) on
the preaching of Peter may have a foundation in fact,32 but no appeal is made to Peter’s
authority in the course of the record. Neither is any appeal made to divine inspiration.

‘If the writings of Mark and Luke are to be judged canonical’, said N. B. Stonehouse,
‘it must be because these evangelists were controlled by the Spirit of the Lord in such a
manner that their writings, and not merely the apostolic message which they set forth, are
divine. In other words, it is Mark’s inspiration (which, to be sure, is not to be isolated
from his historical qualifications), and not Peter’s inspiration, which provides the finally
indispensable ground for the acceptance of that work as canonical.’3¢ On this be it said,
again, that the divine inspiration of the Gospels of Mark and Luke is not to be denied, but
these works were accepted, first as authoritative and then as canonical scripture, because
they were recognized to be trustworthy witnesses to the saving events.

Clement of Rome acknowledges that Paul wrote ‘with true inspiration.’3? But he
makes similar claims for his own letter. ‘You will give us joy and gladness’, he tells the
Corinthians as he draws to a conclusion, ‘if you are obedient to the things which we have
written through the Holy Spirit’38 He is far from putting himself on a level with ‘the
blessed Paul the apostle’2? but he and Paul had received the same Spirit. The high
authority which he recognizes in Paul is his apostolic authority.
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Similarly Ignatius claims to speak and write by the Spirit: he, indeed, had the gift of
(occasional) prophecy. ‘It is not according to the flesh that I write to you’, he tells the
Roman church, ‘but according to the mind of God.’2? But, as bishop of another church, he
has no thought of imposing his authority on the Romans, as he might have done on the
Christians of Antioch. ‘I do not command you like Peter and Paul’, he says: ‘they were
apostles: I am a convict.”*l Peter and Paul were also convicts at the end of their time in
Rome, it might have been said; but the point is that, even as convicts in the eyes of Roman
law, they were apostles in the eyes of the Roman church, and as such entitled to exercise
the authority which the Lord had entrusted to them.

When the Muratorian list makes Paul follow the precedent of John in writing to seven
churches, it may imply further that the precedent of John’s Apocalypse, as a prophetic
writing, validated the acceptance of Paul’s letters as also prophetic. This has been argued

in a well-known essay by Krister Stendahl 42

To those who argued that the apostles and evangelists spoke before they possessed
‘perfect knowledge’ (so that their works required gnostic amplification and interpretation)
Irenaeus replied that they wrote after Pentecost: the power of the Holy Spirit with which
they were invested then imparted the ‘perfect knowledge’ necessary for the execution of
their commission.#3 The evangelists were the antitype of Ezekiel’s four living creatures,
animated by the same Spirit.24

Irenaeus in some degree, and Origen to a much greater extent, show their belief in the
divine inspiration of the New Testament (as well as of the Old Testament) by their
allegorical treatment of it. According to R. P. C. Hanson, ‘Irenaeus is the first writer to
allegorize the New Testament’, and he feels free to do so ‘because he i1s among the first
writers to treat the New Testament unreservedly as inspired Scripture’.22 Origen
allegorizes both Testaments alike as liberally as his fellow-Alexandrian Philo allegorized
the Old Testament two centuries earlier. This means that, instead of reading out of the
inspired text what is actually there, he often reads into it what is not there. With Origen, as
with Philo, this allegorizing treatment was based on the conviction that the text under
consideration was inspired word for word: only such an inspired text had a deeper

meaning of a kind that allegorization alone could bring out.2°

But at this stage inspiration is no longer a criterion of canonicity: it is a corollary of
canonicity. ‘It was not until the red ribbon of the self-evident had been tied around the
twenty-seven books of the New Testament that “inspiration” could serve theologians as an

answer to the question: Why are these books different from all other books?’%

OTHER ISSUES

There were other, more practical, corollaries of canonicity. As we have seen, it was
helpful for church officials in times of persecution to distinguish between those books
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which might, as a last resort, be handed over to the police and those which must be
preserved, if need be, at the cost of life itself.28

Then there was the question of those books which might properly be read in church.
Those which were recognizably vested with the authority of the Lord and the apostles
were prescribed for public reading; but in some churches at least other works were read
which, although they lacked apostolic authority, were orthodox and edifying. Dionysius,
bishop of Corinth, wrote to the bishop of Rome about Ap 170 to express the thanks of his
church for a letter and a gift which had been received from the Roman church. ‘Today’, he
says, ‘we observed the Lord’s holy day, and we read out your letter, which we shall keep
and read from time to time for our admonition, as we do also with the letter formerly

written to us through Clement.’#2 So, between seventy and eighty years after it was sent, 1
Clement continued to be read at services of the Corinthian church. Neither it nor the more
recent letter from Rome carried anything like the authority of the letters which the
Corinthian church had received from Paul; but they were helpful for the building up of

Christian faith and life.22

An issue of high importance for theologians in the church was the distinguishing of
those books which might be used for settling doctrinal questions from those which were
generally edifying. Only those books which carried apostolic authority (together with the
Old Testament writings as interpreted in the New) were to be appealed to either for the
establishing of truths to be ‘most surely believed’ in the church or for deciding disputed
points in controversies with heretics. In such controversies it was naturally most
satisfactory if appeal was made to those writings which both sides acknowledged in
common. Tertullian in a legalistic mood might deny the right of heretics to appeal to the
holy scriptures,2! but when he himself engaged in controversy with them, it was on those
scriptures that he based his arguments (he could do no other) and he expected his
opponents to follow his arguments and admit their force. If the heretics refused to
acknowledge the books to which orthodox churchmen appealed, or if they appealed to
writings of their own, their error in these respects too had to be exposed; but the unique
authority of the canonical writings must be preserved inviolable.
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THE FIRST CONTROVERSY.

QUESTION IL

OF THE AUTHENTIC EDITION OF THE SCRIPTURES.

CHAPTER L

THE STATE OF THE QUESTION.

Tue first point raised in our inquiry concerning the duty of
searching the scriptures, as between us and the papists, hath now
been sufficiently explained. For we bave found what are the books
of holy scripture which we are commanded to search, and have re-
jected the error of our adversaries, who seek to introduce certain
apocryphal books into the canon. Wherein, indeed, no one can
fail to perceive their manifest unreasonableness, and the utter hope-
lessness of their cause. For, in the first place, not content with
those books which are truly canonical and inspired, those books
in which the Lord hath desired us to seek his will, they add to this
list of sacred pieces many others of a foreign and wholly hetero-
geneous character. Farther still, they cannot think that even
with all this they have enough, but join to these scriptures even
unwritten traditions also; that so they may be enabled to prove
by their spurious scriptures and traditions those dogmas of which
they can find no vestige in the genuine scriptures. On the other
hand, we have already shewn these books to be apocryphal, and I
shall presently speak of their traditions in the proper place. Order
requires that we should now proceed to the second question of our
controversy, which contains two divisions. The first is concerning
the authentic edition of the scriptures: the second, concerning the
versions of scripture and sacred rites in the vulgar tongue. We
shall handle each in its proper order.

Rightly to understand the state of this question, we must re-
member what the council of Trent hath enjoined upon this subject ;
which synod we read prescribing in the second decree of its fourth



QUESTION THE SECOND. 111

session, that “the old Latin vulgate edition should be held for
authentic in public lectures, disputations, preachings, and expositions,
and that no man shall dare or presume to reject it under any pre-
text whatsoeverl.” Consequently, the point to be decided in this
question is, whether this Latin version, commonly styled the vulgate,
is the authentic edition of scripture, or not rather the Hebrew text
in the old Testament, and the Greek in the new. Our opponents
determine the Latin to be authentic, and so the council of Trent
bath defined it. So Melchior Canus (Lib. m. c¢. 13) interprets
this decree, and deduces from it four conclusions. The first is,
that the old vulgate edition must be retained by the faithful in all
points which pertain to faith and morals: the second, that all
questions concerning faith or morals must be determined by this
Latin edition: the third, that we must not in a disputation ap-
peal to the Hebrew or Greek copies: the fourth, that, in matters
of faith or morals, the Latin copies are not to be corrected from the
Hebrew or Greek. In like manner our countrymen the Rhemists,
in the preface to their version of the new Testament, run out into a
long panegyric upon this Latin edition, and contend for its superi-
ority not only to all other Latin versions, but even to the Greek
itself which is the original and prototype. Lindanus, in the first
book of his treatise de optimo genere interpretandi, prefers the
Latin edition to the Hebrew and Greek ; and Andradius (Defens.
Trident. Lik, 1v.) declares it intolerable that any one should be per-
mitted to despise the authority of that edition which is used by the
church, or to appeal freely to the Hebrew and Greek.

Although, therefore, our adversaries do not condemn the He-
brew and Greek originals, yet they conclude that not these
originals, but the vulgate Latin edition is the authentic text of
scripture. Our churches, on the contrary, determine that this
Latin edition is very generally and miserably corrupt, is false
and not authentic; and that the Hebrew of the old Testament,
and the Greek of the new, is the sincere and authentic scripture
of God; and that, consequently, all questions are to be deter-
mined by these originals, and versions only so far approved as
they agree with these originals. Consequently, we and our ad-
versaries maintain opinions manifestly contradictory.

[! Sancrosancta synodus..... statuit et declarat, ut heec ipsa vetus Vul-
gata editio, que longo tot seculorum usu in ipsa ecclesia probata est, in
publicis lectionibus, disputationibus, preedicationibus, et expositionibus pro
authentica habeatur, et ut nemo illam rejicere quovis premtextu audeat vel
preesumat.  p. 20. Lips. 1837.]



112 THE FIRST CONTROVERSY. [cH.

It behoves me to proceed in this question in such a course
as to say something,—first, of the Hebrew edition of the old
Testament ; secondly, of the Greek of the new; thirdly, of this
Latin vulgate itself. Upon this last point I shall shew that it
is corrupt, and therefore to be corrected and judged of by the
standard of the original text, which is, indeed, the grand hinge
upon which this whole controversy turns. The former matters
therefore I shall dispatch briefly, so as to come without delay
to the main subject.

CHAPTER II.
OF THE HEBREW EDITION.

Tue Hebrew is the most ancient of all languages, and was that
which alone prevailed in the world before the deluge and the erec-
tion of the Tower of Babel. For it was this that Adam used, and
all men before the flood, as is manifest from the scriptures, and as
the Fathers testify. So Augustine in his book de Mirabilibus
Seripturce (cap. 9): “ Whereas, up to that time, the whole race of
all men were of one language, he divided their tongues into different
terms!.” And, in his City of God (Lib. xvi. c. 4): ““Time was
when all had one and the same language®” This is likewise con-
firmed by that testimony of the Sybil, which Josephus hath set
down, Antiquit. Lib. i. ¢. 6: “ When all men were of one lan-
guage, some of them built a high tower, as if they would thereby
ascend to heaven ; but the gods sent storms of wind, and overthrew
the tower, and gave every one his peculiar language3.” Which

[! Cum ad illud tempus esset unius linguse cunctus populus, universorum
lingulas in diversa verba divisit.]

[2 Cum ergo in suis linguis istee gentes fuisse referantur, redit tamen ad
illud tempus narrator, quando una lingua omnium fuit.)

[® Ddvror dSuopaiver Gvrav dvlpamev, mipyor drodéunody Twes IWmAé-
raroy, os émt 7O olpavdv dvaBnaduevor 8 abrot: ol 3¢ Beot dwépovs émumép-
Yarres avérpeyav Tov mipyov, xal l8iav éxdore Peviy @wxar. Lib. 1 c. 4.
§. 3. ed. Richter. Lips. 1826. The lines, as given by Opsopeus, are these:

dudpwvos & foav Ewavres,
Kal Botlovr' dvafijy’ els obpavdr dorepoévra,
Abrica dbdvaTot. . . . ..
Hvedpaay.

SibylL. Orac. Lib. mr. p. 223. edit. Opsop. Paris. 1699.]



n.] QUESTION THE SECOND. 113

testimony of that aged prophetess is not to be rejected, since it
agrees with the scriptures. It was, therefore, no slight error of -
Philastrius (Heeret. c. 106) to contend that there were many lan-
guages from the beginning, and to stigmatize as heretical the opi-
nion that there was but one language before the building of Babel.
For so the scripture tells us plainly, Gen. xi. 1: “ The whole earth
was of one language and one speech.” Now Augustine, in his City
of God (Lib. xvi. ¢. 11) tells us, that this common language re-
mained in the family of Heber4, and was thence called Hebrew;
which is also expressly affirmed by Eucherius upon Genesis (Lib. 1.
c. 2): “ At that time, wherein a diversity of languages was pro-
duced, the former tongue retained its place in the family of Heber
alone®”” Thus, whilst all other races were punished with a sudden
change of dialect, Heber preserved his ancient language, and trans-
mitted it to his posterity, not all of them indeed, but that line from
which Abraham descended. And, along with the language, the
pure religion also was propagated in the family of Abrabam. Fur-
thermore, in that perturbation and confusion of tongues which took
place at Babel, the Hebrew was the mother of the rest. For the
others are generally but dialects and varieties of this, some more
closely allied and bearing a greater resemblance to their parent,
while others have deflected farther from the primitive stock : but
all the rest are derived from it. “We may perceive,” says
Jerome, on Zephaniah, chap. iii. that the Hebrew language is the
mother of all languages®.” He gives there one example in proof,
the identity of the Hebrew Nuget with the Latin Nuge.

In this language, which the faithful after that time preserved
incorrupt in one family, the old Testament was published, as all
unanimously agree. Upon this subject Jerome thus writes in his

[* Non defuit domus Heber, ubi ea que antea fuit omnium lingua re-
maneret. ]

[ Eo tempore quando linguarum facta est varietas, in sola domo Heber
quse antea fuit lingua commansit.—c. 7. p. 61. These commentaries are falsely
attributed to Eucherius of Lyons, who flourished A.D. 434, as they make
citations from Gregory L and Cassiodorus. They were published among
his works, Basil. 1531.]

[¢ Ut nosse possimus, esse Hebraicam linguam omnium matricem. T. vI.
p- 730. The verse referred to is 18. But in )0, which Jerome translates
nugas in its obsolete sense of mourners, the ) is not radical but servile,—

the mark of the Niphal participle from .} corresponding to the Sanscrit
wig.]

[wHITAKER.] 8
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142nd Epistle : “All antiquity agrees to witness that the beginning
of speech and common discourse, and the whole substance of human
language, is the Hebrew tongue, in which the old Testament is
writtenl.” It is also certain that Moses is the earliest writer,
although some persons think otherwise, and allege certain names of
books which are found in the scriptures. These objections may be
easily answered ; but I shall not enter upon that subject as not per-
taining to the matter in hand. God himself shewed the model and
method of writing, when he delivered the law, inscribed by his own
finger, to Moses. This is the opinion of Chrysostom (Opp. T. 11. p. 1.
Eton. 1612), and Theophylact (upon Matth. i.); and it is also em-
braced by the Papists, as Hosius, in his Confessio Petrocoviensis,
cap. 15, and the Jesuit Schrock, in his 13 Thesis de Verbo Dei.
Augustine, indeed, (Civit. Dei. Lib. xv. ¢. 23,)2 affirms it to be cer-
tain that Enoch committed some things to writing, since Jude asserts
as much in his Epistle. But it does not appear that this is a fair
inference from Jude’s expression: for Jude does not say, * Well
wrote Enoch;” but, “well prophesied,” wpoepjrevae. The
passage cited, therefore, is either some oral speech of Enoch’s, or
else written by some other person. But we must not say that any
book written by Enoch was extant at the time when this epistle
was written: for if so, it would have been canonical. But the
Jews had no such book in their canon. It was Moses, therefore,
the greatest of the prophets, who wrote the first canonical book of
scripture ; after whom other prophets published several volumes.
Some wrote before the captivity, as Samuel, Nathan, Isaiah, Hosea,
and many more: some in the captivity, as Ezekiel and Daniel :
some for a space after the captivity, as Ezra, Haggai, Zechariah,
Malachi. These all wrote in Hebrew, except a few pieces which
we find composed by Daniel and Ezra in Chaldee. But the Chal-
dee tongue is near akin to the Hebrew, and was then a language
known to the church. Nor is this exception a matter of sufficient
moment to prevent Jerome from saying that the old Testament is
entirely written in Hebrew.

There are some, however, who imagine that the whole old
Testament perished in the captivity. This suspicion, perhaps, arose

[ Initium oris et communis eloquii, et hoc omne quod loquimur, He-
breeam linguam, qua vetus Testamentum scriptum est, universa antiquitas
tradidit.—Ep. 18. T. 1. p. 49.]

[ Scripsisse quidem nonnulla divina Enoch, illum septimum ab Adam,
negare non possumus, cum hoc in epistola canonica Judas Apostolus dicat.]
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from considering that, when the temple was burnt, all that was in
it must have been consumed in the same conflagration. Hence
they believe that the sacred volumes of scripture must have been
destroyed in the flames; but that, after the captivity, Ezra, in-
structed by the Holy Spirit, published these afresh, as it were
again recovered. In this opinion was Clemens Alexandrinus (Strom.
Lib. 1.)3 and Irenmus (Lib. 11 ¢. 25), who writes thus: “In that
captivity of the people which took place under Nebuchadnezzar, the
scriptures being impaired, when, after the expiration of seventy
years, the Jews returned to their own land, and after that again in
the times of Artaxerxes, king of the Persians, God inspired Ezra,
who was of the tribe of Levi, to renew all the discourses of the
prophets, and restore to the people the law which had been given
them by Moses.” Similar are the words of Leontius (de Sectis.
Act. 2): ¢ Eazra, coming to Jerusalem, and finding that all the
books had been burnt when the people were taken captive, is said
to have written down from memory those two and twenty books of
which we have given & list in the foregoing places.” Isidorus (de
officiis), and Rabanus Maurus (de Inst. Cleric. c. 54) write to the
same effect. They affirm, therefore, two things: one, that the
whole sacred and canonical scripture perished in the Babylonian
captivity : the other, that it was restored to its integrity by Ezra,
instructed and inspired in a wonderful manner by the direct  agency
of God.

But the falsehood of this opinion is manifest. For the pious
Jews had, no doubt, many copies of the scripture in their possession,
and could easily save them from that calamity. What man in his
senses will say that there was no copy of the scriptures beside that
in the temple ? Besides, if these books had been deposited in the
temple, would not either the priests or somebody else have been

[ 8 ov yiverac..... & réy Oeonveborov dvayvapopds xal dvaxaiopds
doyiwr. P. 329, . Morell. Paris. 1629. Compare also 342, B.]

[¢# & 15 éml NaBouxodordoop alxpalwoig Tov Aaod Siapbapeicdy Téry
ypapiow, xal perd éBdopnkorra &m tév ‘Iovdaiwy aveNddvror els Ty xdpay
airdy, &mara & rois xpévois Aprafépfov rTov Ilepody Paodéws évémvevoer
"Eadpg 1¢ lepei éx vijs uliis Aevl, Tods TédY mpoyeyovérar wpodyrdy mwivras
dvarifacfar Aéyovs, xal dmoxaraoriicar TP Aap Ty dd Mocéws vopobeaiar.
P. 293. ed. Fevard. Par. 1675. The Greek is given by Eusebius, H. E. v. 8.]

[6 ‘O 8 "Ecdpas ey els Td ‘lepoodhupa, kal elpdy &ri wdvra BifAla
foav xavlévra, wvixa fdypalericbnpoav, dnd pwipns Aéyerar ovyypayacbau Ta
«8 BfAla, dmep év rois dveo dmmplfpnodueda. §. 8. p. 632. ap. Gallandi BibL
V.P. T. xn. Venet. 1788.]

8—2
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able to rescue them from the flames? It is incredible that the
religious Jews should have been so unmindful of piety and religion
as to keep no copies whatever of the scriptures, whilst they lived
in Babylon, especially while they bad such men among them as
Ezekiel and Daniel. But it is certain that they had many copies.
For even Antiochus himself could not utterly destroy them all,
though he set himself to do so with the utmost zeal and sedulity.
Hence it appears that there were everywhere a very great number
of copies; and now the Babylonians made no such fierce assault upon
the sacred books. In accordance with what we might expect from
such premises, Ezra is simply said, Nehem. viii., to have brought
the book of Moses and read it. The books of Moses therefore,
and, in like manner, the other books of scripture, were preserved
safe in the captivity; and we have now no other, but the very
same books of scripture of the old Testament as those which were
written by Moses and the rest of the prophets.

However, it is very possible that the books, which may have
been previously in some disorder, were corrected by Ezra, restored
to their proper places, and disposed according to some fixed plan,
as Hilary in his prologue affirms particularly of the Psalms. Per-
haps, too, Ezra either changed or reformed the shapes and
figures of the letters. Jerome indeed, in his epistle to Paulinus,
maintains that “ Ezra invented new forms for the letters after the
return from the captivity ; for that previously the Jews had used
the same characters as the Samaritans!.” Hence, if we credit Jerome,
Ezra introduced new forms of the letters, more elegant and easy
than those which were before in use, copied out the law in these
new characters, and left the old ones to the Samaritans. In con-
formity with this statement, Jerome further tells us, upon Ezekiel
ix.?, that the last letter of the alphabet was formerly similar to the
Greek Tav, and that it still, in his time, retained that figure in the
Samaritan character; while the last letter of the Hebrew alphabet
has now quite another and different shape.

[! Certum est, Esdram scribam Legisque doctorem, post captam Hiero-
gsolymam . . .. alias literas repperisse, quibus nunc utimur: cum ad illud
usque tempus iidem Samaritanorum et Hebrmorum characteres fuerint.]

[# Antiquis Hebrmorum literis, quibus usque hodie utuntur Samaritani,
extrema Thau litera, crucis habet similitudinem.—T. v. p. 96. The remark
was made by Origen before him: rd dpyaia orocxeia éugpepés Ixew 16 Tai rg
ol oTavpoi xapaxrijpi. Coins are still found which preserve the old cruciform
Pheenician Tau, though the Samaritan has ceased to bear that shape.]
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But, though Jerome affirms that Ezra invented new characters,
he never says that he made everything new. He might very easily
copy and set forth the same ancient text in the new letters. We
must hold, therefore, that we have now those very ancient secrip-
tares which Moses and the other prophets published, although we
have not, perhaps, precisely the same forms and shapes of the
letters.
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CHAPTER V.

OF THE GREEK EDITION OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

We have next, in the second place, to speak of the Greek
edition of the new Testament. It is certain that the whole new
Testament was written in Greek, unless, perhaps, we are to except
the Gospel of Matthew and the Epistle to the Hebrews. Hosius
of Esmeland (in his book de Sacro Vernac.) says, that it was only
the Gospel of Matthew which was written in Hebrew. Jerome
affirms the same thing in these words of his Preface to the four
evangelists addressed to Damasus: “The new Testament is un-
doubtedly Greek, with the exception of the Apostle Matthew, who
first published the gospel in Judwa in Hebrew letters®.” Neverthe-
less in the catalogue, under the article Pau!, he says that the Epistle
to the Hebrews was written in Hebrew. Thus he writes : ¢ He wrote
most eloquently as a Hebrew to the Hebrews, in the Hebrew, that
is, in his own languages.” The translation of this epistle into Greek
some ascribe to Barnabas, as Theodorus Lector? in his second book
of Collectanea, some to Luke$, and some to Clemens®. But, how-
ever that may be, the Greek edition both of the Gospel according
to Matthew and of the Epistle to the Hebroews is authentic. For
the Hebrew originals (if any such there were) are now nowhere
extant, and the Greek was published in the life-time of the apostles,

[5 De novo nunc loquor Testamento, quod Grecum esse non dubium est,
excepto apostolo Matthseo, qui primus in Judsea evangelium Christi Hebraicis
literis edidit.—Opp. T. 1. p. 1426.)

[¢ Scripserat, ut Hebreeus Hebrwmis, Hebraice, id est suo eloquio, digertis-
sime. ]

[7 I think this is a mistake. At least I can filad no such statements in
Theodorus.]

[8 8o Clemens Alex. ap. Euseb. H. Eccl. L. v1. ¢. 14.]

[® Euseb. H. E. Lib. m1. c. 38. ol uév tdv ebayyehioriy Aovkay, ol 3¢ vov

K\juevra Toirov abrdy dppnreboas Aéyovos iy ypagrir.]
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received in the church, and approved by the apostles themselves.
Jerome in the Catalogue (Article MaTTHXEUS), tells us: « He first
composed a gospel in the Hebrew character and language, in Judsa,
for the sake of those of the circumcision who had believed ; but it is
not certainly known who translated it into Greek.” He adds, that
“ the Hebrew text itself was preserved in his time in the library of
Camsarma which was built by the martyr Pamphilus’.” So Nazian-
zene in his version upon the genuine books?:
Marfaios pév &ypayev ‘EBpaiois Oaipara Xpuorod'

where, when he says that Matthew wrote the miracles of Christ for
the Hebrew, it is implied that he wrote his gospel in Hebrew. So
Irenseus, Lib. 11. c. 1, relates, that ¢ Matthew published the scripture
of the gospel amongst the Hebrews in their own language3.” These
fathers then suppose that Matthew wrote his gospel in Hebrew, and
that it was translated by an unknown hand. Athanasius, however,
in his Synopsis4, writes that the Hehrew gospel of Matthew was
translated into Greek by the apostle James, but brings no argument
to command our credence.

Nor is the opinion of a Hebrew original of the gospel of
Matthew supported by any proofs of sufficient strength. For
at the time when Christ was upon earth the Jews did not speak
Hebrew, but Syriac. Matthew, therefore, would rather have
written in Syriac than in Hebrew; as indeed it is the opinion
of Widmanstadt and Guido Fabricius, to which our jesuit also
subscribes, that Matthew wrote his gospel not in the Hebrew, but
in the Syriac language. And they allege that, when the fathers
say that Matthew wrote in Hebrew, we must understand them to
mean that Hebrew dialect which the Jews then used, and which was

(@ Primus in Judsea, propter eos qui ex circumcisione crediderant, evange-
lium Christi Hebraicis literis verbisque composuit: quod quis postea in Gree-
cum transtulerit non satis certum est. Porro ipsum Hebraicum habetur
usque hodie in Csesariensi Bibliotheca, quam Pamphilus Martyr studiosissime
confecit. ¢. 3. It seems to be certain, nevertheless, that Jerome believed
this Gospel to have been written in Syriac. Compare Adv. Pelag. Lib. mr.
c. 1. In evangelio juxta Hebrmos, quod Chaldaico quidem Syrogque sermone,
sed Hebraicis literis scriptum est, quo utuntur usque hodie Nazareni, secun-
dum apostolos, sive (ut plerique autumant) juxta Matthseum, quod et in Ceesa-
riensi habetur Bibliotheca, &c.)

[® Poem. xxxm1. 31. Opp. T. m. p. 99. Lips. 1690.]

[® & pév Marfaios év rois “Efpaiois jj 1lg duakéxre alrav xal ypadhw éfijvey-
xev ebayyehlov. P. 220. et ap. Euseb. H. E. Lib. v. ¢. 8.]

(¢ Inter Opp. Athan. T. m. p. 177.]
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not pure Hebrew, but Syriac, or a mixture of Hebrew and Chaldee.
Yet Jerome thought that the gospel of Matthew was written in pure
Hebrew: for, in the catalogue under the article MATTHAUS, he writes
that there was a MS. remaining of this Hebrew gospel in the
library of Nicomedia®, and that he was permitted to make a copy
of it. On the whole, therefore, it seems uncertain that Matthew
wrote his gospel either in Hebrew or in Syriac; and it is rather to
be thought that both Matthew and the author of the epistle to the
Hebrews wrote in Greek, since the Greek language was then not
unknown to the Jews themselves, and the other apostles used the
Greek language not only in those pieces which they wrote for all
promiscuously, but also in those which were inscribed peculiarly to
the Jews, as we see in the case of James and Peter. However,
the learned are agreed that those Hebrew copies of this gospel and
epistle which are now extant are not genuine.

The Lord willed the new Testament to be written in Greek,
because he had determined to bring forth the gospel from the
narrow bounds of Judea into a broader field, and publish it to
all people and nations. On this account the Lord selected the
Greek language, than which no other was more commonly known
by all men, wherein to communicate his gospel to as many coun-
tries and persons as possible. He willed also that the heavenly
truth of the gospel should be written in Greek in order to pro-
vide a confutation of the Gentiles’ idolatry and of the philosophy
and wisdom of the Grecians. And, although at that time the
Romans had the widest empire, yet Cicero himself, in his ora-
tion for the poet Archias, bears witness that the language of the
Greeks was more widely extended than that of the Romans®, As,
therefore, before Christ the holy doctrine was written in that lan-
guage which was the peculiar and native tongue of the Church; so
after Christ all was written in Greek, that they might more easily
reach and be propagated to the Church now about to be gathered
out of all nations.

[® Mihi quoque a Nazarsis, qui in Bersea urbe Syrize hoc volumine utun-
tur, describendi facultas fuit. Vide supra.]

[¢ Greeca leguntur in omnibus fere gentibus: Latina suis finibus, exiguis
sane, continentur. Cic. Opp. T. v. p. 445, ed. Lallemand. Paris. 1768.]
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