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FREES T 1.LET TER:

CONTAINING,

A DISSERTATION upon the follow-
ing Paffage in the First EPIsTLE of
St. JoHN.
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read. < It is the Spint, that beareth wit-
“ nefs, becaufe the Spirit is truth. For
¢ there are Three, that bear record 1x
““ HEaven; THE FFaTuer, THE Wornp,
“ AnD THE Hory GHOST: AND THESE
‘““ THREE. ARE ONE. AND THERE ARE
¢“ THREE, THAT BEAR WITNESS IN EARTH;
¢ the Spirit, and the Water, and the Blood :
« and thefe Three agree in One.” Where-
as all the Greek Manufcripts of the New
Teftament, and all the ancient Verfions,
that have been made of it into any Lan-
guage whatever, (if we except the vulgar
Latin, and it can be fully proved, that
this did alfo accord with all the other
verfions, till it was reformed and correéted
by Jerome) are quite filent-in regard to the
teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”; and all
the councils, fathers, commentators and
other writers, at leaft of thefour firft cen-
turies of the Church, as often as in any of
their writings they were led to confider the
paflage before us, do plainly fhew, that it
ftood in their books, ¢ It is the Spirit that
¢« beareth witnefs; becaufe the Spirit is
¢« Truth: For there are Three that bear
«« record, the Spirit, the Water and the

¢« Blood: and thefe Three agree in One.”
And
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- And that this-Teftimony of ¢ the Three
¢ in Heaven”, was neither in the ancient
Greek manufcripts, nor in the early ver-
fions ; but wholly unknown to the firft
ages of the Church, may reafonably be
prefumed from this circumftance alone,
that in all that warm, univerfal and lafting
controver{y about the Trinity, which began
long before, and continued long after
Jerome’s time, we do not find any one of the
writers on the fide of the Trinity making
the leaft ufe of this teftimony ; even while
they induftrioufly ranfacked both the Old
and New Teftament in fearch after, and in
their difputes actually produced every text,
allufion or diftant hint therein found, that
with the leaft thadow of probability could
be of fervice in their caufe. Is it then
probable, if their books read, as ours do
at this time, that no one of the difputants
fhould hit upon a paffage, that {tands{fo very
fair to their purpofe asthe teftimony of ¢ the
¢ Three in Heaven”, moft evidently does ?

It has indeed been infifted, that in the
writings of Cyprian, an eminent Father,
about the middle of the third Century,
there are two paflages, which muft f{uppofe
him to have the fame reading before him,

Big ag
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as in our printed books. “The learned
Editor of his works, in anfwerto a charge
brought againft Jerome for being a falfary,
and the firft author of this interpolation,
remarks,® ¢ That itisa {ufficient confuta-
¢ tion of this very heavy calumny brought
‘““ againft St. Jerome, that Cyprian has
“ quoted it [¢ the teftimony of the Three in
“ Heaven’,] who wrote not only before
¢“ the time of Jerome, but even that of
““ Arius, and before the commencement of
¢ the long controver{y about the Trinity.”
I wonder much to find it here affirmed,
that Cyprian has quoted the teftimony of
¢« the Three in Heaven™; all that can pofiibly
be imagined is, that he had it in his thoughts
at thofe times; andif I am notvery much
miftaken, it was not even there. Fora
fufficient account may be given of his

¢« % Cui gravifime calumniz de D. Hieronimo
¢ falfario, et S. Scripturarum interpolatore amoliendze.
¢ {ufficere poterit, Cyprianum citaffe (nempe triplex
¢¢ teftimonium Patris, Verbi et 3piritus Sanéti in ceelo
¢ teftantium) non modo ante Hieronimi tempora, fed
¢ Arii ipfius, et litem de dogmate illo de trino et uno
<«¢ Deo, fcriptorem; qui tamen hic loci, et in epiftola
¢¢ Jubaianum hanc pericope agnofcit.”—Not. Pearfani,
in Cypriani Traclat. de Unit, Ecclefie, p. 109 .

words,
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words, without fuppofing him to have fuch
a reading in his books. In one of the
pafiages referred to, Cyprian, in proving the
Unity of the Church, argues thus.4 ¢ The
“ Lord fays, (Joun x. 20.) 1 and the
¢« Father are One: and again it is written
¢ of the Father and the Son and the Holy
Ghoft. And thefe Three are One. [One
“ Thing]. And does any Man believe,
¢ that this Unity proceeding from the
¢« divine firmnefs, and cohering in the
¢ heavenly mifteries, can be cut afunder in
the Church, and parted by the feparation
of contraditory wills?”---In the other
paffage difputing the validity of the bap-
tifm of hereticks fuppofed to deny one or
other of the Perfons in the Trinity, he
reafons thus. < If a perfon can be baptifed
¢ by them, he can obtain pardon of his
“ fins; and if he can obtain pardon of his

o
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¢ + Dicit Dominus, Ego et Pater Unum fumus. Et
iterum, de Patre, et Filio, et Spiritu Sancto feriptum
““elt. Et bi Tres Unum funt. Et quifquam credit
“ hanc unitatem de divini firmitate venientem, facra-
mentis cceleftibus cohzrentem, fcindi in ecclefid
s¢ pofle, aut voluntatum collidentium divortio feparari?”

—Cyprian, Tralfat. de Unitate Ecclefie, p. 109. Edit.
Pearfen.

114
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“ fins, he 1s both fan&ified and made a
¢ Temple of God,$ I afk of what God?
« If of the Creator, he could not be made
< his Temple, who believes not in Him;
“ if of Chrift; neither can he be made His»
“ who denies Chriff to be God: if of the
“ Holy Ghoft, fince the Three are One, how
¢ can the Holy Ghoff be reconciled to him,
“ who is an enemy to either the Father or
““ the Son?” But here it is to be noted, that
Cyprian does not fay in either of thefe placss,
¢ the Father, Word and Holy Ghoft” ;
as the text now has it; but in the former
paflage, ““theFather,Sonand Holy Ghoft”,and
in the latter, ¢ the Creator, Chrift and Holy
“ Ghoft”; and in neither place cites any thing
more of the text than thefe words,  and
‘« thefe Three are One”. The whole difficulty
then refts here, how Cyprian came to fay,
‘“ It iswritten of the Father, Son and Holy

¢ 1 Quero cujus Dei? Si Creatoris, non-potuit, qui
¢ in eum non credit; Si Chriffi, nec hujus fieri poteft
“ templum, qui negat Deum Chriftum; Si Spiritus
¢ Sancliy, cum Tres Unum fint, quomodo Spiritus San&tus
¢ placatus efle ei poteft, qui autPatrisaut Filii inimicus
<< eft 1”—Cyprian, Epift, ad Fubaianum, p. 203. Edit.

Pearfon. ;
(41 G‘ bﬁ ﬂi
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« Ghoft; and thefe Three are One” : and of

this I am now to give an Account,

It will then be found, that both the
Latins and the Greeks did foon after generally
interpret thefe words, ¢ the Spirit, the Water
¢ and the Blood”, to denote, in their miftical
fenfe, ““theFather, Sonand Holy Ghoft”. And
if fo; it will be no hard thing to fuppofe
Cyprian to do the fame. St. Auftin (contra
Maximinum) after challenging his antagonift
to produce one inftance, either in the Old oy
New Teftament, where two or more things
of different natures or fubflances are con-
joined ; that is, where it is faid of them,
UnovM suNT, (they are one) to guard againft
an obvious objection, thus goeson. || ¢ 1

¢ || Sane falli te nolo in epiftold Johannis apoftoli,
 ubi ait, Tres funt Tefles, Spiritus, Agua et Sanguis :
¢ ot Tres Unum  funt. Propter hoc admonui, ne falla-
¢ ris. Hazc enim facramenta funt, in quibus, non
¢ quid fint, fed quid oftendant, femper attenditur;
¢ quoniam figna funt rerum ; aliud exiftentii, et aliud
“ fignificantid. Si ergo illa, qua his fignificantur,
¢ intelliguntur, ipfa inveniuntur unius efle fubftaniize.—
“ De quibus (nempe Patre, Filio Sanctogue Spirvitu)
¢ verifime dici poteft, Tres funt Tefles, et Tres Unum
‘¢ funt 3 ut nomine Spiritus fignificatum accipiamus,
¢ Deum Patremy——Nomine autem Sanguinis, Filium,—
“ Et nomine Aque, Spiritum Sanium.’ — Augufiin
contra Maximn, Lib, IIL, cap. 22.

“ would
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would not have you be deceived by the
Epiftle of St. Joun, where he fays, There
are Three Witnefles, the Spirit, the Water
and the Blood: and the Three are One.
For thefe are mifterious words, in which
we are always to mind, not what they
ufually import, but what they ftand for ;
for they are f{ymbols of things and dif-
ferent in fignification from their nature,
If then thofe things, which are fignified
by thefe words, are rightly comprehended,
thefe will be found to be of one {ubftance.
—Of which' (namely, #be Father, Son and
Holy Ghoft) 1t may be truly faid, They are
Three Witnelfes, and the Three are One;
fo that by The Spirit we fhould un-
derftand God the Father ;—alfo by the
word Bloed, The Son ;—and by the Water,
The Holy Ghefi.” Thus did St. Auftin

manifeftly interpret ¢ the Spirit, Water

£

41

and Blood”, miftically to denote, ¢ the
Father, Son and Holy Ghoft”; and neither

in this, nor any other part of his writings,
does he make the leaft mention of the

114

three witneflesin Heaven”, any otherthanas

{ignified in the mifterious fenfe of the words,

(11

Spirit, Water and Blood”. And whenever

he names them, it is not fo, as we find it

mn
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in our prefent books, ¢¢ the Father, Word and
¢ Holy Ghoft”. Norindeed is it to beimagin’d
that St. Auftin, or any other Father, who
gave fuch an interpretation, could have read
in his books, the teftimony of «“ the Three in
“ Heaven”.--Inlikemanner Eucherius, Bithop
of Lyons, in his ‘queftions upon this very
Epiftle of St. Jonn, informs us, that ¢ the
¢ Spirit, Water and Blood”, was generally in-
terpreted in this miftical way, though in a
manner fomewhat different from St. Auftin.
His words are, § ©“ Queft. John in his epiftle
« lays down; There are Three things that
“ bear record, the Water, the Blowd and
<« the Spirit ; What is ‘meant by this?
“ Anfwer. Some expound differently, but
¢« moft perfons underftand it of the Trinity
« itfelf by a miftical interpretation
< by the Water, pointing out the Fuather ;
‘ by the Blwd, thewing Chrift ; and by the

.

Lil

Eal

¢« § Interrog. In Epiftola Johannes ponit, Tria funi
“ gue teflimonium perbibent, Aqua, Sanguis et Spiritus.
“ Quid. in hoc indicatur? Refp. Quidam ex hoc dif-
. ¢ putant, &c, plures tamen hic ipfam interpretatione
¢ myfticd intelligunt = Trinitatem.— Agui  indicans
“ Patrem; Sanguine, Chriflum demonftrans ; Spiritx,
¢ Sanétum Spiritum manifeftans.” —ZEucherins Lugdunen-
Sisde Queeflignibusin Epifiolan Fohaznis,

i S‘Fﬁf‘;"?: #
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“ Spirit, manifefting the Holy Ghoft."——
We may alfo determine, that the Bifhop
could not have in his copy the teftimony of
¢ the Three in Heaven”; as, I think, he muft
then have formed his queftion; upon the
whole, not a part of the paffage; and
becaufe he has omitted the words 77 terrd,
which is never done by thofe, who cite this
teftimony.

Moreover a paffage in Facundus, an
African Bifhop, about the middle of the
fixth century,will both confirm this interpre-
tation of St. John, and make it probable,
that Cyprian is to be fo underftood alfo. In
his defence of the council of Chalcedon,
addrefled to the emperor Juftinian, he
quotes the paffage thus : * < For St. John
¢ the Apoftle, in his epiftle, fays thus of the
< Father, and Son, and Holy Ghoft : There
<« are Three that bear witnefs in Earth, the
“« Spirit, Water and Blood, and thefe Three

¢« ¥ Nam et Johannes Apoftolus in epiftold fui de
<¢ Patre, et Filio, et Spiritu Sanéto, fic dicit. Tres funt
“ gui teflimonium - dant in terrd, Spiritus, Aqua et
<« Sanguis, et hi Tres Unum funt. In Spiritu fignificans
<< Patremy—In Aqud vero Spiritum Sanédum fignificans;
¢« —In Sanguine vero Filium fgnificans,” —Facund.

cap. 1. pag. 16. Ex Editione Sirmondi Parifiis, 1629,
11 are



( 13 )

““ gre One: by the Spirit denoting the Fa-
“ ther ; by the Water, fignifying the by
“ Ghoff: and by the Blod, fignifying the
“ Son.”—Thus FFacundus, not only gives us
the miftic Interpretation of the ¢ Spirit, Wa-
< ter and Blood” ; but introduges jt in the
very manner of Cyprian, and exprelly tells
us, that he underftood Cyprian to be of
the fame opinion. Moreover Facundus can
hardly be thought to know any thing of the
teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”, fince
he makes noufe of it, when it would have
been far more to his purpofe. The argu-
ment he was upon, was to prove the Unity of
¢ the Father, Son and Holy Ghoft”; and here,
after the example of many before him, he
imploys the miftical interpretation of the
<« Spirit, Water and Blood”, for this purpofe;
and becaufe St. John fays of them; ¢ and
« thefe Three are One”; and this expofition,
fuppofing them Symbols of the Three Per-
fons of the Trinity, he makes ufe of it

n

+ The Eprtor muft inform the reader, that thus
far is not Sir Isaac’s; the Copy tranfmitted to him
faisly acknowledges it, and adds, that the four firft
paragraphs of the Manufcript areloft; and that asthere
were no hopes of recovering them, they were fupplied,

not
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in order to prove them One God. &

Thefe paflages in Cyprian may- receive
further light by a like paffage in Tertullian,
from whence Cyprian feems to have bor-
rowed them. For it is well known, that
Cyprian was a great admirer of Tertullian’s
writings, and read them frequently, calling
Tertullian his mafter. The paffage is this, ]

==

not out of vanity, but merely to lay before the reader
thofe paflages, which the letter itfelf plainlyfhews had
been made ufe of by the author himfelf ; and to the
purpofes, as isapprehended, they are here fubfervientto ;
and an aflurance is alfo given, that all which follows
the words “¢ He makes ufe of it” are SirIsaac’s own
without alteration. '

. “¢ 1 Unum efle dicuntur, poflunt Spiritus, aut Aquz,
¢ aut Sanguines dici? Quod tamen Johannis Apoftoli
¢ teftimonium B, Cyprianus Carthaginienfis Antiftes
¢ et Martyr, in epiftold, fivelibro, quem de Trinitate
 (immo de Unitate ecclefiz) feripfit, de Patre, Filio
¢ et Spiritu San&o di@um intelligit. Ait enim, Dicit
¢ Dominus, Ego et Pater Unum fumus; et iterum de
¢ Patre, Filio, et Spiritu Sanéio feriptumeft 5 et hi Tres
“$t Unum funt.—Facundus, cap. 1. pag. 16. ibidem.

L33

L

¢« ¢ Connexus Patris in Filio, et Filii in Paracleto
“ tres efficit cohzrentes, alterum ex altero, Qui
¢ Tres Unum funt; (non Unus) quomodo dictum eft.
¢ Ego et Pater Unum Sumus ; ad fubftantiz Unitatem,
¢ non ad numen fingularitatem.”—Tertullian advers.

Lrax, e 2s. L
(44 c
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¢ The connection of the Father in the Son,
« and of the Son inthe Paraclete, makes
‘“ Three coherent ones from one another,
“ awbich Three are One, (one thing, not one
¢« perfon)as it is faid, I and the Father are
‘¢ One, denoting the Unity of {ubftance, not
« the fingularity of number”. Here, you fee,
Tertullian fays not;  the Father, Word
« and Holy Ghoft”, as the text now has it,
¢« but the Father, Son and Paraclete”; nor
cites any thing more of the text, than thefe
words; ¢ which Three are One”. Thefe he
interprets of the Trinity, and inforces the in-
terpretation by that other text; ¢ I and the
¢¢ Father are One”; - as if the phrafe was of
the fame importance in both places.

So then, this interpretation feems to have
been invented by the Montanifts for giving
countenance to their Trinity. For Tertul-
lian was a Montanift, when he wrote this ;
and it is moft likely that fo corrupt and
forced an interpretation had its rife among a
fe@ of men, accuftomed to make bold with
the fcriptures. Cyprian being accuftomed
to it in his mafter’s writings, it feems from
thence to have dropt into b5, as may be
gathered by the likenefs between their
citations. And by the difciples of thefe
two great men, it feems to have been propa-

gated

[
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gated among thofe many Latins, who (as
Eucherius tells us) received it in the next age,
underftanding’ the Trinity by the ¢ Spurit,
«« Water and Blood”. - For how, without the
countenance of fome fuch authority, an
interpretation {o corrupt and ftrained, fhould
eome-to be received in that age fo generally,
1 do not underftand.

And whatis faid of the teftimony of Cypri-
an, may be much more {aid of 7haf in the
feigned difputation of Athanafius with Arius
at Nice. For there the words cited are only,
““ xai o Tpeis To éveiaw’y and ¢ thefe Three
“ are One”; and they are taken out of the
cighth verfe, without naming the perfons of
the Trinity before them. For the Greeks
interpreted ¢ the Spirit, Water and Blood”,
of the Trinity, as well as the Latins ; as is
manifeft from the annotations they made on
this text in the margin of fome of their
manufcripts..

For Father Simon (Critical Hiflory qf the

New Teft. ff}rap 18) informs us, that ‘in one
Df the MSS in the Library of the‘*leng of
i'rance, marked Num. 2247, over agamﬁ
thtﬁ: words; « &7 Tgﬂs elou ol patgnugsﬂﬁs & Th

-;wr ({'ufpxcor, eV T -;,m non extare in MS) 7o
7 rtu‘u,::. Xeli T qu oLl Ta e:t.lucr.. ¢« For there

foare
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Trinity, feems to me to have given occafion
to fome body, either fraudulently to infert
the teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”, in
exprefs words into the text, for proving the
Trinity ; or elfe to note it in the margin of his,
book, by way of interpretation. Whence it
might afterwards creep into the text in tran{-
cribing.,

And the firft upon record, that mferted,
it, - 1S Jerome; if the preface.* . to the,

canonical

—

* The whole preface runs thus: ¢ Incipit prologus in
cpiftolas canonicas. Non ita ¢ff ordo apud Greecos, qui
integre  fapiunt, fidemque veflam fellantur, epiftolarum
feptem, que canonice nuncupantur, ficut in Latinis
codicibus tnvenitur : Ut quia Petrus ¢ff primus in ordine
Apoflolorum, prime fint etiam ejus epifiole in ordine
ceterarum., Sed fieut Evangeliflas dudum ad wveritatis
lineamm corveximus, ita bas proprio ordini, Deo juvante,
reddidimus.  Efl enmim una earum prima “facobi, due
Petri, tres fobannis, et Fude una. Que fi ficut ab eis
digefle [unt, 1ta quoque ab interpretibus fidelitér in Latinum
werterentur eloquinm, nec mnézgmmn:m legentibus ﬁrfrfnf,
nec fermonum [ife wvarietates impugnarent, illo pracipuc
loco  ubi de Unitate Trinitatis in primé Fohannis epiftold,
pofitum legimus.  In qué etiam ab infidelibus tranflatoribus,
multum ervatum effe a ﬁ:fai veritate comperimus, trium
iantummeds wvocabula, hac efl, ﬁquaﬁ-; Sanguinis et Spiri-
tus, in ipfi fua editione ponentibus y et Patns, Verb!qum
ac.Spiritus roffimonium omittentibus: in quo maxime et
fides catholica roboratury, et Patrisy ac Filii, et Spiritus
una divinitatis fubflartia comprabatur.  In cateris verg

epiffalis,
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canonical epiftles, which goes under his
name, be His., For whilft he compofed
not a new tranflation of the New Teftament ;
but only corrected the ancient vulgar Latin
(as learned men think) and among his
Emendations (written perhaps at firft in the
margin of his book) he inferted this tefti-
mony ; he complains in the faid preface,
how he was thereupon accufed by fome
of the Latins, for falfifying Scripture, and
makes anfwer, that former Latin tranflators
had much erred from the faith, in putting
only, ¢ the Spirit, Water and Blood” in their
edition, and omitting the teftimony of ¢ the.
¢« Three in Heaven”, whereby the Catholic
Faith is eftablithed. In this defence he
feems to fay, that he correéted the vulgar
Latin tranflation by the original Greek;
and this is the great teftimony the text relies
upon.

epifalis, quantum a nofird, aliorum difiet editis, leftoris
judicio derelinguo. . Sed tu, wirgo Chrifli Euflachium,
dum @ me impenfius [eripture wveritatem inquirisye meam
quodammods [eneclutem . invidorum  dentibus corrodendam
exponis, qui me falfarium, corruptoremque Sanétarum
pronunciant Scripturarum.  Sed ¢go in tali opere, mec
@mulorum. meorwm invidiam. pertimefco, nec Sanéte Scripe
tur@ veritatem pofcentibus denegabs’”.

Gl But
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But whtlit he confefles it was not in the
Latin before, and accufes former tranflators
of falfifying the fcriptures in omitting it,
he fatisfies us, that it has crept into ‘the
Latin fince his time, and fo cuts oft all the
authority of the prefent vulgar Latin for
juitifying it. And whilft he was accufed by his
cotemporaries of falfifying the Scriptures in’
inferting it, this accufation alfo confirms, that
he altered the publick reading, For had the
reading been dubious before he made it fo, no
man would have charged him with falfifica-
tion for following either part.

Alfo, whilft upon this accufation he
recommends the aiteration by its ufefulnefs
for eftablithing the Catholick Faith, this
renders it the more fufpeted by difco-
vering both the defign of his making it,
and the ground of his hoping for fuccefs.
However, {eeing he was thus accufed by his
cotemporaries, it gives us juft reafon to
examine the bufinefs between him and his
accnfers.  And fo, he being called to the
bar, we are not to lay ftrefs upon his own
teftimony for himfelf (for no man is a
witnefs in his own caufe) but laying afide all
prejudice, we ought; according to the ordi-
nary rules of juftice, to examine the bufi-

neis
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nefs between him and his accufers by other
witnefies. '

They, that have been converfant in his
writings, -obferve a ftrange liberty, which
he takes in aflerting things. PvIany notable
inftances of this he has left us in compofing
thofe very fabulous lives of Paul and Hila-
rian, not to mention what he has written
upon other occafions. ~Whence Erafmus
faid of him, that he wasin affirming things,
‘I “ frequently violentand impudent,and often
““ contrary to himfelf”. But I accufe him not.
It is poffible, that he might be fometimes
impofed upon, or, through inadvertency,
commit a2 miftake. Yet fince his cotempo-
raries accufed him, it is but juft, that we
fhould lay afide the prejudice of his great
name, - and hear the caufe lmpartmlly be-

tween them.
Now the witnefles between them are

partly the ancient tranflators of the fcrip-
tures into the various languages, partly the
writers of his own age, and of the ages

¢ + Szpe numero violentus, parumque pudens, fzpe

¢¢ varius, parumgque fibi conftans,”
E rﬂfmf Annotation, in ?’aﬁam Va 7s

Vide etiam, quz Erafmus contra Leum in hunc

locum de Hieronimo fufius dixit.
&3 next
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next before, and after him, and partly the
fcribes. who have ' copied out the Greek
manufcripts of the fcriptures in “all ages.
And all thefe are againft him. Foér by'tht,
unanimous evidence of all thefe, it will
appear that the teftimony of * the Three in
¢ Heaven” was wanting in the Greek manu-
fcripts, from whence ]crome, or whoever
was the author of that preface to the cano-
nical epiftles, pretf:nds to have bﬂrrnwcd

it. :
The ancient interpreters, which T cite,
as witnefles - ag’tinﬁ him, are ‘chiefly the
authors of the ancient vufgar Latin, 'of the
Syriac and the Athiopic verfions,  For as
he tells us, that the Latins omitted the tefti-
mony of ¢ the Three in Heaven” in their
verfion before his time, o in'the Syriac and
Athiopic verfions (both which, from Blﬂmp'
Walton’s account of them, are ‘much an-
cienter, than ' Jerome’s''time, bemﬂ* the
verfions whi¢h the Oriental and xﬁthn::npir::‘j
nations received from the beginning, and
gencrally ufed, as the Latins did the irulgsir’
Latin) that fame teftimony is wanting to
this day; and the authors of thefe Three
moft ancient, moft ﬁiii’it}iia, and moft re-
celved verfions by omitting it are concurrent
witnefles,
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witnefes, that they found it wanting in the
original Greek manufcripts of their own
times.

It is wanting alfo in other ancient verfions,
as in the Agyptian Arabick, publithed in
Walton’s Polyglot Bible; in the Armenian
verfion, 1 ufed, ever fince Chryfoﬁam's age,
by the Armenian Nations; and In the Illy'*z-
can § of Cyrillus, ufed in Rafcia, Bulgaria,
Moldavia, Rhfﬁa, Mufcovy, and other
countries, which ufe the. Sclavonic Tongue.
In a copy of this verfion, ¢ prmtﬁd at
Oftrobe (Qftrow) in Velhinia, in the Year
Ty 1 have feen it wanting, and one
Camillus © § relates the fame thing out

1 ¢ Codex Armeniacus ante 400 annos exaratus,

¢ quem vidi apud Epifcopum Ecclefiz Armeniace, qu
¢« Amftellodami colligitur, locum illum non legit”.—

Sandius Append, Interpret. Paradsx. in h. l.

@ The printed Sclavonic verfion runs thus. ¢ Quia
‘< Tres funt, qui teflificantur, Spiritus, et Aqua, et San-
““ guis; et Tresin Unum funt. 8i teffimonium, &¢”

¢ § Teftimonium trium in Ceclo non eft in antiquiffi-
¢ mis Illyricorum et Ruthenorum codicibus, quorum
¢ unum exemplar 4 fexcentis ferd annis manuferiptum,
¢ jampridem apud illuftrifimum Gabrielem Chineum,
¢ terre Baftrice Dominum vidi, et legi: alierum
‘¢ manibus noftris teritur, fide et antiquitate fud nobile,—
Camillus de Antichrifla. Lib. i1, cap. 2. Pag. 156,

' of
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of ancient Manufcripts of this verfion feen
by him.

Nor do I know of any verfion, wherein
1t 1s extant, exceptthe modernz vulgar Latin,
and fuch modern werfions of the Weftern
Nations, as have been influenced by it. So
then, by the unanimous confent of all the
ancient and faithful interpreters, which we
have hitherto met with (who doubtlefs made
ufe of the beft Manufcripts they could get)
the Teftimony of ¢ the Threein Heaven”
was not anciently in the Greek.

And that it was neither in the ancient
verfions, nor in the Greek ; but was whﬂliy
unknown to the firft Churches, is moft
certain by an argument hinted above, name-
ly, that in all that vehement, univerfal, and
lating Controverfy about the Trinity in
Jerome’s time, and both before, and long
enough after it, this text of ¢ the Three in
«« Heaven” was never once thought of. Itis
now in every body’s mouth, and accounted
the main Text for the bufinefs, and " would
aﬁlucdiy have been fo too with them, had
it been in their books. And yet it isnot
once to be met with in all the difputes,
epiftles, orations, and other writings of the

Greeks and Latins (Alexander of Alexan-
P dria,
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dria, - Athanafius, the council of Sardica,
Bafil, Nazienzen, Nyflen, Epiphanius,
Chryfoftom,  Cyril,, Theodoret, Hilary,
Ambrofe, Auftin, Victorinus Afer, Philaf-
trius Brixienfis, Phabedius Agennenfis,
Gregorius - Baticus, ' Fauftinus Diaconus,
Pafchafius, Arnobius. Junior, Cerealis, and
others) in the times ‘of thofe controverfies ;
no, notin Jerome himfelf; if his verfion
and preface to the Lanumc.ﬂ Eplﬁles be
excepted. -

The writings of thofe times Werez’vér}f
many, and copious; -and the‘re: 1SN0 argu-
ment, or Text of - Scnpturc, which they do
not urge again and’ again. That of _St.
John’s Gofpel “ T, ‘and’ the Father, am
“ One”, is every where inculcated, but
this of “ the Three in Heaven, and their
““ being One”, is no where to be met with,
'till at length, when the ignorant ages came
on, it 'Began by degrees to creep into the
Latin copies out of Jerome’s verfion.

So far are they from citing the teﬁimﬂny

of *“ the Three in Heaven”, that, on the
contrary, as often as they have occafion to
mention the place, they omit it, and that too,

as well after Jerome’s age, as in, and be-
fore
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fore it. For Hefychius (in Levst. Lib. ii.
cap 8. poff med.) cites the place ‘thus.
“ Audi Johannem dicentem, Tria {unt,
““ qui teftimonium przbent, et Tres Unum
“ {unt, Spiritus, et Sanguis et Aqua”. The
words, iz terrd, he omits, which is never
done, but in Copies, where *“ the Three
‘““ in Heaven” is wanting. Caffiodorus, or
whoever was the Author of the Latin ver-
fion of the Difcourfe of Clemens Alexan-
drinus on thefe Epiftles of St. John reads
it thus. ¢ Quia Tres{unt, qui teftificantur,
“ Spiritas, et Aqua, et Sanguis, et hi Tres
* Unum funt”. (N, B. It is called fo in Bié-
lioth. S. patrum, Edit. Paris. 1589)

Bede in: his. Commentary on the place
reads it thus. ¢ Et Spiritus eft, qui tefti-
“ ficatur, quoniam Chriftus eft veritas. Quo-
“ niam Tres funt, qui teftimonium dant in
“ terrd, Spiritus, Aqua, etSanguis, et Tres
“ Unum funt. Siteftimonium, &ec.” But
here the words, #n terrd, fo far as I can
¢ather from his Commentary on this text
have been inferted by fome later Hand.
—The Author of the firft 'Epiftle, afcribed
to Pope Eufebius, reads it, as Bede doss,
omitting only the words, iz térrd.~——And

if
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if the Authority of Popes be valuable, Pope
Leo, the Great, in histenth Epiftle, thus
cites the place. ~ “ Et Spiritus eft, qui
« teftificatur, qunmam Spiritus eft veritas;
““ quia Tres funt, qui teftimonium dant, Spl-
R EhEnsy et Aqua, et Sanguis; et hi Tres
« Unum funt”,

St. Ambm{c, in the fixth chaj?tcr of
his firft Bonk de szr:m Sanéto, dlfputmg
for the Umty of the Three Pﬂrfuns,, fays,
« Hi* Tres Unum funt, Fobannes dixit; ™
¢ Aqua, _Sa,nguts c:t Spmtus. Unum in
‘“ mifterio; non in natura PO B T aJl he
could ﬁnd of the text, ‘while he was dif-
putmg about the Trinity, and therefore he
proves -the Unity _of the Perfons by the
mlﬁlcal Unlty {)f the  Spirit, Water. and
Blood, - 1nt¢rpr:tmg thefe of the Trm:u:ggr |
wlth Cyprmn and Dtllel‘s Yea, in the
elcventh chaptf:r of his - thicd boak he
fully recites the text thus. ¢ Per Aquam
Ay Sangumem venit  Chriftus Jefus, non
£ folum in Aqui, fed in Aqué et Sanguine ;
5 et Spu 1tus teﬁlmunlum dat, quoniam Spi-
« ritus eft veritas. Quia Tres funt Teftes,
L Spl;;i;u;s Aqua, et Sangu;sr, et hi Tres
“ Unum funt in. Chrifto Jefu”. See alfo

diae He it oy s £



( 28 )
Ambrofe in Luc. xxii. 10, and in hls book,
De i1s qut mifleriis initiantur, cap.iv.

The like reading pf. Fat:undus, Euche—
rius, and’ St. Auftin you have in the places
cited<above.  Thefe are Latins, as late, or
later, than Jerome. For Jerome did not
prevail with the Churches of his own time
to receive the teftimony of ‘¢ the Three in
& Heaven . And for them to know his
fer'ﬁon and not mcewe his ,teihmﬂny Was
m eﬂ'ﬂ& to condemn it. |

-And ‘a5 for the Greeks, Cyril of “Alexan-
dria reads the text without this"teﬂirﬁnn]?‘:iti'
the xivth* book  of his Thefaurus; cap. s,
and again in his firft book de Sfide mfRengﬂ.f,

a little after the middle. © And fo does
Oecumemua a later Gre‘ek in his Commcn-
tary on this place t:-f St. _]ohns“ Eyltlle-
Alfo Didimus Alemmdlmus, in ‘his Com-
mentary” on the fame paffage, reads " the
< Spirit, 'Water and Blood”, without men-
tioning, ‘¢ the Three in Heaven”; and fo
he does in his book of the Holy Ghott,
where he feems to ‘omit nothing, that he
could find for his purpofe; and fo does
Gregory Nazienzen'in his xxxviith Oration
concerning the Holy Ghoft; and alfo, Ni-

| cetus
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cetus in his. Commentary on Gregory Na-
zienzen’s xlivth Oration. _

And here it is farther obfervable, that,
as the Eﬁfébians had contended, that ¢ the
<« Father, Son and Holy Ghoft” were notto
be connumerated, becaufe they were things
of a different kind, Nazienzen and Nicetus
anfwer, that they might be connumerated,
becaufe St. John conaumerates three .t_hings
not confubftantial, namely, ¢ the Spirit, the
« Water, and the Blood 7. By the obje@ion
of the Eufebians, it then appears, that the
Teftimony of « the Three in Heaven” was
not in their books, and by the anfwer of the
Catholicks it is as evident, that it was not in
theirs. ‘For while they anfwer by inftancing
in ¢ the Spirit, Water and Blood ”, they
could not have miffed of, ¢ the Father, the
¢« Word, and the Holy Ghoft”; had they
been connumerated, and called one 1n the’
words immediately before; and to anfwer,
by inftancing in #befe, would have been far
more to their purpofe, becaufe it was the
very thing in queftion.

In like manner the Eunomians, in difpu-
ting againft the Catholicks, had objected,
that the Holy Ghoft is no where in Scripture

- comyoined
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connjoined with the Father and the Son, ex-
cept 1n the form of Baptifm : which is as
much as to fay, that the Teftimony of  the
«« Three in Heaven ” was not in their books :
and yet St. Bafil (lib. v. adverfus Eunomium
Jub finem) whilft he is very diligent in re-
turning an anfwer to them, and perplexes
himfelf in citing places, which are nothing
to the purpofe, does not produce this text
of *<‘the*T'hree in Heaven ”, though it be
the moft obvious, and the only proper paf-
fage, had it been then in the Scriptures;
and therefore, he knew nothing of it. The
ﬂbje&ion of the Eunomians, and the anfwer
of the Catholicks, fufficiently fhew, that it
was in the books of neither party.

Befides all this, the tenth Epiftle of Pope
Leo, mentioned above, was that very fa-
mous Epiftle to Flavian, Patriarch of Con-
ftantinople againft Eutiches, which went
about through all the Churches both Eaftern
and Weftern, being tranflated into Greek,
and {ent about in tht Eaft by Flavian. It
was generally applauded in the Wefl, and
read in the council of Chalcedon, and there
{olemnly "approvéd and {ubfcribed by all the
Bithops; and in this Epiftle the text was

thus
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thus cited. ¢ Et Spiritus eft, qui teftifica-
““ tur, quoniam Chriftus eft veritas: quia
‘“ T'res funt, qui teftimonium dant, Spiritus,
<« Aqua, et Sanguis; et hi Tres Unum funt”.
And by putting TV (according to the
Greek reading) for Chriflus, which is fill
the vulgar Latin, it was thus tranflated,
< xal TO mwRipd tgw 0 padludy imady T
© mipd ey n aNnduat Tghs ydg elw of pde-
 Tugotifles 0 wyebuel, xai 70 Jﬁ'wp, xal TO Giua’
¢ xai o TUs TO & elot.”

So then we have the reading quoted by
the Pope, owned in the Weft, and folemnly
{ubfcribed in the Eaft by the fourth general
council, and therefore it continued, the
publick received reading in both the Eaf;
and Weft, till after theage of that council.

So then the teftimony of ¢ the Three
“ in Heaven”, which, in the times of
- thefe controverfies, would have been in
cﬁery body’s mouth, had it been in their
books, was wholly unknown to the Churches
of thofe ages. All that they could find in
their books was. the teftimony of ¢ the
“ Water, the Spirit-and the Blood”.

Will you now fay, that the teftimony of
“ the Three in Heaven”, was razed out of

their
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, their books by the prevailing Arrians? Yes
truly, thofe Arrians were crafty knaves, that
- could confpire fo cunningly and {lily all the
world over at once (as at the command of a
Mithridates) in the latter end of the reign
of Conftantius to get all men’s books in their
hands, and correct them without being per-
' ceived : ay, and conjurers too, without leav-
-ing any blot or chafm in their books, whereby
the knavery might be fufpected “and difco-
" vered ; and to wipe away the memory of it
out of all men’s brains ; fo that neither Atha-
nafius, nor any body elfe, could afterwards
remember, that they had ever feen it in their
books before ; and out of their own books
too, fo that, when they turned to the Con-
fubftantial Faith, as they generally did in the |
Weit, foon after the Death of Conftantius,
they could then remember no more of it,
than any body elfe.

Well then, it was out of their books in
Jerome’s age, when he pretended it was in ;
which is the point we are to prove; and
when any body can fhew, that it was in their
books before, it may be pertinent to confider
that point alfo: but till then we are only to

enquire how, fince it was out, it came into,
the
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the copies, that are now extant. For they,
that without proof accufe the Hereticks of
corrupting books, and upon that pretence
corred them at their pleafure without the
Authority of ancient Manufcripts (as fome
learned men in the fourth and fifth centuries.
ufed to do) are Falfaries by their own con-
feflion, and certainly need no other confu-
tation. And therefore, if this reading was
once out, we are bound in juftice to believe,
that it was out from the beginning ; unlefs
the razing of it out can be proved by fome
better argument, than that of pretence and
clamour. _

Will you now fay, that Jerome followed
fome copy different from any, which the
Greeks were acquainted with? This is to
overthrow the authority of his verfion by
making him depart from the received Greek;
and befides, itiscontrary to what he him{felf
feems to reprefent. For in his blaming not
the vulgar Greek copies, but the Latin in-
terpreters only, which were before his time,
asif they had varied from the receivec|Sreek,
he reprefents, that he himfelf followed it.
He does not excufe, and juftify himfelf for
reading differently from the reccived Greek,

D in
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Mefopotamia, Armenia, Mufcovy, and fome
others, are ftrangers to this reading : {oIam
teld by thofe, who have béen in Turkey,
that it is wanting to this day in the Greek
Manufcripts, which have been brought from
thence into the Weft; and that the Greeks,
now that they have got it in ‘print from the
Venetians, when their Manufcripts are ob-
jected aguinﬁ it, pretend, that the Arians
erazed it.

A reading then, to be found In no manu-
{cripts, but the Latin ones, and' not in the
Latin before Jerome’s age, as Jerome himfelf
confefles, can be but of little authority, and
we have already proved it to be {purious by
fhewing, that it was heretofore unknown
both to the Weftern, and the Eaftern
Churches in the times of the great contro-
verfy about the Trinity.

But, however, for your further fatisfaion,
we fhall now give you an account of thefe
Manuferipts, fhewing, firft, Aow, in the
dark ages, it crept into the Latin Manu-
feripts, out of Jerome’s verfion ; and then,
how it lately crept out of the Latin into the
printed Greek, thofe, who firft publithed it

D 2 in
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i1 Greek, having never yet fo much as feen
it in any Greek Manufcript.

That the vulgar Latin, now in ufe, is a
mixture of the old vulgar Latin, and of Je-
rome’s verfion together, is the received o-
pinion. Few of thefe Manufcripts are above
four or five hundred years old. The lateft
generally have the teftimony of ¢ the Three
¢ in Heaven”: the oldeft of all ufually want
it 5 which fhews that it has crept in by de-
grees. Erafmus notes it to be wanting in
three very ancient ones; one of which was
in the Pope’s library at Rome, the other two
were -at Bruges; and he adds, that in an-
other Manufcript, belonging to the library
of the Minorites in Antwerp, the teftimony
of * the Three in Heaven”, was noted in
the margin in a newer hand. |

Peter Cholinus notes in the margin of his
Latin edition of the Scriptures, printed Anno
Chrifti, 1543, and 1544, that it was want-
ing in the moft ancient Manufcript of the
Tugurine library. Dr. Burnet has lately
noted it to be wanting in fome other ancient
ongs. An ancient and diligent collater of
Manufcripts, cited by Lucas Brugenfis by the
name of Epanorthotes notes in general, that

it
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it was wanting in the ancient Latin Manu-
fcripts.  Lucas Brugenfis himfelf, collating
many Latin ones, notes it to be wanting in
only Fi1vE, that is, in the few old ones,
which he had, his Manufcripts being almoft
all of them new ones. For he (calce anno-
tat.) praifes the Codex Lobienfis written
Anno Chrifti, 1084, and the Codex Torna-
cenfis written Anno Chrifti, 1105, as moft
ancient and venerable for antiquity, and ufed
~others much more new, of which a great
number was eafily had, fuch as was the Co-
dex Buflidianus, written Anno Chrifhi, 1432,
that is, but eight years before the invention
of printing.

The Lateran council, colleéted under In-

nocent the Third, Anno Chrifti, 1215, Canon
2. mentions Joachim, the abbot, quoting

the text in thefe words. ¢ Quoniam in ca-
‘“ nonicd Johannis epiftold legitur, gwia Tres
“ funt, qui teftimonium dant in Celo, Pater,
et Verbum, et Spiritus; et bi Tres Unun
¢ funt : {tatimque fubjungitur. Ef Tres funt,
< qui teflimonium dantin terrd, Spiritus, Agua,
“ ot Sanguis, et Tres Unum funt: ficut in
¢ codicibus quibufdam invenitur” .---This wag

D .3 written
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written by Joachim * in the papacy of Alex-
ander the Third, that is, in or before the
year 1180, and therefore this reading was
then got but into fome books. For the words,
¢ Sicut in codicibus quibufdam invenitur ”,
refer as well to the firft words of Joachim,
‘¢ Quoniam in canonicd Joannis epiftola legi-
“ tur” as to the next, ¢ ftatimque fubjungi-
“ tur”; and more to the firft, than the next;
becaufe the firft part of the citation was then,
but in fome books, as appears by ancient
Manufcripts; but the fecond part was in al-
moft all : the words, ¢ Tres Unum funt”,
being in all the books which wanted the
teftimony of “ the Three in Heaven” ; and
in moft of thofe, which had it ; though af-
terwards left out in many, when branded by
the {fchoolmen for Arian. |

But to go to the bottom of the corruption.
Gregory the Great 4 writes, that Jerome’s
verfion was in ufe in his time, and therefore,
no wonder, if the teftimony of ¢ the Three
““ in Heaven” ‘began to be cited out of it be-
fore. Eugenius, bithop of Carthage, in the

* Vid. Math. Paris Hiftor. Angl, A. D11 70-

+ Vid, Walton’s Prolegomena x. s535.
{feventh
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De unitd Deitate Trinitatis. Certainly Atha-
nafius was not its author. All the epiftles
of Hyginus, except the beginning, and the
end ; and the firft part of the epiftle of pope
John, wherein the teftimony of ¢ the Three
“ in Heaven” is cited, are nothing elfe than
fragments of the book againft Varimadus,
defcribed word for word by fome forger of
decretal epiftles, as may appear by compa-
ring them ; fo then Eugenius is the firft
upon rec:-:::rd that quotes it.

But though he fet it on foot among th::
Africans; yet I cannot find, that it became
of authority in Europe, before the revival
of learning, in the twelfth and thirteenth
Centuries.  In thofe ages, SaintBarnard,
the Schoolmen, Joachim, and the Lateran
council fpread it abroad, and fcribes began
cenerally to infert it into the text: but in
fuch Latin Manufcripts and European writers,
as are ancienter than thofe times, it is {fearce
to be met with.

Now that it was inferted into the vulgar
Latin out of Jerome's verfion is manifeft by
the manner, how the vulgar Latin, and that
verfion came to be mixed. For it is agreed,
that the Latins, after Jerome’s verfion began

to
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allowed fo great an addition to the text, as
‘the teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”
noted only 2z ferrd, in the margin of their
books. ;

Of the Manufcripts, which have the tefti-
mony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”, fome in
the eighth verfe have « Hi Tres Unum funt”.
Others not. The reafon of this feems to
be, that of thofe, who noted this teftimony
in the margin, fome blotted out, * Et hi
¢« Tres Unum funt” in the eighth verfe, ac-
cording to Jerome; and others did not.

And laftly ; the teftimony of ¢ the Three
¢« in Heaven” is in moft books fet before the
teftimony of * theThree in Earth”; in fome,
it is fet after. So Erafmus notes two old
books, in which it is fet after ; Lucas Bru-
zenfis a third; and Heflelius (if I mifre- -
member not) a fourth; and fo Vigilius Tap-
fenfis * fets it after : which feems to proceed
from hence, that it was fometimes {o noted
in the margin, that the reader, or tranferi-
ber knew not, whether it were to come be-
fore, or after. Now thefe difcords in the
Latin Manufcripts, as they detra@ from the

* Vigilius Lbr, adverf. Varimadum. cap. s.
autho-
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omitted in fome editions of the other Weftern
languages, as in the Saxon and German edi-
tions of Luther ; and in the Latin Tugurine
editions of Peter Cholms, Anno Chrifts,
1543 and 1544.

The firft edition in Greek, which has the
teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven” was
that of cardinal Ximenes, printed at Com-
plutum in Spain, in 1515; but not pub-
lithed before the year 1521. The cardinal
in his edition ufed the affiftance of feveral
divines, which he called together to Com-
plutum, there founding an univerfity, Anno
Chrifti, 1517, or a little before. Two of
thefe divines were Antonius Nebifenfis and
Stunica.  For Stunica then refided at Com-
plutum ; and in the preface *to a treatife,

# ¢ Cum prazfertim, {i quifquam alius ; et nos quo-
¢¢ que his de rebus, noftro quodzm jure, judicium ferre
< poflimus. Quippe qui non paucos annos in fanélis
¢¢ Scripturis veteris et Novi Teftamenti, Hebraice, Grace,
<¢ et Latine per legendis confumpferimus ; ac Hebraica,
¢« Grzcaque ipfa divinarum literarum exemplaria
¢ cum antiquiffimis Latinorum, codicibus diligentifime
¢¢ contulerimus. Longa igitur lectione, ac experientid
¢ jampridem edolti, quantum tralationi huic ecclefiaftice
¢ Novi Teftamenti deferundum fit, nifi fallor, optime
“ novi”’——FHec Stanica in prologe kbri fui,

which
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which he wrote againft Erafmus, gives this
teftimony of himfelf; ¢ That he had {pent
« fome years in reading the Holy Scriptures
< in Hebrew, Greek and Latin; and had
« diligently collated the Hebrew and Greek
“ exemplars with the Latin copies 2 tiaThis
book, difpleafing the cardinal, was not printed
till after his death; and then it came forth
at Complutum, AnnoChrifti, 1 520.——The
year before, one Lee, an Englithman, writ
alfo againft Erafmus, and both Stinica and
Lee, amongft other things, reprehended him
for omitting the teftimony of  the Three
¢« in Heaven ”.

Afterwards Erafmus, finding the Spaniards,
and fome others of the Romith church in 2
heat againft him, printed this teftimony in
his third edition, Anno Chrifti, 1522; re-
prefenting, ¢ That in his former editions he
“« had printed the text, .as he found it in his
«« Manufcripts ; but now there being found
«in England one Manufcript, which had
« the teftimony of the Three in Heaven, he
¢« had inferted it, according to that Manu-
« fcript ; for avoiding the calumnies raifed
¢¢ againft him ”.——And fo it continued in
his two following editions.

And
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«« Hec periodus in omnibus exemplaribus
<« Grecis legitur, exceptis fecundo et c&avo”.
. In the A&s xiii. 33. becaufe Stephens
had noted no various lections, Beza affirms
of the Greek text ; ¢ Ita {criptum invenimus
¢ in omnibus vetuftis codicibus”. In
1 John iv. 3. where Stephens is filent, Beza
{peaks ; < Sic legitur in omnibus Graecis ex-
« emplaribus, quaz quidem mihi infpicere
¢ licuit”.—In James 1. 22. where Stephens
is again filent, Beza tells us of the word
povoy. < Ego in omnibus noftris vetuftis libris
¢ inveni”. And fo, where Stephens in
the margin had noted the teftimony of ¢ the
¢« Three in Heaven” to be wanting in feven
Manufcripts, he thinke, that, in reading the
text of Stephens’s collated book, he reads it
in the reft; and fo tells us, “ Legimus et
“ nos in nonnullis Roberti Stephani codici-
& bus”. Thus he did in the firft edition

of his annotations. >
Afterwards, when he had got two real
Manufcripts, the Claromontan, and that,
which at length he prefented to the univer-
fity of Cambridge ; (in both which the ca-
nonical epiftles are wanting) in the epiftle
to his fourth edition, in reckoning up the
. E books
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bocks, he then ufed, he putsonly thefe two,
and the feventeen of Stephens ; and, in his
fifth edition, he writes fummarily, that he
ufed nineteen Manufcripts, joining with thofe
two real ones, the collations of Stephens, as
i in thofe he had feventeen others; which
{ufficiently explains his way of {peaking in
his annotations. But whilft he had not the
Manufcripts themfelves to read with his own
eyes, it was too hard and unwarrantable 2
way of {peaking to tell us. < Legimus et
“ nos in nonnullis Roberti Stephani codict-
« bus”; and therefore, in his late editions,
he corre@s himfelf, and tells us only, that
the reading doth ¢ Extare in nonnullis Ste-
“ phani veteribus libris”.

Thus Beza argues from Stephens’s book
of collations ; and the fame inference has
been made by Lucas Brugenfis, and others,
ever fince from Stephens’s forementioned
edition of his book. For, they fay, ¢ Ste~
« phens had fifteen Manufcripts in all, and
“ found the teftimony of the Three in Heaven
‘“ wanting, but in feven ; and therefore, it
“ was in the other eight; and fo being
“ found in the greater part of his Manu-
¢ feripts, has the authority of manufcripts

“on
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“ on its fide.——"Thus they argue ; and this
is the great argument, by which the printed
Greek has hitherto been juftified.

But if they plainly confider the bufinefs
a little better, they will find themfelves very
much miftaken. For though Stephens had
fifteen Manufcripts in all ; yet all of them did
not contain all the Greek Teftament. Four
of them, noted %, ¢, i, J, had each of
them the four gofpels only.—— Two, noted
€, », contained only the gofpels, and the
A&s of the Apoftles.----One, noted 5, con-
tained the Apocalypfe only. One, noted e,
had only the Apocalypfe, with St. Paul’s
Epiftles to.the Corinthians, Galatians, Ephe-
fians, Philippians and Coloflians. The
other feven, noted d, ¢, {, 8, 1, 1, 1, con-
tained both St. Paul’s Epiftles, and the cano-
nical ones, befides fome other books; namely,
the Manufeript , contained the Epiftles and
Gofpels ; the Manufcripts, 1, @, iy, the
Epiftles and A&s of the Apoftles; and the
Manufcripts, d, ¢, §, the Epiftles, Gofpels
and Aés of the Apoftles.

And this any one may gather by noting
what Manuferipts the various leGions are
cited out of, in every book of the New

E 2 Tefta-
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Teftament. For in the various leCtions of
the canonical Epiftles, and thofe to the Ro-
mans, Corinthians, Galatians, Ephefians,
Philippians and Colofiians, are found thefe
feven Manufcripts, 9, ¢, {, 0, i, 12, vy, every
where cited, and no more than thefe. The
{fame alfo, and no more are cited in the
Epiftles to the Theflalonians, Timothy,Titus,
and the Hebrews ; one numeral error (whe-
ther of the {cribe or typographer) excepted.
Stephens therefore did colle& various
le@ions of the epiftles out of only thefe
{even Manufcripts, J, ¢ C, B, 1, i, 1y; and
s all thefe feven, he found the teftimony of
« the Three in Heaven” wanting; as you
may fee noted 1n the margin of his edition.

And that this teftimony was wanting in
all Stephens's Manufcripts, is apparent alfo
by its being generally wanting in the Manu-
{cripts, which are now extant In France.
For Father Simon ¥ tells us, That after a
« diligent fearch in the library of the King
« of France,and in that of Monficur Colbert,
< he could not find it in any one Manufcript;

L

& Simon’s Critic., Hiftory of the New Teft. chap. 18.
« though



(13-

<t though he confulted feven Manufcripts in
«« the King’s library, and five in Colbert’s™.

So then, the authority of the printed
books refts only upon the authority of the
editions of Erafmus, and Cardinal Ximenes.
But feeing that Erafmus omitted it in his
two firft editions, and inferted it unwillingly
againft the authority of his Manufcripts in
his three laft ; the authority of thefe three
can be none at all——When Lee, upon
Erafmus putting forth his fecond edition,
fell foul upon him for leaving out the tefti~
mony of  the Three in Heaven”, Erafmus
#* anfwered, ¢ That he had confulted more
< than fevenGreek Manufcripts, and found it
« wanting in them all ; and thatif he could
«¢ have found it in any one Manufcript, he
«« would have followed zhat in favour of the
"« Latin”. Hence notice was fent to Erafmus

% < Dicam mihi diverfis temporibus plura fuiffe exem-
« plaria, quam feptem; (fcilicet Graeca) nec in ullo
¢ horum repertum, quod in noftris (fcilicet Latinis) le-
¢ gitur. Quod fi contigiffet unum exemplar, in quo
< fyiffet, quod nos legimus, nimirum illinc adjeciflem,
¢ quod in ceteris aberat. Id quia non contigit, quod
¢ folum licuit, feci ; indicavi quid in Grzcis codicibus
¢ minus eflet”. Hav Erafinus contra Leum, in hunc locums

E 3 out
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out of England, that it was in a Manufcript
there, and thereupon to avoid € their ca-
lumnies, (as he faith) he printed it in his
following editions; notwithftanding that he
fufpeted thaz Manuifcript to be a new one,
corrected by the Latin.

But fince, upon enquiry, I cannot learn,
that they in England ever heard of any fuch
Manufcript, but from Erafmus; and fince
he was only told of fuch 2 Manufcript in the
time of the controverfy between him and
Lee, and never faw it himfelf; I cannot
forbear to fufpe&, that it was nothing, but
a trick put upon him by fome of the popifh
clergy to try if he would make good what
he had offered, the printing of the tefti-
mony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”, by the

e

q <« Ex hoc igitur codice Eritannico repofuimus;
¢ quod in noftris dicebatur deeffe, ne cui fit anfa
¢ calumniandi. Quanquam et hunc {ufpicor, et La-
¢ tinorum codices, fuiffe caftigatum. Pofteaquam
« enim concordiam inierunt cum ecclefid Romani,
¢ ftuduerunt et hac in parte cum Romanis confentire”,
Erafmi Annotation, in bune locum Editio tertia

¢t fequen,

Ll

Ll
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authority of one Greek copy, and thereby

to get it into his edition. I

Greek Manufcripts of the fcriptures are
things of value, and do not ufe to be thrown
away; and fuch a Manufcript for the tefti-
mony of ¢ the Three in Heaven” would
have made a greater noife, than the reft have
done againft it. Letthofe, who have {uch
a Manufcript, at length tell us, where 1t
is.

So alfo, let them, whe infift upon the
edition of Cardinal Ximenes, tell us, by
what Manufcripts he printed this teftimony;
or, at leaft, where any fuch Manufcript of
good note is to be feen. For, till then, I
muft take the liberty to believe, that he
printed nothing elfe, than a tranflation out
of the Latin, and that for thefe reafons.

FIRST. Becaufe in the preface to his
edition of the New Teftament we are told,
that this teftimony was printed after Ma-

M

1 ¢ Verficulus 1.Joan. v. 7.in Syriacd; ut et ve-
¢¢ tuftifiimis Gracis exemplaribus, noftro Alexandrino,
¢¢ aliis manufcriptis Grecis, quos contulimus, non

reperitur, Jalten. Prolegomena, xiv. 23. in Bibli.
Polyglot.

E 4 nufcripts,
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nufcripts, taken out of the Pope’s library;
and thefe theCardiral only borrowed || thence,
and therefore returned them back, fo foon
as his edition was finithed: And Caryophilus
fome time after, by the Pope’s command,
collating the Vatican Manufcripts found the
teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”,
wanting in them all. Idonot fay, but that
the Cardinal had other Manufcripts; but
thefe were the chief, and the only ones
he thought warth while to tell his reader
of.

SECONDLY. I ftartle at the marginal
note in this place of the Cardinal’s edition.
For 1t 15, befide the ufe of this edition, to
put notes in the margin of the Greek text.
I have not found it done above thrice in all
this edition of the New Teftament; and,
therefore, there muft be fomething
extraordinary; and zbaf, in refpe@ of
the Greek; becaufe it is in the margin of
this text.

—

{ ¢ Accivit ¢ Vaticani Romz Bibliothecd, boni

‘““ cum Leonis X. pontificis maximi venid”. As

(Gafpar Bellerus, in his epiftle prefixed to the Quinguage-
wa of Antenius Nebriffenfis, exprefles it.

In
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In 1. Corinth. xv. There is noted in the
margin, a notable variation in the Greek
reading.——In Matthew vi. 13. where they,
in their edition, recede from the Greek
eopies, and corre¢t it by the Latin, they
make a marginal note, to juftify their doing
{o. And fo here, where the teftimony of
« the Three in Heaven” is generally want-
ing in the Greek copies, they make a third
marginal note, to fecure themfelves from
being blamed for printing it.

Now, in fuch a cafe as this, there is no
queftion, but they would make the beft
defence; and yet they do not tell of any
various leGtions in their Greek Manufcripts;
nor produce any one Greek Manufcript on
their fide; but run to the authority of
Thomas Aquinas. The Greek Manu-
feripts have the text thus, ¢ For there are
« Three that bear record, the Spirit, the
¢ Water and the Blood; and thefe Three
 are ‘One”, In many of the Latin Ma-
nufcripts, the words, ¢ Thefe Three are
“ One” are here omitted, and put only at
the end of the teftimony of ¢ the Three |
¢ in Heaven”, before that of ¢ the Spirit,

¢ Water
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«¢ Water and Blood”; in others, they are
put after both teftimonies.

In the Complutenfian edition, they fol-
low the former copies, and juftify their
doing fo, by the authority of Thomas
Aquinas; § < Thomas, fay they, in treat-
* ing of the Three, which bear Witnefs, in
“ Heaven, teaches, that the words, Thefé
 Three are One, are fubjoined for infinua-
“ ting the Unity of the eflence of the

=3

§ The marginal note is this. ¢ San&us Thomas
in expofitione fecunde decretalis de fumma Trinitate,
et Fide Catholica tractans iftum paflum contra Abba-
tem Joachim, viz. Tres funt, qui teflimonium dant
in Calo, Pater, Verbum, et Spiritus Sanétus”. Dicit
ad literam verba fequentia. ¢ Et ad infinuendam
¢ Unitatem Trium Perfonarum f{ubditur, et Fi Tres
“ Unum funt; Quandoquidem dicitur propter eflentiz
Unitatem. Sed hoc Joachim perverfe trahere volens,
ad Unitatem chariratis et confenfus inducebat con-
fequentem autoritatem. Nam fubditur ibidem, £t
Tres  [unt, qui teflimonium dant in terrd, Spiritus
Sanflus, Aqua et Sanguis: Et in quibufdam libris
¢ additur. £t bt Tres Unum funt. Sed hocin veris
¢t exemplaribus non habetur; fed dicitur effe appofitum
ab Hereticis Arianis ad pervertendum intelleCtum
fanum auoritatis premiffz de Unitate effentiz

Trium Perfonarum™. Hec Beatus Themas, ubi
ﬁ;ﬁm.
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Three Perfons. And whereas, one
Joachim interpreted this Unity to be only
« in Love, and Confent, it being thus faid
« of the Spirit, Water and Blood in fome
«« copies, that Thefe Three are One”. 'Tho-
mas replied, ¢ That this laft claufeis not
¢« extant in the true copies; but was added
« by the Arians for perverting the fenfe”.
Thus far this annotation. Now this plainly
refpe@ts the Latin Copies; (for Thomas
underftood not Greek) and therefore part
of the defign of this annotation is to fet right
the Latin reading.

But this is not the main defign.  For fo,
the annotation fhould have been fet in the
margin of the Latin verfion. Its being fet
in the margin of the Greek text thews, that
its main defign is to juftify the Grecek by the
Latin thus reétified and confirmed. Now
to make Thomas, thus, in a few words,
do all the work, was veryartificial; and in
Spain, where Thomas 1s of apoftolical
authority, might pafs for avery judicious
and fubftantial defence of the printed Greek.
But to us, Thomas Aquinas is no Apoftle.
We are feeking for the authority of Greek
Manufcripts.

€

[ 11

[5]
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A THIRD rcafon, why I conceive the
Complutenfian Greek to have been in this
place a tranflation from the Latin, 1s, be-
caufe Stunica, (who, asI told you, was one
of the divines employed by the Cardinal in
this edition; and at” that very time wrote
againft Erafmus,) when, in hisobjetions,
he comes to this text of the teftimony of
¢« the Three in Heaven”, he cites not one
Greek Manufcript for it againft Erafmus;
but argues wholly from the authority of the
Latin.—— On the contrary, he fets down,,
by way of conceflion, the common reading
of the Greek Manufcripts, (as wellas his
own, and that of others,) in thefe words :
< Gty Tgeie elow ol padlupdvlest T wvevpd, xai TS
« {dwp, xal TO @A X o Tpas gs To ‘& eloy.
And then condemns them all together with-
aut exception; and juftifies the Latin againft
them by the authority of  Jerome.
% « Know, faith be, that in this place the

¢« Greek

% <« Sciendum eft hoc loco codices apertifime efle
< corruptos; noftros vero \feritatcm ipfﬂm, ut a primﬁ
« origine tradudti funt, continere; quod ex prologo B.
¢ Hieronimi fuper epiftolas manifefte apparet™: Ait
i, € Quae fi ficut ab eis digefte funt; ita quoque ab

¢ interpretibus
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¢« Greek Manufcripts are moft evidently
« corrupted; but ours (thatis, the Latin
¢ ones) contain the truth itfelf, as they are
« tranflated from the firft original: Which
« js manifeft by the prologue of St. Jerome
« ypon the Epiftles, &c.” And this pro-
logue (which he goeson to cite at length, and
of which we gave you an account above) isall
he urges in favour of the teftimony of © the
<« Three in Heaven™.

In other places of {cripture, where he
had Greek Manufcripts on his fide, he
produces them readily. So 1. Theflalo-
piansii. 7. ¢ Ita quidem legitur, Says be,
« in Gracis codicibus, quos ego viderim”.
In Jamesi. 11. he faith. Sciendum
<« in omnibus Grazcis codicibus wopeicis hic
¢« legi per « dipthongum”.——In 1. Thefla-
lonians v. 23. he faith. Cumin Grazcs
« exemplaribus, quotquot funt, onIRANGOY,
s et in Latinis integer hic legatur per ne-
¢ minem difcrepantem, nefcio, cur Eraf-
¢« mus . dixerit, &c.’——In Philippians iv.

s interpretibus fideliter in Latinum verterentur elo-
¢ quium, &ec.”. Hee Stunica in b, locum.  Ejus

Liber exftat in Criticor. Vol. IX.

0.
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9. * Si quidem in omnibus, fai¢h be, Gra-
¢ cis codicibus; Tavra hwfcwﬂ‘i hic legitur:
neque Grzci {untlibri, qui #pdosere hoc
loco, neque Latini, qui agife; nifi men-
dofos utriufque linguz codices, cum
“ h@c commentaretur Erafmus, per-
*ilegits:

After this manner, does Stunica produce
the Manufcripts ufed in the Complutenfian
edition, when they make for him: And
‘here he produces them too, but it is for
Erafmus againft himfelf. ¢ Know, farth
“ be, that in this place the Greek Manu-
¢ fcripts are moft evidently corrupted”.
In other places, if he hath but one Manu-
lcript on his fide, he produces it magnifi-
cently enough; as the Codex Rhodienfis in
his difcourfes upon 2 Corinthians ii. 3.
James' i. 22.° 2 Peter'iic 2.; “andtether
texts.

Here he produces all the Manufcripts
againft himfelf, without excepting fo much
as one. And hence Erafmus, in his.an-
{fwer to Stunica, gloried in the confent of
the Spanith Manufcripts with his own;
and Sanc¢tius Cautanza, another of the
Complutenfian divines, in his defence of

Stunica,

(17
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Stunica, written prefently after, had no-
thing to reply in this point.——Neither
could Sepulveda, or the Spanifh monks
who next undertook the controverfy, find
one Greek Manufcript, which here made
againft Erafmus.

Neither had Marchio Valefius better
fuccefs, though, on that occafion, he col-
lated fixteen Greek Manufcripts, - eight
whereof belonged to the king of Spain’s
library; and the other eight to other libraries
of Spain: And he did it on purpofe to
colle@ out of them, whatever he could
meet with in favour of the prefent vulgar
Latin.——Neither did the reprinting of the
Complutenfian bible by Arias Montanus
produce the notice of any fuch Manufcript;
though, on that occafion, many Manu-
{cripts, aswell Greek as Latin, fetched from
Complutum and other places, were collated
by Arias, Lucas Brugenfis, Cauter, and
others.

So then, to fum up the argument; the
Complutenfian divines did fometimes cor-
re&t the Greek by the Latin, without the
authority of any Greck Manufeript; as
appears by their practice in Matthew vi. 13.

and
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and therefore, their printing the teftimony
of ¢ the Three in Heaven” is no evidence,
that they did it by a Manufcript; but, on the
contrary, for want of one, they contented
themfelves with the authority of Thomas
Aquinas: And Stunica confefled, that they
had none. Nor has all the Zeal for this text
been able fince, to difcover one, either in
Spain, or any where elfe.

And new you may underftand, whence it
is, that the Complutenfian edition, and the
reading of the pretended Englith Manu-
fcript, fet down by Erafmus in his annota-
tions, differ fo much from one another,
For the Complutenfian edition has the text
thus: o1 Tpas cow o uapTupgiles & T
“ olpaLid), 'tﬁﬂ'd.T;fF: é?xéya;, Xl To i’ywy TIEUUAL
%ol of TPEIS 6l To 'ty elal. Xell Tpeis 6Tty ob papTu-
< pgvTes EmL THs YMs, TO WM, xe TO Udwp,
“ xai 70 aipa. The pretended Englith
Manufcript thus, ¢ o TPEIS €LY 0F UAPTUPEITES
¢ &y T oUpAI@, TATH), AJY0s R TyEOM xald
€€ GUTOL of Tpeis €¥ elow. el Tpeis PApTUPOUITES
“ gy T;; ﬁ, W‘n‘fﬂ#&:, el ﬁfc?arrp, %Ll &“:pm”.—-The
differences are too great to {pring from the
bare errors of fcribes, and arife rather from

the
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the various tranflations: of the place out of
Latin into Greek by two {everal perfons.

But whilt thefe two readings by their
difcord confute one another, the readings
of the real Greek Manufcripts by their
agreement confirm one another, as much.
For Caryophilus, who, by the command
of pope Urban the Eighth, collated the
Vatican, and other Manufcripts, bor-
rowed out of the principal libraries in Rome,
found one common reading in them all,
without the teftimony of ¢ the Three in
~ ¢« Heaven”; as yon may fee in thofe his
collations, printed in 1673, by Peter Pofii-
nus, in the end of his Catena of the Greek
Fathers upon Mark. He met with eight
Manufcripts in all upon the Epiftles,
and notes their reading thus. ¢ 1. Joan,
¢ y, 7. Manufcripti o&to (omnes nempe)
¢ legunt. ‘Ot Teds eow o paglugoiles, ™
€ arvuid, X 7> Udewe, KO\ TO QiAdL3 XLl OF TES €IS
« 3 %y glor.-———--Porro totus feptimanus ver-
¢« {us hujus capitis defideratur in octo
¢« Manufcriptis codicibus Grzcis, &c..
Thus Caryophilus.

The very fame reading Erafmus, in his
annotations on this place, gives us of all his

F Manufcripts,
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Manufcripts, which were more than feven,
and {o doth Stevens of all his feven, without
noting any various lections in them. Only
the Comma, which in Stephens’s edition is
(furely by miftake) fet after 2w, is'to be
put in its right place. ‘The very fame
reading does Stunica alfo, in his book againft
Erafmus, note out of the Manufcript, he
had feen in Spain, as was fhewn above.
Nor does Valefius, in his colle&ion of the
fixteen Spanifh Manufcripts, note any various
le€tions in this text.

The fame reading, exaétly, have alfo the’
Manufcripts in England; namely, that moft
ancient and moft famous one, in the King’s
library, which was conveyed thither from:
Agypt through Greece, and publithed in
Walton’s Polyglot Bible; and the four at
Oxford; viz. that in New College; and’
that in Magdalen College; (both very old)
and two in Lincoln College: And fouror
five other ancient ones lately collated at
Oxford, in order to a new imprefiion of
the Greek teftament, as I am informed.

The very fame reading have alfo the
three. Manufcripts of Monfieur Petavius
Gachon, a fenator of Paris, whofe various

' leCtions,
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northotes, & whom Lucas Brugenfis = de-
{cribes to be an ancient, accurate, full, and
induftrious collater of Manufcripts, found
it wanting in all thofe he met with. ¢ Epa-
““ northotes, faith Lucas, deefle hec eadem
¢« Grzcis libris, et antiquis Latinis anno-
SentaL

Nor have other Collaters made a further
difcovery to this day. Lee, Stunica, and
the reft in England, Spain, Flanders,
France and Italy, who confpired againit

t ¢ Habuimus ab Hunnzo id quod maximi facimus
«« MS. Bibl. corre®orium ab incerto auctore, quem
¢¢ Epanorthotem, aut corretorem fere vocamus magna
“ diligentia, ac fide contextum, feculo uti oportet
“ antiquos neftr editionis codices, eofque cum Hz-
¢ bree. Grazc. et veterum patrum commentariis fedulo
¢¢ collatos: quiliber ad Genefin, viii. 7. latius @ nobis
<t defcriptus eft”. Hzc Lucas; qui ad Genefin, viii. 7,
dixit. ¢ Hunc librum multis annis fcriptum, et
‘¢ pluribus forte compofitum™. Dein loco ex eo
citato pergit. ¢ Ad qua dici poflit? An quod libro
““ frlendum non fit? Non hoc dicet, qui evolverit,
““ que namque 2 moftri feculi feriptoribus ex MSS
¢ codicibus colleétz funt variz leCtiones omnes prope-
““ modum in o comperimus; et ad fentes fideliter
‘¢ examinatas deprehendimus”.------Scripfit heec Lucas,
Annoxs7¢: unde fequitur correctorium ante difputationes
Erafimicas de Teffibus in Cerlo elaboratum efle.

Erafmus,
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Erafmus, could find nothing in the Manu-
fcripts of thofe parts againft him; if that
Pheenix be excepted, which once appeared
to fomebody fomewhere in England; but
could never fince be feen. Heflelius, * about
the year 1565, profeflor of divinity at
Lovain, in his commentary on this place,
ingenuoufly confefles it wanting in all the
Greek Manufcripts then known, except two;
the one in Spain, the other In England,
meaning thofe, by which the Compluten-
fian divines, and Erafmus printed it
Which two we have fhewn to be none at
all: unlefs fome Annius dug up one in Eng-
land. Since that time nothing further has
been produced, befides the imaginary books
of dreaming Beza.

# ¢ Heflelius in hunc locum ait. ¢ Manufcripti
< Greci fere omnes fic fe habent. Quoniam Tres funt,
< gui teflimoniwm dant in terrd, Spiritus, Aqua et San-
 guis, et Hi Tres Unum funt, nulld faétd mentione
«¢ triplicis teftimonii de Ccelo, Patris, Verbi et Spiritus
s¢ Sanéti”’. Dein codices aliter legentes defcribendo fic
pergit. ¢ Noftro tempore duo Graci codices Manu-
¢ fcripti reperti funt, wunusin Anglid et alter in Hif-
¢ panid: quorum uterque hoc loco teftimonium habet
s¢ Patris, Verbi et Spiritus Sancti”,

| And
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us, that he ¢ Once met with; and that there
« was fuch another in the Pope’s library”.
------ He fufpected alfo, that the book in
England, out of which he printed the
teftimony of ‘¢ the Three in Heaven”, was
of the fame kind; though, I rather think, it
was none at all; unlefs any body were at
the pains to tranfcribe one or two of St.
Paul’s Epiftles. ,

 Such another book was one of thofe, out
of which Valefius colle&ed his wvarzous
lections.  Whence Mariana, into whofe
hands the Manufcript book of thofe /feffions
fell, tells us, that for that reafon, in his
annotations on the New Teftament, he ufed
thofe /Jections but fparingly and cautioufly.
And that Valefius did meet with fuch a

« exemplaria emendatos. Id faGum eft in feedere
¢« Grazcorum cum Romani ecclefid: Quod foedus
< teftatur Bulla, quaz dicitur aurea. Vifumeft enim
¢ et hoc ad firmandam concordiam pertinere. Et nos
¢ olim in hujufmodi codicem incidimus ; et talis adhuc

¢t dicitur adfervari in Bibliothecd Pontif.------ Verum ex
¢ his corrigere noftros eft Lefbiam, ut aiunt, admovere
¢« regulam’.=====- Erafmus ad Leélorem. Editio sta

Novi Teflaments. .
: F 4 corrected
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corre¢ted Manufcript appears by the letions
themfelves.

For in the Apocalypfe xviii. 17. where
the Greek reads ** iwi 7éwo”; and the
Latin tranflates 72 locun, and by the error
of one letter 7 lacum; as the booksnow
have it; fome Grecian has here correéted
this book by the Latin, and written i
“ Nwmy’; asitisin the leGions of Valefius,
taken out of this. Again in the Apoca-
lypfe ix. 11. where the Latin Tranflation,
in expounding the names, Abaddon et A-
pollyon, adds, ¢ Et Latiné habens nomen
¢ exterminans’; Valefius notes the reading
in his Greek copy to be,  pupaisi Zyar
¢ Gropa efTeguiars” 3 which certainly is a
tranflation of the Latin, —— Again, in the
Apocalypfe xxi, 12. where the Greek has
« ay[enss”; and fome ancient Latin copies,
angelps; but the far greater partof the La-
tin copiesat prefent have anguls. Valefius,
in his Manufcript, reads ¢ ywras”,-—---So
in the Apomlypfe xix. 6. where the Greek
is ¢ oyaw woand”’; the Latin turbe magne
and in the later copies, fube magne, Vale-
fius, in his Manufcript, reads  carwiyfos
TV T e—— In Hebrews xiii. 2.  For

c v f 3y
ehadoy’,
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 enabdy” latuerunt; and in later copies,
placuerunt, Valefius reads ¢ ijpeoar”, andin
1, Peter iii. 8. For ¢ 70 & Ténos”, in fine; and
by an error iz fide, Valefius reads, «“ & 7y
“ aiea 0 . ‘Thefe and {uch like inftances
put the thing out of difpute. _

Now, though Valefius found not the
teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven” in
this Manufcript; and Erafmus tells us, that
he never faw it in any Greek Manufcript;
and, by confequence, not in that corrected
one, which fell into his hands; yet it may
have crept out of the Latin into fome otheg
books; not yet taken notice of; and even in
fome Manufcripts, which, inother places,
have not been corre¢ted by the Latin, it
may poffibly have been inferted by fome of
the Greek Bifhops of the Lateran Council,
where the teftimony of ¢ the Three in
« Heaven” was read.------ And therefore he,
that fhall hereafter meet with it in any book,
ought, firft, before he infift upon the au-
thority of that book, to examine, whether
it has not been corrected by the Latin; and
whether it be ancienter than the Lateran
Council, and Empire of the Latins in
Greece; for, if it be liable to cither of thefe

two
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Thus is the fenfe plain and natural, and
the argument full and firong: but, if you
infert the teftimony of ¢ the Three in
“ Heaven”, you interrupt and f{poil it.
For the whole defign of the Apoftle being
here to prove to men by witnefles the truth
of Chrift’s coming, I wouldafk, how the
tefimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”
makes to this purpofe.

If their teftimony be notgiven to men,
how does it prove to them the truth of
Chrift’s coming? If it be, how is the
teftimony in Heaven diftinguithed from zhat
on Earth? It is the fame Spirit, which wit-
neffes in Heaven and in Earth.  “If, in both
cafes, it witnefles tous men; wherein lies
the difference between its witnefling in
Heaven, and its witnefling in Earth? If, in
the firft cafe, it doesnot witnefs to men, to
whom doth it witne(s? And to what pur-
pofe? And how does its witnefling make to
the defign of St. Joun’s difcourfe? Let them
make good fenfe of it, whoareable. For
my part I can make none.

If it be faid, that we are not to determine,
what is {cripture, and what not by our pri-

vate judgment, I confefsitin places not con-
troverted;
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troverted; but in difputable places, Ilove
to take up with what I can beft underftand.
It is the temper of the hot and fuperftitious
part of mankind, in matters of religin,
ever to be fond of mifteries, and for that
reafon, to like beft, what they underftand
the leaft. Such men may ufe the Apoitle
St. Jomn, as they pleafe; but I have that
honour for him, as to believe, that he wrote
good fenfe; and therefore take that fenfe to
be His, which is the beft.

Efpecially, fince I am defended in it by fo
great authority. For I have on my fide the
authority of the Fourth General Council, and
(fo far asI know) that of all the Churches
in all Ages, except the modern Latin, and
{fuch others, as have lately been influenced
by them; and that alfo of all the old ver-
fions, and Greek Manufcripts, and ancient
Latin ones: And nothing againft me, but
the authority of Jerome, and the credulity
of his followers.

For to tell ns of other Manufcripts, with-
out ever letting us know in what libraries
they are to be feen: To pretend Manufcripts,
which, fince their firft difcovery, could
never be heard of; nor were then feen by

perfons,
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perfons, whofe names and credit we know,
is plainly to impofe upon the learned world;
and ought not to pafs any longer for plain
dealing.

The Spaniards tell us plainly, that they
followed the Latin, and by the authority of
St. Thomas Aquinas left ‘out the Claufe,
¢« And thefe Three are One”, in the eighth
verfe, as inferted by the Arians. And yet
St. Ambrofe, St. Auftin, FEucherius and
other Latins, inthe Arian age, gathered the
" Unity of the Deity from this Claufe; and the
omiffion of it 1s now, by printing it, ac-
knowledged to be an erroneous correction.
The Manufcript in England wanted the
fame Claufe, and therefore wasa correéted
one, like the Spanifh edition, and the Manu-
fcript of Valefius. ‘

Erafmus, who printed the triple teftimo-
ny in Heaven by that Englith Manufcript,
and never faw it, tells us, thatit was a new
one, fufpected its fincerity, and accufed it pub-
lickly in his writings on {everal occafions,
for f{everal years. together; and yet his ad-
verfaries in England never anfwered his ac-
cufation, never endeavoured to fatisfy him,
and the world about it: Did not {fo much

as
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« Great is the Miftery of Godlinefs, which
<« was manifefted in the Flefh”.

For this is the common reading of the
Ethiopic, Syriac, and Latin Verfions to
this day ; Jerome’s Manufcripts having giv-
en him no occafion to corre& the old vul-
gar Latin in this Place. Grotius adds the
Arabic ; but the Egyptian Arabic Verfion
has @¢; and fo has the abovementioned
Sclavonian Verfion of Cyrillus. For thefe
two Verfions were made long after the
fixth Century, wherein the Corruption be-
gan.

With the ancienter verfions agree the
writers of the firt five Centuries, both
Greeksand Latins. For they, in all their |
difcourfes to prove the Deity of the Son,
never alledge this text, (as Ican find) as
~ they would all have done; (and fome of
them frequently,) had theyread «“ Gop was
<« manifeft in the Flefh” and therefore they
read . Tertullian (adverfus Praxeam)and
Cyprian (adverfus Fudeos) induftriouly cite
all the places, where CHRIST is called Gop;
but have nothing of this.------ Alexander of
Alexandria, Athanafius, the Bithops of the
Council of Sardica, Epiphanius, Bafil,

G 3 Gregory
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Gregory Nazienzen, Gregory Nyflen, Chyy-
foftom, Cyril of Jerufalem, Cyril of A-
lexandria; and amongft the Latins, Hilary,
Lucifer, Jerome, Ambrofe, Auftin, Phz-
bedius, Victorinus Afer, Fauftinus Diaco-
nus, Pope Leo the Great, Arnobius Junior,
Cerealis, Vigilius Tapfenfis, Fulgentius,
wrote all of them in the fourth and fifth
Centuries for the Deity of the Son, and
mncarnation of God; and fome of them
largely, and in feveral traéts; and yet I can-
not find, that they ever alledge this text
to prove 1t.

In all the times of the hotand lafting
Ariah controverfy, 1t never came into play;
though now, that thofe difputesare over,
they, that read “ Gop was manifeft in the
Flefh”, think it one of the moft obyious,
and pertinent texts for the bufinefs. |

The Churches therefore of thofe ages
were abfolute ftrangers to this reading. For,
on the contrary, their writers, a$ often as
they have occafion togite the reading then
in ufe, difcover thatit was a. For though
they cite it not to prove the Deity of the
Son; yet in their commentariés, and fome-
times in their other difcourfes they produce

' it.
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it. And particularly Ambrofe, or whoever
of his Cotemporaries was the author of the
commentary on the epiftles, reads%; and {o
doth St. Auftin 72 Genefin ad literam,
Lib. V.------And Bede in his cammentary on
this text, where hecites the reading of St.
Auftin, and theauthor of the commentary
on the epiftles afcribed to Jerome. |

So alfo do Primafius and Sedulius in their
commentaries on this text; and Victorinug
Afer, Libro primo adverfus Arium; and Ida-
cius Clarus, or rather Vigilius Tapfenfis,
Libro tertio, adverfus Varimadum, capite 12.
------And fo did Pope Leo the Great, Epif.
Xx. ad Flavianum; and Pope Gregory the
Great, Libro xxxiv. Moral. cap. 7. alias 4.
------Thefe ancient Latins all cite the text
after this manner, * Great is the Miftery of
““ Godlinefs, which was manifet in the
¢ Flefh”; as the Latin Manufcripts of St.
Paul’s Epiftles generally have it to this day:
And therefore, it cannot be doubted, but
that this hath been the conftant publick
reading of the Latin Churches from the be-
ginning. '

So alfo one of the Arians in a homily,
printed in Fulgentius’s works, reads 4, and

G interprets



(88 )

interprets it of the Son of God, who was
born ‘of the Father ante fecula; and of the
virgin, 7n noviffimo tempore: and¥ulgentius,
in his anfwer to this homily, found no fauit
with the Citation; but, on the contrary, in his
firft book to Trafimundus, chap. 6, feems
to have read, and underftood the text after
the fame manner, with the other Latins.

Now for the Greeks, I find indeed, that
they have changed the ancient reading of
the text, not only in the Manufcripts of St.
Paul’s Epiftles; but alfo in other authors;
and yet there are ftill remaining fufficient
Inftances among them of what the reading
was at firft.  ° i

Thus, in Chryfoftom’s commentary on
this Epiftle, they have now gotten @5 Into
the text; and yet by confidering the com-
mentary b}ritfelf; I am fatisfied, that heread
¢. For he neither in his commentary, nor
any where elfe infers the Deity of Chrift
from this text; nor expoundsit, as they do,
who read ®c¢; but with the Latins, who
read ¢, underftands by it Chrift incarnate;
or as he exprefies it, Man made God, and
«« God made Man”; and fo leaves itat liber-

ty to be taken for either God or Man,-----=
And
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And accordingly in one place of his com-
mentary, he faith. 'Epavisddn & cagxl o
« Syuigpryls?. ~=--a--- In  another place;
<« "AvJewmos oPSn  avauaiTos, avIewros
€ qyaAn@In Exﬂgﬂxﬂn & :{,Ju'pt.c;:- Iuaﬂ’ ';huﬁw €idoy
¢ gultvol ayfenn”. ¢ Man appﬁar{:d with-
« out Sin; Man was received up; Man was
« preached in the world; was {een amongft
¢« us by Angels”. Inftead of < & ipawmeddn
Gy oapul s Dot &y wvespary”, &c. he faith,
¢« Man appeared without Sin; Man was re-
<« ceived up, was preachcd in the world,
«« was feenamongft us by Angels”; making
Man the Nominative Cafe to thefe, and all the
Verbs which follow; which certainly he
would not have done, had Ses been their
Nominative Cafe exprefly in the text. He
might properly put man for o’; but not for
9. Neither could he have put arapagTnTos
for dwaiwSy; if he had read in his text,
8e #dinauwdn. For what man of common
fenfe would fay, that God was made finlefs
in and through the Spirit.

But what I have faid of Chryfoftom will
be more evident, when I fhall have {hewn
you, how afterwards, in the time of the

Neftorian controverfy, all parties read ¢ with-
' out
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«« de Spiritu San&o eft, qui etfecundum
< juftitiam replevit, quod creatum eft; hoc
¢ quod manifeftatum eft in carne, juftifica-
“ tum eft in Spiritu”, Which laft words
in the language, wherein Neftorius wrote
thofe homilies, are, “ ¢ E@mvigr;eﬁ ey u':ch,t,

¢ idimaian &y wvelbpaTi”, |
Here you fee, that Neftorius reads & ex-
prefly; notonly fo, but abfolutely excludes
God from being underftood by it; arguing,
that the virgin was not Jeutéxes; becaufe that
thing, which was manifefted in the Flefh,
was juftified in the Spirit; or (as he expounds
it) replenifhed by the Spiritin righteoufnefs;
and calling that thing, which was mani-
fefted in the Flefh, a Creature. < Spiritus,
< faith be, fecundum juftitiam replevit [hoc]
““ quod creatum eft; [nempe] hoc quod ma-
« nifeftatum eft in carne, juftificatum eft in
“ Spiritu”. |
And now whilft he read the text after
this manner, and urged it thus againit the
Deity of Chrift, one would expe&, that if
this had not been the received publick read-
ing in the Greek Churches, his adverfaries
would have fallen foul upon him, and ex-
claimed againft him for falfifying the text,
and blafphemnuﬂy faym o, it was a created
thing,
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thing, which the feripture calls God mani-
fifled in the Flg/b.  And fuch an accufation,
as this, . would {urely have made as
great. a noife, as any thing clfe in the
eontrovery.

And vet I meet with nnthmg of this kind
in m”cm},r. His adverfaries do not fo much’
as tell him, that Ses wasin the text.  They
were fo far from raifing any controverfy a<
bout the reading, that they do not in the
teaft corre him for it; but, on the con-
trary, they them{clves 1o their anfwers to
his writings read o, ashedid; and theyonly
laboured by various difputations to put
another fenfe upon the text; as I find by
Caffian and Cyril, the two principal, whu
at thattime wrote againft him,

John Cafiian was Chryfoftom’s Schnlar,'
and his.Deacon and Legate to the Pope ; and
after the banithment of Chryfoftom, retired
from Conftantinople into Syria and Egypt,
where he lived a monaftick life for fome
time; and then ended his days in France.
At that time, therefore, when Neftorius, who
was Patriarch ‘of Conftantinople, broached
his opinion, -and Cyril, the Patriarch of
Alexardria oppofed him; Neftorius fent a

legacy
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legacy to Rome with copies of his orations
to let the Pope underftand the controverly s
and thereupon Leo, the Great, who was
thenArchdeacon of theChurch of Rome, and
afterwards Pope, put Caflian (then in France)
upon writing his book, De incarnatione Lo-
mini, againft Neftorius, He wrote it there-
fore, in the year of our Lord 430; as Bar
ronius alfo reckons. - For he wrote it before
the condemnation of Neftorius in the Coun-
cil of Ephefus; as appears by the book 1t~
{elf, gt | |
This book is now extant only in Latin ;
but confidering, that his defign in writing
was to ftir up the Greek Church againit
Neftorius ;+ and that too, for the making
great imprefiion upon them, he quotes Greek
fathers at the end of his book, and concludes
‘with an exhortation to the Citizens of Con-
ftantinople, telling them, that, what he
wrote; he had received from his mafter Chry-
foftom ; I am fatisfied, that he wrote 1t ort-
ginally in Greek. His other books wete
in both languages. For Photius faw
‘them in eloquent Greek; and it 1s more
likely, that they had their author’s eloquent
language from their author, and the Latin

from
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from one of the Latins, where he lived;
than that the contrary thould be true.

Now in this treatife * when he comes to
confider the paflage of Neftorius about this
text, of which we gave you an account above,
out of Arnobius, he returnsthis anfwer to it-
¢“ Jam primum enim hoc quod ais (Neftori)
« quia juftitid repleverit, quod creatum eft;
«« et hoc apoftolico vis teftimonio comprobare,
« quod dicat, apparuit in carne; juflificatus
< eff in Spiritu ; utrumque infano fenfu, et
« furiofo Spiritu loqueris. Quia et hoc,
<« quod a Spiritu vis eum repletum efle jufti-
« tii, ideo ponis, ut oftendas ejus vacuita-
““tem cul preftitam efle afferas juftitiz ad
< impletionem. Et hoc, quod fuper héc re
<« apoftolico teftimonio uteris, divini tefti-
<« monii ordinem rationemque furaris. Non
‘“ enim ita ab a;iurﬂ:t}lo pofitum eft, ut tu id
<« truncatum, vitiatumque pofuifti.  Quid
<« enim apoftolus ait? Et manifefte magnum
< off pictatis [acramentum, quod manifefiatum
< off in carne, juflificatum eff in Spiritu. Vides
« ergo, quod mifterium pietatis, vel facra-
¢ mentum juftificatum apoftolus pradicavit”,

id B L 2

* < T,ibro feptimo, capite 187,

~-===="Thus
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mem==-Thus far Caflian is not only reading 7,

but cun?utmg Neftorius by that r::a.dwcr
ce—s=For whereas Neftorius faid it was 2
Creature, which was juftified, Caffian tells
him, that if he had read the whole text,
“he would have fm{m&, thatit vas The Myflery
of Godlinefs. < Vides ergo, faith be, quod
“ mifterium ‘pietatis juftificatum apoftolus
< predicavit”. Hedoesnot fay. “ Deum
< juftificatum apoftolus predicavit”. (As he
would certainly have done, had that been in
his Bible); but miflerium; and fo makes mijfe-
rium, or which is all one, its relative guod,
'ﬁm'Nﬁmiﬁaﬂtivé 'C&ﬁe to the Verbs that fol-
Tow.

“In anf:ther part of this treatife, Libro
gmm‘a cap. 12. Caffian cites, and inter-
prets the text, as follows. ¢ Et manifefte
“ magnum eft pietatis facramentum, quod
<« manifeftatum eft in carne, juftificatum,
“ &c. Quod ergo magnum eft illad facra-
< mentum quoﬂ manifeftatum eft in carne?
< Peus, fcilicet, natus in carne, Deus vifus
““ in corpore, qui utique ficut palam eft
¢ manifeftatus in carne, ita palam eft af-
¢ fumptus in glorid”~-----50 you fee Nef-
torius and Caffian agree in readings’; but

differ
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differ in interpreting it; the one reftraining
it to 2 Creature, by reafon of its being jufti-
fied; the other reftraining it to Ged, by
reafon of its being a great miftery, and af-

{umed in glory. x
In like manner Cyril, the great adverfary
of Neftorius, in his three books, De Fide ad
Imperatorem et Reginas, written againfthim in
the beginning of the controverfy, did not re-
prehend him; as if he had cited the text falfe-
ly; but only complained of his mifinterpreting
it; telling him that he did not underftand the
Miftery of Godlinefs; and thatit was not a cre=
ated thing (as he thought) but the Word or
Son of God; and arguing for this interpre-

tation from the circumftances of the text.
And firft, in his book, De Fide ad Impera-
torem, Set.7. he has this paffage. ¢ HAx-
¢ yod b ,u.31 ©doTes TS -}rpa'.rp&.»;' fb{iTE ,uérr T
¢ piyer TS eVoefeing  UGAPIOY, TETEGH Xglcr?;-r
<« Ye tpavegaln & cagrl, ity e TVEOUATIs
« &c” <« Ye err, faith be, not knowing
«« ¢he feriptures; nor the Miftery of God-
¢ linefs, that is, CHRIST, who was manifeft-
« ed in the Flefh, juftifiedin the Spirit.”
—--—--By this citation, it is plain, that he
read 5. For by putting Xpigor, for UGHpIOY
he



M

he turns ¢ into%s; unlefs you will fay, that
he turns 0205 into 3, which is very hard.

For had 85 been in this text he would not
have faid pvgipor, TeTist Xpigoy, 5 é@avegwys
but ;ﬁucj"';jgmr, G)a::;, TYTEG Xpnrﬁ; Efp:uepcﬁﬂﬂ,
putting }{gnﬁu;, not for wugwpovs;  but for
feos. For Xpisis and @ws are equipollent:
But in making Xeigor and pugpior equipollent,
he makes pvgiewr the Nominative Cafe to
épavigadn; and therefore read them joined in
this text by the article ¢’.--<---Had he read
Bezz, he would never have left out that au-
thentick and demontftrative word, and by
way of interpretation for pugapioy feos, writ-
ten Xpgov . For this was not to argue
againit Neftorius; but to {poil the argument,
which lay before him. :

Neither would he have gone on, as he
does, within a few lines after, to propound
it as his opinion, that the Word or Son of
God was to be underftood by this Miftery,
and to difpute for this his opinion out of
other Texts of Scripture; as he does after
this manner. f ¢ Moreover, faith he,

T “"Em yde av ova Erepor Tupal 71 76 7iis evreCefas

“ pushptor, N ad]is npiv o én Oz00 adlpds Abyos, 85 épue

“ pepwdn €v cagnl. Teyémtar yde i 1is ayles wahivg

€ nail Jeorons, popeiv oAy AaBdy————Cyril de Fide
ad Imperatorem. Se&t, 8.
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« the Angels faw him fuch a Man, as we
¢« are, and nothing more, &c.”

Thus Cyril goes on to give his reafons,
why that, which was manifefted in the
Fleth, was not a mere created Man, as
Neftorius interpreted; but the eternal Word,
or Son of God; all which would have been
very fuperfluous, and impertinent, if Beds
had then been exprefly in the text.

Seeing therefore Neftorius alledged the
text to prove, that it was a created thing,
which was manifefted in the Fleth; and
Cyril in confuting him did not anfwer, that
it was God exprefly in the text; nor raife
any debate about the reading ; but only put
another interpretation upon the text, than
Neftorius had done; arguing with Caffian,
that in the text, it was not a mere Man, as
Neftorius contended, but a great Miffery of
Godlinefs; and by confequence Chrift, the
Son of God, wwhich was manifefled in the
Flefb; and labouring by divers arguments to
prove this interpretation, itis evident beyond
all cavil, that Cyril wasa ftranger to @5, now
got into the text; and read o), as Neftorius and

Caflian did.
And
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And yet in thefe his books ad Reginas,
wherever he quotes this text, the Greeks
have fince corre(ed it by their corretted
Manufcripts of St. Paul's Epiftles, and
written @ ¢os inftead of o; Whence, if you
would truly underftand the Neftorian hif-
tory, you muft read o for @els in all Cyril’s
citations of this text.

Now, whilft Cyril read ¢, and in the
explanation of the fwelve chapters, or arti-
cles, quoted this text in the {fecond articles
and this explanation was recited by him in
the Council of Ephefus, and approved by
the Council -, with an Anathema at the end
of every article; it is manifeft, that this
Council allowed the reading ¢'; and, by can-
fequence, that ¢ was the authentick and
public uncontroverted reading, till after the
times of this Council.

For if Neftorius and Cyril, the Patriarchs
of Conftantinople and Alexandria, and the
heads of the two parties in this controverfy,
read ¥; and their writings went aboug
among the Eaftern Churches, and were can-
vafed by the bifhops and clergy without

o ——

+ Concil. Ephef. Par, iii. fub initio,
H 3 any
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any difpute raifed about the reading ; and if
Cyril read 3 by the approbation of the Coun-
cil itfelf; I think, that the conclufion we
make, of its being then the general uncon-
troverted reading, muft needs be granted us.
And if the authority of one of the four firft
general Councils make any thing for the
truth of the matter, or to fettle the reading,

we have that into the bargain. '
Yet, whilft the Neftorian controverfy
brought the text into play, and the two
parties ran the interpretation into extremes ;
the one difputing that ¢ was aCreature ; the
other, that it was the Word of God; the
prevalence of the latter party made. it pafs

for the orthodox opinion, that ¢ was God ;
and fo gave occafion to the Greeks hence-
forward to change the language of Chriff
into that of God ; and fay, in their ex‘paﬁ-
tions of the text, th at God was manifefled in
the Flefh (asI find Theodoret doth) and, at
length, to write God in' the textitfelf; the
eafy change of ¢ into @C, (the abbreviation
of ®ws,) inviting them to doit: and if 1
this was become the orthodox authentick
readin E’f: to fet right the text in Chryfoftom,
\ Cyril,
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Hence each party endeavoured to render
the other fufpeted of herefy; as if they,
that were for the Council, fecretly favoured
the Neftorians ; and they that were againft
it, the Eutychians. For one party, in main-
taining two diftinét Natures in Chrift, were
thought to deny the Nature of one Perfon
with Neftorius ; and the other party, in op-
pofing two diftin¢t Natures in him, were
thought to deny the truth of one of the
Natures, with Eutyches. Both parties, there-
fore, to clear themfelves of thefe imputa-
tions, anathematifed both thofe herefies; and
therefore, whilft they thus differed in their
modes of {peaking, they agreed in the fenfe,
as Evagrius well obferves.

But the Bifhops of Rome and Alexandria,
being engaged againft one another, and for
a long time diftratting the Eaft by thefe
difputes : At length, the Emperor Zeno, to
quiet his empire, and perhaps to fecure it
from the encroachment of the Bifthop of
Rome, who, by a verbal conteft, * afpired
to the name and authority of univerfal Bithop,
fent about an Henoticum, or pacificatory de-

* Vide Baronium, Anno 451, Se&. 1409, 150, I§I,
cree,
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cree, wherein he anathematifed both Nefto-
rius and Eutyches with their follower's on the
one hand, and abrogated the Pope’s letter,
and the Council on the other: And his fuc-
ceffor Anaftafius, for the fame end, laboured
for to have this decree figned by all the
Bifhops. And Macedonius at firft {ubfcribed
it ; but afterwards heading thofe, who ftood
up for the Council * was, for his corrupting
the Scriptures in favour of his opinion ; and
fuch other things, as were laid to his charge,
depofed and banifthed 4, Anno Chrifti 512.

But his own party (which at length pre-
vailed) defended him, as if opprefled by
calumnies ; and fo received that reading for
genuine, which he had put about among
them. For how ready are all parties to re-
- ceive what they reckon on their fide, Je-
rome well knew, when he recommended
the teftimony of ¢ the Three in Heaven”

* Evagrius, Lib. iii. Cap. xxi. 44.
Theodorus Le&or, Lib, ii. and Marcellini Cronicon.

+ Flavian was banifhed in the year of Antioch 561;
as Evagrius notes; and Macedonius was banifhed the
fame year, or the year before.

by
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to the facred text; and then the interpolator
writing ws for uf, Whereas, they fhould
have referred, ut ¢ffet, tothe words of Libe-
ratus, thus diftinguithed from the facred
text. ¢ Id eft, ut eflet, Deus apparuit per
£ carnem’ .

I had rather, therefore, wave the con-
jefture of this interpolator, and fill up the
Lacunz by the authority of an ancient
author, Hincmarus, who above eight hun-
dred years ago * related the fact out of
Liberatus, after this manner. ¢ Quidam
 pimirum ipfas {cripturas verbis inlicitis
“ impofturaverunt;  ficut = Macedonius
¢« Conftantinopolitanus Epifcopus,  qui ab
““ Anaftafio Imperatore, ideo a civitate ex-
““ pulfus Jegitur, quoniam falfavit evangelia;
““ et illum Apoftoli locum, Qued apparuit in
“ carne, juflifcatum cft in Spiritu; per cog-
¢ pationem Grazcarum literarum O et © hoc
“ modo mutando falfavit. Ubi enim ha-
“ buit, Qui, hoc eft OC, monofyllabum
¢« Grzcum, literd mutatd O in ©, vertit,
“ et fecit ®C, id eft, uteflet, Deusappa-
‘ ruit per carnem, qudpropter tanquam

* Hincmari opufcul. Artic, xxxiii. cap. 18.
¢ Neftorianus
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« Neftorianus fuit expulfus’.-------He was
banifhed therefore for changing the ancient
reading (which was not OC, as thefe au-
thors have it by miftake ; but 8) into ®C.

But whereas, he is reprefented a Neftorian,
for doing this, the meaning is, that he was
banithed for corrupting the text in favour
of the do&rine of two Natures in Chrift,
which his enemies accounted Neftorianiim ;
though it was not really fo. Neftorius held
only 2 human Nature in Chrift; and that God,
the word, dwelt in this Nature ; as the Spirit
in a2 holy man; and therefore interpreted §
of the human Nature. This docrine Mace.
donius anathematifed, and maintained two
Natures in Chrift, and, for proving this, cor-
rupted the text ; and made it Gop, who was
manifeftin the Flefb.~=----This diftinguifhing
Chrift into two Natures was, by the enemies
of Macedonius, accounted Neftorianifm in
other language ; and in this refpect the
Hiftorian faith, that they banifhed him, as a
Neftorian for corrupting the text; though
he was not really of the opinion.

But whilft they tell us, that he was ba-
nithed, as a Neftorian for this, without ex-
plaining what is here meant by a Neftorian;

it
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it looks like a trickith way of {peaking, ufed
by his friends to ridicule the proceedings
againft him, as inconfiftent; perhaps to in-
vert the crime of falfation ; as if a Neftorian
would rather change ®C into O.

For they, that read hiftory with judgment,
will too often meet with fuch’ trickifh re-
ports; and even in the very ftory of Mace-
donius, I meet with fome other reports of
the fame kind. For Macedonius, havingin
his keeping the original acts of the Council
of Chalcedon, figned by that Emperor; un-
der whom it was called ; and refufing to de-
liver up this book to the Emperor Anaftafius,
fome, to make this Emperor perjured, dif-
torted the ftory, as if at his coming to the
crown, he had promifed under hishand and
oath, that he would not act againft the Coun=
cil of Chalcedon, and rirefented his fub-
fcribed promife to be the hook, which Ma-
cedonius refufed to delive: back to him.

" acedonius had got his bifhoprick by be-
ing apainft the Council of Chalcedon, and

had fubferibed thedwncticnm ¥ of othe Em-
* Vide Annctticnes Valefii in Tvagrii, &c, Lib. jii.
~ Capit. 3. :

- peror
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e certain boys in judgment, to accufe beth
¢ him, and themfelves of fodomy, but that
¢« when they found his genitals were cut off,
< they betook themf{elves to other arts for the
¢ depofing of him”. Now, if you can be-
lieve, thata eunuch had the beard and voice .
of another man ; and that in a folemn Coun-
cil, the great Patriarch of the Eaft was thus
accufed, and thus acquitted, and yet after
all depofed ; you muft acknowledge, that
there were many Bithops among the Greeks,
who would not ftick at, as ill and thamelefs’
things, as corrupting the Scriptures.  But if"
all this be a tham, invented to difcredit the
Council ; the need of fuch fhams adds credit
to their proceedings in condemning him for’
a falfary. BTN

This Council (if I miftake not) fat firft at
Conftantinople, being that Council, which’
Theodorus calls, ¢ a company of mercenary
¢ wretches” : and Nicephorus; “ a conven-
<¢ tion of hereticks, affembled againft Mace-
““ donius”.  Upon their adding to the *
“ thrice holy” the words, “ who art cruci-

* Theodor. Lib. ii. —— Nicephor. Lib. xvi. Cap.
26, —— Evagri. Lib. iii. Cap. 44.
¢ fied
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“ fied for us” 5 the people fell into a tumults
and afterwards, when Macedonius came to
be accufed, they fell into a greater tumult,
crying out, “ The time of perfecution is at
“ hand. Let no man defert the Father”,
meaning Macedonius.

In this tumult (which was faid to be ftir-
red up by the Clergy of Conftantinople) many
parts of the city were burnt, and the Nobles
and Emperor brought into the greateft dan-
ger ; infomuch, that the Emperor was forced
to proffer the refignation of his empire, be-
fore he could quiet the multitude. Then
feeing, that if Macedonius were judged, the
people would defend him, he caufed him to
be carried by force in the night to Chalce-
don; and thence into banithment, as The.
odorus writes. - Whence I gather, that the
Council removed alfo to Chalcedon, toavoid
the tumult, and finith their proceedings
there'siid:

‘For the ftory of his being accufed in judg-
ment by boys, Nicephorus places after this
tumult; and all agree, that he was con-
demned ; and the Monks of Paleftine, in an
Epiftle, recorded by Evagrius, fay, tho

I . Xenads
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Xenaias and Diofcorus, joined with many
Bithops, banithed him. When his con-
demnation was fent him, figned. by the
Emperor, he afked, whether they, that
had condemned him, received the Council
of Chalcedon; and when they, that brought
him the fentence, denied it, he replied. « If
¢ Arians and Macedonians had fent me a
““ book of condemnation, could I receive
“it”? So that, it feems, he ftood upon the
illegality of the Council.

The next day, one Timothy was made
Bithop of Conftantinople ; and he fent about
the condemnation of Macedonius to all the
abfent Bifhops to be fubfcribed ¥ .--Whence,
I think, it will be eafily granted, that he
was condemned, as a falfary, by the greateft
part of the Eaftern empire ; and by confe-
quence, that the genuine reading was till
then, by the Churches of that Empire, ac-
counted 0.----- For had not the publick read-
ing then been o, there could have been no .
colour for pretending, that he changed it
\ -into @C. |

.l\

\ ‘Theophanes, pag. 135. '
\ About
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About fix years after, Anaftafiusthe Em-
peror died; and his Succeflors Juftin and
Juftinian fet up the authority of the Council
of Chalcedon again, together with that of
the Pope over the Eaftern Churches, as uni-
verfal Bifthop; and from that time, the
friends of Macedonius prevailing, it is pro-
bable, that in oppofition to the hereticks,
which condemned him ; and for promoting
and eftablifhing the doctrine of two Natures
in Chrift, they received and {pread abroad
the reading ©C. But as for the authority
of the Pope, that fell again with Rome in
the Gothick wars ; and flept, till Phocas re-
vived it again.

I told you of feveral thams put about by
the friends of Macedonius to difcredit the
proceedings of the Council againft him,
There is one, which notably confirms what
has hitherto been faid, and makes it plain,
that his friends received his corruptions, as
genume Scripture. For whereas Macedo-
nius was banifthed for corrupting the New
Teftament, his friends retorted the crime
upon the Council, as if they had taken upon

them, under colour of purging the Gofpel
‘ I3 from
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from the corruptions of Macedonius to cor-
re¢t in them, whatever they thought the
Apoftles, as unikilful men and idiots, had
written amifs.

For this I gather from an ironical report
of this kind, put about in the Welt;
and thus recorded - by Victor Tununenfis.
«« Meflala. V. C. Confulibus, Conftantino-
< poli, jubente Anaftafio Imperatore, fancta
« evangelia, tanquam ab idiotis compofita re=
¢ prehenduntur, et emendantur”, that is,
¢« In the Confulthip of Meffala the holy Gof-
¢« pels, - by the command "of ‘the Emperor
« Anaftafius, were cenfured and correted
« at Conftantinople ; as if written by evan-
« gelifts, that were idiots”. = Here Vi&or
errs in the year.  For Meflala was Conful,
Anno Chrifti co6; that is, fix years before
the banifhment of Macedonius.  But Victor
is very uncertain in dates of the years. For
he places the banithment of Macedonius in
the Confulfhip of Arienus, Anno Chrifti 502;
and the above-mentioned tumult about the
‘Trifagium, in the Confulfhip of Probus,
Anno Chrifti 5135 whereas all thefe things
%happened in the fame year. |

For



( 117)

For it is plain by this chron'cle, that the

Scriptures were examined and corrected
about this time by a Council at Conftanti-
nople by the order of Anaftafius; and I
meet with no other Council, to which this
chara&er can agree ; befides that which de+
pofed Macedonius. Now, that they fhould
cenfure and correct the Gofpels, as if writ-
ten by ideots, is too plainly ironical, to be
truly hiftory ; and therefore it muft be an
abufive report put about to difcredit the
Council.
. So then the falfation was fet on foot in
the beginning of the fifth Century, and is
now of ‘about twelve hundred years ftand-
ing ; and therefore, fince it lay but in a let-
ter ; and {fo was more eaﬁ]y {pread abroad in
the Greek Manufcripts, then the teftimony
of ¢ the Three in Heaven”, in the Latin
ones, we need not wonder, if the old read-
ing be fcarce to be met with, in any Greck
Manufcripts, now extant ; and yet it 1s 1n
{ome. |

For though Beza tells us, that all the
‘Greeck Manufcripts read @5 ; yet, 1 muft
tell Beza’s readers, that all his Manufcripts
read 0. For he had no other Manufcripts

on
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en the Epiftles, befides the Claromontan ;
and in this Manufeript, as Morinus by ocu-
lar mipection has fince informed us, . the
ancient reading was 3, * but yet, in another
hand, and with other ink, the letter ® has
been written out of the line; and the letter
O (omicron ) thickened to make aC (a figma)
appears: which inftance thews fufficiently,
by whom the ancient reading has been
changed.

Valefius alfo reads ¢’ in one of the Spanifh
Manufcripts 7 ; and fo did the authors of the

#® ¢ Alia manu, et atramento extra linez feriem ad-
¢ dita eft litera ©, et ambesa paululum O, ut appareret
¢ figma, Scd przpoftera emendatio facile confpicjtur”,
Hae Morinus in exercitationibus Biblicis. Lib. i. Exercitat.
if. cap. 4.-----At Beza nobis aliquod invidit, ut ex ejus
epiftoli ad Academiam Cantabrigienfern a Waltono editam
liquet, ubi variantes aliquas lectiones celandas effe ad-
monet.

+ Thefe Spanifh Manuferipts, that have been feveral
times mentioned in thefe letters, and which Sir Isaac (as
well as many others) apprehended to be Greek ones,
caollated by Valefius, were really Latin ones. The
Marquefs collated no other; but then he tranflated the
various readings into Greek, which impofed upon many
of the learned ; but it is much to be wondered, that it
fhould efcape the penetration -of this great man.

Oxford
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Oxford edition of the New Teftament, Anno
Chrifti, 16735, read it in the Manufcript of
Lincoln College Library, which is the oldeft
" of the Oxford Manufcripts.----So then, there
are fome of the ancient Greek Manufcripts,
which read ¢ ; but I do not hear of any Latin
ones, either ancient or modern, which read
Ouls.

And befides, to read-©®:3s makes the fenfe
obfcure and difficult, For how could it
propar]y be faid, * that G{}d was Jhﬁzﬁcd 'b}'
¢ the Spirit” ? But to réad ¢, and interprétit
of Chrift, as the ancient Chriftians did;
without reftraining it to his divinity, makes
the fenfe very eafy. For the promifed and
long expected Mefiias, the hope of Ifrael, is
to us, the great Miftery of Godlinefs”.
And this miftery was at length manifefted
to the Jews from the time of his Baptifm,
and juftified to be the perfon, whom they
expected. .

I have now given you an account of the
corruption of * * =

ADVER-
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¢ proofs, that the prefent reading of the
““ GREEK MANvuscrIpTS in general, and of
< all our printed books, could not be the
““ ancient and frue one, in this paflage, 1 Tim.
“ 11 16, and afterwards pointed out the
¢ caufe of this corruption of the Text ; as
«“well as the time when, and the perfon by
« whom, it was fo corrupted ; and, laftly,
*“ having fhewn, that the change made in
“ it has rendered the fenfe of the paflage
¢ obfcure, difficult and hardly proper, which
« was otherwife eafy and clear; from thefe

¢ confiderations, it is more than probable,
¢“ that the Author was concluding with an
‘“ application fomewhat fimilar to that we
¢« find at the end of the FORMER LETTER,
< efpecially fince he has begun the broken
¢ paragraph at the end, with a general re-
¢ capitulation of what he had done.

“ The Reader is to be informed, that the
¢« ManuscrIPT of thefe Two LETTERS is
< ftill preferved in the Library of the RE-
‘““ MONSTRANTS in Holland. It was lodged
¢ there by Mr. Le CLERcC, and it was fent
“ to him by the famous Mr. LockE, and is
¢¢ g&tually in the hand-writing of this Gen-

¢ tleman.






















