Only-Begotten God (John 1:18)

The Protestant Church proclaims, 'Sola Scriptura!,’ Latin for, 'scripture alone.' Their first
statement of belief is, "The Holy Bible was written by men divinely inspired and is God's
revelation of Himself to man. It is a perfect treasure of divine instruction. It has God for its
author, salvation for its end, and truth, without any mixture of error, for its matter.
Therefore, all Scripture is totally true and trustworthy..." But, the majority, as will be
illustrated, really do not believe, 'all,’ the scriptures, which includes theologians, ministers
and Bible translators; John 1:18 being a prime example. John 1:18 just does not fit into
their preconceived or taught theology, causing them to rebell against what Yahweh has
written, replacing it with what they would like it to say. Their rebellion, for over 200 years,
will be illustrated. The fingerprints of our adversary are all over this corruption, whether
the men who are taking part in this assault are deceived or just children of the adversary. I
praise and thank Yahweh for those who did not rebel, such as Joseph Rotherham and the
people who produce the NASB, along with others but rather took the unpopular
theological position of writing Yahweh's words, as recorded in the text, rather than man's
words.

This study can be as in-depth as one desires. As an investigator, one must only take into
consideration the facts and not what people think of the facts. John 1:18 is as follows, "No
one, hath seen, God, at any time: An Only Begotten God, The One existing within the
bosom of the Father, He, hath interpreted Aim" (Rotherham). Many theologians do not like
the phase, "Only-Begotten God," so they have changed it to, "one and only Son, who is
himself God (NIV);" "unique One, who is himself God (NLT);" "the only God" (ESV)," to
name only a few examples (Appendix A). The Greek words of the ancient text (175-200
AD) we are discussing are, 'monogenes theos.! Monogenes is mono, meaning alone and
genes, meaning born or to be. "In the NT the term occurs only in Luke, John, and
Hebrews. Isaac is monogenes in #Heb 11:7, and the son of the widow at Nain, {#Lu 7:12}
the daughter of Jairus, {#Lu 8:42} and the demoniac boy {#Lu 8:42} are all only
children."” Theos means a god or goddess, a general name of deities or divinities. The
Word Study Greek English New Testament (Greek New Testament UBS 3rd Edition)
translates monogenes theos at "only [mono] born [genes] God [theos]." (Appendix B)

Theologians will call John 1:18 a controversy but they know it is not. An article written in
1861 written by Professor Ezra Abbot, titled, "ON THE READING "ONLY-BEGOTTEN
GOD," IN JOHN 1.18;WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO THE STATEMENTS OF
DR. TREGELLES," discussed the theologian's problem.

' SBC.NET - http://www.sbc.net/bfin/bfm2000.asp - Southern Baptist Convention
% Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
3 Bibliotheca Sacra of Oct. 1861 by Ezra Abbot



"In John 1:18, which reads in the common version: "No man hath seen God at any time;
the only-begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him," it has
long been known to scholars that important critical authorities, instead of the expression
"the only-begotten Son," have the remarkable reading, "only-begotten God." The
manuscripts that contain it, though not numerous, are of the very highest rank, including
both the famous Vatican manuscript, and the newly discovered Codex Sinaiticus of
Tischendorf. This reading has also a respectable support from the ancient versions, and has
been supposed to be attested by a great majority of the ancient Fathers, both Greek and
Latin. Though not adopted into the text of any edition of the Greek Testament yet
published, its genuineness has been maintained by Dr. S. P. Tregelles, the most eminent
among English scholars in the department of textual criticism; and it will undoubtedly be
presented as the true reading in his long expected edition. It would also have been received
by Lachmann into his text, had he been aware of the authorities by which it is supported."

He then ends his article by questioning the text, by stating, "But there is another aspect of
the internal evidence, which must strike every one who reads the passage in question with
attention. "No man hath seen GOD at any time; the only-begotten God, who is in the
bosom of the Father, he hath declared him." Is it not evident that the introduction of the
phrase "only-begotten God," after the use of the word "God" alone and absolutely,
immediately before it, is a harshness which we can hardly suppose in any writer? Does
not the word "Father," in a sentence like this, almost necessarily imply that the correlative
"Son" has just preceded? And is there anything analogous to this expression, "the only-
begotten God," in the writings of John, or in any other part of the New Testament?"
(Appendix C)

In 1876, Fenton John Anthony Hort, of the renown, Westcott & Hort, wrote a dissertation
upon this very verse titled, "Two Dissertations on MONOGENES THEOS in Scripture and
Tradition." His conclusion is that the phrase, 'monogenes theos (god)' is correct and the
KJV's, 'monogenes huios (son),' is incorrect. He states, "The former of these Dissertations
is an attempt to examine in some detail a single point of textual criticism, the true reading
of a phrase occurring in a cardinal verse of the New Testament. Once only has the
evidence been discussed with anything like adequate care and precision, namely in a
valuable article contributed by Professor Ezra Abbot to the American Bibliotheca Sacra of
October 1861. After having long had occasion to study the matter pretty closely, I am
unable to accept the conclusions drawn by this eminent biblical scholar; and accordingly it
seemed worth while to place on record the results of an independent investigation. My
own opinion has not been formed hastily. Some years passed before increasing knowledge
and clearness of view respecting the sources of the Greek text of the New Testament
convinced me of the incorrectness of the received reading in John 1:18. This conviction
did not however remove the sense of a certain strangeness in the alternative phrase
transmitted by the best authorities; and for a considerable time I saw no better solution of
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the difficulty than a conjecture that both readings alike were amplifications of a simpler
original. It was a more careful study of the whole context that finally took away all
lingering doubt as to the intrinsic probability of the less familiar reading [monogenes
theos]." (Appendix D)

Nestle's Greek New Testament 4th Edition was published in 1904. The
ADVERTISEMENT reads, "The text of this Greek Testament was in the main first
published by the Bible Society of Wiirttenberg at Stuttgart in 1898. It was prepared for that
Society by Professor Eberhard Nestle, D.D., of Maulbronn, and he revised the several
editions which followed the first one. By the kind permission of the Wiirttenberg Society
the British and Foreign Bible Society was permitted to adopt its latest text (the 4th) and to
publish it in England under Dr Nestle's care in 1904. The text is the resultant of a collation
of three of the principal recensions of the Greek Testament which appeared in the latter
half of the 19th century, viz. those of Tischendorf, editio octava 186972 (as reproduced in
the 4th edition by Oskar von Gebhardt, 1898); of Westcott and Hort, 1881 (impression of
1895); and of Bernhard Weiss, 1894—1900 (second edition 1902). The readings adopted in
the text are those in which at least two of these editions agree..." John 1:18, in his Greek
New Testament, reads, 18 ©edv oUdtig éwpakev TIHTTOTE: povoyeviig Oedg [monogenes theos] & Qv eig TOV
kOATTov ToU Matpdg, éxeivog é€nyroato. The Nestle-Aland Novum Testamentum 28th Edition,
published in the 1950's reads the same way.

Joseph Rotherham published his 1878 New Testament, from the Greek text of Tregelles,
with John 1:18 reading, "No one has seen God at any time: an Only-Begotten God —The
One existing within the bosom of the Father he interpreted [him]." His latest version,
published in 1902, declares the same phrase. The ASV and the RSV of 1901 both read,
only-begotten son, as does the KJV and the NKJV, even though the ancient Greek text
stated otherwise. The present translations, other than Rotherham's Emphasized Bible, that
are faithful to John 1:18 are:

No one has seen God at any time; the only begotten God who is in the bosom of the
Father, He has explained Him. (NASB)

No man has seen God at any time; the only-begotten god who is at the Father’s side is the
one who has explained Him. (New World Translation)

No one has seen God [His essence, His divine nature] at any time; the [One and] only
begotten God [that is, the unique Son] who is in the intimate presence of the Father, He
has explained Him [and interpreted and revealed the awesome wonder of the Father].
(AMP)

Notable manuscripts were discovery in 1952. They are called the Bodmer Papyri, two of
which, P66 and P75, dating from 175-200 AD, contain monogenes theos in John 1:18.
These manuscripts agree that the phrase, 'only-begotten god,' is the Word of Yahweh, yet
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many theologians become stiff-neck to the things of Yahweh, when it contradicts what
they desire to believe. Moses told Israel, "For, I, know thy perverseness, and thy stiff
neck,—lo! while I am yet alive with you today, ye are, quarrelling, with Yahweh, and how
much more after my death" (Deu. 31:27)? The woman caught in adultery, John 7:53-8:11,
as is well known, is no part of the Gospel of John (also absent from the above two
manuscripts), yet Bible translators leave it in their Bibles. The only-begotten god, in John
1:18, is in the text but the majority of the translators corrupt it, knowing all along it is the
Word of Yahweh.

This behavior illustrates the spiritual contest, from the inside, we are in and it is only
getting worse with, so-called Bibles, such as the NIV and NLT. For instance, even in the
book titled, "A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament," (published in 2001)
the discussion on whether the only-begotten god (monogenes theos) belongs in John 1:18,
is still in question; they giving the phrase, 'almost certain,' acceptance. These individuals
know the text but fight Yahweh to the bitter end, fully knowing Galatians 1:8, which
states, "But, even if, we, or, a messenger out of heaven, announce a glad-message aside
from that which we announced unto you, accursed, let him be!" They have chosen to be
accursed by Yahweh, in order that they can be well pleasing to men. They state:

John 1:18 monogenes theos {B} [B means 'almost certain']

"With the acquisition of P66 and P75, both of which read theos, the external support of this
reading has been notably strengthened. A majority of the Committee regarded the reading
monogenes huios (son), which undoubtedly is easier than monogenes theos, to be the
result of scribal assimilation to Jn. 3:16, 18; 1 Jn 4:9. The anarthrous* use of theos appears
to be more primitive. There is no reason why the article should have been deleted, and
when huios (son) supplanted theos it would certainly have been added. The shortest
reading, the monogenes, while attractive because of internal considerations, is too poorly
attested for acceptance as the text. Some modern commentators take monogenes as a noun
and punctuate so as to have three distinct designations of him who makes God..."
Monogenes theos, in John 1:18, was recognized and recorded over 150 years ago, but
these scholars still reject what Yahweh has written, even after manuscripts P66 and P75
witness to this very truth. These are the same scholars who unanimously agreed that the
woman caught in adultery (John 7:53-8:11) has no part in the Gospel of John, but they
decide to leave it in the text, enclosed within double square brackets.® Yahoshua stated,
"For this reason, in parables, unto them, do I speak,—because, seeing, they see not, and,
hearing, they hear not,—neither do they understand (Mt. 13:13).

What are we to learn of this finding? Why does it really matter? How John 1:18 is
translated identifies those who are attempting to be Yahweh's faithful scribes from those

* refers to a word or group of words which appear without a definite article
5 pg. 187-189 2nd Edition
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who agenda is not fidelity to the text but rather fidelity to the desires of men, making their
Bibles (I can't call them translations because they are not) accursed, according to Galatians
1:8. The NIV and NLT Bibles are amongst the top four selling Bibles, while the NASB is
number seven, comparing these four Bibles, we witness:

No one, hath seen, God, at any time: An Only Begotten God, The One existing within the
bosom of the Father, He, hath interpreted [him]. (Rotherham)

No one has seen God at any time; the only begotten God who is in the bosom of the
Father, He has explained Him. (NASB)

No one has ever seen God, but the one and only Son, who is himself God and is in closest
relationship with the Father, has made him known. (NIV)

No one has ever seen God. But the unique One, who is himself God, is near to the Father’s
heart. He has revealed God to us. (NLT)

What has been removed from the NIV and the NLT Bibles, not including the only begotten
God, are the words begotten (genes),’ within (eis)’ and bosom (kolpos).® Now this is what
has occurred in just one verse, let alone all the damage that has occurred throughout their
Bibles. The KJV and the NKJV have their own problem but not as severe at the above two.
They have chosen to refuse the text and print only-begotten Son instead. The adversary's
attack began with attacking Yahweh's words, in Genesis three and it continues today from
the inside out, through Bibles, as is done in the NIV and NLT, that ignore the text and
insert new doctrines, such as has been done in the NIV and NLT, which state, as the Word
of Yahweh, "who himself is God," which has no textual bases. As the adversary worked
with the Scribes and Pharisees, so also this same adversary is still working with men,
which can be called a conspiracy, meaning a secret plan by a group to do something
unlawful or harmful. Changing or removing Yahweh's text, 'only-begotten God,' from John
1:18, is unlawful, harmful and will be judged by our Lord and Savior!

% born

7 The Cosmic and Soteriological Sense. In the NT eis expresses the living connection between divine and cosmic realities. In
Greek thought the gods belong to the cosmos. Even dualism makes only a static distinction. Hades is another place: it is not
God’s world. Even in circles which speak of an ascent of the soul, eis plays only a minor role. Formally the OT speaks in a
similar way, as though, when God comes down, he were simply changing place within the same reality. {cf. #Ge 18:21 Ex
3:8} Yet his superiority over all creatures is strongly asserted, as in #Ex 33:18ff. Isa 6; so that heaven cannot contain him
{#1Ki 8:27} and his presence is the willed and gracious address of the covenant God. {#1Ki 8:28ff} Judaism thus develops an
aversion to anthropomorphic statements and carries the divine transcendence almost to the point of straining the link between
God and the world except for a firm belief in providence. Thus the LXX paraphrases #Ex 15:3 24:10, Jubilees omits God’s
walking in the garden in its rendering of Gen. 3, Palestinian Judaism posits a series of heavens, and apocalyptic works begin to
place greater weight on the preposition eis, e.g., in the coming of angels to the world, or in relation to apocalyptic vision. The
NT inherits the distinction between the divine and human worlds but bridges the gulf with the concept of fulfilment in Christ.
In this context eis takes on a new significance as follows. (TDNT)

8 1) the front of the body between the arms
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Appendix A
John 1:18 Bible Translations:

Only-begotten God

¥ No one, hath seen, God, at any time: An Only Begotten God, The One existing within the bosom of the
Father, He, hath interpreted him. (Rotherham Emphasized Bible)

'8 No one has seen God at any time; the only begotten God who is in the bosom of the Father, He has
explained Him. (NASB)

'8 No man has seen God at any time; the only-begotten god who is at the Father’s side is the one who has
explained Him. (New World Translation)

'8 No one has seen God [His essence, His divine nature] at any time; the [One and] only begotten God
[that is, the unique Son] who is in the intimate presence of the Father, He has explained Him [and
interpreted and revealed the awesome wonder of the Father]. (AMP)

Only-begotten God changed to a hybrid
'8 No one has ever seen God. The only Son, God, who is at the Father's side, has revealed him. (New
American Bible)

®No one has ever seen God. It is God the only Son, who is close to the Father’s heart, who has made him
known. (NRSV)

'8 No one has ever seen God; the only God, who is at the Father's side, he has made him known. (ESV)

'8 No one has ever seen God, but the one and only Son, who is himself God and is in closest relationship
with the Father, has made him known. (NIV)

8 No one has ever seen God. But the unique One, who is himself God, is near to the Father’s heart. He
has revealed God to us. (NLT)

'8 No one has ever seen God. But God the only Son is very close to the Father, and he has shown us what
God is like. (NCV)

'8 No one has ever seen God. The only one, himself God, who is in closest fellowship with the Father, has
made God known. (NET Bible)

Only-begotten Son

18 God no one hath ever seen; the only begotten Son, who is on the bosom of the Father -- he did declare.

(YLT)

'8 No man hath seen God at any time, the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath
declared him. (KJV)

'8 No one has seen God at any time. The only begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He has
declared Him. (NKIJV)
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Appendix C

840 On the Readings of John 1. 18. [OcT-

ARTICLE V.

ON THE READING “ONLY-BEGOTTEN GOD,” IN JOHN I.18;
WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO THE STATEMENTS
OF DR. TREGELLES?

BY EZRA ABBOT, CAMBRIDGE, MASS.

Ocdy obBels ddpakev wdwore: 8 uovoyerhs vlds [al. deds], & &» els 7d» xérwor Tob
warpds, éxeivos dnrhoaro,

Ix John i. 18, which reads in the common version: * No
man hath seen God at any time; the only-begotten Son,
which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him,”
it has long been known to scholars that important critical
authorities, instead of the expression 6 wovoyeris vids, “the
only-begotten Som,” have the remarkable reading povoyeris
Yeds, “only-begotten God.” The manuscripts that contain
it, though not numerous, are of the very bighest rank,
including both the famous Vatican manuscript, and the
newly discovered Codex Sinaiticus of Tischendorf. This
reading has also a respectable support from the ancient ver-
sions, and has been supposed to be attested by a great
majority of the ancient Fathers, both Greek and Latin.
Though not adopted into the text of any edition of the
Greek Testament yet published, its genuineness has been
maintained by Dr. S. P. Tregelles, the most eminent among
English scholars in the department of textual criticism;
and it will undoubtedly be presented as the true reading
in his long expected edition. It would also have been

1« An Introduction to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament; with
Analyses, etc., of the respective Books. . . . . By the Rev. Thomas Hartwell
Horne, B. D. The critical part re-written and the remainder revised and edited
by Samuel Prideaux Tregelles, LL.D. Second Edition.” London: Long-
man, elc., 1860. 8vo. pp. xxvii,, 801; pp. 751—784 being ‘‘ Additious” and
“Postscript,” which alone distinguish this from the former edition. These
Additions, with the Postscript, have also been published separately.
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received by Lachmann into his text, had he been aware of
the authorities by which it is supported.

It is evident from this brief statement of the claims of
the reading uovoyeris Seos, that the question of its genuine-
ness well deserves a critical investigation, while its theolog-
ical character gives it a special interest, which, however,
must not be suffered to bias our judgment. This investi-
gation is the more necessary in consequence of the circum-
stance that in respect to one very important branch of the
evidence, — the quotations of the passage by the ancient
Fathers, — no critical edition of the Greek Testament gives
even a tolerably complete and accurate account of the facts
in the case. On the contrary, the most important editions
which have been published since the time of Wetstein, as
those of Griesbach, Scholz, Tischendorf, and Alford, not
only neglect to state a very large part of the evidence, but
contain almost incredible errors in regard to the authorities
which they professedly cite. Many of these errors were
repeated by Dr. Tregelles in his remarks on the passage in
his ¢ Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testa-
ment” (London, 1854}, in which he maintained the genu-
ineness of the reading Nedés? His observations led to an
examination of the evidence on the subject by the present
writer, the results of which were published in a note ap-
pended to the second edition of Mr. Norton’s ¢ Statement
of Reasons for not believing the Doctrines of Trinitarians”
(Boston, 1856), pp. 448—469.

I cannot better introduce the discussion proposed in the
present Article, than by quoting from the note just referred
to a statement of some of the conclusions arrived at. After
mentioning the fact that Wetstein, in his note on the pas-
sage, has fallen into extraordinary errors, many of which

' In his recent edition of the Greek Testameunt, “ Editio septima critica
major,” Lips. 1859, Tischendorf has considerably corrected and enlarged his
former account of the evidence of the Fathers on this passage. But his note
is still very defective, and contains important mistakes.

2 Soe pp. 234, 235.

Vor. XVIIIL No. 72. 71
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have been blindly copied by subsequent editors, it was
observed:

% One who should take the statements in Wetstein’s note
to be correct, would suppose that not less than forty-four
Greek and Latin writers, in the first eight centuries, have
quoted the passage in question with the reading uovoyeris
Seés or umigenitus Deus; and that the number of distinet
quotations of this kind in their writings, taken together, is
not far from one hundred and thirty. 1 have examined with
some care all the passages specifically referred to by Wet-
stein, and the whole work, or collection of works, cited,
when his reference is general, — as ‘Epiphanius duodecies,
‘Hilarius de Trinit. passim, ‘Fulgentius plusquam vicies,
not confining my attention, however, to these particolar
passages or works. The following is the result of this ex-
amination. Of the forty-four writers cited by Wetstein in
support of the reading uoveyeviis Yeos, there are but four who
quote or refer to the passage with this reading only ;! four
quote it with both readings;? mine quote it with the read-
ing vids or filius only, except that in one of the quotations
of Titus of Bostra vios Yeds occurs ;3 two repeatedly allude
to it, —sometimes using the phrase ¢only-begotten God,
and sometimes ‘only-begotten Som,’ in connection with the
words ¢ who is in the bosom of the Father, — but do not
distinetly guote it;¢ and twenty-five do not quote or allude
to it at alls5 Of the particular passages referred to by
Wetstein, a great majority have no bearing whatever on the
subject, but merely contain the ezpression povoyeris Beés or
unigenitus Deus, with no trace of an allusion to the text in
question, — an expression often occurring, as will hereafter-

1“Jt is thus quoted in the ‘Excerpta Theodoti,’ and also by Clement of
Alexandria and Epiphanius. It appears to be once referred to in the Epistle of
the second Synod of Ancyra.”

% # Irenaeus, Origen, Basil, and Cyril of Alexandria.”

3+« Eugebius, Athanasius, Julian, Gregory Nuzianzen, Titus of Bostra, Max-
iminus the Arian bishop, Hilary, Vigilius of Tapsa, Alcuin.”

t “ Gregory of Nyssa and Fulgentius.”

5« That is, all the remaining authorities cited by Wetstein, for which see his
note.”
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appear, in writers who abundantly and unequivocally quote
John i 18 with the reading vids or filius. Indeed, in some
of these passages we do not find even this expression, but
only the term wyewpros [al. yewyros] Yeds, or genitus Deus,
applied to Christ.! Sufficient evidence that these assertions
are not made at random will be given in what follows,
though the mistakes of Wetstein cannot here be all pointed
out in detail. :

“ We may now examine the witnesses brought forward
by Dr. Tregelles. ..... Of the twenty-five writers whom he
has adduced in support of the reading povoyeris Seds, but
JSfour, I believe, can be relied on with much confidence, and
even their testimony is far from unexceptionable; three
may be regarded as doubtful; eigt really support the com-
mon reading ; two merely allude to the passage; and eight
have neither quoted nor alluded to it.”2

These statements were supported by a detailed exposition
of the facts in the case, accompanied in every instance by
precise references to the passages in the Fathers bearing on
the sabject. In addition to the correction of these enormous
errors in respect to the evidence alleged for the reading Seds,
I produced, as the result of original investigation, quotations
of the passage, supporting the reading viés, from no less than
eighteen Greek and six Latin ecclesiastical writers, whose
testimony had never before been adduced to this purpose in
any critical edition of the Greek Testament,— twelve or
thirteen of them belonging to the third and fourth cen-
turies. The examination made of the works of the Fathers
enabled me also to give the evidence much more fully and
accurately than had before been done in the case of many
other writers who kad been cited, on one side or the other,
in editions of the Greek Testament. In this exposition of the
evidence I was scrupulously careful to mention not only

. 1 As in the following : ‘Origenes in Psalm. i. ap. Epiphaniam,’ see Epiphan-
ius, Haeres. LXIV. c. 7, Opp. 1. 581%, or Origen, Opp. II. 526¢; ‘Euscbius, D. 1V.
2,’ i. e. Dem, Evang. Lib. IV. c. 2; ‘Prudentius in Apotheosi,’ viz. line 895;,
‘Claudianus Mamert. de statu animae 1. 2,” where Lib. I. c. 2 must be the place
intended.”

% Norton's Statement of Reasons, etc. Appendix, Note C, pp. 451—453,
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every quotation of the passage which I had found with the
reading Seds, but every allusion to it which might be imag-
ined to favor this reading, even in cases where it seemed clear
that no real argument could be founded on these allusions.

In the Postscript to the second edition of his Introduc-
tion to the Textual Criticism of the New Testament (pp.
780, 781), Dr. Tregelles has taken notice of my remarks on
this passage, which “ have led,” as he says, “ to a reéxami-
nation of the whole of the evidence.” After exhibiting the
aunthorities for the different readings, he says in a note:

“In this one instance I have given at length the evidence
for and against the reading, so as to show what authorities
do really support uovoyerns Seos and what uphold wovoyevns
wos. The statement is here given just as it stands in my
Greek Testament, with the precise references to the Patris-
tic citations.”

The conclusion to which he comes is thus expressed :

“Jt appears to be most clear that not only is povoyerns
Seos the ancient reading of MSS. and some versions, bat
also of the Fathers generally; for those that have both
readings in the present copies of their works, evidently do
support that which is not in the later Greek text, with which
those who copied their writings were familiar; and the
doubtful passages must give way to the ezpress mentions
of Deos by the same writers as the reading in this place.”

Here a regard for the truth compels me to state some
facts which may give an unfavorable impression concerning
Dr. Tregelles’s character for fairness and accuracy. No one
can regret this more than myself; and in simple justice to a
scholar whose services to biblical criticism have been so
valuable, and who has often shown himself superior to the
influence of dogmatic prejudice, I must beg the reader not
to regard his note on John i. 18 as a specimen of his usual
manner of dealing with evidence.

Dr. Tregelles, it will be observed, professes to give at
length the testimony for and against the reading Sess. In
doing this, he does not confine himself to the chronological
limit generally followed in his Greek Testament, so far as
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the Fathers are concerned, but comes down to the latter
part of the eighth century, including the latest author
(namely Alcuin) who has ever been cited in favor of the
reading “only-begotten God.” He leads us to expect a full
and -accurate statement of the evidence on both sides,
which, in a case like this, it was unquestionably his duty to
give. How is it, then, in reality ?

I answer that, for some cause which I do not pretend to
explain, bis account of the evidence is most deceptive and
untrustworthy. He has entirely omitted to mention the
greater part of the facts in the case, though they were placed
directly before his eyes. In stating the evidence for the
reading Yeds, it is true, he has not been guilty of the sin of
omission. On the contrary, he not only appears to have
availed himself very freely of the matter which I had for
the first time collected that seemed to favor that reading,
even copying my references, in one instance at least, without
verification,! but he has repeated many mistakes in the
evidence alleged for this reading after they had been clearly
pointed out. He has referred, in various instances, to places
in different authors where John i. 18 is not quoted or even
alluded to, but which merely contain the expression povoye-
vis Yeds or unigenitus Deus applied to Christ by the writer,
and bas intermixed these references indiscriminately with
those to actual quotations, thus leading the unwary reader

! T had cited the Dialogae of Cyril, *“ Quod Unus sit Christus,” Opp. Tom.
V. P.i. p. 786¢, for the reading deds. The reference should have been to p.
768¢ instead of p. 786°. Dr. Tregelles has copied this misiake in reference, though
an examination would have shown that the treatise ends on p. 778,

The only acknowledgement made by Dr. Tregelles of any indebtedness to
my researches on this passage is the following: * He points out rightly that I
bad incorrectly alleged Phoebadius for the reading wovoyerhs Seés (an error which
originated, I believe, in revising in the proof-sheet the name which bed been in-
tended for Prudentius).” 'This statement has not mended the matter. Pruden-
tius has not only never quoted John i. 18 with the reading unigenitus Deus, but
has never used this expression even, in any part of his writings. As to Phoeba-
dius, 1 not only pointed out the fact that the same remark was true of him, but
that he Aad expressly quoted the passage with ihe reading unigenitus filius (Coutra .
Arianos, c. 12). Of this Dr. Tregelles, in his account of the evidence, takes
no notice. Why should he not be as ready to adduce the testimony of Phoeba-
dius on one side as the other?

71*
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to suppose them to denote quotations, and to attach to
them undue weight.

But how fares the evidence on the other side? The
answer to this question may well astonish the reader. Of
the twenty-three Greek and thirteen Latin writers wifom I
had cited as supporting the reading vids, giving in every
case exact references to their quotations of the passage, Dr.
Tregelles notices only severn! Of the twenty-nine witnesses
whom he thus ignores, at least fwenty-siz are as ancient as
Alcuin, whom he cites, though erroneously, in favor of the
reading “only-begotten God ;” and a great majority of them
belong to the third and fourth centuries. Even this is not
all. His exhibition of the testimony of the authorities
which he does cite as containing the reading viés is far from
complete. See the note below.!

3 For the convenience of Dr. Tregelles, and those of his readers who may
happen to see this Article, I will here point out in order some of the principal
errors and defects in his note on John i. 18. A fuller discussion of variouns
questions will be given hereafter.

Authorities cited for the reading povoyerhs Seds.

Lines 4, 5. “Orig. Int. 1V. 924" To be omitted. Merely an instance of
the use of the expression ‘‘unigenitus Deus Salvator noster,” without any ref-
erence to John i. 18.

Line 5. “Marcel. ap. Eus. 19.” To be omitted for a similar reason. Euse-
bius simply says of a letter of Marcellns, containing his creed : T'éypade mored-
e els marépa Sedv mavroxpdropa, kal els TOv vidy abrod Tdy povoyers) Sedy, Tdv b
piov Hudv "Inaoiy Xpioréy, kal els 15 wrebpa 7d Eyov.

Lines 5, 6. “Eus. c. Mcl. 678, & povoy. vids # povoy. deés.” This shonld
be quoted with the context, 7o edayyeriorod Biapphdny abrdy vidr ueve
yevii elvar 8iddonorros 80 Sv ¥gm, Bedr oddels ddpaxe wdwore 8 powoyerhs vids, § po-

- voyerds deds, & &y els rov xéAwov, k. 1. A., which makes it, I think, evident thas the
words 4 uovey. deds are a marginal gloss which has crept into the text ; and that
the proper place for the reference is among the authorities for zoreyerhs vids, where
five other places are cited, in which Eusebius has expressly quoted the passage
with this reading, ’

Line 6. *“Eus.c. Mcl. 124¢. dedv 8¢ xal poveyers.”” Irrelevant. Eusebius
gimply says here that Christ is represented by the Evangelist ¢ as God aad only-
begotten,” not ounly-begotten God, “inasmuch as he alone was traly the Son of
the God over all.”

Ibid. “Hil. 1124¢ seq.,” etc. To be omitted. The passage is not a quota-
tion of John i. 18, except so far as the words * in sinu patris est” are concerned,
as was shown in the Appendix to Norton’s “ Statement of Reasons,” p. 465,
note, and will be fully shown below. The stress of Hilary’s argument, such as
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Under such circumstances, no apology can be necessary
for offering a restatement of the evidence for the various
readings of the passage in question. In doing this, I may

it is, rests wholly on the word est. The “et in sequentibus saepe ” which Dr.
Tregelles adds is altogether deceptive, as it will naturally be understood to sig-
nify that Hilary has * often ”” quoted John i. 18 with the reading nnigenitus Deus.
The truth is, that he has never quoted the passage with this reading, but bas, on
the contrary, expressly quoted it seven times with the reading filius; and pot
only 8o, but has commented upon it in such a way (De Trin. Lib. VL. c. 39) as to
demonstrate beyond question that he thos read the passage.

Lines 18, 19. “Epist. Synodi Ancyrange 2¢ {29#] ap. Epiph. . ... Haer. Ixxiii.
8 (i. 854c).” It is qnite proper to adduce shis among the authorities which
favor the reading deds, but as it is not an express quotation of the passage, it
would be more accurate to add the Greek : 8 8& [sc. "Iwdwwms] Tob deod Tdv Adyor
povoyeri) Jedv . , . pnel. The imprudence of a confident reliance on references
of this kind was illustrated in the Appendix to Norton’s ** Statement of Rea-
sons,” pp. 454, 455, note, and will be shown below.

Line23. “Cyr. Alex. V. p. i. 786¢. For 786° read 768°.

Ibid. *“Fulgentius interdum.” Dele. Fulgentius has never quoted the pas-
sage. His allusions to it were given in full in the  Appendix ”’ just referred to,
and will be again exhibited below.

Lines 23, 24. “Isidorus Pel. 6. iii. 95 (ap. Wetst.).” Dedle. Isidore of Pel-
nsium has nowhere quoted or alluded to John i. 18, The passage referred to by
Wetstein, as was pointed out in the Appendix to Norton’s *“ Statement of Rea-
sons,” p. 460, note, contains merely the expression *only-begotten God,” — 4
povoyerhs yobr deds dridnufioas, pnel, x. . A, This is the only place in his writ-
ings in which Isidore uses even this expression.

Lines 24--29. ““Scriptores Graeci et Latini saepissime habent verba povo-
yéins Jeds, unigenitus Deus, tanquam nomen Jesu in Scriptura tributum; e. g.,
.Greg. Nyss. saepissime, Greg. Nuz., Bas. Sel., Arius, Lucianus (s. pseudo-Luc.),
nec non FEunomius, Tit. Bostr,, Gaudentius, Ferrandus, Prudentius, Vigilius, Al-
cuinus, etc.; quod ab hoc loco ut videtur pendet.” Here it is to be observed :
1. That it is not pretended that any of these writers quotes the passage in question
with the reading ““ only-begotten God;”” on the other hand, four of them, Greg.
Naz., Tit. Bostr., Vigilius, and Alcuin, do expressly quote it with the reading
¢ only-begotten Son.” 2. Two of them, Titus of Bostra and Prudentius, have
never even used the phrase * only-begotten God " in their published works. 3.
Four of the remainder, Bas. Sel., Arius, Lucianus (or Pseudo-Luc.), and Gaud-
entius, instead of employing this expresasion ‘‘ saepissime,” have used it but once
each, in their extant writings; and it occars very rarely, perhaps only once, in
those of Gregory Nazianzen. 4. None of the writers named speak of it as “ ap-
plied to Jesus in Scripture,”” except Gregory Nyssen; and his assertion, as I shall
show, is very poor evidence that he ever found it there.

Authorities cited for the reading povoyerhs vids.

Line 29. After “1.” insert ** 69.,” a manuscript of great value, ranking with
1. snd 33.
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be pardoned for saying, that so far as the testimony of the
Fathers is concerned, nothing whatever will be given at
second hand. When it is aflirmed that a particular Father
has not quoted John i. 18, or has never used in his writings
even the expression uovoyerns Seos, or, on the other hand,
that he has used it a certain number of times, the state-
ment is founded on a personal examination of the whole
of his published works. It would be presumptuous to assert
that in this examination, extending over so wide a field,
nothing has escaped my notice; I can only say that I
have aimed at accuracy, and have had no object but to
ascertain the truth. The new note of Dr. Tregelles has
added nothing to the evidence which was presented in the
Appendix to-Norton’s « Statement of Reasons,” except one
reference to Didymus of Alexandria, confirming the two
citations which I had given from him in favor of the read-
ing Yeos;' and, on the other side, the fact (already mentioned
in Tischendorf’s last edition of the Greek Testament), that

Line 81, Add “Iren. 189 (unigenitus filius Dei), et vid. seqq.” Add also
“Orig. IV. 1024, § u, vids 7o dead ap. De la Rue, & u. vids Jeds ap. Haet. ; cf. §
u- vids Deds, Clem. 956. Orig. Int. I11. 91¢, unigenitus Dei filius.”

Line 32. For *197” read “297.”

Line 33, Dele *123b.” There is no reference here to John i. 18.

Line 34. Insert among the references to Hil., “799¢,” and for “852¢ ” read
o 8525."

Ibid. For “vid, Tert. adv. Prax. 8 read “Tert. adv. Prax. 15.” Dr. Tre
gelles omits the place where Tertullian has quoted the passage with the reading
unigenitus filius, and refers instead to a place where he has merely alluded to it
in such a way as not to determine the reading.

Ibid. For *“Athanas.,” which is ont of place, read “dthanas. I. 219° (diserte),
2974, 530, 638% (dis.); cf. 628¢f, 6314, 6347, 6354, ed. Benedict.” Athanasins
quotes the passage four times, twice commenting on the word vids, rod refers to it
in three other places in such a way as to show, in each of them, that he unques-
tionably read vids.

Within the chronological period to which Dr. Tregelles has confined himself,
namely, the first eight centuries, I shall further adduce in support of the reading
“ only-begotten Son,” the testimony of not less than thirty writers whom he has
not mentioned ; to which, for the sake of completeness, will be added that of ten
or twelve others of later date.

1 Not having been able to procure at that time the treatise of Didymus “De
Trinitate," 1 was compelled to cite it at second hand from the work of Guericke,
“De Schola quae Alexandriae flornit catechetica,” carefully stating, however,
this fact in & note. Didymus was the ouly author thus cited.
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the Aethiopic version, as edited by Mr. Platt, supports the
reading vios. The very few other apparent additions are
merely errors.

I may here advert to an exiraordinary statement in the
note of Dr. Tregelles, which, if correct, would make this
whole investigation on my part an absurdity. He says:
“ Mr. Abbot has entirely failed in his endeavour to show
that Patristic citations are wholly a matter of uncertainty ”
(p- 781). 'There is not the slightest ground in my note for
ascribing to me such a preposterous “endeavor” 1 did
endeavor to show that the evidence of some of Dr. Tregel- -
les’s “Patristic citations”’ was very uncertain; I called
attention to the indisputable fact that several of his princi-
pal authorities were notorious for the general Iooseness and
inaccuracy of their quotations; I pointed out the impor-
tance of carefully distinguishing express citations of a pas-
sage from mere allusions or references to it; and I proved
that it was not always safe to rely on the assertion of a
Father that a particular expression was found in scripture.
But I can assure Dr. Tregelles that had I endeavored “to
show that Patristic citations are wholly a matter of uncer-
tainty,” I should not have taken pains to adduce eighty of
them, from thirty-siz different writers, in opposition to the
reading which he defends as genuine. The evidence of the
Fathers in regard to various readings always needs to be
carefully weighed and sifted ; the references to it in all crit-
ical editions of the Greek Testament hitherto published are
very incomplete, and often untrustworthy; but it is fre-
quently of great importance.

WEe will now examine the evidence for the reading uovo-
eviis Seés as compared with that for wovoyerys vids. The
testimony of the Greek manuscripts is first to be considered.
It is here important to observe, that the words vios and Seds
in the abbreviated form in which they are written in the
most ancient codices (¥c, &c), differ in but a single letter, so
that one might easily be substituted for the other through
the inadvertence of a transcriber.
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The reading Seds is found in the MSS. x* B C* L, 33 ; only
five in number, but three of them of the highest antiquity,
and all of great value. , the Codex Sinaiticus, which has
the reading a prima manu, was probably written, according
to Tischendorf, about the middle of the fourth century; B,
the Vatican manuscript, is of nearly the same age; C, the
Ephrem manuscript, is about a century later; L is of the
eighth century, but remarkable for its affinity with the Vati-
can and the Ephrem ; and 33 is a cursive manuscript of the
eleventh century, also very remarkable for its agreement
with our oldest copies. It is one of the three manuscripts
of this class which reads & in 1 Tim. iii. 16.

The reading vios, on the other hand, is found in 8** A C***
EFGHEKMSTUYV X 44, also in 1. 69., and all the other
cursive manuscripts containing the passage (so far as is
known), amounting to four or five hundred in number, but
many of them imperfectly collated. &** denotes the Codex
Sinaiticus as®corrected ; A is the Alexandrine manuseript, of
the fifth century; C** denotes the Ephrem manuscript as
corrected in the ninth century; X and 4 are manuscripts of
the latter part of the ninth century, but distinguished from
the others of that period by their more frequent agreement
with the most ancient documents; this is particularly true
of X, the text of which is of great excellence. The other
uncial manuscripts range in date from the eighth century to
the tenth; 1 and 69 are cursive manuscripts, the first of the
tenth, the second of the fourteenth century, but of uncom-
mon value on account of the accordance of their text with
that of our oldest copies; a remark which applies, in a
somewhat inferior degree, to a considerable number of
others, especially 13, 22, 118, 124, 157, and 209,

The concurrence of three out of our four most ancient
manuscripts in the reading Yeos is remarkable; but some
circumstances may lessen its apparent weight. The testi-
mony of 8, which has the reading a prima manu, cannot be
properly estimated till we know something respecting the date
of the correction, which possesses an authority, of course,
equal to that of a manuscript at the time it was made. The
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alterations which ® has undergone are by many different
hands, but Tregelles remarks (p. 784) that “it will appar-
ently be found that one at least of these has carefully cor-
rected the errors of the original scribe; indeed it seems not
improbable that such a corrector may have been the person
whose business it was to revise what had been written by a
mere mechanical copyist. For a full apprehension of the
value, etc., of the corrections, we must wait the appearance
of Tischendorf’s edition.” Bhould it appear that the origi-
nal di0pSomis, or a very early corrector, altered the reading
of & from Nebs to viés, the importance of its testimony to
the former would be greatly diminished, or even nullified;
on the other hand, if the change was made by a late correc-
tor, the alteration would be of little consequence. That the
original transcriber was careless or sleepy when he copied
John i. 18 is evident from the fact that he has omitted the
words ¢ dv before eis Tov koAmov. Another circumstance may
be regarded as weakening in some measure the authority of
x* B C* L in this passage. They all agree in reading uovo-
cyevis Yeos instead of 6 povoyerss vivs. It seems hardly possible
that this omission of the article can be correct; but if this
be an error, it throws some suspicion on the reading which
accompanies it.

The balance of evidence in the case of the manuscripts
will be estimated differently by different critics according to
the school to which they belong. Tregelles would attribute
greater weight than Tischendorf to the preponderance of
the few most ancient manuseripts in favor of Seds, while
Mr. Scrivener would lay greater stress than either on the
testimony of the later uncials and cursives. It may be suf-
ficient to say here that the united testimony of the manu-
scripts of the ninth century and later, though numbered by
hundreds, cannot disprove the genuineness of a reading
which is supported by a great preponderance of the more
ancient evidence ; and on the other hand, that the coineci-
dence of the MSS. 8 B C L in a reading, though entitled to
grave consideration, is far from being decisive. The testi-
mony of several of the ancient versions and Fathers goes
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further back than that of our oldest manuseripts; and that
of the versions, in particular, is of great importance in cases
like the present, where, from the similarity of the question-
able words in the Greek, a transcriber might easily mistake
one for the other.

We will proceed, then, to examine the evidence of the
ancient versions. 'The following support Seoc:—1. the
Peshito Syriac, which has been assigned to the second cen-
tury, but the text of which is regarded by Dr. Tregelles and
others as having been greatly corrupted and modernized,
especially in the Gospels, by a later revision;! 2. the Harc-
lean or Philoxenian Syriac (A. D. 616) in the margin; 3.
the Coptic or Memphitic (third or fourth cent.); and, 4. the
Aethiopic (fourth or fifth cent.) in the Roman edition.

The following support vios:— 1. the Old Latin or Italie,
of the second century; 2. the Vulgate, of the fourth; 3. the
Curetonian Syriac, probably of the second century ;2 4. the
Harclean or Philoxenian Syriac (A. D. 616) in the text; 5.
the Jerusalem Syriac, of uncerfain date, but representing a
very ancient text; 6. the Aethiopic (fourth or fifth cent.), as
edited in 1826 by Mr. Platt; and, 7. the Armenian, of the
fifth century.

It will be perceived that the weight of authority, so far as
the ancient versions are concerned, greatly predominates in
favor of the reading viés. The evidence of the Old Latin
and the Curetonian Syriac is particularly important.

The testimony of the ancient Fathers is next to be at-

tended to. We will examine the evidence, 1. of those whieh --..

favor Seds; 2. of those whieh support vids; and, 3. of a few
whieh have quoted the passage with both readings, and may
be regarded as doubtful. I add, for convenience, the time
at which they flourished as assigned by Cave.

1. The following favor the reading %eos.

1. Clement of Alexandria, A. D.194, who has once quoted

} See his Introd. to Textual Criticism, pp. 265, 266 ; comp. p. 757.

* Of this version Dr. Tregelles observes that ‘“its readings are in far grester
accordance with the oldest anthorities of various kinds than is the case in the
previously known Peshito.”’—Ibid. p. 267. It has been printed from a MS. of

the fifth century.
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the passage with this reading (Stromat. Lib. V. ¢. 12. p. 695
ed. Potter). This evidence is however somewhat weakened
by the fact, that in another place, in alluding to the text, he
has the words ¢ povoyers vids Veds,  the only-begotten Son,
who is God.”? He does not comment on the passage, in
either case, in such a way as to show how he read it; and s
Dr. Tregelles has remarked (p. 333), “he often gives his own
phrases instead of those of any writer whom he may cite.”
Indeed, he is one of the most remarkable among the Fathers
for the looseness of his quotations from scripture.

2. The % Excerpta Theodoti,” or “ Doctrina Orientalis.”
This is a compilation of uncertain authorship, but supposed
by many to have been made by Clement of Alexandria,
with whose works it is generally printed. * Theodotus” is
several times cited in it, but more frequently # the followers
of Valentinus.” The quotation of John i. 18 occurs in an
account of the manner in which the Valentinians under-
stood and explained the first chapter of John. It is a very
important testimony to the reading Yeos, both on account of
its high antiquity, and because it is ezpress:— dvricpus Sedv
abrov Sphot Néywv, ‘O povoyeriis Neos, 6 By els Tov koAmov Tob
maTpis, éxeivos éfnyrioareld

3. Epiphanius, Bp. of Constantia or Salamis in Cyprus,
A.D. 368, has quoted the passage three times with the read-
ing Yeds. (Haer. LXV.c. §, bis, and LXX. c. 7. Opp. L 612¢
and 818 ed. Petav.) In the remark, however, which follows
the quotation in the first passage, Seds and vics are inter-
changed: — Kai o, ‘O povoyevis Veos 6 pév yap Aoyos éo-
Tiv éc Tatpos yevwndels, 6 marTyp 8é ok éyervii¥m- did Todro
povoyers vics. He also speaks of John as “calling Christ
only-begotten God:” — Movoyevj Sedv abrov ¢darwr . . . ..
IIepi wavpos yéyparmras, aAnYiwod Seoir mepl viol 3¢, &ri povoye-
s Deos. (Ancorat. c¢. 3. Opp. II. 8%) A little before,
however, in a gquotation of John i. 18, 6 povoyeris is given

1 Kal Tére éxoxredoes Tdv xéAxor Tob watpés, by & povoyerhs vids deds udvos -
nyhoaro. — Quis dives salvetar, c. 37. p. 956.

2 Excerpta Theodot. c. 6, ap. Clem. Alex. Opp. p. 968 c¢d. Potter; also in
" Fabricii Bibl. Graee, V. 136, and in Bunsen’s Analecta Aate-Nicaena, I. 211.

Vor. XVIILIL No. 72. 72
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without either Seds or vios. But here the context renders it
probable that Seds has been omitted after uoveyerijs by the
mistake of a transcriber, though the text, both in what pre-
cedes and follows, appears to be corrupt.)

4. Didymus of Alexandria, A. D. 370, has quoted the
passage twice with the reading Sess. (De Trinit. Lib. I e
26, and Lib. IL c. 5; pp. 76, 140 ed. Mingarel,, or in Migne’s
Patrol. Graeca, XXXIX. 393", 495*) He also says, ¢ vios
xéhyrar povoyerys Yeos Aoyos, xal els xipios “Inaods Xpeares.
(Ibid. Lib. 1. c. 15. p. 27, or col. 313 ed. Migne.) But here
it may be doubted whether a comma should be placed after
povoyevijs, or after Seds, or after neither.

The four writers whose testimony has now been adduced,
comprise all who have expressly quoted John i. 18 with the
reading povoyeviis Seds alone, and are all who can be cited
in its support with much confidence. There are four others
who have quoted the passage with botk readings, namely,
Irenaeus, Origen, Basil the Great, and Cyril of Alexandria.
The first of these favors vios; the last, perhaps, Yess; while
the two remaining are altogether doubtful. Their evidence
will be considered hereafter.

There are, however, some allusions and references to the
passage which may be supposed to favor the reading Seox,
but in regard to which there is room for a difference of opin-
ion. A statement of the facts will enable the reader to form
his own judgment.

1. The Second (semi-Arian) Synod of Ancyra, A. D. 358,
may have read Seés in John i. 18, but the evidence is not
decisive. After quoting Prov. viii. 22, ete., Col. i. 15, etc,
and the first verses of the Proem to the Gospel of John,
without any allusion, however, to John i. 18, the Fathers of
this Synod state their conclusion as follows: — « So that we

1 After having quoted and remarked upon John xvii. 3, Epiphanins says:
*Inooiw Xpiatdv rlva; danduwdy Sedv. El 8¢ dedv Xpiordv *Incoiv, bs Adya wepl
abrob 8 Twdvwms, ‘O povoyerfs, & &v els Tdv xbAmov Tob watpds, abrds &wyhoare.
Els 3eds rolvor & warfp, x. 7. A, — Ancorat. ¢. 2. p. 7. Here e 3¢ must be
wrong unless the whole conclusion of the sentence has been lost. Perhaps we
shonld substitate ol¥e (comp. Basil. de Spir. Sanct. ¢. 8, p. 14¢) or of8are, though
e may seem at first an easier emendation.
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have testimony ¢ from the mouth of two or three witnesses’
in proof that the substance of the Son is like that of the
Father; for one [Solomon] calls the wisdom of the [all-]
Wise his Son; another [John] calls the Liogos of God only-
begotten God; another [Paul] calls the Bon of God his
Image.” We have no reason to suppose, a priori, that the
reference to John is verbally accurate any more than that
to Proverbs, where we find neither the word vids, nor the ex-
pression % copla Tod codod. It is not uncommon with the
Fathers to give as the langnage of scripture, expressions
formed from several passages combined, or which they
regard as fully authorized by scripture, though not occurring
there in so many words. The Logos being called « God ”
in John i. 1, and the Son being called “the only-begotten ”
in John i. 18, nothing was more natural than that they
should unite the two passages, and speak of John as calling
the Logos ¢ the only-begotten God.” This would be done
the more readily by many of the Fathers, as they regarded
the terms “ Son” and “ only-begotten” as necessarily imply-
ing a participation of the Divine nature, and as in them-
selves justifying the appellation Seds. Thus the Epistle of
this Synod says, a little after the passage just cited, vios Yeos
pév, ka0 vios Yeod, ds &Ypwmos, xado vios adparrov. (Cap:
9. p. 855 ap. Epiph.) So Eusebius says that Christ is 7od
Seoll povoyeris vids, kal 8id ToiTo Vess (Dem. Evang. Lib.
V. c. 4. p. 227"), and an indefinite number of passages might .
be quoted to the same purpose.

2. In one place Gregory of Nyssa (A. D. 370) says: Eipn-
TaL wapd Ths ypaiys wepl 100 év dpxh Srros Noryov, 674 6 povo-
yevis Neos, wpwréroxos mdons kricews. (De Perf. Christ.
Forma. Opp. III. 201*) Some may regard this as a clear
proof that Gregory read Seos in Jobn i. 18, One, however,
who has become accustomed to the style in which scripture
is quoted and referred to in the writings of the Fathers, will

w

''Qs Ixew Thy éxl orduaros 3bo § Tpir papripev [f. papruplav, Petav.] els
axd3etw Tiis kar’ obalay npds warépa roi vioh duoidryres. ‘O udy yap Tob gopod
Ty goplay vidy & 8& Tob Deob TO¥ Adyov povoyevii dedv & Bt Tob Deob THV uidy
eixdva ¢not. — Apud Epiphan. Haer, LXXIIL c. 8. Opp. L. 854b¢; or Concilia,
ed. Coleti, IL 872,
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be more likely to regard it as affording but a slight presump-
tion of this fact; a presumption altogether outweighed by
the consideration, that he has nowhere expressly quoted the
passage, though the deity of Christ is so prominent a sub-
ject in his writings. If he had actually read Seds in Jobn i
18, it would have been a testimony too remarkable to be
overlooked. It is not easy to perceive why it should not
have been quoted as often as John i. 1. But we have not
far to seek for an illustration of the imprudence of a confi-
dent reliance on such references to scripture as the one
before us. Turning back a few leaves in this same treatise
of Gregory Nyssen we find the assertion that, among the
names which the Apostle Paul has given to Christ,—* He
has called him .. ... a propitiation for souls, ..... and first-
born of the mew creation,. .. .. and only-begotten Som,
crowned with glory and honor,” ete.! In another place he
expressly quotes the words ¢ whom God hath set forth asa
propitiation for our souls” as the language of the Apostle?
But it would be idle to suppose that he had anything corres-
ponding to the italicized words in his manuscripts in Rom.
iii, 25, or that his Greek copies contained the expression *new
creation” in Col. i. 16 ; still more that his copy of the Epis-
tle to the Hebrews contained the words “only-begotten Son,”
a phrase occurring only in the writings of John. The loose-
ness and inaccuracy of such references to scripture in the
writings of the Fathers might be much more fully illustrated.

Though Gregory of Nyssa has nowhere quoted John i.
18, he has repeatedly alluded to it, using the words 6 & é&
70ls xOATos Tol martpds eight times in connection with the
expression 6 uovoyeris Neds, twice in connection with the
phrase 6 povoyevis vids, and once with the phrase 6 & injio-
rots Yeds. For examples and references see below.3 The

VAUrdy dndaece . ... . Magrfpoy Yuvxdwy, ....., xkal TS xatvis xricews
wpwrbrokov, .. . . . kal vidy povoyerd, Bdfp ral Tiuf dorepavouévor, x. 1. A
— De Perf. Christ. Forma. Opp. 111 276, 277.

*90s [é &wdororos] ¢mow: Bri by wpoédero 8 Deds iNaorhipor TEY Yux @
% i @ v. — De Vita Mosis. Opp. 1. 2254,

30 povoyerhs Seds, 8 v dv rois kéAwois Tob warpds, obrds dorw ) Bekik vob
Sylarov.— De Vita Mosis. Opp. L. 192b, See also In Cantic. Hom. xiii. Opp. L.
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expression 6 povoyeris Veos is a favorite designation of
Christ in the writings of this Father. I have noted one
hundred and twenty-five examples of its occurrence in his
treatise against Eunomius alone. But this expression, as
we shall see, is also a favorite one with other Fathers who
unquestionably read “ only-begotten Son” in John i. 18.

3. We may here take notice of the allusions to John i.
18 in the writings of a Latin Father, Fulgentius, who flour-
ished A. D. 507. They are so instructive as to deserve to
be quoted in full. Taken together, they show clearly how
little can be inferred concerning the reading of a passage
from such allusions, and may serve to guard us against
hasty conclusions from those of Gregory of Nyssa. See
the note below.! Neither Fulgentius, nor any other Latin
Father, has ever gquoted John i. 18 with the reading wnigeni-
tus Deus. This is only what might be expected, as both
the Old Latin version and the Vulgate read Filius. But if
Fulgentius had found the reading Deus in his copies, the
nature of his writings is such that he could not have failed
to quote it frequently in proof of the deity of Christ.

663s. — Contra Eunom. Orat. IL, tris, IIL., VI, X. Opp. II. 432b, 447, 4784,
506¢, 595 [605], 681,

'O poveyerhs vids, & dv &v Tois xéAwois Tob watpds, & dv &pxyt &v, K. T. A, —
Epist. ad Flavian. Opp. 111. 648%. See also Contra Eunom. Orat. II. Opp. II.
466¢.

‘O 2y byforois deds, &v & Tois xéAxots Tob warpds, x. 7. A. — In Cantic.
Hom. XV. Opp. 1697s,

! Fulgentins bas alluded to John i. 18 six times.

1. In connection with the phrase unigenitus Deus. * Ut ille unigenitus Deus,
qui est in sinu Patris, non solum in muliere, sed etiam ex mualiere fieret homo.”
Epist. xvii. ¢. 8, in Migne’s Patrol. LXV. 272b. De Deo unigenito, qui est in
sinu Patris, at dixi, omnia hec personaliter accipe.” De Fide, c. 20, col. 681b,
ed. Migne.

2. With unigenitus Filius. — “ Quis enim natus ost Deus verus ex Deo vero,
nisi unigenitus Filius, qui est in sina Patris ?” Ad Trasim. Lib. III. c. 4, col.
272  *“ Si vero unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu Patris, post aeternam nativita-
tern,” ete.  Epist. xvii. c. 15, col. 459¢, “Dei ergo Filius unigenitus, qui est in
sina Patris, ut carnem hominis animamque muandaret,”” etc. De Fide, c. 17, col.
679¢.

8. With unigenitus alone. “ Quia unigenitus, qui est in sina Patris, secundum
quod caro est, plenus est gratiae,” etc. De Incarnat. c. 18, col. 583¢.

‘The expression “ unigenitus Deus *’ occurs in the writings of Fulgentius abont
ninety times. 72*
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IL. The following Greek Fathers, with one Pagan writer,
support the reading vics. They expressly quote the passage
with this reading, unless the contrary is stated.

. 1. Irenaeus, Bp. of Lyons in Gaul, but educated in Asia
Minor, fl. A. D. 178, According to the very early Latin
version in which his work against Heresies has come down
to us, he has quoted the passage once with the reading Fil
ius; once with Filius Dei; and once with Deus. As Filius
Dei is a merely trivial variation of Filius, and as the words
which follow his quotation in one passage confirm the latter
reading, his testimony may be fairly regarded as favoring
vids.!

~ 2. Hippolytus, Bp. of Portus Romanus, A. D. 220. Aéya
vap Iwdvvns: Bedv oldels édpakey mirmore, povoyers vids, 6 b
eis TOV KGATTOY TOD TaTpls, alros SuppicaTo. (Cont. Noet. c. 5.
In Routh’s Seript. Eccles. Opuse. 1. 58 ed. alt., or Migne’s
Patrol. Gr. X. 812+,)

3. The Third Synod at Antioch (A.D. 269), in their
Epistle to Paul of Samosata. (Concilia, ed. Coleti, 1. 869°;
also in Routl’s Reliq. Sacr. II. 473, or 11I. 297 ed. alt.)

4. Archelaus, or rather the ¢ Acta Disp. Archelai cum
Mapete ” (about A. D. 300?), as preserved in a Latin ver-
sion. (Cap.32.In Routh’s Relig. Sacr. IV.213,0r V.121 ed.
alt.; also in Migne’s Patrol. Gr. X, 1479-.)

8. Alexander, Bp. of Alexandria, A.D. 313. (Epist. ad
Alex. Constant. § 4, ap. Theodoreti Hist. Eccl. Lib. 1. ¢. 4
(al. 3); or in Migne’s Patrol. Gr. XVIIL 553%)

» 6. Eusebius, Bp. of Caesarea, A.D. 315, quotes the pas-
sage with the reading vids not less than siz times. In one
case, indeed, which has already been briefly noticed, the
words 4 uoveyerns Seds are added after 6 povoyers vios, and

1 The passages are as follows: 1. “ Deum enim, inguit, nemo vidit unquam,
nisi unigenitus Filius Dei, qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit. Patrem enim in-
visibilem exsistentem ille qui in sinu ejus est Filius omnibus enarrat.” (Cont.
Haer. Lib. III. c. 11. § 6. p. 189 ed. Maa&). 2. “Quemadmodum in Evangelio
seriptum est : Deum nemo vidit unquam, nisi unigenitus Filius, qui est in sina
Patris, ipse enarravit,” (Ibid, Lib. IV. c. 20. § 6. p. 255.) 3. “ Quemadmodum
et Dominus dixit: Unigenitus Deus, qui est in ginu Patris, ipse enarravit.” (Zbid,
Lib. IV. ¢ 20. § 11, p. 256.)
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on this ground Dr. Tregelles claims his authority in support
of the reading Beds. This passage alone, however, when
carefully examined with the context, seems enough to dis-
prove’ this claim; and when it is taken in connection with
at least five other unequivocal quotations in which Eusebius
reads vids, there really appears to be no room for doubt.
The facts are given below.!

! Eusebius quotes John i. 18 with the reading vids, De Eccles. Theol. Lib. 1.
c. 20. §§ 4, 5. p. 86%, In the remarks which follow the last guotation, he
repeats the expression & povoyerhs vids, and uses the words ofrw xal 8 vids
eis Tov xdAxov Hv Tob warpés in such a way as to afford strong confirmation of
that reading. A little further on (p. 86°) he ennmerates the appellations given
to Christ by the Apostle John, in their order, in such a manner as to demonstrate
that he read vids in John i. 18. He calls upon us to observe how the Evangel-
ist, uera td &waf dvoudaar Adyoy (John i. 1), xal Dedy 7dv abrdy dverxeiv (ver.1),
xal pas &xoxaréoas (ver. 7), xal povoyerii pdveu (ver. 14), xal u/ by deob Suoro-
e (vor. 18), obx ¥ri Adyov dvoudfer, BAAS Kkal abrdy Aomdy loropel Tdy cwriipa
ol Adyov tautdy dworarobvra, GAAR vid, xal uovoyevdj, kal ¢is, K. T. A, quoting
John iii. 16, etc. Now the only place before this citation from the third chap-
ter, in which the Evangelist, in his own person, applics the name Son to Christ, is
in the passage in question. Eusebius must, therefore, have read vids in Johni. 18;
and the arbitrary hypothesis that in all his apparent quotations of the passage
with this reading, eds has been changed to vids by transcribers, falls to the
ground. Eusebius also reads vids, Do Eccles. Theol. Lib. L. ¢. 20. § 7. p.
92d; Lib, IL c. 23. p. 142°; and Comm. in Psalm. 1xxiii. 11, in Montfaucon’s
Coll. Nova, 1. 440%. We may add his Comuu. in Is. vi. 1, where we find 6 uo-
voyerds vibs, 6 b els Tdy xéAxov Tob warpds, though not introduced as a formal
quotation (Montf. Coll. Nova, II. 374¢). It may here be observed that no vari-
ous reading affecting the word vlds is given by Nolte, who made use of four
manuscripts in revising the text of Euscbius de Eccles. Theol. published by the
Abb¢ Migne in his Patrol. Graeca, Tom. XXIV.

Let us now examine the passage on which Dr. Tregelles relies, De Eccles.
Theol. Lib. I c. 9. p. 674, Here the quotation is introduced by the assertion
that the Evangelist  erpressly teaches that Christ is the only-begotten Son in the
following words,” and is succeeded by a quotation of John iii. 16, whero the
same cxpression also occurs, in which Eusehius says that “our Saviour con-
Sirms this.” Tov edayyshioroi SiapphBqv abrdy vidy poveyeri evar Biddo-
xovros 8 &v ¥gm, Ocdy odBels ddpaxe xdwore & povoyerhs vids, § povoyerhs deds,
8 &v els Tdv xéAxov Tob warpds, dxeivos dryfioaro. Under these circumstances, an
impartial critic will probably think that no clause ever more clearly betrayed it-
self as a marginal gloss, than the words # povoyerhs Seds in the present instance.
It is perhaps hardly worth while to mention that they are so regarded by the
original editor, Bp. Montagu, who says of them in his note: “ Non sunt hse
evangeliste, sed nec credo Eusebii, nisi forsan, #yovy uovoyerhs deds.”

The only passage that I have found in Eusebius which might seem at first
view to countenance the reading uoveyevhs deds is in his treatise De Eccles.
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7. Eustathius, Bp. of Antioch, A. D.320. (De Engas-
trimytho, c. 18, in Galland. Bibl. Patr. IV. 663°, or Migne’s
Patrol. Gr. XVIII. 652°.)

. 8. Athanasius, Bp. of Alexandria, A. D. 326, has exptressly
quoted John i. 18 with the reading vios four times, and
referred to it in such a way in three other places as to show
in each of them that he had this reading.!

- 9. Pseud-Athanasius, fourth cent.? (Contra Sabellian. c.
2. Opp. II. 384)

10. Cyril of Jerusalem, A. D. 850, probably. He has no-
where expressly quoted the passage, but alludes to it as fol-
lows : — ITuaredoper roivvy eis éva Seov watépa . . . bv dvSparmwy
wév ovlels éwpaxev, 6 povoyers 8¢ udvos épyiaaro. (Cat. VIL
c. 11, Opp. p. 117 ed. Tout.) Here the omission of wics
after uovoyersjs affords no ground for supposing that it was
absent from his Greek copies in John i. 18, because its
omission does not affect the sense. But if he had read Seos
in this passage, it is improbable that he would have neg-
lected so important a word. To this it may be added, that
in his Eleventh Catechesis, it is his special object to prove
that the sonship of Christ implies his divinity, or, as he ex-
presses it, that Yeos Yeov éyéyumoer. Such being the case, had

Theol. Lib. IIL c. 7. pp. 174, 175.  After having quoted Eph. iv. 5, 6, he says
of the Father: “He alone may be called (xpnuari(o: 4») the Oue God, and
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ; but the Son [may be called] only-begotten
God, who is in the bosom of the Father (8 5 vids uovoyerhs deds, & &» eis vd»
kéAwoy ToU xarpds); and the Paraclete, Spirit, but neither God nor Son.” Here
it will bo observed that Eusebius does not assert that the Son is called * only-
hegotten God ” in scripture, but only that it is proper to give him that name.
This passage, therefore, does not weaken the force of his express quotations of
John i. 18 with the reading vids.

1 The direct quotations of Athanasius are, De Decret. Nic. Synod. ¢. 13: Hepl
3¢ roi ruplov ebayyei{duevos Aéyer 'O povoyerds vids, 6 &y eis Tdv xéATOw, K. 7. A
El Tolvwy vids, ob wrlopa, x. 7. A. (Opp. I. 219¢, ed. Bened., Par. 1698.) Ihd.
c. 21. p. 2279, Orat. II. cont. Arian. c. 62, p. 5304, Orat. 1V. cont. Arian. e.
26. p. 638%: MdAw 8& 70 &v abrd 7¢ "Twdvvy elpnuévoy, 'O povoyerhs vids, & & «is
1Y% KdAwov, K. 7. A, Seliervor 0y vidy &el elva. *Ov ydp Aéyei 6 "Twdrrms vidw,
Tobro xeipa & AaBld YdAAet Abywy. “Iva 7l dwooTpépers Thy xepd qov . . . . . i
uégov Tob kéAwov gov (Psalm lxxiii. al. Ixxiv.11). Odxoty el & xelp & r¢
kbAw, xal & vids &v xdAwp, k. 7. A, The references to the reading vids, which
in this case are as explicit as quotations, are found in Orat. IV. cont. Arian. c.
16. p. 628°f; thid. c. 20, p. 6319; and c. 23. pp. 634f, 6358,
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he read povoyes Yeos in John i. 18, he could hardly bave
failed to quote the passage; none would seem so likely to
suggest itself. But he has not referred to it.

11. The Emperor Julian, A. D. 362, has quoted the pas-
sage twice with the reading wids. (Ap. Cyril. Alex. Lib. X.
cont. Julian.; Opp. VL ii. 333.)

12. Titus of Bostra, A.D. 362. (Cont. Manichaeos, Lib.
IIL c.'6, in Galland. Bibl. Patr. V. 332" or Migne’s Patrol.
Gr. XVIIL 1224°) He has also once quoted the passage
with the reading vios Yeds.!

13. Gregory of Nazianzus, A. D. 370. ’Ewedy vios po-
voyeris® o0 povoryerns vios, 6 dv els TOv Ko\Tov TOD TaTpos, ékeivos
éenpyioare. (Orat. XXIX. al. XXXV. c¢. 17, p. 535¢ ed.
Bened.) Euthymius quotes this passage from Gregory
with the same reading. (Panopl. Pars I. Tit. xi.)

14. Pseudo-Basilius (4th cent.?), that is, the author of a
Homily published with the works of Basil. (Hom. in Psalm.
xxviii. ¢. 3, in Basilii Magni Opp. I. 359" ed. Bened.)

15. Rufinus Syrus or Palaestinensis, about A. D. 890, as
preserved in a very early Latin translation. (De Fide, Lib.
I. c. 16, in Sirmondi Opera Varia, 1. 166, ed. Venet. 1728.)

16. Chrysostom, A. D. 398, not less than eight times. In
several of these instances he so comments on the word vios
as to show beyond question that he had this reading.’

17. Theodore of Mopsuestia, A.D. 407, in his comment
on John i. 29. Eipnrws évraida ¢ Bamriaris, 67¢ olros éotw

1 Ibid. c. 11, ap. Galland. Bibl. Patr. V. 338¢, or Migne, XVIII. 1240 Here
Yeds may have heen added by Titus from Johu i. 1 to indieate, as he says in the
following sentence, that the vids was ulbs ywhoios Suoios 7§ yeyewmuéri. Com-
pare the insertion in the next sentence to this, where he quotes Matt. iii. 17 (or
xvii. 5) thus: O%rds dorw & vids pov 8 povoyerhs xal &yawxyrds, &v § éyd
ebddxnoa.

2 De Incomp. Dei Natura, Hom.IV. ¢. 3, bis; ibid. . 4; ibid. Hom. V. e¢. 1;
Ad eos qui scandalizati sunt, ¢. 3; In Is. cap. vi. § 1; In illud, Filius ex se nihil, .
cte. ¢. 6; In Joan. Hom. XV. al. XIV. cc. 1 (text), 2. Opp. 1. 475%, 476D, 481%;
IIL. 470b; VI. 648 2644; VIII 84D 86¢, cf. 87be, ed. Montf. Of thesc passa-
ges, those first referred to will be found, on examination, to exclude the possibility
of the supposition that Chrysostom really quoted the passage with the reading
Jeds, and that transcribers have substituted vids. I may also remark that neither
Savile nor Montfancon bave noted in their manuscripts, in any of these instances,
any various reading affecting vids.

.
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6 alpwv Ty duaptiav Tod koo pov, ovk elmev “O povoyeris vios,
00dé, ‘O dv év Tols koNwois Tob maTpds, ola paiverar év Tols
avwTépw elpnkos (i. e. in John i. 18).— Ap. Maii Nov.
Patr. Bibl. Tom. VIL P. i. p. 397, or in Migne's Patrol. Gr.
LXVI. 733

18. Nonnus, of Panopolis in Egypt, A. D. 410, probably.
In his poetical Paraphrase of the Gospel of John, he has no
trace of the reading Seds, which he would bardly have failed
to express, had he found it in the original. He uses povvoye-
wis alone, which implies vids.

19. Theodoret, Bp. of Cyrrhus, near Antioch, A. D. 423,
at least four times. (Comm. in Psalm cix. 1;-—Dial. L;
— Haer. Fab. Lib. V.cc. 1, 2. Opp. I. 1392, and IV. 20,
379, 383, ed. Schulz.)

20. Proclus, Patriarch of Constantinople, A. D. 434.
(Orat. XV.c. 2. Analect. p. 440, ed. Riceard., or in Migne’s
Patrol. Gr. LXV. 801+)

21. Pseudo-Cyril, fifth century? I refer under this name
to a work, “De sancti et vivifich Trinitate,” ascribed- to
Cyril of Alexandria, and published as his by Cardinal Mai.
Dr. Tregelles, however, to whose judgment I have deferred,
regards it as the production of a later writer than Cyril!
In this work (cap. 6) John i. 18 is quoted with the reading
vidsa

22. Andreas, Bp. of Crete, A. D. 635? (Orat. in Transfig.

Opp. p. 44* ed. Combefis.)

23. Pseudo-Caesarius, seventh century? (Quaest. et Re-
spons., Dial. 1. Resp. 4, ap. Galland. Bibl. Patr. VI. 8")
The work here cited has been attributed, but it would seem
erroneously, to Caesarius, the brother of Gregory Nazianzen.
It was accredited as his in the time of Photius, who has
described it.

24. Joannes Damascenus, A.D. 730, three times. (De
Fide Orthod. Lib. I. e¢. 1;— Adv. Nestorianos, c. 32, bis.
Opp. L. 1237, 562° ed. Le Quien.)

1 Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Test., p. 232, note 1.
2 In Maii Script. Vet. Nov. Coll, Tom. VIIL P. ii. p. 81, and in his Nov.
Patr. Bibl. II. 5; also in Migne’s Patrol. Gr. LXXYV, 1158,
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25. Theodore Studites, A. D. 813, twice. (Antirrhet., 11
14, and Epist. IL 56. Epist., efc., pp. 108°% 349°, as edited
by Sirmond in his Opera Varia, Tom. V.)

26. Andreas the Presbyter (9th or 10th cent.?), in his
Catena on 1 John iv. 11—17. (Cramer’s Catenae, VIIL
134.)

27. The Catena on John i 18, published by Cramer.
(Cramer’s Catenae, 1I. 189.)

28. Theophylact, A. D. 1070. (Comm. in loc. Opp. L
519° ed. Venet.)
~ 29. Euthymius Zigabenus or Zygadenus, A.D. 1110,

thrice. (Comm. in loc. III 35, 39 ed. Matth.; and Panopl.
P. II. Tit. xxiii. (Adv. Bogomilos) c. 6, p. 10, ed. Gieseler.)

It is bardly worth while to go lower than this, but two or
three more writers may be added for completeness.

30. Elias Creteunsis, A. D. 787, according to Cave, 1120
Oudin. (Comm. in Greg. Naz. Orat. I, in the App. to
Greg. Naz. Opp. IL 210 ed. of 1630.)

31. Zacharias Chrysopolitanus, A. D. 1157. (In Unum
ex Quat., Lib. I. in loc., according to the Latin version in
Max. Bibl. Patr. X1X. 762%)

32. Nicetas Choniates, A. D. 1200, four times. (Thes.
Orthod. Lib. I. ¢. 27; IV. 31; V. 41, 60, according to the
Latin version in Max. Bibl. Patr. XXV. 75, 130°, 1657,
176".)

‘We will now attend to the testimony of the Latin Fathers.
Some of them, as Tertullian, Hilary, Victorinus Afer, Am-
brose, and Jerome, were acquainted with Greek, and occa-
sionally, at least, consulted the original; but the evidence
of the majority bears only on the reading of the Old Latin
and Vulgate versions. Notwithstanding the extraordinary
statements of Dr. Tregelles, and various editors of the
Greek Testament who have been misled by Wetstein, no
quotation of John 1. 18 with the reading wnigenitus Deus
has ever been produced from a single Latin Father. The
following quote the passage with the reading Filius:

1. Tertullian, A. D. 200. (Adv. Prax. c. 15.)

2. Hilary of Poitiers, A. D. 354, at least seven times.
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(Tract. in Psalm. exxxviii. ¢. 35 ;— De Trin. Lib. 11 e. 23;
Lib. IV, cc. 8,42; Lib. V. cc. 33, 34; and Lib. VI. ¢. 39.
Opp. coll. 520%, 799, 831°, 852, 873%, 874*, 905%, ed. Bened.)t

3. Phoebadius (or Phaebadius), Bp. of Agen in Gaul, A.D.
359. (Cont. Arian. c. 12, in Galland. Bibl. Patr. V. 253, or
Migne’s Patrol. XX, 21%)

4. Victorinus Afer, A. D. 360, siz times. (De Gen. Verb.
Div., ad Candidum, cc. 16 (unigenitus Dei Filius), 20;—
Adv. Arium, Lib. 1. ce. 2, 4; Lib. IV. cc. 8, 33. In Migne’s
Patrol. VIII 1029, 1030, 1041, 1042, 1050, 1119, 1137.
In the last instance he had the Greek before him.— Adv.
Arium Lib. L c. 15, he omits Filius.)

5. Ambrose, Bp. of Mllan, A. D. 374, at least seven limes.

! In the last passage referred to (De Trin. Lib. V1. c. 39) Hilary has commented
on his quotation of Johni. 18 in such a way as to demonstrate that he read
Filins. He remarks; “ Naturae fides non satis explicata videbatur ex nomine
Filii, nisi proprietatis extrinsecus virtas per exceptionis significantiam adderetur.
Praeter Filium enim, et unigenitum cognominans, suspicionem adoptionis penitus
exsecuit.”

The only passage, so far as I know, in all Hilary’s writings, which bas even
the appearance of supporting the reading unigenitus Deus, is in his work De Trin.
Lib. xii. ¢. 24. This is partially quoted by Dr. Tregelles, and has already been
adverted to. We will now compare it with the context, which will make it clear
that it affords no reason for supposing that Hilary read Deus instead of Filius in
John i. 18. Having quoted Exod. iii. 14, ¢ Misit me ad vos 78 qui est” (Sept. &
%»), and remarking ““ Deo proprium esse ¢d quod est non ambigens sensus est,”
he goes on to argue that this expression implies eternity, and then says: * Quod
igitur ¢t per Moysen do Deo significatum ... .. id ipsum unigenito Deo esse
proprium Evangelia testantur: cum in principio erat Verbum (John i.1}, et cam
hoc apud Deum erat (ibid.), et cam érat lumen vernm (ver. 9}, et cum unigeni-
tus Dens in sinu Patris est (ver. 18), et cum Jesus Christus super omnia
Deus est (Rom. ix. 5). Krat igitur, atque est; quia ab eo est, qui quod est
semper cst.”

From this it will be perccived that Hilary’s argument rests wholly on the
word est. When he says “ cam unigenitus Deus in sina Patris est,” there is no
more reason for regarding the words ‘‘unigenitus Deus " as quoted from John
than there is for supposing them to be quoted from Paul a page or two below
{c. 26), where Hilary says, “cum secundum Apostolum ante temporn aeterna
sit unigenitus Deus,” referring to 2 Tim. i. 9.

The expression * unigenitus Deus ’’ is a favorite one with Hilary. It occurs in
his treatise De Trinitate about onc hundred and four times. The frequency of
this expression in his writings, with the certainty that he read Filius in John i. 18,
shows how futil it is to argue from the mere use of this phrase in the works of
& Father, that he found it in scripture.
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'(De Jos. c. 14, al. 84 ;= De Bened. Patr. c. 11, al. 51 ; — In
Lue. Lib. L ¢. 25; Lib. IL c. 12;— De Fide, Lib. I11. c. 3,
al. 24 ; — De Spir. Sanct. Lib. . c. 1, al. 26 ; — Epist. xxii.
e. 5. Opp. I 510% 527, 12744, 1286°; 1I. 501°, 605, 875,
ed. Bened.)

6. Jerome, A. D. 378. (In Ezek. c. xliv. Opp. IIL 1023,
ed. Mart.)

7. Faustinus, A. D. 384, tAree times. (De Trin. Lib. I
o 2. § 5, in Migne’s Patrol. XIII. 54*)

8. Augustine, Bp. of Hippo, A. D. 396, three times. (In
Joan. Tract. xxxi. ¢. 3; xxxv. ¢. §; xlvii. ¢. 3. Opp. Tom.
III. P. ii. col. 1638, 1660, 1734, ed. Migne.)

9. Adimantus the Manichaean, A. D. 396. (Ap. Augus-
tinum cont. Adimant. c¢. 9, § 1. Opp. VIIL 139, ed.
Migne.)

10. Maximinus, the Arian bishop, A. D. 428, twice. (Ap.
Augustini.Collat. com Maximin. cc. 13, 18. Opp. VIIL
719, 728, ed. Migne.)

11. The author of the work against Virimadus ascribed
to Idacius Clarus, A. D. 385, three times. (Adv. Virimad,,
in Max. Bibl. Patr. V. 731+, 740%.)!

12. Vigilius of Tapsa, A.D. 484, or the author, whoever
he was, of Libri XII. de Trinitate, (De Trin. Lib. I1V. in
Max. Bibl. Patr. VIIL 783", or in Athanasii Opp. IL 615%,
ed. Montf.) '

13. Junilius, A.D. 850. (De Part. Div, Legis, Lib. I c.
16, in Migne’s Patrol. LXVIIL 22°)

14. Aleuin, A. D. 780. (Comm. super Joan. in loc. Opp-.
1 472, 473, ed. Froben., or in Migne's Patrol. C. 762°, cf.
763)

Other Latin Fathers, as Paschasius Radbertus, Bruno
Astensis, &c., might be cited to the same purpose ; but it is
useless to go any further.

III. The three following Fathers have quoted the passage
with both readings, and their testimony may be regarded as

? Montfaucon ascribes this work, and also the first eight books of the one next
mentioned, to Idatius the chroniclor (A. D.445). See his edition of Athanasius,
II. 602, 603.

Vou. XVIIIL No. 72. 73
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doubtful ; namely, Origen, Basil the Great, and Cyril of
Alexandria. The last, on the whole, favors Seds ; bat as it
seems not improbable that they all had both readings in
their copies of the Greek Testament, we will consider their
evidence together.

1. Origen, A. D. 230, according to the text of the Bene-
dictine edition (De La Rue) has the reading %eds twice ; on
the other hand, he has vids once, once vids Tot Deod,and once
unigenitus Dei Filius in a work preserved only in the Latin
version of Rufinus.!

2. Basil of Caesarea, A. D. 370, according to the text of
his Benedictine editors (Garnier and Maran), has Yeds once,
and in another passage he mentions Trae Son, Only-Begot-
ten God, Power of God, and Logos, as names given to
Christ in scripture ; but he twice quotes the text in ques-
tion with the reading vios.!

1 Origen has ®eds, In Joan. Tom. ii. c. 29, and xxxii. ¢. 13 (Opp. IV. 89b,
4384, ed. De La Rue). In both these passages, however, the very literal version
of Ferrari, made from a manuscript now lost, reads unigenitus alone, without either
Deus or Filius. If he had vids in his Greek copy, the omission woanld be unim-
portant; but if he had Jeds, the neglect to translate it would be strange and in-
excusable. — On the other hand, we have v!4s, Cont Cels. Lib. IT. c. 71. Opp. L
440%. Ocdr olBels Edpaxe wdmore & povoyerds vids, & &v els Ty KoAwor Tob warpés,
éxetvos pyhoaro. So De La Rue and Lommatsch, from two manuascripts; the
earlier edition of Hoeschel, founded on & single maouscript, instead of & pove-
yevds vids reads xal povoyerfis ye dv deds. Baut this, it will at once be per-
ceived, bears the marks of a marginal gloss, which, by one of the mest common
of mistakes in manuscripts, has been substituted for the text. Compare the
similar gloss in Eusebius, De Ecclés. Theol. Lib. I. c. 9, noticed above. Tis
70 deod occurs, In Joan. Tom. vi. ¢. 2. Opp. IV, 1029, as edited by De La Rue
and Lommatsch from the Bodleian manuscript, which appears to be an excellent
one; the earlier edition of Huet, which was founded on & single manuscript,
reads vids deds. A little after, in two allusions to the passage, é uovoyerfis is used
alone. Opp. IV. 102¢, 114¢, — Uhnigenitus Dei Filius, In Cant. Lib. IV. Opp.
II1. 91e,

* Busil reads deds, De Spir. Sanct. ¢. 6. Opp. ITL. 126, Comp. idid. c 8, p.
14¢, where he says: OI3e vip |# <ypaph] 70 bvoua Swip xdv Svoua Tob viod, xald
vidy &Andudy Aéyewr (al. Aéyer), xal poveyerii dedy, xal Biveyur deob, xal oo-
¢lar, xal Adyov.— On the other hand, he has v{ds, De Spir. Sanct. e. 11, Opp.
III, 23s, where the six manuscripts of Garnicer appear to agree in this reading,
though one of Matthaei's Moscow MSS. has deds (see Matthaei's Nov. Test
Graec. 1. 780). He again has wl4s, apparently withont any variation in the ten
MSS. of Garnier, Epist. 234 (al. 400), c. 3. Opp. 111 358°, Here Matthaei's Mos-
cow MS. also reads viés.
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3. Cyril of Alexandria, A.D. 412, as edited by Aubert,
has eds four times, and vids three times. His commentary
on the passage, as printed, favors Deds, but its evidence is
somewhat weakened by various readings.!

The whole of the external evidence for the different read-
ings of the passage in question, so far as I am acquainted
with it, has now been stated. If one should look into
Wetstein, and find apparently a considerable number of
authorities which have not been noticed, he may be assured
that they have all been carefully examined, and that they
amount to nothing. The same is true of the vague refer-
ences to “alis permulti,’ “ alii multi,” in the last edition of
Tischendorf, and of similar references in other critical edi:
tions of the Greek Testament, all founded on Wetstein’s
note.? ' They relate without exception, not to quotations of

¥ Cyril reads 3eds, Thes. Assert. xiii. and xxxv. Opp. V i. 137>, 2378, The
correctness of deds in his text in the last instance is confirmed by the citations of
this passage of Cyril in Catenae, from which jt has been printed in his Comm.
on Luke ii. 7 in Mai's Nova Patr. Bibl. TIf. 1234, and Migne’s Patrol. Gr.
LXXII. 487+; also in the Catena published by Cramer (V1. 305) on Col. i. 16.
He has 9 eds, moreover, in the Dialogue ““ Quod Unus sit Christus,” Opp. V.
i. 768e. In his Comm. on John i. 18 he has vids in the text, Opp. IV. 103¢; but
toward the end of his remarks he quotes the passage with the reading S eds, p.
107b.  He also says : ‘Emrnpnréov 3¢ ndaw, 811 povoyersi Sedv dwoxael Tdv vidy,
p. 105>, But here the scholion in one of Matthaei’s Moscow manuscripts cites
him as saying, "Emirnpnréor Tolvur, 810 xal uovoyeri &xoxahel Tdv vidy, omitting
Sedv.  Still, the commentary on the whole confirms the reading Yeds.

He has the reading vidés, Thes. Assert. xxxv., and Adv. Nestoriam, Lib.
IIL c. 5. Opp. V. i. 365°, and VI. i. 90>, This reading is also found twice in
an extract which he gives from Julian, in his work against that emperor. Opp.
VI ii. 333

In an allusion to John i. 18, we "find § povoyerhs 7100 Deod Adyos, d &
xbAxois &v 7ot warpds. Apol. adv. Orient. Opp. V1. 187¢,

? It may be worth while to say that the Opus Imperfectum, a Latin commen-
tary on Matthew cited by Tischendorf and others as an authority for deds, con-
tains no quotation of John i. 18. 1t has the expression “ unigenitus Deus” in the
remarks on Matt. i. 20, v. 9, xix. 17, and xxiv. 41. The work is appended to
Tom. VI. of the Benedictine ed. of Chrysostom.

It may be satisfactory to refer here also to the places where this expression
occurs in some other writers, who have been erroncously cited as authorities for
the reading uoveyerhs deds in John i. 18. Sce Pseudo-Ignat. ad Philad. c. 6

,(tho larger recension); Const. Apost. iii. 17 ; v, 20; vii. 38, 43; viii. 7, 35; Arius
ap. Athanas. de Syn. c. 15, Opp. L. 728¢, but not ap. Epiph. Haer, LXIX c. 6,
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the passage in question, but merely to examples of the
phrase povoyeris Deos or unigenitus Deus, employed without
any allusion to John i. 18, After all that has been said, it
will hardly be pretended that the mere use of this expression
by a Greek or Latin Father affords any evidence that he
read it in this passage. We might as well argue from the
frequency of the expression 6 Seos Adyos in the writings of
the Fathers from the third century downwards, or of Seoro-
xos and Deipara applied to the Virgin Mary; or of “ God the
Son” in modern theological works, that these precise
phrases must have been found in scripture by those who
bave go freely employed them. Though the phrase has now
become unusual, there were good reasons for its popularity
in ancient times, The Arians, who laid great stress on the
fact that the Father was “unbegotten” and “without begin-’
ning,” dyévwmros and dvapyos, were fond of calling the Son
# the only-begotten God,” because, while the term expressed
his high dignity, it brought into view his derived existence.
Begotten by an act of God’s will, he could not, they argued,
be eternal. The Orthodox, on the other hand, who saw no
absurdity in the idea of eternal generation, were fond of the
expression, because they regarded it as indicating his deriva-
tion from the substance of the Father, as it is explained in
the Nicene Creed, yevrnNévra ék Tod mwatpos povoyevi, Tovrs
éotw, éx s odolas Tob matpés, Vedv éc Veod. Both the
Arians and the Orthodox freely applied the term Seos to
Christ.

Before proceeding to consider the internal evidence for the
different readings, it will be convenient to present the results
of the preceding examination in a tabular form, so that one
may see at a glance the authorities for each. The figures
added to the names of the Fathers denote the time when
they flourished.

Opp. 1. 7319, xAnphs Seds, povoyerhs; Asterius ap. Athanas. de Syn. c. 18, p.
732%; Eunomius, Expos. Fid. c. 8, and Apol. cc. 15, 21, 26 (ap. Fabric. Bibl.
Graec., Tom. VIIL.); Greg. Naz. Epist. 202, ad Nectarium, Opp. II. 168°; Gau-
dentius, Serm. xix., in Migne's Patrol. XX, 990b; Ferrandus, Epist. iii. cc. 3, 7,
9,10, 11; v. 2, 5; vii* 12; in Migne, Tom. LXVIIL
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FOR THE READING deés.

Manuscripts.
»* B C* L, 83.

Versions.

Pesh. Syr., Harcl. Syr. -

marg.), Copt., Aeth.(Ro
gd_)rg), p {Rom.

Greek Fathers.

Clem. Al Theod.™,
Epiph.®®, three times, and
one ref., Didym.™, twice,
and one ref.(?g; Cyr. AL,
Jour times, and one ref. (?),
but vids three times.

Perhaps, 2d Syn. An-
gr.‘“, one ref.,and Greg.

ys8.™, one ref., and eight
allusions, but both very
uncertain. (See above, pp.
854 - 857.)

Latin Fathers.
None.
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FOR THE READING vids.

Manuscripts.

R ACXAEFGHEMSUVA 1.
69.,and, with one exception, all the other cur-
sive manuscripts, several hundred in number,
which have been examined on the passage.

Versions.

Ol Lat., Vulg., Curet. Syr., Harcl. Syr.
(text), Jerus. Syr., Aeth. (Platt’s ed.), Armen.

Greek Fathers.

Iren.™ probably, Hippol*, 3d Syn. Ant,
Archel ™, Alex, AL™, Euseb. *® siz times, and
one allus., Eustath. Ant.™®, Atbanas.®®, four or
rather seven times, Pseud.-Athan % *=-? Cyr.
Hier®, probably, Julian®® iwice, Tit. Bostr.”®,
Greg. Ig:z.""’, Pseudo-Basil., Rufin. S§~."",
Ch t.>, eight times, Theod. Mops.*”, Non-
nus*® probably, Theodoret™ four times, Pro-
clus®™, Pseudo-Cyr.*® #=, Andr. Cret.**, Pseudo-
Caesarius™ ! | Joan. Dam.™ thrice, Theod.
Stud.®® fwice, Andr. presb®e=t! Caten. ed.
Cramer* = st Theoph.', Euthym™®, thrice,
Elias Cret."®, Zach. Chrys.**, Nic. Chon."™.

Latin Fathers.

Tert.*, Hilar.®* seven times, Phocbad *, Vie-
torin. Afer™ six times, Ambrose™ seven times,
Jerome®™®, Faustin.® three times, August.™,
three times, Adimant.*®, Maximin.®** twice, Ida~
ciug™ = * three times, Vigil. Taps.®, Junil.*®,
Alcuin™, and others.

Wholly doubtful. Origen™, Basil the Great™. See the full account of

their readings above.

This exposition of the evidence makes it apparent that

Dr. Tregelles has been somewhat incautious in asserting
that uovoyeris Deds is “ the ancient reading of the Fathers
generally.”

In estimating the external evidence, it is important to
consider the wide geographical distribution of the witnesses
for viss. They represent every important division of the
Christian world. The reading vids is attested by the Cure-
tonian, Harclean, and Jerusalem Byriac; by the third Synod

’ 73*

26 2L and
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at Antioch, Eustathius of Antioch, and Theodoret; by
Titus of Bostra in Arabia; by Gregory of Nazianzus in
Cappadocia, and Theodore of Mopsuestia in Cilicia; by
the Armenian version; by Eusebius of Caesarea in Pales-
tine, who paid perticular attention to the text of the Goe-
pels, and was commissioned by the emperor Constantine to
procure fifty copies of the scriptures carefully written for the
use of the churches at Constantinople; by Alexander and
Athanasius of Alexandria; by Chrysostom and Proclus of
Constantinople; by the Old Latin and Vulgate versions,
and, apparently, the whole Western Church, without excep-
tion. On the other hand, the authorities for Yeos, besides
being much more limited in number, are, so far as we know
their locality, almost wholly Egyptian.'

Comparing the readings in respect to antiguity, we find in
favor of vids, before the middle of the fourth century,the Old
Latin and Curetonian Syriac, Irenaeus (probably), Tertullian,
Hippolytus, the third Syna? at Antioch (A. D. 269), Arche-
laus, Alexander of Alexandria, Eusebius, Eustathins of
Antioch, and Athanasius; on the other side, we have during
this period only the Peshito Syriac (if that version in its
present form is so ancient), Clement of Alexandria (some-
what doubtful), the Excerpta Theodoti, and the Coptic ver-
sion. In the period that follows, though the few manu-
scripts that support Seds are of the highest character, the
weight of the whole evidence must be regarded as prepon-
derating against it.

‘We come now to the internal evidence. It is urged in
favor of Neos, that povoyewis naturally suggests the word viss,
so that a transcriber might easily inadvertently substitate it
for Seés. This consideration appears to be of some weight.

It is also urged in favor of povoyeris Veds, that it is enti-
tled to preference as the more difficult reading, being one at
which transcribers would naturally stumble as an unexam-
pled expression, This argument, however, will not bear
examination. In the first place, if transcribers were struck

nr
! The Harclean Syriac in the margin represents the reading of one or twe
Greek manuscripts with which it was collated at Alexandria, A. D. 616.
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with the expression as remarkable, it is not probable that
they would intentionally alter it. They would be more
likely to reverence it as containing a mystery. In the second
place, though povoyeriis Seés may sound strangely to us, it
was not a strange or harsh expression to copyists of the
third, fourth, and fifth centuries. On the contrary, it was,
as we have seen, a favorite phrase with many writers of this
period, being used with equal freedom both by the Arians
and their opponents. 8o far from stumbling at it, transcri-
bers may have been led, by their very familiarity with the
expression, to introduce it unconsciously into the text. Let
us look at the passage in John. In the clause immediately
preceding 6 uovoyemjs viés, Yeév had just occurred, bringing
Seos before the mind of the copyist. Is it strange that in
transcribing he should inadvertently connect this word with
povoyevijs, the combination being so familiar to him, the
words ¢ and Yc being so similar in ancient manuscripts,
and Seés being so much the more common of these two
abbreviated words? Such a mistake, in some early manu-
seript or manuscripts, might have been easily propagated, so
as to extend to the comparatively few authorities which
exhibit the reading Yeds. It is much more difficult to acount
for such an ancient and wide-spread corruption as must have
taken place, if Deds proceeded originally from the pen of the
Evangelist. If he had written povoyeriis Yeds in this passage,
8o remarkable an expression must have early atiracted atten-
tion, and stamped itself ineffaceably, like the language in’
the first verse of his Gospel, upon the whole Christian lite-
rature. It would have been continually quoted and appealed
to.

But there is another aspect of the internal evidence, which
must strike every one who reads the passage in question
with attention. “ No man hath seen Gop at any time; the
only-begotten God, who is in the bosom of the Father, he
hath declared him.” Is it not evident that the introduction
of the phrase ¢ only-begotten God,” after the use of the
word “God” alone and absolutely, in.mediately before it, is
a harshness which we can hardly suppose in any writer?
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Does not the word ¢ Father,” in a sentence like this, almost
necessarily imply that the correlative “Son” has just pre-
ceded? And is there anything analogous to this expression,
“the only-begotten God,” in the writings of John, or in any
other part of the New Testament?

In closing this discussion, the writer wishes to express
his great respect for Dr. Tregelles, and the earnest desire
that his life and health may be spared for the completion of
the important work on which he has been so long engaged.
No scholar of the present century, with the single exception
of Tischendorf, has so high a claim on the gratitnde of all
who are solicitous to obtain the purest possible text of the
original records of our religion. His labors for this object
have displayed a patient, earnest, and self-sacrificing devo-
tion worthy of the highest admiration. The reasons for dif-
fering from him in opinion in regard to the genuineness of
Yeés in John i, 18, and for desiring a more complete and ac-
curate statement of the evidence than he has given in this
case, have now been laid before the reader, who will judge
of the whole matter for himself.



Appendix D

ON THE WORDS

MONOTENHC OEOC

IN SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION

HE purpose of this Dissertation is to investigate the true

reading of the last verse in the Prologue to St John’s
Gospel (i 18). The result, I think it will be found, is to shew
that poveyerns feos should be accepted in place of the received
reading 0 povoyevns vids, alike on grounds of documentary
evidence, of probabilities of transcription, and of intrinsic fit-
ness. The reading of three primary Greek MSS. has been
known only within the last half-century; so that naturally
this verse has not shared with other disputed texts of high
doctrinal interest either the advantages or the disadvantages of
repeated controversial discussion; and thus it offers a rare
opportunity for dispassionate study. The history of the phrase
povoyevss Oeés in early Greek theology, of which I have at-
tempted to give a rude outline, has also an interest of its
own.

The verse stands as follows in the better MSS., :
Bedov ovdels édpaxey mdmoTe® povoyevis feds 0 <v  eis T
koATov Tob maTpos éxelvos éEnyiaaro.

H, 1
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The Documentary Evidence for povoyevss Beds consists of

Manuscripts: NBC*L 33 (N* omits the following ¢ év;
N° and 33 prefix o).

Versions: the Vulgate (‘Peshito’) or Revised Syriac; the
margin of the Harclean Syriac; the Memphitic; and one of
the two Athiopic editions {the Roman, reprinted in Walton’s
Polyglott), in accordance with one of the two earlier British
Museum MSS,, a third of the MSS. yet examined having both
readings’. The article is prefixed in the Memphitic rendering.
The Thebaic and the Gothic versions are not extant here.

o povoyevns vios is found in

Manuscripts; ACCEFGHKMSUVXTAAIL and all kno“n
cursives except 33.

Versions : the Old Latin (q has w. filius Dei); the Vulgate
Latin ; the Old Syriac; the text of the Harclean Syriac; the
Jerusalem Syriac Lectionary; the Armenian; and Mr Pell
Platt’s Athiopic edition, in accordance with many MSS,

The Patristic evidence, though remarkable on any possible
view, admits of various interpretation on some points. The
grounds for the chief conclusions here stated will be found in a
note at the end: it must suffice here to mark the limits of
doubtfulness as clearly as the circumstances permit.

The reading uovoyevns fecs, with or without o, in direct
quotations from St John or clear allusions to his text, is
attested as follows. Two independent reports of VALENTINIAN
doctrine furnished by Clement of Alexandria (Zzc. ex Theodoto,
p. 968 Pott.: a paraphrastic allusion a little later has vics by a
natural combination, see p. 32), and Irenzus (p. 40 Mass.: cor-
rupted in the inferior MSS. of both Epiphanius, who sup-
plics the Greek, and the old translation, which in this allusion
is faithfully literal). IRENZUS himself at least once (256), and
I strongly suspect two other times (255, 189): in all three
places the original Greek is lost.  CLEMENT himself twice (695,
95G: in the second place, where the language is paraphrastic,

1 Tt is impossilble to convey a true in few words. Some particulars will
impression of the Acthiopic evidence Dbe found in Note C.
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Clement has o u. vids fecs, as in a still looser paraphrase at
p. 102 he has 6 p....Aoyos Tis mioTews). ORIGEN at least
three times (on John i 7 [the commentary on 1 18 itself is
lost], iv. p. 89 Ru; [on John i 19, p. 102, the reading of two
MSS. only is recorded, and they vary suspiciously between
0 p. vios Beos and 6 p. vios Tob feod; in an indirect reference
shortly afterwards 7év p. stands without a substantive;] on John
xiii 23, p. 439; ¢. Cels. i1 71, p. 440, certainly in two MSS,,
apparently in all except two closely allied MSS., from which
De la Rue introduced viss). Eusebius twice, once as an alter-
native not preferred by himself (De Eccl. Theol. p. 67, 6 povoye-
vis vids, 7 povoyerns Beds), and in one other exceptional but
seemingly unsuspicious place, p. 174. EPIPHANIUS three or four
times (Ancor. p. 8 [the clear statement here confessedly leaves
no doubt as to the quotation at p. 7, hopelessly mangled in the
printed text]; Panar. 612, 817). DBASIL at least twice (De Sp.
Sanct. 15, 17, pp. 12, 14 Garn., quotation and statement con-
firming each other, as the Benedictine editor notes, adding
that earlier editions, unsupported by any of his six MSS., read
vics; the quotation with vios at p. 23, which has no note, may
therefore be only an unwary reprint), GREGORY OF NyssA
ten times, always somewhat allusively, as is his usual manner
in citing Scripture, (¢. Eunom. ii p. 432 [469 Migne]; 447 [493];
478 [540]; i1 506 [581]; vi 605 [729]; viii 633 [772]; ix 653
[801]; x G81 [841]; De wit. Mos. 192 [i 336]; Hom. zwii in
Cant. 663 [i 1045]: on the other hand wviss is printed twice,
¢. Eun. it 466 [521]; Ep. ad Flav. 648 [iii 1004]). The (Ho-
meeousian) Synod of Ancyra in 358 (in Epiph. Pan. 851 ¢: the
allusion here is reasonably certain'). DIDYMUS three times (De
Trin. 126 p. 76; 11 5, p. 140 [cf. i 15, p. 27]; on Ps. Ixxvi 14,
p. 597 Cord. [with absolute certainty by the context, though
vios is printed] : an allusion on Ps. cix 3, p. 249 Cord. or 284
Mai, drops the substantive). CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA (ad I

1 The laxity of a reference to Prov. guarded by ample previous exposition
viii 25 (viéw for yerrd pe) in the same (852 BC, 853 B—D): here it would
sentence was unavoidable, and it was  have been gratuitous and misleading.

1—-2
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p. 103 [without o] by Mr Pusey’s best MS. and repeated refer-
ences in the following comment), and in at least three other
places (Thes. 137, [without o] 237; Dial. quod Unus, 768 : twice
(Thes. 365 ; Adv. Nest. 90') Aubert’s text has wvids, which will
probably have to give way, as it has had to do in the com-
To these might perhaps be added the emperor
JULIAN (p. 333 Spanh.), for though the full quotation and one
subsequent reference have vios, another has feoss, which the
argument seems on the whole to require.

The patristic evidence for [o] woroyerys vids has next to
be given. Irenzus twice, but only in the Latin translation
(see above), and exactly in the Old Latin form, with nis¢ in-
serted before unigenitus, and once with Des added to Filius, so
that we seem to have the reading of the translator, as often,
HiprpoLYTUS (c. Noetum 5) without o: all
(lepends on Fabriciug’s editing of a modern eopy of a single
Vatican MS., and the context is neutral. An EPISTLE from
certain bishops at ANTIOCH (260—270 A.D.) to Paul of Samo-
sata (Routh, B. 8. iii 297), again dependent on a single MS,
unexamined for some generations, and with the detached

mentary?®.

not of Irenmus.

phrase Tov povoyevy) viov ToU feod Beov occurring not long before,
The Latin version of the “Acts” of the disputation between
ARCHELAUS and Mani, c¢. 32, where again the inserted nist
shews the 1mpossibility of deciding whether author or trans-
lator is responsible. KEUSEBIUS OF CAESAREA six times, De
FEecl. Theol. p. 67 (with feos as an alternative, see above), 86,

92, 142;

! In this case the text is also Pusey’s
(p. 170); but it rests on a single MS.
of the fifteenth century: it is followed
in a few lines by § ye uhw év koAme T00
Ocoll xal marpds povoyerys Beds Nbyos.

2 In the ¢ Dialogues’ of an unknown
Cmsarius (Inter. 4, post Greg. Naz. iv
864 Migne), probably of the fifth if not
a later century, the context implies
Oeds, though viés is printed. The ap-

in Ps. Ixxiv. p. 440 Mont.; in Es. vi. p. 374. Eu-

parent conflict of text and context has
been lately pointed out by Prof. Abbot,
who still regards the reading as only
doubtful. The possibility of reconci-
ling with the actual language an infer-
ential argument from John i 18 con-
taining vids seems to me infinitesimal :
but I am content to leave Cesarius in
a note, .
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STATHIUS, De Fngastr. p. 387 All. ALEXANDER of Alexandria,
Ep. ad Alexz. in Theodoret, H. E. i 3; but with the detached
phrase Tov povoyevods feot on the next page. ATHANASIUS
seven times (Ep. de Decr. Nic. 13, 21; Or. ¢. Ar. ii 62; iv
16, 19, 20, 26). GREGORY OF NAZIANZUS, Orat. xxix 17.
Basil of Ceesarea, Ep. 234, p. 358, besides one of the three
places in the De Spiritu Sancto already mentioned, where
at least one Moscow MS. has feos: but the evidence adduced
above casts doubt on both places. Gregory of Nyssa twice
(see p. 3); but the reading is most suspicious. TITUS OF
BostrA (adv. Man. p. 85 Lag.: but p. 93 ¢ u. wvics Oecs).
THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA (ad l. bus in Mai, N. P. B. vii 397 £.).
CHRYSOSTOM ad [, and later writers generally. On Julian
see p. 4.

It is unsatisfactory that so much of the patristic testimony
remains uncertain in the present state of knowledge; but such
is the fact. Much of the uncertainty, though not all, will
doubtless disappear when the Fathers have been carefully
edited. In familiar passages scribes, editors, and translators
vie with each other in assimilating biblical quotations to the
texts current among themselves; and from the nature of the
case the process is always unfavourable to ancient readings,
whether true or false, which went out of use comparatively
early. It would therefore be absurd to treat the uncertainty
as equally favourable to both readings. Where we have a
Greek original, without various reading noted, and without
contradictory context, vios has a right to claim the authority
provisionally, in spite of private suspicions: but it would be
unreasonable to concede to vids any appreciable part in Origen,
Gregory of Nyssa, Didymus, or Cyril—I ought to add, in Ire-
neus or Basil—notwithstanding the variations already men-
tioned. Serious doubt must also rest on an isolated vios in a
neutral context, when, as in the case of the Epistles of the
Antioch bishops and of Alexander, povoyerns Geos is found at
no great distance, though without any obvious reference to
John i 18: the doubt is not removed by the fact that one or



6 ON THE WORDS MONOMENHC OEOC

two Latin Fathers® bhave unigenttus Filius in their quotation,
and unigenitus Deus often elsewhere.

To gather up the documentary evidence with the usual
abbreviations, we have

Oeos NBC*L 33
Memph. Syr.vulg. Syr.hclmg. [?Aeth.]
*VALENTINIANL . Iren. *CLEM. *ORriG. [Euseb.]
tSyn.Anc. *EpipH. *Dip. *Bas. *GRrec.Nyss. *CYRAL
Cf. Caes.

vios AX &c. &c. [?D]
Latt.omn. Syr.vet. Syr.hecl. Syr.hier. Arm. [Aeth.codd.]
[?? Iren.(lat.)] ?+Ep.Ant. ?+Act.Arch.(lat.) *EUSEB.
*¥*ATH. TEust. ?7Alex. Al [??Bas.] Greg.Naz. [??Greg.
Nyss.] Tit.Bost. *THEOD.MOPS. *CHRYS., &c.

Testimonies marked with * prefixed are clear and suffi-
cient: those marked with 4 depend on a single quotation,
with a neutral context. The Latin Fathers, as almost
always, attest only what was read in the Latin versions:
all Latin authorities have wunicus Filius or unigenitus
Iilvus, q adding Dex.

Against the four best uncials vios has no tolerable uncial
authority to set except A and X, of which even A is in the
Gospels very inferior to any one of the four, much more to
their combination, and it is here deserted even by Syr.vulg., its
usual companion, while 33 is approached by no other cursive.
Manifestly wrong readings of AX and their associates abound
hereabouts as everywhere: see i 16, 21, 26 bis, 27 quater, 30,
31, 89, 42, &c.: when D is added, wrong readings still recur, as
i 84; iv 2, 21, 25, 86, 37, 39, 42, 52, &c. The solitary posi-
tion of 33 among cursives here arises from the peculiarity of its
position generally, and not merely from its comparative cxcel-
lence, great as that is, The good readings supported by the

1 Hilary and Fulgentius. The latter  Deus, but doubtless not from a Latin
twice quotes the text with wnigenitus  copy of the Gospels.
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other good cursives of the Gospels are, with rare exceptions,
found likewise in the authorities called ¢ Western’, such as
D and the early Latins; that is, their ancient element is
almost wholly ‘ Western’, for good and for evil: the ancient
element in 33 on the other hand can be only in part ‘Western’,
for it abounds in true ancient readings which, as here, have
little or no “Western’ authority. That the Old Syriac has
vios 1s quite natural, when it has so many early ‘Western’
readings: what i1s really singular is the introduction of feos
at the revision, when few changes came in at variance with
the late Antiochian text (Theodore, Chrysostom, &c.); and as
feos is not an Antiochian reading, its support by the Syriac
Vulgate acquires especial weight. Among early versions this
and the invaluable Memphitic more than balance the Old
Latin and OIld Syriac, which so often concur against BCL
Memph. in wrong readings of high antiquity, as 1 4, 24, 26,
38, 42; 1ii 8, 25; iv 9. In the later versions wvios has no
doubt the advantage.

The Ante-nicene Fathers follow the analogy of the versions.
With the exception of the Antioch epistle, vics occurs in writers
with a predominantly Western type of text, Hippolytus and
Eusebius (compare the gloss in ii1 6 at p. 72 of the De Lcc.
Th.); while Irenzeus leaves their company to join Clement and
Origen in behalf of fegs. After Eusebius the two readings are
ranged in singular conformity with the general character of the
respective texts generally. Cyril of Alexandria, Didymus, Epi-
phanius, are almost the only Post-nicene writers in whom we
find any considerable proportion of the true ancient readings
of passages corrupted in the common late text, while Basil and
Gregory of Nyssa have also a sprinkling of similar readings, a
larger sprinkling probably than Athanasius or Gregory of
Nazianzus, certainly than Theodore, Chrysostom, or their suc-
cessors. Thus it comes out with perfect clearness that wvios is
one of the numerous Ante-nicene readings of a ‘ Western’ type
(in the technical not the strictly geographical sense of the
word) which were adopted into the eclectic fourth century
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text that forms the basis of later texts generally. As far
as external testimony goes, fess and wviss are of equal anti-
quity : both can be traced far back into the second century.
But if we examine together any considerable number of read-
ings having the same pedigree as vios, certain peculiar omissions
always excepted, we find none that on careful consideration
approve themselves as original in comparison with the alter-
native readings, many that are evident corrections. No like
suspiciousness attaches to the combination of authorities which
read feds. Analysis of their texts completely dissipates the
conjecture, for it is nothing more, that they proceed from an
imagined Egyptian recension. The wrong readings which they
singly or in groups attest can be traced to various distant ori-
gins, and their concordance marks a primitive transmission
uncorrupted by local alterations, Such being the case, feos is
commended to us as the true reading, alike by the higher cha-
racter of the authorities which support it, taken separately, and
by the analogy of readings having a similar history in ancient
times. i

External evidence is equally decisive against the insertion
of o, omitted by the four uncials, one passage of Origen pro-
bably (c. Cels. 11 71), and two of Cyril (ad I. and Thes. 257).
On such a point the evidence of versions and quotations is
evidently precarious.

Probabilities of Transcription will doubtless be easily re-
cognised as favourable to feds. Movoyerns feos is an unique
phrase, unlikely to be suggested to a scribe by anything lying
on the surface of the context, or by any other passage of
Scripture. Movoyers vios (the reading of Hippolytus and of
Eusebius once, tn FPs.), and still more 6 povoyevns wvids, is a
familiar and obvious phrase, suggested by the familiar sense
of wovoyers in all literature, by the contrast to Tof marpés in
the same verse (and mapa mwatpos in 14), by two other early
passages of this Gospel (iii 16, doTe ToV vidwr Tov povoyery
édwkev, and 111 18, o7¢ pn) wemioTevker els 10 dvoua ToU movo-
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vevods viod Tod feod), and by a passage of St John’s first
Epistle (iv 9, 61¢ Tov viov adrod TOv povoryevi] améoTarKey
0 Beds els Tov xéouov). The always questionable suggestion of
dogmatic alteration is peculiarly out of place here. To the
MMonogenes in the Ogdoad of the Valentinians, among whom by
a mere accident we first meet with this and other important
verses of St John, feds could be only an awkward appendage :
the Valentinians of Clement take it up for a moment, make a
kind of use of it as a transitional step explaining how St John
came to give the predicate feos (in i 1) to Logos, whom they
anxiously distinguish from Monogenes (= Arche), and then pass
on to their own proper view, in which Sonship alone appears as
the characteristic mark of Monogenes; while the Valentinians
of Irenseus content themselves with reciting the bare phrase
Clodvvys.. Apyngy Twa vmotifetar To wpdTov yevvnbév [sic] vmo
Tob Beod, 0 8n xal Tiov. kai Movoyevi Oeov kéxhnrev, év &
Ta mavra 6 Ilam)p mpoéBale omepparicds) and leaving it, justi-
fying 1 1 by the general remark 7o yap éx feod ryevvnfév Oeos
éoTiw, but not otherwise referring again to any feds except Him
whom St John, they say, distinguishes in 11 from Arche (= Son)
and Logos. Neither in the Valentinian nor in any other known
Gnostical system could there have been any temptation to
invent such a combination as povoyevis Geos. Nor is it easy
to divine what controversial impulse within the Church could
have generated it in the second century; for the various doe-
trinal currents of that period are sufficiently represented in
later controversies of which we possess records, and yet there
is, I believe, no extant writer of any age, except that very
peculiar person Epiphanius’, who makes emphatic controversial
appeal either to feos per se, or to feos as coupled with uovo-
yevijs, or (with a different purpose) to movoyerns as coupled
with feds, whether in this verse or in the derivative detached
phrase mentioned hereafter. The whole verse, with either

1 Also Cewesarius, if the printed viés against St John in this verse, if T am
is wrong. The emperor Julian may be  right in surmising that povoyerys eds
added, as finding matter of aceusation  was the reading before him,
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reading, soars above thie whole extant theology of the second
century antecedent to the great Catholic writers at its close:
but I could almost as easily believe that that age invented
St John’s Gospel, as some learned persons say it did, as that
it invented wovoyevys Bess. Once more, assuming povoyevrs
feés to have obtained a footing in MSS, we cannot suppose
that it would gain ground from o povoyevys viés 1n transcription,
unless we trust modern analogies more than actual evidence.
The single fact that wovoyeris feos was put to polemical use
by hardly any of those writers of the fourth century who pos-
sessed it, either as a reading or as a phrase, shews how unlikely
it is that the writers of our earliest extant MSS. were mastered
by any such dogmatic impulse in its favour as would overpower
the standing habits of their craft.

The only other possible explanation is pure accident. The
similarity of YC to OC, though doubtless greater than that of
the words at full length, is hardly strong enough to support
a word forming a new and startling combination, though it
might be able to cooperate in a transition fo so trite a term
as povoyerjs wios. But a still more serious objection to this
suggestion is the absence of the article in what we must con-
sider the primitive form of the reading, wovoyevss feds. Sup-
posing for the sake of argument that YC might pass into OC,
the change would still have left 6 standing ten letters back,
and there would have been as little temptation to drop o before
febs as before vids, as is shown by the profuseness with which
the Fathers (and their scribes) supplied it subsequently. On the
other hand the known boldness of ‘ Western’ paraphrase would
have had little scruple in yielding to the temptation of in-
serting ¢ after changing wios to eos, whether immediately or
after an interval in which the article remained absent.

Thus, on grounds of documentary evidence and probabilities
of transcription alike, we are irresistibly led to conclude that
povoyevys fels was the original from which o povoyerns vics
and 6 povoyevijs proceeded. More than this no evidence from
without can establish: but in a text so amply attested as that
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of the New Testament we rightly conclude that the most
original of extant readings was likewise that of the author
himself, unless on full consideration it appears to involve a
kind and degree of difficulty such as analogy forbids us to
recognise as morally compatible with the author’s intention,
or some other peculiar ground of suspicion presents itself.

This is perhaps the best place to mention a third reading
to which Griesbach was somewhat inclined (it must be re-
membered that BC were as yet assumed to agree with most
MSS. in reading wiés, and N was unknown), and which at one
time seemed to me probable, namely 6 povoyers without either
substantive. It is supported however by neither MS. nor
version except the Latin St Gatien’s MS., but by a few quota-
tions in Greek and Latin Fathers, almost wholly writers who use
one or other of the fuller readings elsewhere; the only con-
siderable exception being Qyril of Jerusalem (Cat. vii 11). It
is doubtless common to find different authorities completing an
originally elliptic or condensed expression in different ways.
But the stray instances of o povoyerijs and Unigenitus are suffi-
ciently explained by the extreme frequency of this simple form
of phrase in the theological writings of the fourth and fifth
centuries. Nor, on an attentive scrutiny, does it commend
itself even as a conjecture, these unsubstantial shreds of
authority being discarded. To those indeed who justly recog-
nise the conclusiveness of the evidence which shews that wovo-
wyevis Beés cannot be a corruption of ¢ wovoyevss vids, yet are
unable to believe that St John wrote it, 0 povoyeris affords the
best refuge. In sense it suits the immediate context, having
in this respect an advantage dver o povoyevjs vids; though it
seems to me to fail in relation to the larger context formed by
the Prologue, and to lack the pregnant and uniting force which
I hope to shew to be possessed by povoyerys feos. But serious
difficulties as to transcription have to be added to the want of
external evidence. It is as inconceivable that fecs should have
been supplied to complete o povoyemjs m the second century,
with the further omission of the article, as that 6 povoyerns vios
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should have been altered to povoyevys fecs. Nor is the case
improved by supposing accidental errors arising out of simi-
larity of letters, CO becoming COCO, and O being lost after €.
It would be an extraordinary coincidence either that both slips
of the pen should take place at the same transcription, though
separated by MONOMENHC; or that two corruptions of the
same clause should take place at different times, yet both before
the earliest attested text of the New Testament. And again to
suppose povoyevns without 6 to be the true reading would only
change one difficulty for another: uovoyerns without either
article or substantive, followed by 6 &v, and caught up by
éxetvos, would be harsh beyond measure. Thus the conjectural
omission of the substantive produces no such satisfying results
as could for a moment bring it into competition with the best
attested reading, except on the assumption that the best attest-
ed reading is impossible. .

Accordingly the field of criticism is now in strictness nar-
rowed to the alleged impossibility of povoyevns Geds. Tt will
however be well for several reasons to examine the readings on
their own positive merits, without reference to the strong asser-
tions of private and overpowering instinct by which criticism is
sometimes superseded. We have therefore, thirdly, to consider
Intrinsic Fitness.

St John’s Prologue falls clearly and easily into three
divisions:

(@) 1. The Word in His Divine relations in eternity ante-
cedently to creation.

(B) 2—13. The Word in His relations to creation, and
especially to man, chiefly if not altogether antecedently to the
Incarnation. ‘

(v) 14—18. The Word as becoming flesh, and especially
as thereby making revelation.

(The two digressions G—S8, 15, in which the Baptist’s office
of witness is put forth in contrast, do not concern us here.)

The first division ends with the simple affirmation that the
Word, who was mpés Tov fedv, was Himself feds. - In the
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second division, after the initial od7os which reintroduces the
second clause of verse 1, His original name 1is not repeated:
He is presented as the universal Life, and as the Light of
mankind ; coming into the world, and ignored by it; visiting
His own special home, and receiving no welcome there, though
in a manner accepted elsewhere: so ends the history of the
old world. The third division pronounces at once the name
unheard since verse 1, but now as part of the single stupendous
phrase 6 Aoyos cap§ éyévero, and adds the visible sojourning
of the Word ‘among us’, whereby disciples were enabled to
behold His glory. This glory of His i1s further designated, by
a single phrase which is a parenthesis within a parenthesis, as
being “a glory as of an only-begotten from a father”. Neither
the Son nor the Father, as such, has as yet been named,
and they are not named here: there is but a suggestion by
means of a comparison (the particle ws and the absence of
articles being mutually necessary), because no image but the
relation of a wovoyevns to a father can express the twofold
character of the glory as at once derivative and on a level with
its source. Then the interrupted sentence closes in its original
form with the description 7\jpys yapitos rai drpfelas, fol-
lowed, after the interposition of the Baptist’'s testimony, by a
notice of this fulness of grace as imparted to Christians, and
its contrast with the preceding Law. Finally verse 18 ex-
pounds the full height of this new revelation. Now, as truly
as under the Law (Ex. xxxiit 20; Deut. ix 12), Deity as such
remains invisible, although the voice which commanded has
been succeeded by “the Truth” which was “beheld”. Yet a
self-manifestation has come from the inmost shrine: One of
whom Deity is predicable under that highest form of deriva-
tive being which belongs to a govoyerrs, not one of imperfect
Deity or separate and external place but He who in very
truth is els T0v xoAmov 7ol martpos,—He, the Word, inter-
. preted Deity to the world of finite beings.

Part of this meaning is undeniably carried by the common
reading 6 wovoyevss wios; but incongruously, and at best only
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a part. Here as in v. 14 special force lies in povoyeris in
contrast to the share possessed by one among many brethren ;
and for this purpose wvios adds nothing, if indeed it does not
weaken by making that secondary which was meant to be
primary, for other ‘children of God’ had just been mentioned
(vv.12,13). There would also be something strangely abrupt in
the introduction of the complete phrase o povoyeris vics, as a
term already known, which ill suits the careful progress of
St John: the leap from s povoyevois mapa mwarpos would be
too sudden; the absence of any indication identifying o vios
with the Word would be dangerously obscure, while the article
would mar the integrity of the Prologue by giving its crowning
sentence a new subject in place of 6 Adoyos; and in any case
a designative name would serve the argument less than a
recital of attributes. This last point comes out more clearly
as we follow the exquisitely exact language of the whole verse.
The ruling note is struck at once in fedr, set before ovdeis in
emphatic violation of the simple order which St John habitu-
ally uses: and further feov has no article, and so comes vir-
tually to mean ‘One who is God’, ‘God as being God’,
and perhaps includes the Word, as well as the Father’. In
exact correspondence with feov in the first sentence is povo-
verjs Oeds in the second. The parallelism brings out the
emphasis which the necessary nominative case might other-
wise disguise, and a predicative force is again won by the
absence of the article. St John is not appealing to a recog-
nised name, as an inserted article would have seemed to imply,
but setting forth those characteristics of the Revealer, already
described (v. 14) as ‘the Word’, which enabled Him to bring
men into converse with ‘the Truth’ of God, though the be-
holding of God was for them impossible. It needed but a
single step to give the attribute povoyerrs to Him whose glory
had been already called a glory as of a povoyevys from a father,
It needed no fresh step at all to give Him the attribute feos,
for He was the Word, and the Word had at the outset been

1 Cf. Greg. Naz. Ep. 101 p. 87 A, Ocrns yap kad' éavrip ddparos.
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declared to be Oeos. The two elements of the phrase having
thus been prepared, it remained only to bring them together,
associating Deity with Him as Son (for that much is directly
involyed in the single term povoyerss) as expressly as it had
been already associated with Him as Word ; and then the com-
bination is fixed and elucidated by the further description ¢
wv els Tov kONmov ToD watpos'. It begins with the article, for
now that One has been called povoyevis feés,—and in One alone
can both attributions meet,—there is no longer need for gene-
rality of language ; we exchange ““ One that is—7” for “ He that
is—”. In like manner now that He has been set forth as actually
povoyevys as well as feos, it has become right to speak defi-
nitely of Tod matpos. The connecting phrase ov eis Tov xohmov
is a repetition of o Adyos 5y wpls Tov Oedy, translated into
an image appropriate to the relation of Son to Father. \

Thus St John is true to his office of bringing to light hidden
foundations. The name ‘The Word’, in which he condenses
so much of the scattered teaching of our Lord and the earlier
apostles, leads gradually, as he expounds it, to the more widely
current idea of Sonship, which after the Prologue he employs
freely; and yet is not lost, for éfnynoaro suggests at once the
still present middle term of v. 1 through which povoryerns
has become linked to feos. The three salient verses of the
Prologue are 1, 14, 18. These by themselves would suffice to
express the absolute primary contents of St John’s ‘message’:
the intervening verses are properly a statement of the ante-
cedents of the Gospel, and of its meaning as illustrated by its
relation to its antecedents. Verse 1 declares the Word to have
been ‘in the beginning’ @ecs; verse 14 states that the Word,
when He became flesh, was beheld to have a glory as of a
povoryevis 5 verse 18 shews how His union of both attributes
enabled Him to bridge the chasm which kept the Godhead
beyond the knowledge of men., Without povoyerns Geos the end

1 Cf. Cyr. Al. ad L. p. 107 B, éredh marpds, Wa vofrar kal vids ¢ avrol
yap &pn Movoyevd kal Oedy, TiOnow  kal év avT@ Puokds k.T.\.
ebfus 'O v év Tols koAmoes Tob
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of the Prologue brings no clear recollection of the beginning:
Oeos 1s the luminous word which recites afresh the first verse
within the last, and in its combination with wovoyerss crowns
and illustrates the intervening steps.

It is therefore vain to urge against the phrase that it is
unique in the New Testament. The whole Prologue is unique,
and povoyerns Oeds seems to belong essentially to a single defi-
nite step in the Prologue. No writer except St John applies
povoyerys to our Lord at all, and he only in the three other
closely connected places already cited. In each of them there
is a distinctly perceptible reason why wviés should be intro-
duced; and moreover there were obvious objections to the
employment by St John of the definite title 0 povoyerns fecs,
that is, with the article. If we examine the combination dis-
passionately, it is hard to see in it anything inconsistent with
the theology of St John, unless the idea of an antecedent
Fatherhood and Sonship within the Godhead, as distinguished
from the manifested Sonship of the Incarnation, is foreign to
him. This idea is nowhere enunciated by him in express
words; but it is difficult to attach a meaning to 6 ov els Tov
kONov Tob TaTpes on any other view, and it is surely a natural
deduction from the Prologue as a whole (with either reading)
except on the quaint Valentinian theory that the subjects of
vv. 14 and 18 are different, while it seems impossible to divine
how he can have otherwise interpreted numerous sayings of our
Lord which he records. The paradox is not greater than in the
other startling combination 6 Alyos gapf éyévero, the genuine-
ness of which no one affects to question, though its force has
been evaded in different directions in all ages.

The sense of povoyevns is fixed by its association with vids
in the other passages, especially v. 14, by the original and
always dominant usage in Greek literature, and by the pre-
vailing consent of the Greek Fathers. It is applied properly
to an only child or offspring; and a reference to this special
kind of unicity is latent in most of the few cases in which
it does not lie on the surface, as of the Pheenix in various
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The sense of povoyevns is fixed by its association with vids
in the other passages, especially v. 14, by the original and
always dominant usage in Greek literature, and by the pre-
vailing consent of the Greek Fathers. It is applied properly
to an only child or offspring; and a reference to this special
kind of unicity is latent in most of the few cases in which
it does not lie on the surface, as of the Pheenix in various
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authors, the povoyevis ovpavés of Plato (7im. 31 B) as made by
the ‘Father’ of all (28 ¢), and the wovoyevys kdéopos of writers
who follow him. Instances are not entirely wanting in which
povoyevrs is used of things that are merely alone in their kind
(as if from évos, and in its widest sense) ; but this rare laxity
of poipular speech, confined, if I mistake not, to inanimate,
objects, cannot be rightly accepted here. It finds indeed some
support from Gregory of Nazianzus (Orat. xxx 20 p. 554 A)
and Ammonius (on iii 16 in the catens): but Basil’s simple
rendering (adv. Eun. i1 20 p. 256 A) o wovos ryevrnbfers, put
forward in opposition to Eunomius’s arbitrary invention ¢
wapa povov ryevouevos, (compare Athanasius’s negative defini-
tion, Or. c. Ar.ii 62 p. 530 A, 6 yap ToL povoyevris ovk BuTwy
dM\wv adedpdy povoyevnys éoriw,) expresses the sense of the
greater writers of different ages’, though they sometimes add
While however the idea conveyed by the
verb itself in the paraphrase povos revvnfOels belongs essen-
tially to the sense, the passive form goes beyond it, as perhaps
even in unigenitus, and the narrower sense of the English verb
in ‘only-begotten’ departs still further from the Greek. If ¢
p. vios were the true reading, it would on the whole be a gain
to adopt ‘ the only Son’ from Tyndale in iii 16, 18, and from
the English Apostles’ Creed, where ¢ only’ represents the povo-
eyevns of this or the other like passages, as ‘only-begotten’ repre-
sents it in the ‘Nicene’ Creed of the English CommunionService.
But no such expedient is possible with uovoyerns Beos; and so
the choice lies between some unfamiliar word, such as ¢sole-
born’, and the old rendering which certainly exaggerates the
peculiarity of the Greek phrase, though it may be defended
by imperfect analogies from other passages of the New Testa-

€k uovov to povos.

1 A few out of the many somewhat
later patristic illustrations of the true
sense are collected, not without con-
fusion in the appended remarks, by
Petau de Trin. ii 10 10 ff.; vii 11
3 fi, Cyr.Al. Thes. 239 . is specially
clear: uovoyeviys...0i& 76 pdvov Tovror

II,

elvat kapmwor warpikéy: again ds
udvos @uowkds vyevvylels: again
ws uovos puoikds yevvnbels: again
el 8¢ umdels wdmore povoyevés T4 pdvoy
Eoyov xéxhnyxe, wds 6 vids s yevoue-
vos d\N’ oux ws yevynlels povoyevis
vondrjoerac;

2
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ment. A change of a different kind however seems absolutely
required, either the insertion of ¢One who is’, or the resolved
rendering ‘ An Only-begotten who is God, even He who &c.’:
without some such arrangement the predicative force of wovo-
vyevrs Beos is lost, and the indispensable omission of the English
article becomes perilous.

But these matters of translation do not affect, though they
illustrate, the primary question as to St John’s own Greek
text. I have, I trust, now given sufficient reasons for con-
cluding not only that povoyevss feos presents no such over-
whelming difficulty as to forbid its acceptance notwithstanding
the weight of evidence in its favour, but that the whole
Prologue leads up to it, and, to say the least, suffers in unity if
1t 1s taken away.

All these considerations are entirely independent of the
truth of any theological doctrines which have been deduced, or
may be deduced, from St John’s text. When it 1s urged that
certain words are incongruous with the context and with St
John’s teaching generally, it becomes legitimate and perhaps
necessary to discuss their genuineness on grounds of sense;
and not the less legitimate where, as in this case, the sense is
manifestly theological, the criterion for the present purpose
being not doctrinal truth but doctrinal congruity. Since
however 1t 1s matter of fact that a fear of theological con-
sequences is acting in restraint of dispassionate judgement,
and that in opposite quarters, I feel justified in appending
to the ecritical discussion a few remarks on the treatment
of upovoyerys Beos in ancient times, which may at least sug-
gest some diffidence in relying on the infallibility of modern
instincts.

The list already given of Fathers who read [6] uovoryevys Beos
in their text of John i 18 takes no account of the much more
widely diffused use of the phrase [0] povoyevns feds without a
biblical context. Professor Ezra Abbot justly points out that
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the phrase in itself affords no sufficient evidence as to the
reading of St John followed by those who employ it, since it is
a favourite with one or two who undeniably read ¢ povoyevss vios
when they quote the Gospel®. Yet it is equally true that this
widely spread usage bears an indirect testimony which may be
fitly noticed here, partly by its mere existence, partly by its
probable connexion with public formularies.

Origen’s voluminous remains contain the detached phrase
povoyeris feds eight or ten times, usually softened by the
addition of Adyos or in some other way. It lurks in one place
in the Antioch Epistle against Paul of Samosata (6v ovk d\Xov
memelaueBa 7 Tov povoryevn vicy Tob Beod Beav, p. 292), and
ought, I suspect, to be restored to another (rofrov 8¢ Tov vioy,
yevunTov povoyevy fuvidvt, elkova Told doparov Oeot Tuyya-
vovra,...mpd alwvwv Svta ol mpoyvdael AN ovalq kal VTooTATEL,
Oedv Geod vicw, p. 290), where the second viow cannot be sus-
tained by any punctuation, but must either be omitted or, with
better reason, exchanged for feov. With these exceptions it
is, I believe, absent from the extant Ante-nicene literature,
notwithstanding the diffusion of the corresponding biblical text.
The absence of this reading from good secondary MSS. and
from almost all the later versions shews how rapidly it was
superseded in the fourth and fifth centuries; yet we encounter
the phrase itself on all sides in this period, and certainly not
least abundantly in the latter part of the fourth century.
Without attempting an exhaustive list, it may be useful to
set down the following names and references, partly taken from
Wetstein and other critics, partly from my own notes. Atha-
nasius (c. Gent. 41 p. 40 ¢, 8u0 xal 6 ToUTov AéY0s AN Kal o
auvbetos, AN’ €ls xkal povoyevys Oeds, o kai éx TaTpos ola wHyns
aryalijs dyalos mpoebov; c. Apoll. ii 5 p. 944 A, ovyi dvBpwmov
mpds Tov Beov dvros, s Uuels curxopavtolyvres Aéyete, Ouacv-
povres TO TéY XploTiavdy puaTiplov, alhd Geod Tol povoryevois

1 The few Greek writers coming or otherwise doubtful, cannot properly

under this deseription, all of whose be taken into account,
quotations with vids are either solitary

2—2
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[i.e. One who is God, even ¢ movoyevis Oeds| evdoxrioavros Té
mAnpdpuare Tis Geotyros avTol THv Tol apyervmwov mwhacw av-
Opimov xkai molnow kawny éx pqTpas wapbévov avacTnoadsfar
éaur® Puoik] ryevrnoel kal alvTe évwoel); Arius (ap. Ath. de
Syn. 15 p. 728 E, Nowrov ¢ viods...povoyevns feos éore; Epiph.
Haer. 732 A, 6 vids...O0eAqpuaTe xai Bov\fj vmréoTn mpo ypovwy xal
wpo aldvev wApns Oeds povoyerns avalloiwtos'); Alexander
the bishop of Alexandria with whom Arius came into conflict
(. ¢. p. 734 Noess. 5 70D povoyevods Beod avexdujynros vmoaTa-
ois); Marcellus (ap. Eus. ¢. Marc. 1 4 p. 19 ¢*); Asterius (ap.
Ath. Or. ¢. Ar. i1 37 p. 505 ¢ [v.L]; de Syn. 18 p. 732 B);
Theodorus of Heraclea (on Isaiah in Mai, N. P. B. vi 226);
Eusebius [of Emesa, by Thilo’s identification] (de fide &c. [ Latine]
in Sirmondi Opp.1i 3B, 16 b, 22 A); Rufinus of Palestine (Latine
in Sirmondi Opp. 1 274 ff. ce. 39, 52, 53, and with Ferbum often);
the Synod of Ancyra (ap. Epiph. Haer. 854 ¢); Epiphanius (Haer.
755 ¢, 817 ¢, 857 A, 912 A, 981 4); Cyril of Jerusalem (xi 3, few
Oeod povoyever); Eunomius (Apolog. 15, 21, 20; Eaxpos. Frdei
2 bis); Basil (Ep. xxxviii 4 p. 117 ¢; de Sp. S. 19 p. 16 ¢; 45
p- 38B; ¢ Lun.iilp. 238 ¢; also 6 w. vios kat Oeos, 1 15 p. 228
26 p. 237 B); the Apostolic Constitutions (iii 17; v 20 § 5 ;- vii
38§3; 43§1; viii 7§ 1, 35); the interpolator of the Igna-
tian Epistles (ad Philad. 6); Gregory of Nazianzus (Ep. 202
p- 168 ¢) ; Gregory of Nyssa repeatedly and in various writings
(Professor Abbot counts 125 examples in the treatise against

1 It has been urged that wA\7pys in-  pa 76 dytor xal Ppow ék T

validates the reference, On the con-
frary the sense is that before ypérwy
and aldwwyv the Son attained that full
height, subject to no change, which is
expressed by povoyevhs Oebs.

2 Marcellus seems to be quoting a
Creed, but in such a manner as to
make its language his own. Téypage
ydp, says Eusebius (c. DMare. 19 c)
wioTevety els matépa Oedv wavro-
kpdtopa, kal €ls 7ov widy avrol
70v povoyern Oedv, kal els 70 wvel-

Oelwv ypagav pepabnkévar Tolbror Tov
T#s OcogeBelas Tpomor. Quite differ-
ent in form is the Creed presented by
him to Julins of Rome (Epiph. Haer.
836), the suspiciously Western cha-
racter of which is well known. In the
epistle to Julius (835 p) he uses the
phrase els feos xal 6 ToUTov povoyewys
vids Aéyos, where the added Aéyos pro-
bably implies fess, itself excluded by

TolTou, '
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FEunomius alone); Didymus (de Tren. i 25 p. .68 Ming.; 1 26
p. 72; with kai vios, 1 18 p. 53; 26 p. 76; with vies xac inter-
posed, i 16 p. 40; with Aéyos, 1 26 p. 753); the < Macedonian’
interlocutor in an anonymous Dialogue on the Trinity (Ath.
Opp. 11 509 B'); Isaac ‘ex Judaeo’ (Sirmondi Opp. i 406 ABC);
Cyril of Alexandria repeatedly; Andrew of Samosata (ap.
Cyr. Al. Ap. adv. Or. p. 290 Pusey [ix 333 Migne]); Theodoret
(Repr. it Capp. Cyr.12 with Agyos®; c. Nest. iv 1047 Schulze);
Theodotus of Ancyra, once with Aoyos, ence without® (post Cyr.
Al x 1336 f. Migne); Basil of Seleucia (Hom. ip. 5 A; cf. xxv
p. 139 D); Isidore of Pelusium (Zp. iii 93); even John of
Damascus in compound phrases?, perhaps following the Heno-
ticon of Zeno (see p. 24 n. 1); Hilary in peculiar abundance in
different writings (a single typical instance will illustrate his
use: “Deus a Deo, ab uno ingenito Deo unus unigenitus Deus,
non dii duo sed unus ab uno,” de Trin. ii 11); the fragments
of a Latin Arian commentary on St Luke (in Mai S. V. N. C.
iii 2 191, 199) and of Latin Arian sermons (ib. 217: cf. per
filium unigenitum Dewm in the Arian Preimus capitulus fider
catholicae, ib. 233); the Latin Opus Imperfectum on St Mat-
thew a few times (e.g. 1 20 bis, 25) &c. The chief apparent
exceptions are the later Antiochian school of Greek writers,
and Ambrose and his disciple Augustine among Latin writers.
Yet the subsequent theologians of North Africa by no means
eschew the phrase, and it is of frequent occurrence in the

1 The ¢ Orthodox’ interlocutor nei-
ther objects to the term nor uses it

doubtful whether he assumed the
combination to be already in the

himself.

2 So in Pusey’s text of Cyril (4pol.
adv. Theodoret. p. 492) with (appa-
rently all) the Greek MSS. and the
Syriac and Latin versions. Prior edi-
tions (as Schulze of Theodoret v 66
and Migne of Cyril ix 449 ¢) substitute
Tol feov for feds, apparently without
authority.

3 In his Exposition of the Nicene
Creed. But the context lcaves it

Creed, or only took its elements from
the Creed.

4 'O uovoyerhs vids kal Ndyos Tol feov
kal fess (De fid. orth. i 2 p. 792 ¢
Migne; iii 1 p. 984 4); ¢ u. vids To0
Beov kal Beds (iii 12 p. 1029 B); o p.
vios kal febs (1 2 p. 793 B). In the
third passage feds might be independ-
ent of movoyerys; not so, I think the
context shews, in the others,
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writings of Fulgentius in particular. Even in the days of
Alcuin and Theodulphus 1t is not extinct.

In the later times the tradition doubtless passed directly
from writer to writer: but this explanation will hardly account
for the wide and various acceptance found by povoyerns @eos
in the fourth century, combined with the almost complete
absence of attempts to argue from it by any of the contending
parties. This remarkable currency arose, I cannot but suspect,
from 1its adoption into Creeds. We look for it of course in
vain in Latin Creeds’, for Latin Christendom from the earliest
times known to us did not possess the fundamental reading in
the Gospel: Hilary must have learned it, as he learned much
else, from his Greek masters. Among the very few Greek
Creeds belonging clearly to the second or third century of
which we have any knowledge, we can identify povoyerns feds
only in that of Antioch, incorporated with the remarkable ex-
position of Lucianus (Sozom. H. E.1i1 5 9; vi 12 4), who suffered
martyrdom about 311. Here we read xai eis éva xlpiov "Incody
XpioTiy, Tov viov avTod TOov povoyevi feov, 8L ov Ta wdvra, TCv
yevvnbévra wpo TWr aiwvwy ék Tov watpds Oeov éx Beol, GAov
é€ énov k.7 \. (Graece ap. Ath. de Syn. 23 p. 736 A ; Socr. H. E.
1 10; Latine ap. Hil. de Syn. 28 p. 478c¢: cf. Bull Def.
Fid. Nec. 11 13 4—7). The word feov after povoyern was
perhaps not in the earliest forms of this Creed (see pp. 24, 26):
but there is no reason to doubt that it stood there in the time
of Lucianus, of whose amplifications there 1s no sign till further
on. In the passage of Marcellus of Ancyra referred to by
Eusebius (about 336), in which he apparently follows some
Creed (see p. 20), we have already found the identical An-
tiochian phrase Tov viov avrob Tov povoyevy feov. The expo-
sition of Lucianus was one of the four formularies brought
forward at Antioch in 341 : another, perhaps a modification of
the local Creed of Tyana, the see of Theophronius who recited

1 One elaborate private formulary, (Hieron. Opp. xi 202 Vall.), has
long attributed to Jerome or Au- verum Deum unigenitum et verum Dei
gustine, the Confession of Pelagius  filium.
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it, has in like manner, xai els Tov viov avTod Tov povoyevs Bedy
Aoyov, Svvapwy kai codiav, Tov kiprov Nudv Inaoty Xpiorov, 8 of
Ta mwavra, Tov yevvnbévra éx Tob watpds wPO TAY aldvwy Gedv
Té\etov éx Oecod Telelov, kal Svta mwpos Tov Bedv év UmoaTdaer
«.7\. (ap. Ath. de Syn. 24 p. 7378B). Once more the formulary
of the Synod of Seleucia in Isauria held in 359 declares, mioTev-
ouev 8¢ kai eis Tov xvpov fuwy Inoeiv Xpioriv Tov viev avTod,
Tov €€ avrov yevvnlévra amalds mpo wavrwy TOV alwrwy, Gedv
Aoyov, Beov éx Beol povoyevs), pds, Lwny, akijBetav, codlav, Stvauiy,
o o0 Ta mavra éyévero k. (ap. Ath. de Syn. 29 p. 746 C;
Epiph. Haer. 873 B, ¢; Socr. H. E. ii 40). The influence of the
two latter documents would probably be limited and temporary:
but the details of their language, so far as it was not shaped
by current controversy, must have been inherited directly or
indirectly from formularies now lost, matured before the out-
break of the Arian disputes. Nay the original Nicene Creed
itself appears to embody the phrase, though in a form which
admits of being interpreted either as a deliberate retention or
as a hesitating and imperfect obliteration of an earlier state-
ment of doctrine (see Note D). Indeed it occurs once without
any ambignity, as a friend points out, in what purports to be a
copy of the Nicene Creed included in a memorial from Eusta-
thius of Sebastia and other representatives of the Asiatic Ho-
meeousians proffering their communion to Liberius of Rome,
and expressly accepted by him as the Nicene Creed, shortly
before his death in 366. This copy differs in nothing but two
or three trivial particles from the usual ancient form except in
the words ral els éva povoyery Beov xipiov Inaotv Xpiarov, Tov
viov Tov Beod, and the omission of povoyers from its accustomed
place in the next clause (ap. Socr. H. . iv12). In the familiar
Creed usually regarded as the Constantinopolitan recension of
the Nicene Creed povoyerys feos was undoubtedly wanting,
for reasons explained in Dissertation II. But finally in
451 it stands included, though with the old Alexandrine addi-
tion Adyow, in the carefully chosen last words of the Definition
of Chalcedon: otk els Slo mpocwma uepit&opsvov 4 Siawpoipevey,
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a\\ €va Kai TOV avTov, viov Kal uovoyevy Oedv Noyov, kuptov
Inaoty Xpioror (“sed unum eundemque Filium et unigenitum
Deum Verbum Dominum Jesum Christum,” in Mansi’s primary
old version), kafamep dvwler of wpodiiTar mwepi avrod xal avTos
npds 0 xvpios "Incols Xpioros éfemailevae, kai 70 TEV TaTépWY
qpov rapadédwre avpuBorov. It is true that Evagrius (H. E. i1
4), Agatho (in Mansi Cone. xi 256), and the third Council of
Constantinople in 680 omit xai so as to bring viov and uovo-
vev) 1nto combination, as also most Latin versions omit ef,
some further making transpositions: but the reading of the
best authorities is sustained not only by its less obvious cha-
racter but by the unquestionable separation of vior from povo-
rvevij a few lines above, in the sentence mpo alwvwy uév éx Tod
maTpos yevvnlévra kara T BedtyTa, ém éoydrwy 8¢ TEY NuepdY
Tov avtov 8¢ nuas xai Sia Ty fuerépav coTnpiav ék Mapias
175 wapbévov 1ijs Oeotirov kata Ty avbpwmiétyTa, éva Kai Tov
avroy XpiaTov, viov, kupiov, wovoryevi'.

At this point a possible suspicion requires notice, whether
povoyevns feos may not owe its origin to Creeds, and have
passed from them into the text of St John. The authority of
a Creed might doubtless succeed in importing a difficult and
peculiar reading, the introduction of which in any other way
would be inconceivable. But the facts already stated are as
fatal to this as to all other suggested explanations of a change
from o povoyevns viés to povoyevys Beos; and the evidence of
Creeds does but corroborate the other evidence. I do not press
the late date, the close of the third eentury at Antioch, at which
we first find povoyevns feos actually standing in a Creed. The
Creed of Antioch in that form might be of earlier date: and the
same may be said of any Creeds which may have supplied ma-
terials at Nicea in 325, at Antioch to Theophronius in 341, and
at Seleucia in 359, though these might also belong in their corre-
sponding form to Lucianus’s or even to the next generation. But

1 The IHenoticon of the emperor Aoyovuer 3¢ Tov povoyery 7ov Beov
Zeno, promulgated in 482, begins its  wviov xal fedv, Tov k.7.\. (Evagr. II. E.
final confession with the words ‘Ouo-  1ii 14).
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conjectures of this kind will not avail unless we are prepared to
go so far as to say that uovoyevis feds stood in several distant
Creeds towards the close of the second century, or that it stood
in some one leading Creed near the beginning of the second
century, for nothing less would account for its presence in such
various biblical texts. Ptolemaus (see p. 30) speaks either from
Italy for himself-in the third quarter or at most a few years
later, or from Alexandria or Rome for his master Valentinus in
the second quarter of the century; Irensus from Asia Minor or
(less probably) Gaul; Clement and the Memphitic version from
Alexandria; Origen a little later from Alexandria and probably
also Palestine. It would not be easy to trace these scattered texts
to Alexandria, the only imaginable single centre, at that early
period: but if it were, we should find ourselves still confronted
by two weighty facts. First, there is not a trace of theological
activity at Alexandria, except that of the ‘Gnostic’ chiefs, till
the Catechetical School of the Church (Athenagoras, Pantanus,
Clement) arose in the last third of the century, which 1s too late
for our purpose: if such existed, some record of it must have been
preserved by Eusebius, who had a special interest in Alexandria,
and has given us a tolerable roll of contemporary writers from
other parts of the East. Secondly, little as we know of the Creed
of Alexandria, it happens that that little suffices to shew that it
did not contain uovoyevis Beds. There is no trace of the words
in the rule of faith expounded in Origen’s early work De Princt-
ptis (Preface to Book i § 3f.), though in various places where
he speaks in his own name (as in i 2; ii 6) there are suspicious
signs that the translator Rufinus had them before him. But
even in the days of Arius povoyerys Beos is clearly absent from
the Alexandrian Creed as recited by Alexander, notwithstand-
ing his own use of the term; for the evidently ancient words
run ai eis €va kvpov ‘Incotv Xpiorov, Tov viov Tod Beod Tov
povoryevn, yevvnBévra k.t.h. Thus all external evidence fails to
sustain a derivation from Creeds in the second century: if we
are to consider intrinsic probabilities, it must be repeated that
the invention of the phrase in the first half (and more) of the
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century is at variance with all that we know of any of its
theologies: and as for the Creeds of the Church, that in those
early days of elementary simplicity they should admit such a
combination without direct Scriptural warrant would contradict
all that we know of their manner of growth. Whether it could
have been so admitted in the third century, with the theology
of which 1t easily associates itself, is highly questionable; but
that is not the period with which we have to deal. Yet even
in the third century, as has been shown, the usage is cautious
and tentative, by no means such as we should expect with
words freely pronounced in Creeds. Origen quotes the verse
almost half as often as he employs the phrase, and in a majority
of cases he adds to the phrase some tempering word. At
Antioch, where alone else it appears, it is conceivable that the
Creed had an influence, though hardly if unsupported by Greek
MSS., in changing the reading of the Syriac version; but the
converse 1s equally possible. It is only in the fourth century
that the phrase pervades the greater part of the extant litera-
ture: and the cause surely is that, though wpovoryevis feos as a
reading was being swept out of biblical MSS. by the same acci-
dental agencies of transcription which removed hosts of Ante-
nicene readings of no doctrinal moment, as a formula it -
had at last established itself in widely known Creeds. We
cannot look to Creeds as the sources of the reading without
inverting history.

The one historical demerit then, if demerit it be, which
attaches to the combination wovoyevys fecs is that each of the
great parties in the fundamental and necessary controversies
which began in the days of Constantine was willing to pro-
nounce 1t, and that i1t has never itself become a watchword of
strife. It was not avoided by Arius or his successor in the
next generation, Eunomius, though neither of them inserted it
in his own shorter Creced (see the letter of Arius and Euzoius
to Constantine, in Socr. /7. E.1 26; Sozom. H. E. ii 27, without
even povoyevrs; and the Confession in Eunomius’s Apologeticus,
c. 5, kal els €va povoyevs) viov Tob Ocob, Beov Aiyov), by the
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Latin Arian commentator on St Luke, or by the author of the
Opus Imperfectum, usually classed as an Arian. It appears
sporadically in various quarters in the intermediate movement,
commonly called Semi-Arianism, which, however inconsequent,
in thought, retained much of the letter of Antenicene language;
while on the other hand it was not used spontaneously by
Eusebius, who habitually followed his MS. or MSS. in reading
vids in St John, It is uttered but sparingly and guardedly by
Athanasius, once 1in youth and once in old age, probably for a
similar reason’; for he seems hardly likely to have shrunk from
1t on grounds of doctrine or feeling, when we remember that he
speaks of mqv Tod feol wévrmow (Or.c. Ar. 128 p. 432 ¢) and
that the 'phrase in which he most loves to clothe his character-
istic teaching is {diov Tis ToD matpos otoias yévwmua. Once
more we find povoyerns fes in Marcellus, the blind violence of
whose antagonism to Arius conducted him to a position of his
own. Hilary, the wisest as well as the most successful cham-
pion of the cause of Athanasius in the West, employs it with
startling freedom, evidently as the natural expression of his
own inmost thought. Among the greatest of the theologians
who continued and developed the same line of tradition in the
East are confessedly Basil, Gregory of Nyssa, Didymus, and
Cyril of Alexandria; and to none of these, widely as they differ
from each other, i1s povoyevns feos strange, while with two of
them 1its use is habitual. Finally,- with an accompaniment
which guards but does not neutralise it, it obtains a place in
the definition of the last of the ‘four’ primary Councils.

This great variety of belief among those who have received
povoyevys Beés into their theological vocabulary suggests at
once that its utility is not that of a weapon of offence or de-
fence. Experience has shown that it is possible to affix a con-

1 Sometimes (as de Decr, 16 p.221E; passage of Origen quoted by him de
Or. c. Ar.ii 47 p. 515 E; Ep. ad Afr.  Decr. 27 p. 233 ¢, and is not rare else-
5 p. 895 A, c) he hag the derivative form  where.

[6] povoyeris Névyos, which occurs in a
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siderable range of meaning to words which simply express
either Deity or Sonship, and even, as bere, to a combination of
the two predicates in the same subject. But it is rarely by the
literal and apparent cogency of single texts that deliberate
convictions have ever been formed: power in producing belief
is not to be measured by convenience in argument. Under-
standing as I do both terms in the highest sense, and holding
that the doctrine of perfect and eternal Sonship within the
Godhead, for which Origen and Athanasius contended, and
which the Nicene and *Constantinopolitan’ Creeds explicitly
set forth, is fundamental truth, I cannot affect to regret that
a reading of St John’s words which suggests it, though it does
not prove it, is established as genuine by a concurrence of
evidence which I could not disregard without renouncing criti-
cal honesty. Perhaps the words may prove in due time in-
structive, thus much may be said without presumption, both to
us who receive the doctrine and to those who as yet stumble
at it.

It does not however follow that good results would now
arise from a resuscitation of the ancient formula detached
from the context of the Gospel. To employ it with the article
prefixed would open the way to serious evil; while without the
article it requires arrangements of diction which could seldom
be contrived in common usage, and which incautious writers
would be perpetually tempted to discard. The danger of the
article is somewhat less in Greek than in English: nevertheless
it must have been a dread of possible misuse that induced the
Greek theologians so often to temper the article, as it were, by
adding afterwards Adyos, vios, or some other term which fixed
the denotation of feés without lowering its sense or suggesting
“ division’.

Yet these considerations can have no place in determining
the text of St John. Taught by himself to “believe on the
name of the Only-begotten Son of God”, we do well to adhere
to the name thus entrusted to us: but we need not shrink
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from accepting and trying to interpret his other language in the
single instance when he is led—not to put forward another name
but—to join two attributes in unwonted union, that he may for

a moment open a glimpse into the Divine depths out of which
his historical Gospel proceeds.
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Note A

The details of early Greek Patristic Evidence

The earliest known Greek reference to John 1 18 occurs in
two independent accounts of Valentinian doctrine, furnished
by Irenseus and Clement respectively’. The Valentinianism
sketched by Irenzus in his first book is commonly recognised
to be that of Ptolemaeus, who apparently belongs to the genera-
tion succeeding the middle of the second century. He cannot
at all events be later than the episcopate of Eleutherus, about
175—190, under which Irensus wrote (p. 176 Mass.). “They
further teach”, Irenzus says (p. 40), “that the First Ogdoad
was indicated (ueunvuxévar) by John the Lord’s disciple, these
being their words: ‘John, the Lord’s disciple’, intending to give
an account of the genesis of the universe whereby the Father
put forth (wpoéBaiev) all things®, supposes a certain Apy7, the
first thing gendered by God (o wpdrov yevvnler vmro 1ol Oeod),
which he has also® called (kéxAnxer) Son and wovoyerns Gess, in

1 The recent criticisms of Heinriei
(Die Valentinianische Gnosis und die
heilige Schrift) and Lipsius (Protes-
tantische Kirchenzeitung of Feb. 22
1873, pp. 182 ff.: cf. Quellen d. dlte-
sten Ketzergeschichte 90) have not
thrown so much light on the mutual
relations of these two accounts as
might have been hoped for from such
otherwise instructive investigations.
It seems clear that neither Clement
drew from Irenzus nor Irenzus from
Clement, nor both from a common
immediate source. More than this it
would be rash to assert at present.

2 The text followed up to this point
is that of the Greek extract preserved
in Epiphanius (p. 196 Pet.), which
shews no sign of amplification here.
The old Latin version has omitted
some words, including those which
mark the quotation as verbal ; while
at the end of the quotation it adds
“ Et Ptolemaeus quidem ita,” omitted
by Epiphanius. But both texts imply
a Valentinian appeal to ‘‘John the
Lord’s disciple’ for what follows,

3 There is no reason to change quod
etiam nunc (al. q. e. me) of the MSS,
to quod etiam Nun with Erasmus,
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whom (or which) the Father seminally put forth all things'.”
The Valentinian writer proceeds to treat St John’s Prologue,
clause by clause, as a commentary on his theory that Adyos was
derived from 'Apy7, and ’Apyn from Oeos, all three being never-
theless intimately united; and endeavours to extract the per-
sonages of his Ogdoad from St John’s terms. From 1 14 he
obtains the first Tetrad, Pater and Charis, Monogenes and
Aletheia; and there he stops, the second Tetrad having been
already found in 1 1—4, so that i 18 is not quoted in so much
of the passage as Irenseus transcribes., But the simple term
Monogenes, required as a masculine synonym of Arche to
make a syzygy with Aletheia, is distinctly taken from i 14; so
that when the writer parenthetically attributes to St John two
other designations of Arche, Son and uovoyevis Beés, neither
of which 1s convenient for his present purpose, he cannot mean
only that they are fair deductions from language used in 1 1—14,
but must have in view some literal use by St John elsewhere;
that is doubtless 1 18 111.16, 18.

The same result presents itself at once in the Valentinian
statements of doctrine, partly copied, partly reported by Cle-
ment of Alexandria in the Excerpta found at the end of the
Florence MS. of the Stromates, and now reasonably supposed
to belong to his lost Hypotyposes (Bunsen, Anal. Antenic. i
159 ff). “The Valentinians”, he says, (p. 968 Pott.; p. 210
Buns.) “thus interpret” Jo. i 1: “they say that Arche is the
Monogenes, who is likewise called (wpocayopevesBai) fecs, as
also in what follows he [John] expressly signifies Him to be

whose conjecture is adopted by later
editors. Quod etiamnunc (or etiamnum)
is a natural rendering of 8 8% kaf: and
though Nofis oceurs in Clement’s pa-
rallel exposition, and has been noticed
already by Irensus (p. 5), it could
have no place among the terms enu-
merated as taken from St John, and
it is absent from the context which
follows, ‘

1 8o in the Venice MS. (the best) of

Epiphanius & 8% «al vidv xal movoyerh
Oedv kéxhnkev; the common text invert-
ing kal and woveyery). The true order
is retained in the Latin, ‘“‘et Filium
et Unigenitum Deum*, thoughin some
of the inferior MSS. and in the edi-
tions Domini (Dni) has been substi-
tuted for Dewn (Dm), as read by others,
including the Clermont and Arundel
MSS., the two best, and representa-
tives of different families,
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Oecs (ws xal év Tols €Efs dvrikpus Oedv avtdv Smhoi), saying
¢ povoyerns Oeds o dv eis Tov kohmov Tod waTpds éxeivos éEn-
ynoare.” The word ‘expressly’ was doubtless used because
the writer considered the Deity of Arche, though not explicitly
stated by St John, to be obviously included in the attribution
of Deity to Logos (feos v o Adyos), since Logos was derived
from feds not directly but through Arche’: but this preliminary
inference only throws into clearer relief the coupling of the
Monogenes with feds by the Evangelist himself in i 18, When
then in what follows reference is made to the Father’s ¢ putting
forth’ of the Monogenes, who is further identified with the Son
(TovT éoTiv 0 vids, 0T 8 viol 0 waTnp éyréaln), we have at once
in the combined designations a sufficient explanation of the
appearance of vios in a succeeding allusion to i 18 (xai ¢ peév

H

pelvas povoyevns vioS €ls TOV KOATOV ToU mwaTpds Ty
&vlvunaw da TS yrdoews éEnyelTal Tols aldow, ws aAv VMo
70D KONTOU avTod TpofAnbeis), without supposing wvids to have
stood here in the writer’s text of St John. The Hypotyposes
were probably written in the early years of the third century,
certainly not later®. If all the Valentinian Excerpts belong to
the ‘Eastern School’ mentioned in the obscure title (cf. Hippol.
Haer. vi 35), the coincidence with the Valentinianism in Ire-
neus would bring the evidence as to St John’s reading far
back, perhaps to the second quarter of the second century; for
Ptolemaeus is named by Hippolytus (1. c.) as belonging to the

1 So the writer in Irenzus (p. 41).
"Ev yap 7¢ watpl kal éx Tol maTpds 7
apxt, év 8¢ T4 dpx7 kal éx THs dpxFs O
Noyos. Kalds odv elmev 'Ev dpx 7 v 6
Néyos, v ydp év 7§ vl kal ‘O Nbyos
7vwpds Tdv Oeby, kal yap 7 dpxh kal
Oeds v 6 Ndyos drolobfws, 70 ydp éx
Oeol yevvnlév bebs o, o¥Tos v év
dpxi wpos Tov Oeby, Eeate Tip Tijs
wpoBolijs Tdw.,

? The next gsentence appears to con-
tain a retrospective argument justify-
ing the ascription of Deity to the
Logos, as in i. 1, by the subsequent

ascription of Deity to the Monogenes
(=Arche=Nobs), as in i. 18, which
would imply the presence of 6eds in
each verse, But in other respects the
language is obscure, and probably cor.
rupt.

3 Without referring to the Hypoty-
poses, which must be a late work,
Heinriei (l.e. 12 f) places the Ex-
cerpts and the cognate Eclogae Pro-
pheticae in Clement’s youth, about
170—180. His argument is not con-
vineing,



IN SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION 33

other or ‘Italian’ School, and thus the coincidence would have
to be traced to Valentinus as the common source of both schools,
But this assumption cannot be trusted, and we must be content
to take Clement’s author as probably belonging to the same
period as Ptolemeus.

Irenzus himself thrice quotesil8, “Deus qui fecit terram...
hic et benedictionem escae...per Filium suum donat humano
generi, incomprehensibilis per comprehensibilem et invisibilis
per visibilem, cum extra eum non sit sed in sinu Patris exsistat.
Deum envm, inquit, nemo vidit unquam nisi unigenttus Filius
Dei qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enarravit. Patrem enim invisi-
bilem existentem ille quia in sinu ejus est Filius omnibus
enarrat” (p. 189). “Deus...qualis et quantus est, invisibilis
et inenarrabilis est omnibus quae ab eo facta sunt, incognitus
autem nequaquam, omnia enim per Verbum ejus discunt,...
quemmadmodum in evangelio scriptum est, Deum mnemo vidut
unquam nist unigenitus Filius qui est in sinu Patris, ipse enar-
ravit. Enarrat ergo ab initio Filius Patris, quippe qui ab initio
est cum Patre, &c.” (p. 255). “Manifestum est quoniam Pater
quidem invisibilis, de quo et Dominus dixit, Deum nemo wvidit
unquam. Verbum autem ejus...claritatem monstrabat Patris...
quemadmodum et Dominus dixit, Unigenitus Deus qui est in
stnw Patrus, ipse enarravit” (p. 256). The Greek original being
lost, the text may be due either to Irenzus or to his translator,
who frequently transcribes an Old Latin version of the New
Testament when he comes to a quotation, even in cases where
the extant Greek shews that Irenseus had other readings.
Now the two former quotations coincide exactly (waiving Dei')
with most Old Latin authorities? even to the insertion of the
characteristic nist: the Deus of the third quotation is unknown
to Latin texts of St John, and therefore doubtless represents
the Greek. The only question that can reasonably arise is

1 Ttself found in q. was known to Tertullian through the

% Not it is true the oldest. DBut this translation. There is no real evidence,
is of no consequence except on Mass- as Dodwell has shown, for an earlicr
uet’s groundless theory that Irenzus  date than the fourth century.

II. . 3
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whether Irenseus followed different texts in different places, or
Filius was introduced by the translator. But the close prox-
imity of the two latter quotations is unfavourable to the suppo-
sition of a variation in the original Greek, and the addition of
Derv after Inlius in the first passage savours of a corrective
combination of a Latin Filius with a Greek feds’. In neither
case is the context available as evidence ; for though it contains
references to sonship, they are such as might easily be founded
on the single word povoyeris. Irenzus therefore read povo-
ryevns Beos at least once, and there is no solid evidence that he
ever read otherwise.

Hippolytus the disciple of Irenzeus, in the fragment against
Noetus now generally recognised to be the close of a larger
work, which is almost certainly the lost early Syntagma against
Heresies?, has the following sentence: ‘Opcv 6¢ Tov eov ovd els
€l 1) povos o mals xai Té\ewos dvfpwmos kal povoes Sipynoapevos
v PBovhyw Tob martpds Méyer vyap kai lwavvns Oectv ovdels
édpaxey TATOTE, LOVOYEVIS VILS O WV €IS TOV KCGANTOY TOU 7aTpos
avtos Smpyjoato (c. 5 p. 47 Lag.). It is to be regretted that
the text depends on Fabricius’s editing of a modern copy of a
single Vatican MS.; and the context is neutral. There is how-
ever no sufficient reason for doubting that Hippolytus read
v(6s, but without the preliminary article. The Syntagma must
have been written in the last decade of the second century®:
the later Hippolytean remains are barren of evidence.

Clement himself quotes the whole verse once only (Strom. v
p- 695), and then reads 6 povoyevns feés. He adds that St John
gives the name «xd\mos feod to 16 adpatov kal dppnrov, and this
remark explains the combination of Tov koAmov Tod waTpds with

1 Compare the similar case of Ori-
gen, pp. 35 f., 38.

2 See especially Lipsius Zur Quellrn-
kritik d. Epiphanios, 37 ff.; Die Quel-
len d. dlt, Ketzergesch. 128 ff.

3 So Lipsius, Q. Ep. 33—43, and
much better Q. Ketz. 137 ff. Har-
nack (Zeitsehrift f. d. hist. Theol.

1874 191 ff.) places it in the following
decade: but, after Volkmar, he refers
the fragment against Noetus to a
supposcd treatise against all Monarchi-
ans, for which, if I nunderstand him
rightly (p. 183), he accepts the date
assigned by Lipsius to the Syntagma.
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éEnyoaTo’ in a sentence in his tract De divite salvando (p. 956),
Oed Ta Tis aydmns pvoTipia, Kal T6TE EmomTEUTELS TOVY KOATOV
Tob Tatpls, Ov 0 movoyev)s vics feds udvos éényicator Eoti &
kai avrds 6 Oeos ayamn kal & ayamny fuiv dvekpaly kai TO
uev dppnrov avrob marnp T\ Here vios and feds stand side
by side, and it may be that the two readings are combined :
but 1t is more likely that vios was inserted simply to soften the
peculiar combination 6 povoyeris fecs; just as elsewhere Clement
(Ezc. Theod. p. 969), in eontroverting the Valentinian inter-
pretation already cited, inserts Adyos, perhaps from the familiar
Alexandrine form feds Aoyos founded on John 1 1: qpueis 8¢
Tov év TavTéTnTL Noyov Oeov év Oeip Ppauév, os xai eis Tov KOATOU
ToU TaTpos elvar Méyetai, adiaoTatos, auéplaTos, els feos” mwavra
80 adrob éyéveto kata THy wpogexr €vépyewav Tod v TavTiTyTL
Aoyouv...olTos TOv kONTOV ToL TaTpos €Enyroaro, ¢ coTnp. And
the process is carried a step further in an allusien which drops
feés but retains Aoyos (Paed. 1 p. 102): was yap ov peleirar
8¢ v o povoyevns €k kOATwWY waTPOS KaTaméumeral Aiyos THS
miotews; It will be observed that there is ne trace of wvios
except in the passage from the tract De divste, where the sub-
ject, ayamn, would have rendered the introduction of Alyos
inappropriate.

Origen’s extant quotations of the verse arc confined to his
commentary on St John’s Gospel and his treatise against Celsus.
Commenting on John i 7, he transcribes the whole passage
15—18 (iv 89 Ru.), reading o movoyerns fecs. Unfortunately
we do not possess his exposition of the passage itself, his third,
fourth, and fifth tomes being lost. The sixth tome begins, after
the preface, with i 19, treating the ‘witness of John’ as a
second witness of his, that is, of the Baptist, and arguing
against Heracleon who had attributed v. 18 (though strangely
not 16,17) to the Evangelist. He thus sets up a former witness
of John, as apEauévns amo 100 OdTos v ov elmov ‘O émiocw
pov épyouevos, kai AMpyovorns eis 6 'O povoyevins vios Tod

1 The same combination 'occurs, as wo shall see (pp. 43 f.), in early Latin
authorities.

2

)
)



36 ON THE WORDS MONOFENHC OEOC

Beod (or vios Oeds) 6 by €is TOV KOATOV ToD TaTpos éKeLvos
éénynoaTo (iv 102), The variation of reading is here signi-
ficant. The Benedictine text adopts wids 7Tob feot from the
Bodleian MS.!, while Huet reads wvios feds® with the Paris MS.
It is hard to believe that in a verbal citation of this kind Origen
would have inserted the superfluous 7ov feov, and vics ToU
fcot is quite like a scribe’s correction of vids feds; while this
phrase is too peculiar to have been substituted for vios Tov feod,
yet might easily be written by Origen, either as a combination
of the two alternative readings which certainly existed in his
No
inference can be drawn from the loose form of expression a
few lines further down, when he pleads for the consistency of

time, or to provide against possible misinterpretation.

supposing 7o TOv povoyevi} eis TOV KONTOV GvTa TOU WATPOS TNV
éEnynow avto (the Baptist) xal wdow Tols éx Tod wAnpwuaTos
elAndpoot mapadedwwévar. In his 32nd tome the description of
St John as reclining év 76 xoAme Tov 'Incod occasions the
remark that he avéxetto év Tols xoAmois ToD Adyou, avaloyoy
T® Kal avTov elvat év Tols KoNmols ToD waTpos, kata 1o O
povoyevns Beds 6 dv els TOv kOATov Tod TaTPOS €KELvos
éEnynaarTo (iv 438), where the selection of the term Aoyos
confirms what appears to be the reading of all the MSS. Again
in the second of the books against Celsus (c. 71 1 440 Ru.),
which are transmitted in a different set of MSS. from those of
the commentary on St John, we find : "Ediafe 8¢ nuas o 'Inaots
¢ e d € ’ b4 ~ L] \ 114 \ ’ ’
kal baTis B 0 mwéuras év 7o Ovdels €yvw TOV TaTépa €l
\ ¢ e’ \ ~ \ ] \ e/ ’ 4
pn 6 vios kal 7o Oedv 0vdels édpake TWTOTE O povo-
yevys e ov feds 6 dv els Tov kOAmov Tod TaTpos
b} ~ Y ’ . b} ~ - b 4 \ \ -
éxelvos éEnyroaTo’ éxewos Oeohoydr amnyyethe Ta mepl Geol

Tols yvnoios avrov mabnrais. Such is the reading of one of

1 Prima facie the lost Venice MS.
used by Ferrari for his Latin version
might appear to have read the same,
as Ferrari has Filius Dei. But it is
morally certain that he would bave
rendered vios feds likewise by Filius
Dei; since in the two other quotations,
where there is no viés to help him,

he gets rid of feos by simple omission,
adding nothing after Unigenitus.

2 The silence of the collator of the
Barberini MS. favours this reading, as
he can have had no other standard
than Huet's edition. But the colla-
tion is evidently too imperfect to be
trusted negatively.
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Héschel's two MSS., confirmed by Gelenius’s Latin version,
Unigenctus quippe Det Deus; Hoschel's other MS. merely sub-
stituting xai wpovoyevns for ¢ povoyerns. The Benedictine text
has the received reading o uovoyevys vidgs, but only on the
authority of the Basel and Paris MSS. two closely related
representatives of a single archetype, abounding in excellent
readings but also in manifest corruptions. The silence of
De la Rue as to his other MSS. (about six) implies the absence
of at least any recorded difference from Hoschel’s readings.
The combination of feoloydr with 7a mepi feod in the closing
paraphrase moreover suggests the presence of feos following on
the 1nitial feov’. To these four quotations may be added the
following places,—the list is doubtless not exhaustive,—where
the detached phrase is used.
Sta Toti povoyevods Oeoth Noyov wetoyi) Oedtyros Sia ToiiTo 8¢ xat
ovouati (Cels. iii 37 p. 471 Ru.).
vovs feod viod Tob feov, Tov TpwToTOKOV TrdoSs kTicews (Cels.
vii 43 p. 725). ,
ToD feot Tob aopatov, Tov povoyewy Oecov (Cels. viii 17 p. 7535).

~ \ ~
Tov Teryunuévor amo Beod
s det arovew mept povoye-
To mpwroTvmor Tavrwy ayaludTwy, THY €ikova

“Puvovs rydp els povov Tev émi mwaoct Néyopey Beov kai TOV povo-
yevy attot Aoyov kai Ocov* kat vuvovuév® ye Geov kai Tov povoyevi
avTol 6§ kai A0S Kal eE\jvn Kal doTpa Kal mwisa 1) olpavia
oTpatia® vuvolo. ryap wavres ovTos, Octos Evres yopls, werad
7 év arbpwrors Sikalwy Tov émi waoe Oecv xai TOV povoyevy

1°0...4¢ wv singles out w. or x. 6.

2 Origen can hardly be introducing
here the language of an actual hymn,
as the context shews. Celsus has been
rebuking the Christians for their seru-
ples against consenting {0 join in a
pzan to a hieavenly body or a goddess,
éav 0¢ kehely Tis edpnufoar Tov fAiwoy
A Thw "Abnvdv, wpobuusTaTa werd kalolU
waidves eVpnuety olrw 7ot ¢éBew pa-
Aov Sotets TOv péyav Oedv éhv xal Tovode
dpvigs. The reply is OO wepyuévouey
evpnuficar Tov fAtor Tov kehedovra, ol
pabévres ob uovov Tols TH Jardiet Vmo-
Tetayuévovs evpnuely, ANNL kai Tols

éxOpols* ebPpnuobper olv fAov s ka-
Aoy feol dnueolpynua, kal Tods wouovs
¢pO\acaor feod, kal Gxovov ToU Alvelre
Tov kipLov, fAtos xal ceNfjry (Ps.
cxlviii 3), xal §oy ddvaues dpvoty Tdv Te
(so read for duvelre 7ov and Juvolvra
rov of the MSS.) warépa xal 7ov Snue-
ovpyov Tob mwavres' "Adnwav uévror uetd
N Nov Tacooulvny k.7 \....moOAN@ paXhoy
ov xph Upviicat kal ws fedv Sofdoat THy
’Afnréy, elve ovdé Tov THAikoiiror fAloy
wpogruvvety Nuly Béuis, xkBv eV PNud uey
adrov. Then follows the passage in
the text, as an answer to Celsus's
second sentence.
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avtod (Cels. viii 67 p. 792): for Ndyoy xai feév Hoeschel has
Bedv Aoryov, probably rightly. “Qui enim &c., et qui in medio
etiam nescientium se consistit, Unigenitus Dei est Deus Verbum
et sapientia et justitia et veritas &c.: secundum hanc divinitatis
suae naturam non peregrinatur &c.”: and after a few sentences,
“Speciem autem dicimus Verbi et sapientiae et veritatis et
justitiae et pacis et omnium quidquid est Unigenitus Deus” (In
Matt. €om. Ser. 65 iii 883). “Unigenitus ergo Deus® Salvator
noster, solus a Patre generatus, natura et non adoptione filius
est. ... Sed [Deus]... factus est Verbi pater, quod Verbum in
sinum Patris requiescens annuntiat Deum quem nemo vidit
unquam, et revelat Patrem quem nemo cognovit nisi ipse
solus, his quod ad eum Pater caelestis attraxerit” (quoted from
the second book on St John in Pamph. Apol. pro Orig. c. 5).
Lastly the most plausible instance of a seeming testimony to
the reading vios in any form of Origen’s writings is in Rufinus’s
version of the commentary on Canticles: “Possumus...etiam
hoc addere quod promurale (Cant. ii 14) sinus sit Patris, in quo
positus unigenitus Filius enarrat omnia et enuntiat ecclesiae
suae quaecunque in secretis et in absconditis Patris sinibus
continentar: unde et quidam ab eo edoctus dicebat Deum nemo
vidit unquam: Unigemitus Der Filius quv est in sinw Patris
ipse enarravit” (iii 81). Yet here too the evidence doubly
breaks down. Had Filius stood alone, the Greek quotations
would have suggested that, as in many undoubted cases of
doctrinal phraseology, the translator’s very free hand intro-
duced the Latin reading. But we have Dei Filius, that is, one
more instance of a disguised feds.

1 Two pages earlier Pamphilus quotes
from the fifth book on St John the
single sentenee, ¢ Unigenitus Filius
Salvator noster, qui solus ex Patre
natus est, solus natura et non adop-
tione filius est.” If, as seems probable
(for the manifestly incomplete state of
our second book renders superfluous
the natural suggestion that it may be
a corruption of v), the two passages

are distinct, no allusion to John i 18
is perceptible here. If they are identi-
eal, the words that follow in the longer
quotation suggest that Unigenitus Deus
rather than Unigenitus Filius is the
true reading, though 6 wovoyerhs vios
Oebs is also possible; in any ease their
own referenee to i 18 contains not
Iilius but Perbum, whieh implies feds,
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The first five books of Origen on St John were written about,
the second decade of the third century, the sixth not long after-
wards, the later books, including the 22nd and therefore doubt-
less the 32nd, after 233, the treatise against Celsus between
244 and 249. Thus our quotations cover a long period, and
proceed alike from Alexandria and from Palestine.

The epistle addressed to Paul of Samosata by certain bishops
assembled at Antioch between 260 and 270! quotes the verse
with vios and the article (ap. Routh Z. S.1ii 297). The doubts
which have been raised as to the genuineness and age of the
epistle appear to be unfounded. Its theology fits well into
the third century; while the text of its quotations from the
New Testament is mostly good, and entirely free, John i 18
excepted, from early ‘Western’ readings. As in the case of
Hippolytus, the text of the epistle appears to rest on a single
Roman MS. Two other passages probably contain the phrase
povayerns Beos, as has been already noticed (p. 19): but it has
become detached from John i 18; and there is at present no
sufficient reason to doubt that o woveyerns vios was read there.

The Acts of the disputation alleged to have been held in
Mesopotamia between Archelaus and Mani should perhaps be
noticed here, though it 1s doubtful whether they belong to the
last quarter of the third century or the first quarter of the
fourth, The ancient Latin translation has (c. 32) “ Dominum
nemo vidit unquam nisi unigenitus Filius qui est in sinu
Patris”; where once more the presence of the Latin insertion
nist throws some doubt on the whole reading: elsewhere the
quotations shew clear traces of modification, though not of
transcription, from Latin texts of the New Testament. This
part of the Acts has been printed only from a Vatican copy
of a Monte Cassino MS,

In Eusebius of Cwsarea we have the last virtually Ante-
nicene writer, that is, whose training belongs to the days before

1 Tt is unnecessary here to attempt the proceedings against Paul being
greater definiteness, the chronology of  singularly difficult.
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Constantine. The clearest evidence for our purpose is fur-
nished by two of his latest treatises, those against Marcellus, -
written in 336. Both treatises abound in the detached phrase
0 povoyevns vids; but there is no reference to John i 18 till
a few pages after the beginning of the second and longer
work, De eculesiastica theologia, where Eusebius says 7o Te
evaryye\iaTob Suappndny avrov vidy povoyevi elvas diddoxovtaes,
O @v &pn Oedv ovdels €wpakre momoTE 6 povoyevs vios,
7 povoryevns Oeds, éxetvos éfnynoato (p. 67 D). No one
can doubt that Eusebius here adopts the reading wvios: but
1t is wholly arbitrary to rejeet the clause 4 povoyerjs feos as
a gloss of scribes®. It would be difficult to find any similar
interpolation of theirs in a scriptural quotation, especially if
it introduced for once a rcading which elsewhere they perse-
cute. It is more likely that Fusebius, familiar as he must
have been with the reading feds through his Origenian lore,
took advantage of this first quotation to indicate in passing
that, while he adhered to his own reading, be did not care
to rest his case upon it”. Accordingly, having thus appealed
to “the evangelist”, he goes on at cnce to claim the yet
greater authority of “the Saviour Himself” whom he sup-
poses to have spoken John iii 16, which contains 7ov viow
avtod Tov povoyevi. At p. 8G & he again quotes the verse,
with a context which confirms wvios, and again at p. 142 c,
with a neutral context; and wios recurs for the fourth time
in a clear allusion at p. 92D. On the other hand in a solitary
passage the sentence ¢ 8¢ éméxewa Tév OAwy Oeds ral mwatip
700 Kvplov Hudy Inaod NpiaTod...uivos elxétws 6 émi wavTwy

1 It has been urged in favour of
this conjecture that in a quotation of
1 Tim, i 15 by Origen (c. Cels. i 63
p. 378 Ru.), Hoeschel's text has mwsros
6 Aoyos o7¢ ’Incovs Xptoros 6 feos
7N0ev €ls Tov Kbopor auapreleds gwoat.
Such a wild collocation as the sup-
posed ¢ gloss ” is evidence of nothing.
It can be only a Llunder of a scribe

or the editor, probably O 6C HABEN
for EICHAOGEN, .

2 Marcellus (see pp. 20, 22) used the
plirase Tov povoyevy OGedv (Eus. c. Mare.
p- 19 ¢); and his theological tendency
was to evade the idea of Divine Son-
ship. On both grounds there would
be force in a refusal of Eusebius to
haggle about the various rcading.
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kal Sta ..\, Oeds dvelpnrar mapd 79 amooTodw ¢avre (Eph.
iv 6) is continued by «ai pévos pév avrds els Beds xkal waTyp
Tol kvplov udy Incod XptoTod ypmuarilor dv, ¢ &€ vios
povoyevns Beds 6 dv eis Tov kOATov TOoU TaTpos, TO OF
waparAnToy myetua ovte Oeds ovre vios (p. 174f.). It is vain
to urge that ypnuarifor dv is not the same as avetpyrar Tapa
76 amooTéAe, where the title maintained for the Son is found
verbally in a single verse of Scripture, and where the pre-
ceding title is likewise transcribed from Scripture (2 Cor.i 3
&c,) with the exception of the word efs used just above.
Corruption of text is also unlikely, as vios could hardly stand
here in both subject and predicate, to say nothing of intrinsic
improbability >,  Doubtless therefore Eusebius did on this
occasion for a special purpose avail himself of the read-
ing® to which he habitually preferred another. It probably
never occurred to him that one of the two must be right,
and the other wrong: an inability to part absolutely with
either of two respectable traditions is not unusual in his
writings. Lastly vios stands, with neutral contexts but pro-
bably rightly, in two of Eusebius's Commentaries, on Psalm

1 Indeed els has so little force here,
as an adjunct, that it becomes suspi-
cious. It may represent 6 (€ICOC for
06C); or Eusebius may have written
€ls Oeds 6 wat#hp [1 Cor. viii 6, quoted
p- 93] xal 6 0eds kal maThp TOU KVU-
plov k.., the intervening words ¢
wathp kal ¢ Geds being lost by ho-
maoteleuton.

2 The concluding words ofre feods
obre vids are probably all in antithesis
to the second clause 6 8¢ vids...warpds;
and, if so, they imply feds, whether
they refer to the alternative readings
(as at p. 67 ), or simply take up viss
from the beginning of the clause. But
it is not impossible to take atire feds
as in antithesis to the first clause «al
povos...xpnudrifor &v.

3 Passages like the following shew

that it eould not have been astumbling-
block to his own mind on the score of
doctrine, though ¢ poveyerys vios had a
sharper edge against Marcellus: indeed
the first (on which more hereafter) sub-
stantially contains it. Kal 7¢ warpl ds
vi'y 014 mwavrds cwlrra, kal ovk dyév-
vyrov Bvra yevwdpevoy & €& dyevviTov
warpbs, povoyerd Svra Aéyov Te kal fedv
éx Beot (Dem. Ev. 1v 3 p. 149 4). Aw
39 €ls Beds 77 éxxhnolg Tob Beol knpir-
TeTai, kal ovk ErTw érepos wAjy airov
els 8¢ xal wovoyevys Tou feol vids, elkow
Tijs warpikis Bebryros, kal dib TolTo Peds
(Eccl. Th. p. 62 4). To yap wpbowmroy
700 feot ANdyov kal % Bedrns ToU povo-
~evovs viot Tol Oeod Ovyry Ploee ovk
dv yévoro karahymry (Com. in Es.
375 p).
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Ixxiv (Ixxiii) 11* without the article, and on Isaiah vi 1? with

the article.

1 In Montfaucon, Coll. No. Patr. 1
440. A freely condensed extract in
Corder’s Catena, 11 535, has the ar-
ticle.

2 In Montfaucon, ib. 11 374. The

comment of Procopius, p. 91, founded
here chiefly on Eusebius but perhaps
also on Origen, has ¢ uovoyerys Tov Qeot
Aoyos & Ov kTN,
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NotE B
The details of Latin evidence

The Latin patristic evidence is properly speaking only a
branch of the evidence of Latin versions. So far as it refers
clearly to St John’s own text, it supports wvios exclusively.
Tertullian’s citations, all occurring, as is not unnatural, in the
single treatise against Praxeas, are in no case quite verbal; but
they leave no reasonable doubt. He says (not to quote refer-
ences to the first clause only), “Apud nos autem solus Filrus
Patrem novit, et sinum Patris ipse exposutt, et ommia apud
Patrem audivt et vidit”, &e. (c. 8); “Deum nemo vidit un-
quam : quem Deum? Sermonem? Atquin, Vidimus et audi-
vimus (et contrectavimus] de sermone vitae, praedictum est: sed
quem Deum ? scilicet Patrem apud quem Deus erat Sermo,
unigenttus Itlhus qui sinum Patris ipse disserust” (c. 15, some
early editors for stnum reading est in sinu, and Rigaut [1634,
? on MS. authority] simply ¢n sinum); “Hujus gloria visa
est tanquam wunici ¢ patre, non tanquam FPatris: hic unius
(? Unicus) sinum Patrvs disseruit, non sinum suum Pater, pree-
cedit enim, Deum nemo wvidit unquam” (c. 21). Cyprian does
not quote the verse ; but had he read Deus, he would probably
have used it in his Zestimonies (ii 6) under the head Quod
Deus Christus, the texts of which from the New Testament are
Matt. 1 23; Jo.i1l; (x 34—38;) =xx 27ff.; Apoc. xxi 61
The same may be said of Novatian (de Regula Fider 11, 13,
14, 18, &c.), and is probably to be inferred from the only pas-

1 Pamele's reading unus, which is  next note): but Unicus makes as good
probably likewise conjectural, deserves  sense, and was more likely to be altered.
mention, as it might represent els (see
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sage in which he alludes to this clause, being part of an argu-
ment to shew that Christ is :dem Angelus et Deus: “Manifeste
apparet non Patrem 1bi tunc loquutum fuisse ad Agar, sed
Christum potius, cum Deus sit; cuil etiam angeli competit
nomen, quippe cum magnt consiliz Angelus factus sit, angelus
autem sit dum ezponit sinum Patris, sicut Joannes edicit: si
enim ipse Joannes hunc eundem, qui sinum exponit Patris,
Verbum dicit carnem factum esse, ut stnum Patris possit expo-
nere, merito Christus non solum homo est sed et angelus;
nec angelus tantum sed et Deus per scripturas ostenditur, et a
nobis hoc esse creditur” (c. 18). It will be observed that to
both Tertullian and Novatian the last words of the verse must
have stood as sinum Patris [ipse] exposuit (Tert.! Nov.®) or stnum
Patris tpse disserust (Tert?, perhaps his own rendering, as it
occurs nowhere else), and we have the same construction with
a different Latin verb in a, the oldest of existing Old Latin
MSS., which reads “Deum nemo vidit umquam nisi unicus
Filius solus sinum Patris ipse enarravit'.” These primitive
forms of the Old Latin rendering were smoothed away by
degrees. The inserted nis:®, probably derived from vi 46,
vanishes only in the Vulgate and one or two other late revi-
sions (fq). Unicus® is exchanged for unigenatus, and sinum for
qut est in sinu, with hardly an exception. Solus lingers only in

1 Tischendoxrf calls attention to the lators. As we have seen, Clement

coincidence of this part of the render-
ing of a (he might have added Ter-
tullian and Novatian) with the omis-
sion of 6 &v in N*, suggesting that els

was read as els: and apparently with

good reason, for X* has readings here-
abouts in common with what must
have been the original of the Old Latin
in an early form, and solus stands for
els in many authorities in Mark ii 7,
and several in x 18, both passages
having a similar turn. The correction
was probably suggested by étyyioaro,
for transitive verbs used absolutely are
always a distress to scribes and trans-

likewise supplies 7ov k6Awov ToU warpds
in interpretation.

2 There is no Greek authority of any
kind, as far as I am aware, for nisi:
it might of course be introduced from
vi 46 in Latin as easily as in Greek.

3 Retained only, it would seem, by
the Manichean Adimantus as cited by
Augustine (¢c. 4dim. viix 2 t. viii p. 120
bis). Sinum Patris gives place alto-
gether to in sinu Patris (in Patre c).
But negative statements as to the
Latin quotations could not be made
quite confidently without dispropor-
tionate labour.
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mm, and probably other revised MSS. of the same group. The
final verb is represented pretty constantly' by enarravit, vary-
ing occasionally (after ¢pse, it will be remembered) into narra-
vit. The final form, as it stands in the present MSS. of the
Vulgate, answers exactly to the prevalent Greek text: “ Deum
nemo vidit umquam; unigenitus Filius, qui est in sinu Patris,
ipse® enarravit.” This statement includes the Latin Fathers of
the fourth and following centuries, and it is needless to give
references: various types of Old Latin are represented, as the
names of Victorinus, Vigilius, Hilary, Ambrose, and Augustine
will sufficiently shew.

1 Adimantus (1. e.) has adnuntiavit: ix 37, and in scattered authorities

~ Victorinus once (adv. Ar. i 2) exposuit  elsewhere. ILike avrds, which is to be

with Tertullian and Novatian, else- found in Greek quotations but not

where enarravit. MSS., it was evidently suggested by the
* Ipse similarly represents éxelvos in  apparent sense.



46 ON THE WORDS MONOIENHC OEOC

Note C

Some details of Ethiopic evidence

Dr Wright has most kindly ascertained the texts of the two
MSS. at Cambridge, and of the nineteen in the British Museum.
They singularly illustrate the truth of Dr Tregelles’s account of
the Athiopic version (Horne’s Introduction iv 319f), which
has been questioned of late, being all paraphrastic, and exhibit-
ing no less than 12 combinations of readings, owing in part to
the addition of pronouns, and the insertion of conjunctions in
various places. Nineteen MSS. are of the 17th century or
later: of the remaining two, ascribed to the fifteenth, one (B.M.
Or. 525) agrees prima manw with the Polyglott. The accusa-
tive particle is here prefixed to uovoyerns Oeds, doubtless owing
to a misinterpretation natural in a language incapable of ex-
pressing povoyevns otherwise than by a word like wnicus
(wahed), since 1t was not to be supposed that “the only God”
denoted the Son. To povoyerns feos (or -mj -6v) six other MSS.
add vios followed by wahed, which in this second place probably
stands for uovos or eis; two of them (including the other 15th
century copy, B.M. Or. 507) having poveyevys Oeds, the other
four the accusative form. This interpolation supplied another
possible construction for the accusative unicum Deum : it could
be taken either simply in apposition to the previous feov (Deun
nemo vidit unquam, untcum Deum : [Filius unicus] qui &e.), or
as the object of éfnynoato (unicum Deum [Filius unicus] qui
est tn stnu...enarravit), or as the object of an intermediate
clause (umicum Dewm [sc. vidit] I'tlius unicus (or unus): que est
&ec.): all three constructions seem to be indicated by punc-
tuation and conjunctions in different MSS. An eighth MS.
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omits povoyevys, retaining feds vics wahed. 'The remaining
thirteen likewise omit fess. The probable sequence was as
follows, the position of the second wahed in all known MSS,
being fatal to other interpretations of the facts which might be
suggested. The original text (preserved now, as far as the
MSS. yet examined shew, only with the accusative modifica-
tion) had povoyerys Oeds, the Memphitic reading. With this
was next combined the alternative reading wios, accompanied
by wahed, either a relic of the early reading mentioned in
Note B or a like but independent interpolation: similar cou-
plets of readings originally alternative are not uncommon in this
version’. The first wahed would then be dropped as a need-
less superfluity in MSS. which escaped the accusative prefix:
and lastly the further omission of feos would reduce the phrase
to a familiar shape. The evidence is not very important; but
its history is instructive,

The verse is closed by a gloss from Heb. 1 2 in one of the
seventeenth century MSS. which omits govoyerrs Bess (B.M.
Or. 521).

1 1t is possible, but much less likely,  double reading, and that vios wahed
that the Althiopic had originally the was then omitted in some MSS.
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Note D

Unicus and unigenitus among the Latins

The varieties in the Latin rendering of povoyevns in the
New Testament are sufficiently interesting to be given in full.
Sabatier’s references have of course been freely used.

I Passages referring to our Lord

John i 14 86Eav &s povoyevols mapa watpos.
A unici (a patre) Tertt (Prawz. 21) Fr.Arian.(Mai, S.V.N.C,
iii 2 228) Hil.%(Trin. 1 10 in comment.).
untce (patris sic) e.
untcs filiv (a patre) a.
untct nate (@ patre) Oros.'(Ap. de arb. lhb. 613 Hav.).
B unigéniti (o patre) bef vulg Tert.}(Praz.16) Novat.
(Reg. Fid. 13) Hil3(Trin. i 10 text) Amb.'(i 1204 F)
Iren. lat?(42, 315) Aug.(ad l. &c.) Hieron'(Eph. v
33) &
John i 18 6 povoyevss vids 6 @v eis TOv KONTTOV TOU TATPOS.
A unicus (filius) a Adimant.'(ap. Aug. viii 120).
unigenttus (filius) beef Tert)(Praz.15: cf.7) Hil.(Ps.
138 § 85 &c.) Victorin, Irenlat. Amb. Aug. &ec.
John iii 16 7ov vidv adTob Tov povoryevy) Edwrkev.
A (filium suum) unicum abdem g' gat mm mt Tert.!(Praaz.
21) Rebapt.)(18) Fr.Arian.(226) Lucif’(151 Col.)
Hil.cod. al®
B (filoum suum) unigenitum c f{f vulg. Hil)(Tren. vi 40 cd.)
Amb.(ii 406, 626) Aug. &c.

John iit 18 70 dvoua 7ol povoyevols viod Tod Geob.
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A unict (filid Der) a d Tert.(le.) Cyp.(Zest.17; iii 31) (Fr.
Arian. 226) Lucif(lc.)
B unigeniti (filiv Det) beefffm vulg. Irenlat.(325) Amb.
(1762) Aug.(ad L) Vig.(7rirn.213 Chif) &ec.
1 John iv 9 7oy vitv avtod Tov povoyev) améatalker ¢ Oeds.
A (fililum suum) unicum m Lucif.(140).
B (filiwm suum) umgenitum vulg. Aug.(ad 1)

II  Other passages
Luke vii 12 povoyevis vids (or v. w.) 71 py7pl avTod.
A (filius) unicus all, including Amb. (waiving order).
Luke viii 42 Quyarnp povoyeris v avre.
A (filia) unica all, including Amb. (waiving order).
Luke ix 38 7ov vidv pov, 61¢ povoyerns pol éotiv (Or é. pod).
A unicus (mihe est) all (waiving order).
Heb. xi 17 1ov povoyevj mpoaédepev 6 vas émayyelias avadefa-
JLEVOS. .
A unicum (without filium or suum) d Ruf[Orig.](In Gen.
Hom. 11, i1 81 Ru.) Aug.(C.D. xvi 32).
B unigenttum vulg. .

In the canonical books of the Old Testament 'R} the

only Hebrew original of wovoyerss, is uniformly rendered by una-
genitus in the Vulgate where an only son or daughter is meant
(Gen. xxii 2, 12, 16; Jud. xi 34; Prov. iv 3; Jer. vi 26;
Am, viii 10; Zech. xii 10). Singularly enough the LXX has
ayamntos (ayamrduevos Prov.) in all cases but that of Jephthah’s
daughter, though wpovoyerjs was used by one or more of the
other translators in at least five of the other places (no record
being known for Gen. xxii 16; Zech.). But at least some form
of the LXX must once have had wovoyerijs for Isaac' (the

1 Gregory of Nyssa (De Deit. F. e¢ have been found by Gregory in his
Sp. S. iii 568 Migne) has Gen. xxii 2 MS,, for he remarks in his comment
AaB¢ pou, pnol, Tov vidv gov Ty dyamn-  w@s dveyelper 16 piNTpov kal viov dya-

70y, Tov movoyewp, where movoyerq, if  myTév Kkal povoyevq xakdy, ws dv &b
only a gloss on dyamyrdv, must at least  7dv Toworwy dvoudrwy k.7.\. This case

. _ 4
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Vatican MS is wanting here), for we have clear Old Latin
authority accidentally preserved for wnicus in Gen, xxii. 2, 12
and Judges, though most Old Latin quotations follow ayamyros.
Unicus is also the Old Latin word in three of the four remain-
ing passages, all peculiar, Ps. xxii (xxi) 21; xxxv (xxxiv) 17
(solitartus Hier.); xxv (xxiv) 16 (solus Hier.). In the Apocry-
pha the uniform wunicus of the Old Latin was not disturbed by
Jerome ; Tob. ii1 15; vi 10 cod.; viii 17 or 19 (duorum unico-
rum, Tobias and Sarah); and even Sap. vii 22,

Thus throughout the Bible unicus 1s the earliest Old Latin
representative of uovoyevys; and unigenttus the Vulgate render-
ing of <I'M!, however translated in Greek, except in St Luke
and the Apocrypha, where Jerome left wnicus untouched, and
the four peculiar verses from the Psalter (lxviii [lxvii] 7, and
the three already mentioned), in which he substituted other
words. But untcus had been previously supplanted by unigeni-
tus in one or more forms of the Old Latin in all the five pas-
sages where it has reference to our Lord, all occurring in St
John’s writings; and in the Prologue of the Gospel the change
took place very early.

These facts would prove, if any proof were needed, that
vios was the reading of the MS. or MSS. from which the Old
Latin version was originally made; for unicus Deus' could never

renders it not unlikely that Irensus is
following a similar double reading
when he speaks of Abraham (233) as
70v {dwov povoyers kal dyamwyror wapa-
xwphoas Ouvslar 1§ Oed, wa kal o Oeos
evdokiay...Tov 1diov povoyerq kal dya-
wyrov vior Qvelav wapasxew k.r.\. In
Jud. xi 34 the Alex. and other MSS
add to povoyerhs without a conjunction
avrg dyamryry, and others avrd dya-
wyr), weplyurros avr@.

1 In Dr Swainson’s History of the
Creeds attention is called to a “‘not
infrequent punctuation” of MSS. by
which wunicum is strangely separated
from the preceding Filium ejus and

joined to the following Dominum nos-
trum (pp. 163, 166, 365). He points
out that this construction occurs in
two sermons wrongly attributed to St
Augustine: in one (240 in t. v p. 394
Ap.) it is at variance with the interpre.-
tation, and must be due to a scribe ; in
the other (t. vi p. 279 Ap.), a very late
cento, it belongs to an extract from
Ivo of Chartres, a pupil of Lanfranc.
It is indeed, I find, as old as Rufi-
nus, for he labours (Com. in Symd. 8
p. 71) to justify it, though evidently
preferring (6 ff.) to take unicum with
Filiwnm. But uwnicum Dominum nos-
trum cau hardly be more than a Latin
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have been a designation of our Lord, and morcover it was actually
applied to the Father in the Creed of Carthage in Tertullian’s
time (De Virg. vel. 1; Adv. Praz. 2 f). But they also give
additional interest to the almost uniform rule that unicus
belongs to native Latin Creeds, unigenitus to comparatively late
Greek Creeds translated into Latin, both alike having but one
original, the wovoyevss of St John’s third chapter, if not also
his first. It is needless to enumerate the various forms of what
we call the Apostles’ Creed, which have been several times
collected. They all have wuntcus', (mostly in the order Filium
ejus unicum as John iii 16, but the Aquileian form given by
Rufinus® unicum Filium ejus as iii 18, and the Poictiers form
used by Venantius Fortunatus [Hahn, DWbl. d. Symb. 33;
Heurtley, Harm. Symb. 53] wunicum Filium only) with
the exception of two peculiar Gallican documents, closely
related to each other, which have wunigenitum sempiternum
(Hahn, 35f.; Heurtley, 68f)% In Tertullian we have scen
unigenvtus (cf. De An. 12; Scorp. 7), possibly a word of his own
coinage, side by side with wnicus. But the influence of the
Creed remained strong: a century and a half later Lucifer
seems to have only wunicus, which he repeats incessantly.
Augustine vacillates between the Creed and his Latin MSS
of the ‘Italian’ revision. Writing de Iide et Symbolo in 393
he puts untgenitus into the Creed but promptly explains it by
the equivalent to which his hearers were more accustomed

blunder, arising from the separation of
~unicum from Filium by the genitive
ejus and the immediate proximity of
Dominum, together with the latitude
of sense in unicus. In some Spanish
Creeds the insertion of Deum et before
Dominum (Swainson 164, 323) brings
unicum and Deum into contact : but the
resemblance to wovoyers febv can be
only fortuitous.

1 So also the Latin original of the
Sirmium formulary of 357 (Hil. De
Syn. 11 p. 466 4), notwithstanding the

Greek cast of its language.

2 Thig order cannot be safely as-
sumed for the Roman and ‘Eastern’
forms to which he sometimes refers.

8 In the T'¢ Deum we have verum et
unicum Filium in the common text,
probably rightly : but in the present
state of knowledge unigenitum must be
admitted as an alternative reading.
The Gloria in excelsis has Domine I'ili
Unigenite Jesu Christe, without appa-
rent variation.

4—2
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“credimus etiam wn Jesum Christum Filwwm Det, Patris uni-
genitum, 1d est unicum, Dominum nostrum : c. 3 t. vi p. 153 A),
and twice afterwards repeats umigenitus. Nearly thirty years
later in the Znchiridion he employs unicus (34, 35, 36 bis) till
he has to quote John i 14, when he takes up for a moment the
unigenstus of his version (36 s.f.), but in the next sentence slips
back to the Creed by again combining both words, unigenitus
vd est unicus: and in the rest of the treatise he uses only
unicus when commenting on the Creed (38, 56), unigenttus only
with Verbum (41) or else absolutely (49, 56, 103, 108). But
the influence of the Greek controversies of the fourth century
upon Latin theology, the convenience of the antithesis to
wngenitus, and the revision of Latin biblical texts secured the
ultimate victory for the more explicit term wunigenttus, except
in the Creed itself. It is the word adopted in several private
formularies, all imbued with the results of Greek thought;
those of Pelagius (but with Dewm, Hieron. Opp. xi 202 Vall),
Auxentius of Milan' (Hil. L¢b. ¢. Aux. 14: cf. Caspari, Quellen
u. s. w. 11 301), and Ulfilas (in Caspari 303)%. And from the
fourth century onwards it is the constant rendering of uovo-
yevys in all the Latin translations of Greek Creeds or other
formularies, with hardly any exceptions and those in secondary
authorities. Thus ten out of the eleven versions, or recensions
of versions, of the original Nicene Creed collected by Walch
(Bibl. Symb. 80 ff) have natum ex Patre unigenitumi, the
eleventh® omitting the word: and five* out of the seven ver-

1 The closely related formulary of
Germinius of Sirmium has however
unicus (Hil. Op. Hist. xu1—xv: cf.
Caspari 302).

2 Another attributed to Damasus
and several other Fathers (Hahn 185)
has unigenitus, but it appears to be a
translation.

8 As given by Lucifer (De non pare.
p. 204 Col.). Singularly enough wuni-
cus oocurs in what can be only a
quotation from the Nicene Creed fol-
lowing on the already cited use of wuni-

genitus by Augustine in the De fide et
symbolo (6 p. 154 £): “ naturalis ergo
Filius de ipsa Patris substantia unicus
natus est, id exsistens quod Pater est,
Deus de Deo, lumen de lumine.” So
also Gregory of Eliberis, if he is the
author of the treatise De fide ortho-
doxa in the Appendix to Ambrose’s
works (ii 345).

4 Dionysius Exiguus omits; the
Code of Canons &ec. of the Roman
Church printed with Leo’s works sub-
stitutes unicum.
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sions or recensions of the ‘Constantinopolitan’ Creed, as quoted
by Hahn (113), have Fileum Dei unigemitum. The two
renderings of uovoyerys were unconsciously retained by Latin
Christianity in the two Creeds throughout the Middle Ages,
and the double tradition is still preserved by corresponding
renderings in our own tongue.
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NotE E

On monorenuc 0eoc in the Nicene Creed

The second part of the original Nicene Creed begins thus:—
xai eis €va kipiov "Inoodv Xpiorév, Tov vicy Tob feod,
vevwnbévra éx Tob mwatpls povoyevi, ToiT éaTiv éx TIS
ovolas ToD TaTpds, Oeov éx Oeod, pods ék PwTos, Oeov
arnbwov éx Beol arypbwob, yevvnbévra, ov mornbévra,
ouoovaioy TH TaTpl.

Then follows the recital of the Incarnation.

If now we withdraw the parenthetic clause rot7 éoriv ék
Tis ovalas vol matpés, the words povoyeri and fedv become
contiguous, Is this contiguity accidental, so that povoyery
alone goes with yevvpfévra, and a new clause in apposition is
formed by 6feov éx Oeot, or should the eight words cyevvn-
Oévra éx Tol TaTpos povoyevij Oeov éx Beol be all read con-
tinuously, so that povoyery belongs to feév? Neither alternative
presents any grammatical difficulty; and thus the question
must be decided by analogy and sense. The first step evidently
1s to investigate the probable origin of the passage. The en-
quiry must occupy a space disproportionately great if povoyevns
fes alone be considered: but it has to do with matters of
sufficient historical interest to reward minute examination on
other grounds.

It is certain (1) that the bulk of the Nicene Creed was taken
from earlier formularies, one or more; and (2) that the three!
clauses 7007 éoTiv éx Tis ovalas Tol matpds, yevwnbévra ov
romBévta, and opoovziov T¢ TaTpl were novelties introduced by
the Council with the special purpose of excluding ambiguity.

) Three for some purposes, howsoever the second and third may be gram-
matically related.
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Athanasius in his old age, nearly half a century later, explained
how the introduction of the new phrases had arisen (De Decr.
Nie. Syn. 19 ff.; Ad Afr. 51), and justified them, as he or others
had evidently done at Nicea, by reference to similar language of
Theognostus, Dionysius of Rome, and Dionysius of Alexandria
respectively (De Decr. 25f.) : and this anxious appeal to theolo-
gical writers sets in strong relief the absence of authority de-
rived from public Creeds. In a different quarter the unwonted
language of the three clauses elicited from Eusebius a some-
what reluctant apology in the epistle which he addressed to his
own diocese shortly after the Council (Ep. ad Cues., preserved
by Athanasius De Decr. pp. 238 ff. and Socrates H. £. 1 8). The
testimony thus doubly borne renders it highly unlikely that the
Nicene Creed contained other novelties not mentioned; and
however modified in arrangement, the whole of its remaining
contents may be assumed to have been taken from Creeds
already in use.

The scattered and confused memorials of the Council afford
little information as to the Creeds brought forward in the course
of the discussions. Theodoret (/. Z.1 6) mentions an expo-
sition (drrayopevoavres O¢ mioTews dubackaliav) which was pre-
sented to the assembly by the small group of bishops compara-
tively friendly to Arius, led by Eusebius of Nicomedia; and
which was at once torn up. Kustathius of Antioch, an eye-
witness, cited in Theodoret’s next chapter, tells the same story
of “the writing (ypaupa) of Eusebius’s blasphemy,” meaning
evidently the same document’, which was probably an elaborate
private statement of doctrine. From the above-mentioned
pastoral letter of Eusebius of Ceesarea, the leader of the middle

party, we learn more. Its purpose is to explain the circum-

1 Identical also, it would seem, with
the ¢ epistle” of Eusebius of Nicome-
dia from which Ambrose (De Fide iii
125) cites a sentence as having fur-
nished the term duootstos to his oppo-
nents. What is said by Philostorgius

(H.E.i 7), or rather by Photius abridg-
ing his words, about the winning over
of Hosius and other bishops by Alex-
ander at Nicomedia before the Council
has no nccessary reference to the term
itself.
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stances which had led Lim after some hesitation to subscribe
the Conciliar Creed, as he was afraid that incorrect rumours
might canse misunderstanding’. “We first,” he says, “transmit
““to you the writing concerning the faith which was put forward
“by us, and then the second, which they have published after
‘“putting on additions to our expressions®. Now the writing
“presented by us, which when read in the presence of our most
“religious emperor was declared to have a right and approved
“character (e Te €yew kal Sokiuws dmopavfév), was as follows.
“‘As we received from the bishops before us both in our first
“‘catechetical instruction and when we were baptized, and as
“‘we have learned from the Divine Scriptures, and as
“‘we both believed and taught in the presbyterate and in the

office of bishop itself, so now likewise believing, we offer to
you our faith; and it is this.

€« ¢ r»

Eusebius then transcribed
a Creed, to which he added a few lines of explanation and pro-
testation®. When “this faith”, he tells his diocese, had been set

1 This is not the place to examine
the characters and beliefs of the actors
in the great Council. But it is worth
while here to observe that though Eu-
sebius differed on a grave point of doc-
trine from Athanasius, and probably yet
more from Athanasius’s non-Alexan-
drine allies, the difference which de-
termined the attitude of the two men
respectively in regard to the proceed-
ings of the Council was not of doctrine
but of policy. When the policy of
Eusebius had at length been clearly
overruled, he had to decide how he
could most nearly conform to its spirit;
by giving in his adhesion to the con-
clusion of the majority, or by record-
ing his protest against it. He decided
that the former course was the best
now open, provided that he could re-
ceive sufficient assurance that the new
terms were not meant fo carry a sense
incousistent with his own belicf, mis-
givings having perhaps been raised in

his mind by wild language on the part
of such men as Marcellus. The assu-
rance was given, his conscience was
relieved, and the accession of his name
furnished a guarantee that the new
Creed was not to be understood as a
rejection of the elder theology. It was
quite consistent with this decision that
he should desire, on public and on
private grounds, to be known as still
regretting the eclipse of the policy
which he represented.

2 Avemepypdpefa Oulv mpdrov pév Ty
V¢’ ulv wporaleicav mepl THs wloTews
ypagiiv, Emeira THY devrépav, nv Tals
nueTépais pwvals wpoalikas émrBakvres
éxdeddraow.

3 The defensive tone of this docu-
ment implies accusations flung about
in the previous debates. The later
controversy with Marcellus may well
have had a prelude at Niceea ; nor is it
likely that thie animosity of Eustathius
(Socr. i 23) began after the Council.



IN SCRIPTURE AND TRADITION 57

forth by him (ravTns vd judv éxrebeions Tijs wioTews), there
was no room for gainsaying. The emperor, followed apparently
by others’, declared his entire agreement with it, and “urged
all the bishops to give their assent to it and to subscribe to its
articles and to express concurrence with them in this very form,
with the insertion of the one single word omoodotos™; which
word he proceeded to interpret by rejecting various erroneous
senses”. Such, Eusebius says, was the wise discourse of the
emperor ; “but they, under pretext of the addition of ouootaros,
have made the following writing®,” i.e. the Nicene Creed. He
then relates how, as soon as the Creed had been propounded, he
or his party (the pronouns ‘we’ and ‘they’ are throughout
ambiguous) enquired minutely about the intended meaning of
the new phrases, and on receiving satisfactory answers thought
it right to give consent, having peace always in view.

From this narrative it plainly appears that Eusebius pre-
sented a declaration of his own faith as his namesake of Nico-
media had done; that the kernel of this private declaration was
a public Creed, the same with which he had been conversant in
Lis own Church at all stages of his life; the Creed therefore of
Cewmsarca from at least the latter part of the third century; that

1 This seems to be involved in the
words adrés Te wpdTos o...Laci\els,
although no second corresponding
clause is extant. The shape of Con-
stantine’s proposal was probably sug-
gested by the debates which had fol-
lowed the reading of the exposition
by Eusebius of Nicomedia. But much
may have been due to the advice of
Hosius, who enjoyed his special confi-
dence, and who, whatever may have
taken place at Nicomedia (see p. 55 n.1),
had doubtless not returned without
instruction from his previous confi-
dential mission to Alexandria (Eus.
V.Const, i 63—73; Soer.171; Soz.i
16 5). .

? Such must be the forec of the evi-
dently careful though ungainly lan-

guage, kal TavTy Tols wAvTAS OUYKATO~
Oéalar Umoypddpew Te Tols 8bymact kal
CULPWYEY TOUTOLS alTols mapEKENeVeTO,
évds ubvov Tpooeyypapévros pruaros Tob
éuoovaiov. Following dmoypdpew, and
joined with rodrois adTols, cuupwrely
must as usual denote some express act
of agreement or compact.

3 Kai 6 uév gopdraros nudv kal edoe-
Béoraros Pagilels Tolade éphosbper ol
8¢ mpogpdael Tis Tol 6poovaiov wpoabiKns
THvde THY Yypaghy memrovikasw. Late
usage would allow wpodacts to express
the mere connexion of facts without
implication of motive: but the equally
common stricter sense is suggested by
the context, as also by the form of the
scntence.
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Constantine advised the Council to be satisfied with adopting
this Creed as it stood, inserting ounly the term ouoototos, this
addition being evidently proposed in consequence of a previous
discussion ; that the Council, under colour of following the
advice, did in effect go much further in the way of composition,
so that the resulting document could be called a “writing”
which they “made”; and yet that it might with equal correct-
ness be described as the Creed of Ceesarea with additions.

The truth of the principal statements is confirmed by historic
probability and by internal evidence. An appeal to a venerable
existing document, such as the traditional Creed of Cesarea,
was exactly in the spirit of the conservative policy espoused by
Eusebius; nor could he easily find a better resource in en-
deavouring to draw to his side the greater part of the Council.
In like manner the adoption of this Creed as a basis by the
Council would naturally ensue, in approximate compliance with
the emperor’s recommendation. The Creed which Eusebius
transcribes is simple in form, unlike the personal profession
which encloses it'. Echoes of its phrases can moreover be dis-
tinctly identified in references made by Eusebius elsewhere to a
testimony of “the Church [of God]”, which must be a public
Creed, and 1s not the Nicene®. Its verbal coincidences with

1 By a curious oversight Hahn (46
ff.) has included in the Creed part of
this personal profession, and so been
led to unfounded doubts as to the pub-
lic character of the Creed as it stands.

2 These coincidences appear to have
been overlooked. The variations are
ouly of order, and that among com-
plete clauses, and they have no percep-
tible significance. The passages are
as follows: OUs ékrpameloa 7 éxkhqola
100 feol 7¢ 77s dAnlelas edayyehkd
knpUypnaTt gepviveral, €va uév TOv émi
mdvTwy Oedv Exew avyoloa éva 0¢ kal
vidv povoyerd, Oedv éx Qeotl, ’Inoody
Xptotdv émeypaouéry (De Eccl. Theol.
p. 62¢).

Awd 1ot TOUTWY amdrTwy Gmo-

kabalpovaa Thv whdvyr B ékklyola TdV
€va Oedv knpurTer, avtdy elvar kal Ta-
Tépa kal mavTokpdTopa Siddakovea,
...o0Tw kal widy Oeol pmovoyers
"Inocoty XpioTdv Tapadldwot, Tdv wpd
mdrTwy aldrvwy ék Tol matépos
yeyevvyuévor, ov Tov avtdr Svra 7§
marpl, kad’ éavrdy 8¢ Bvra kal frra, kal
d\p03s vidv cvvdvra, Beov ék Oeol, kal
P&s ék pwrds, kal fwhy ¢k §wis
(p. 66 A, B). AW mioTeberr mapel-
Ayper [0 éxkAnola 1o feol] eis Eve
feor maTépa wavrokpdTopa, Kai
els Tov kU prov Huwy 'Incovy Xpiardy,
TOv wovoyevy 7o0 feov vidy (p. 108
B). Another probable trace occurs in
the Demonstratio Evangelica, p. 215 B,
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the Nicene Creed, as is well known, are at least too large to be
accidental'.

But it is equally certain that one or more other Creeds fur-
nished their quota to the result. Prominent among the leaders
of the majority were the representatives of important sees, as
Eustathius of Antioch, Hellanicus of Tripolis, Macarius of
Jerusalem? and Marcellus of Ancyra, not to speak of Alexander
of Alexandria; and there would be an obvious fitness on such
an occasion in combining with the Ceasarean confession well
chosen forms of language consecrated by the use of other great
churches. Indeed two of these sees possessed rights which their
bishops could not willingly compromise by allowing Ceesarea to
furnish alone a standard for universal use, merely because
Eusebius was in favour with the emperor: all Palestine was
subject to the supremacy of Antioch; and the metropolitan
jurisdiction of Ceesarea over the rest of Palestine was balanced
by privileges peculiar to Jerusalem, which were ratified by the
seventh canon of the Council. The silence of Eusebius as to
the employment of any additional Creeds by the Counecil is of
little moment, for his narrative is palpably incomplete, though
sufficient for his purpose of shewing first how he had made the
best stand he could for the old Creed of his church, and then
how it was that he had nevertheless in good faith subscribed
the Conciliar Creed. It is at least possible that the omission of
certain phrases used at Camsarea, as elsewhere, wpwrdTorov
wdans «ticews (Col. 1 15) and mpo wavrey 1év aldvwr (1 Cor.

d\N’ ©s pmovoyevys vids pbvos mpo
wdvTwy Twr aldvwy éx To0 mATPOS
yeyevvnuévos: and doubtless others
might be found.

1 At the end of these Dissertations
will be found the Creed of Casarea in
full, and also the Nicene Creed printed
so as to shew its coincidences with the
Casaroan base by diversity of type.
The concordances and differences are
exhibited in another way by Dr Swain-

son, pp. 65f,

2 The prominent part taken by Ma-
carius againsgt the Arians in the Council
is attested by Theodoret (H. E.1i18;
cf. 2, 4) and Sozomen (H, E.113 2;
ii 20) : he was moreover apparently on
terms of friendship with Constantine
and Helena (Sozom. ii 1 7; 4 7;
Theodoret i 151.; Euseb. V. Const. iii
29 ff.).
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ii 7: of. Eph. iii 11; Heb. 1 2), arose from a dread of their lending
themselves too easily to suspected interpretations. But the
insertions and alterations in the latter half of the Creed all
correspond with fair exactness to extant phraseology of Syrian
and Palestinian Creeds?, though they cannot be traced to any

one of the very few extant formularies.

It is of course possible

that other lost formularies of a similar type may likewise have

supplied materials®

These facts enable us to understand the manner in which
the Council changed those articles of the Creed that touched
on the immediate subject of controversy. The Cesarean Con-

fession ran,

\ b (14 1 7 -~ 4 \ ~ ~ ’
kal eis €va wvpwy Inaoiv XpiweToy, Tor Tov Geov Ndryov,
\ 9 ~ ~ 9 / \ 3 ~ (3] ~
feov éx Oeot, Ppds éx PpwTos, Lwnp ék Lwijs, viov povoyevy,
7 ~
TPWTOTOKOY TATNS KTITEWS, TPO TavTwy TAY alwvey ék

TOU TaTPOS YyeyevInUévOV.

Not only were the phrases mentioned above omitted, and

1 Apostolic Constitutiong and Jeru-
salem (compare Antioch in all forms)
14 mdyra éyévero for kal éyévero Ta
mwarra ; Ap. Const. insertion of rd 7e
& 1@ ovpar® kal ra éml Tis yis; An-
tioch (at least Cassianus and Eusebius
of Dorylzum have &’ 7pds) inser-
tion of 8’ %juds 7ods av@pdmovs; Ap.
Const, and Antioch (Lucianus and Eus.
Doryl.) insertion of xaren8bvra ; Jeru-
salem évarfpwmioavra for év dvbpwmois
mohrevoduevoy ; Ap. Const., Jerusalem,
and Antioch (Lucianus and Cassianus)
els Tobs oUpavovs for mpds Tov warépa;
Jerusalem épxbéuevov for sjfovra mdiw
(év 36¢p being likewise omitted by Cas-
sianus); and Ap. Const. and Antioch
(Lucianus) 76 dywor wrvebuo (at least
these Creeds have 76 mvefua 70 dyiov)
for & dywr mvetpa. In the above
enumeration ¢Eusebius of Doryleum’
means the author of the Awapaprvpla
against Nestorius, printed in the Acts
of the Council of Ephesus (Mansi Cone.

iv 1109): see Caspari, Quellen u.s.w.
i 78, 80; and Dissertation 11.

2 It would be rash to assume that
there were no clauses on the Chureh,
Baptism, &e. in the Cesarean or other
similar formularies. It is more likely
that Eusebius presented only so much
of his native Creed as related to the
Persons of the Godhead, as sufficient
for the special purpose of the Council;
and that the Council kept within the
same lines. Compare the language of
the ¢ First’ Formulary of the Synod of
Antioch in 341 (ap. Ath, De Syn. 22 p.
735 E), €l 6é del wpoglhelvat, miorels
oper kal wepl gapkds dvacrdoews kal fwis
alwriov. The Anathematism (doubtless
suggested by a precedent in the closing
exposition of Eusebius, as Mr Lumby
points out, p. 50), being evidently in.
tended as part of the Creed, rounds off
what would otherwise be an abrupt
termination.
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with them 7ov 700 feot Aoyov and wgv éx Lwns, but the
surviving language reappeared in a different arrangement,
including a new phrase’ fedv aryBivov éx Beov arnbivor, in ad-
dition to the three clauses which were the special creation of
the Council.
devised with the sole purpose of carrying the new clauses. The

This arrangement bears no trace of having been

rather loose and clumsy order of the Casarean Formulary might
seem to invite the substitution of a compact and methodical
paragraph supplied out of other existing Creeds: and such a
procedure would be in analogy with the course seen to have
been pursued in the later articles. The first step would be to
set the simple fact of our Lord’s Divine Sonship® in the fore-
front immediately after His name, in accordance with most
precedents. Next would follow the declaration of the nature of
His Sonship. Here even our imperfect evidence suffices to
exhibit in outline what probably took place. The construction by
which wevwnfévra éx Tov marpos is followed by a predicate,
in this case uovoyevij [@eov], is borrowed from the Jerusalem
Creed, which has in like manner Tov yevvn@évra éx Tob wartpds

Probably the con-

\ ’ \ \ ' ~ 3 ¢ 3
fedv alnbuwov mpo TavTwy TOV atwvwv’.

1 New, that is, in relation to the
Cmsarean Creed, but doubtless taken
wholly or in part from another source,
for otherwise it would probably have
been mentioned as new by Athanasius
and Eusebius. The complete phrase
occurs in the Expositio Fidei of Atha-
nasius himself (c. 1 p. 99 B: cf. Or. c.
Ar,iii 9 p. 558 ¢, 8¢ 1ol aAnbwol warpds
a\nbuwby éori yévynpa); but so do simi-
lar forms not adopted at Nicwa, as
drpemos é¢ drpémwrov, yévwnua ék TeNelov
ré\ewow, TOv ¢k Tob pbvov pévor. On the
presence of fedv d\nfuviv in the Jernsa-
lem Creed at this time see note 3.

® The extrusion of the clause setting
Him forth as the Word, and the trans-
fer of the following clauses to the Son-
ship, would find justification in almost
universal precedent.

3 Touttée, the editor of Cyril of Jeru-
salem, in an excellent dissertation on
the Creed of Jerusalem (p. 80), conjec-
tures Geov aryfuwév to have been intro-
duced into the Creed from the Nicene
Creed between 325 and the time, some
quarter of a century later, when Cyril’s
lectures were delivered. The suppo-
sition is surely gratuitous. The pre-
sence of mpd wdvrwy TGv aldvwy affords
no grammatical argument, as our
other evidence shews; the suggestion
is sustained by no other Nicene echo
in the Creed of Jerusalem; had any-
thing been interpolated from the work
of the great Council, it would hardly
have been a phrase so little con-
spicuous or characteristic; and any
early Creed might easily take it at
once from 1 Jo. v 20.
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struction is the same in the Antiochian Creed of Lucianus’,
Tov ryevvnBévra mpd TV aldvwy éx Tob matpds feov éx Oeob.
But at all events the Antiochian diction passes with great
It stands thus:—

~ I b 2 \ ’ A}
TOV viov avrod, Tov povoyevi Oeéy, 8 od Ta mwavra, TOV

facility into the Nicene.

yevmBévra mpo TdY alwvwv éx Tod matpos Beov éx Beod,

6\ov é€ ENov, uovov éx uovov, TéAELOY €x TENELOV K. T. .
When once the evidently premature clause 8/ o0 Ta wavra
had been deferred till the place which it held at Ceesarea and
Jerusalem alike, and the inconvenient® phrase mpo Tév alwrvwy
had been omitted, it was an obvious gain to shift govoyer feov
from its isolated position, now rendered doubly conspicuous by
the removal of 8.’ o0 Ta wavra, deprive it of its dangerous article,
and employ it, in strict analogy with St John’s own usage, as
the chief predicate to yevvnfévra ék ToU marpos, combining it
with the already present Oedv éx Beod into the single phrase
povoryevi) Oeov éx Geot?®,

The other alternative now claims attention.
Tov povoryevs) of Jerusalem may have been preferred to the Tov

The simple

The exact date of Cyril's lectures
cannot, I think, be determined, but it
seems to lie shortly before 350: see
Pearson De Succ. ii 21 2; Tillemont
viii 779 f.; Touttée Diss. cxx ff. The
most probable year is 348, which is
preferred by Touttée, though partly on
untenable grounds.

1 The doubt of course arises from
the bare possibility of taking wpé 7av
aldvwy as the sole predicate (éx Tod
warpds being excluded from direct pre-
dication by the sense), in which case
fedv éx Beo would become an addition
in apposition. But this construction
is virtually condemned, if I mistake
not, by the order of the words. In
both the local Creeds mpo 7@y aldwwy
seems to hold a weak place, as a se-
condary predicate only, though the
places arc not identical, The omis-

sion of these words at Nicaa, whether
suggested by dogmatic prudence or
not, was an undoubted gain as regards
grammatical clearness. It may also
be owing to a grammatical impulse
that Hilary omits them in his version
of Lucianus’ Creed (De Syn. 29 p.478¢).

2 See last note,

3 What follows hardly needs com-
ment, ©Oeov ék feov is succeeded by two
clauses of similar form, as in both theo
Ceesarean and the Antiochian Creeds;
but no actual phrases are borrowed
from Antioch, and but one, ¢ds éx
¢puwrbs, retained from Cemsarea. The
other, fedv dAnfwiov ék Beol aNnhwol,
whether then first put together or not,
had the advantage of taking up for
better use what at Jerusalem had stood
after yewnévra éx 700 mwarpis.
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povoyevy feov of Antioch; and povoyevyj may have been in-
tended, when transposed, to stand alone after yevwvnlévra éx
ToU mwatpos, with fecv éx Oeod as a fresh clause in apposition.
It is impossible to disprove this rival supposition: but it is
weighted with several improbabilities. First, it involves a
somewhat wide departure from the real force of both the
assumed precedents: in both of them the primary predicate to
vevvnfévta éx Tol matpos is a strong term containing fedv, in
the one case feov aAnBwoy, in the other, feov éx Beod. It is
not likely therefore that both these phrases would be deposed
into a secondary position, and their room occupied solely by an
adjective not in itself implying Deity. Secondly, the bare
phrase revvnOévra éx ToU wartpos povoyeri is redundant and
artificial’, if povoyerns retains its true usual sense of an only
The rare secondary sense (see p. 17) i which
it casts off the idea of parentage, and comes to mean only
““unique”, receives no support from Athanasius or, as far as I
Thirdly,
it 1s difficult to believe that a collocation so naturally suggest-
ing the combination wovoyerj feov to the many ears already

son or offspring.

can discover, any writer of the Nicene generation®

familiar with it would have been chosen or retained except
with the deliberate intention that it should be so understood?,
On the other hand the one tangible ground for supposing the

! The circumlocution would be all
the more improbable because the ob-
vious form 7ov viov adrol (or 7Tov feov)
Tov povoyerij was not only directly
Seriptural (John iii 16; 1 Jo. iv 9) but
stood already in the Creeds of Jerusa-
lem and (by the easy omission of febv)
of Antioch. But in the case of uovo-
yevy Gebv there would be no ecircum-
locution, partly on account of the sense
and the weight of the phrase, partly
becaunse of the need of introducing it
only in a predicative position.

2 This seemingly stronger sense
would in effect have served the pur-
pose of the Council less; for no Arian

would have hesitated to affirm {he
uniqueness of our Lord’s Sonship. The
point for which at least Athanasius
repeatedly contends, as involving all
else, is the striet and primary sense of
the terms Father and Son; and this
argument would have received no help
from povoyemjs as a Scriptural desig-
nation of the Son, if it did not by
recognised nsage imply actual parent-
age.

3 The transfer of unicum from Fi-
lium to Dominum by transeribers of
Latin Creeds (see p. 50 n. 1) can afford
no real analogy for the skilful Greek
theologians of Niceza.
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two words to have been intended to belong to different clauses,
namely the position of the Nicene parenthesis, requires careful
consideration. But first, a few more words must be said in
illustration of the continuous construction yervnfévra éx Tov
ratpos povoyevyy Beov éx Beob.

Apart from the unfamiliarity of wovoyevij feov, the prevalent
habit of treating fedv éx feot as a complete and independent
formula may probably at first disincline a reader to accept its
suspension, so to speak, on a preliminary participle. The
absolutely independent use of fecr éx Beov has undoubtedly
sufficient authority in ancient theological writers; but on the
other hand this use is virtually unknown in Creeds; for popu-
lar intelligibility the help of yeyevvnuévor éx ToU matpos or some
equivalent was apparently felt to be needed. Setting aside the
Creed of Cwsarea, where Oedv éx Oeot follows Tov Tod Beod Noryov
with probably the same effect as to sense, and perhaps the
Creed recited by Charisius of Philadelphia at Ephesus in 431,
where Beov éx Oeod follows Tov vioy avtel Tiv povoyeviy', I can
find no exceptions; for it is impossible to count as such the
highly technical Confession of Gregory Thaumaturgus (ed. Paris
1622 p. 1 A, efs xvptos, poves éx povov, feos éx Beot, yaparktip ral
etkwv THS BeotnTos, Aoyos évepynis x.T.\.), or the still more elabo-
rate Exposition of Athanasius (p. 99 B), in which fecv axnBivov
€k Beov aknbuob 1s isolated among texts of Seripture®. On the
other hand the rule is observed by the Antiochian baptismal
Creed in all its extant forms®; the ‘Third’ Formulary of the

1 Tt is at least equally probable that
here t00 T6v povoyevi fedv éx feov should
be taken together ; and then povoyevy
would have the same effect as a parti-
ciple.

2 A similar Exposition of uncertain
authorship (ad cale. Greg. Naz. i 906
&e.: cf. Walceh, Bill. Symb. 172 ff.;
Hahn, Bibl. der Symbole 185 1ff.), has
“Patrem verum qui genuit Filium
verum, ut est Deus de Deo, lumen de
lumine, vita ex vita” &ec. Yet here

too the aid is given by the context,
though not formally by the grammar,

3 As represented by Lucianus, Euse-
bius of Doryleum, Cassianus. The
last two writers doubtless represent
the same form, which shews signs of
Nicene influence : see Dissertation 11,
I venture to cite Eusebius of Dory-
loeum, although the words in question
precede his express quotation from
the pdfnua of Antioch. He certainly
began to interweave the diction of
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Synod of Antioch, by Theophronius'; the ‘Fourth’ of the same
(ap. Ath. De Syn. 25 p. 737 E, &c.; the ‘Fifth’ (A.D. 345),
known as "Exfeais paxpooriyos (ap. Ath. ib, 26 p. 738 ¢ &c.);
the Formulary of the Synod of Philippopolis, miscalled ‘Sar-
dica’, in 347 (ap. Hil. De Syn. 34, p. 482 D: the only probable
construction in the lost Greek is a little disguised in the Latin
version); the ‘First’ Formulary of the Synod of Sirmium in 351
(ap. Ath. ib. 27, p. 742 A &c.); the ‘Second’ in 357 (ap. Hil.
ib. p. 466 A &c.); the ‘Third’ in 358 (ap. Ath.ib. 8 p. 721 ¢ &e.),
with the peculiar form yeyevvnuévov 8¢ povoyev), udvov éx povou
700 watpds, Oeov éx feol, duotov TG ryevvmoavTe avrov watpl,
which was copied, with variations of perfect and aorist only, at
the Synod of Nicé in Thrace in 359 (ap. Theodoret. H. E. ii 16
[al. 21]) and at that of Constantinople in 360 (ap. Ath. ib. 30
p. 747 A)*; and lastly by what is known as the ‘Constantino-
politan’ Creed®. Hence abundant analogy leads to the conclu-
sion that feor éx Oeov, whether forming part of the direct
predicate to yewwnlévra €éx ToU watpos or not in the Nicene
Creed, is at least dependent on it, so that on either construction
éx Beod presupposes yevvnBévra: and when thus much is esta-
blished, there can be no intrinsic difficulty, povoyers; and the
parenthesis apart, in the closer construction which makes feov
éx Beod part of the main predicate.

The chief external evidence for joining to cyevwnfévra a

the Creed before he made formal
appeal to it. The words are, dAN &a

follow at once. For the present pur-
pose the difference is immaterial.

Tov wpd wdvTwy aldvwy yerwyfévra Beow
éx Geol kal marpbs, Beov dA0wiv éx feot
dA\nfwob, k.7 A\

1 Cf. pp. 22 1. The words are, 7ov
yevwnlévra éx 7ol maTpds pé Ty aldvwy
Oeov Téhetov éx Oeot Telelov, kal dvra
wpos Tov fedv év dmoordoer, én’ éoxdTwy
6¢ 1av Nuepdv xareNdovra x.7.\. The
position of mpé 7év aldvwy allows fedv
7éhewov k.7.\. to be taken either pre-
dicatively or in apposition, though the
former is the more probable construc-
tion, ae two other participial clauses

H.

2 We are not here concerned with
the theological position of these va-
rious Synods, but solely with their
incidental testimony to a traditional
habit of language.

8 That is, in the clauses ¢ds éx
pwrds, Beov dAnOwor éx Oeov dAnbwod,
as this Creed does not contain the
simple Gedr éx feov. In all the other
Creeds cited, that of Theophronius ex-
cepted (note 1), feov éx Beci stands
unmodified,

191
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predicate containing fesv has been already given, namely the
probable analogy of the Creeds of Antioch and Jerusalem. To
this must be added the Epistle to Paul of Samosata by the
bishops assembled at Antioch in 260—270, if the correction
already suggested isright’. The whole sentence must be quoted
here. ToiTov 8¢ Tov wviow, yevvqrov povoyern wiov (read Oedv),
elkova Tob aopatov Beol TuyyavovTa, TPWTOTOKOY TATNS KTLOEWS,
I \ / \ ’ ~ \ 7 b4 3 (4
gopiav kai Noyov kal Sbvauiy Geod mwpo aivvwv Gvta, ov Tpoyrw-
h ’ 3 r \ € 4 \ ~ (54 L4 I4 \
ger al\’ ovaia kal vmooTacel, Geov Qeod viov, év Te walalia kal
As soon as
feov is substituted for the unmeaning second vidy, the two pre-
ceding words acquire a clear force, the verbal yerwnrév being
equivalent to a passive participle.

véa dialdnin éyvwrdTes OUCANOYODUEY KAl KNPUGTTOUEY
s nKn €y M YOUH np MEV.

Possibly however this ought
not to be accounted independent evidence, but only as a repro-
duction of the Creed of Antioch®?, The second required combi-
nation, that of wovoyevy with Geov éx Oeod, had undoubtedly an
actual existence. In the Demonstratio Evangelica (p. 149 A)
Eusebius speaks of our Lord as 7¢ matpl os viov 8ia mwavros
curovta kai ovk ayévvmrov Gvra qevvduevor & éE aryevvnTov
TaTPOS, ovoyevi brra Aoyov Te xal Oeov éx Beot, The posi-
tion of Te proves a reference to two distinct forms, the familiar
povoryevi Aoyov, not seldom used by Eusebius (as by Athanasius),
and povoyevy Oeov éx feov: the only other grammatical con-
struction, that which makes povoyery and Aoyov two distinct
terms, would give Adyor an inappropriate position, imply an
arbitrary distribution of the conjunctions; and enfeeble the

1 See pp. 4, 19, 39, Even if vidv it will be observed that udvor ék udvov,

is right, which seems incredible, we
should still have as the predicate of
yevwyrdy a combination of uovoyery
with a substantive,

2 The construction of the Nicene
Creed here advocated receives illustra-
tion, rather than direct confirmation,
from the language of the Third Sir-
mian Formulary (quoted above, p. 65),
adopted at Nicé in Thrace and at Con-
stantinople in the two following years:

an accepted gloss on uovoyery (see p.
17), occupies the place of the Nicene
parenthesis. The parallel language of
Cyril of Jerusalem (iv 7) is instructive,
T0v €k Tol OeoV Oedv yevvnbévra, Tov ek
Swis {wip yevwnbévra, Tov ék pwTds Ppds
yevrvnbévra, TOv Guoov kard wdvra TP
yevvpaavre (iv 7): ouoos yap év waow &
vios T yeyevvqorTy, {wy ék {wys yevyn-
Oels, kal pws éx pwrbs, ddvaus éx duvd-
pews, Oeos éx Beol (x1 18: cf. 4).
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whole of the last clause as a climax. The same form, slightly
resolved, occurs a little earlier (p. 147 B), xal &va Té\eov povov
yevvnTov Bedv éx Beod; and, slightly extended, in the Pane-
gyric on Constantine (xii 7: cf. Theophan. i 24), oTos povo-
yevrjs Beds éx Beol yeyevvmuévos Noyes'. It reappears in the
Formulary of the Synod of Seleucia in Isauria (A.D. 359) feov
Aoyov, Gcov éx Beol wovoyevi), das, Ewny kr.\. (ap. Ath. De Syn,
29 p. 746 c; Epiph. Haer. 873 ¢). And in the next century
it is employed by Cyril in his commentary on St John, anuciov...
100 €eivar Bagiléa kal SeamdTny TGV GAwv Tov ék Oeod wepnuoTa
Bedv povoyers (viil 35 p. 541 ¢), and again, érelmep Smdpywv
[0 vios] éx Oeod Oeds povoyevns avlpwmos yéyover (x 15, p.
653 ¢); as also in his Zherd (Second (Ecumenical) Epistle to
Nestorius (p. 24 Pusey) ¢ éx Oeod marpos yevvnOels vids kai
Beos wavoyevyns. It is immaterial whether these forms of speech
were derived from the Nicene Creed or independent of it®
In either case they shew the naturalness of the combination in
the eyes of theologians of the fourth and fifth centuries. Doubt-
less it was felt that each of the two elements associated with
Beov in povoyery Oeov éx Beov would sustain and illustrate the
other,

Thus far the discussion has left out of account the Nicene
parenthesis Tobr éotiv éx Tiis ovcias Tob matpds. Were it
absent, the evidence would all, as far as I can see, be clearly in
favour of taking povoyevs fedv éx feot as an unbroken predicate
of yevwnOévra éx ToD marpés. It remains to consider whether
we are driven to a different conclusion by the position of the

1 The added ~yeyevvyuérvos increases
the resemblance to the Nicene lan-
guage, though inverted in order.

2 Yet it can hardly be doubted that
at least Cyril had the Nicene Creed
definitely in view; for in his Ep. 535,
which is a commentary on the Creed,
he says that the Fathers of Nic®a, 77s
Wdtvos [the Paternity] 70 yvioior ..: €U
uaka onqualvovres, feov Epacay éx feol

yeyevvfaghar Tov vidv (p. 178): and
again, ov ydp Tor dmwbxpm ... ppovely s
Oeos éx Beod yeyévvnrar Tob warpds,
..0AX’ v dvayralov eldévar wpos TovToLs
ws Tis awdrTwr &veka cwryplas k.7
dtd T0UTd Ppace Tov 8¢ uds Tovs dw-
8pwmovus k.7 A (p. 180). Both passages
lose their force if feov éx feol was not
part of the main predicate.

5—2
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parenthesis, It matters little for our purpose whether the
Nicene Fathers were here simply copying an earlier (lost)
Creed, or, as the extant language of Jerusalem and Antioch has
rather suggested, to a certain extent modifying in combination
and arrangement the traditional materials. In either case
the sense and the place of their own entirely new parenthesis
must be taken into account in order to ascertain the meaning
which they attached to their completed work.

A reader examining the passage merely as a piece of Greek,
unaided by extraneous knowledge, could hardly fail to take
povayern as the one weighty word interpreted by the parenthe-
sis. Yet this supposition cannot be more than partially true at
most, if we are to trust the concurrent testimony of the two
men who had the best means of knowing the facts, who
moreover regarded them from different points of view. Eusebius
and Athanasius represent éx Tiis ovalas Tol waTpos as the inter-
pretation of ée ToU marpos’. Eusebius passes povoyevi) over
altogether, and Athanasius alludes to it with a slightness and

indirectness which throw it completely into subordination®

1 KRal 8% Tabrys 7ijs ypags U’ adrdy
Urayopevbelons, 8rws elpyrar adrols 76
Bk 74s obaglas 7ot maTpbs kai 76
T maTpl dpoolotov, odk dvetéracTov
avTols KaTeNurdvouey' émepwrigels Tot
yapoly kal dmwokploeis évrelifev dvekivoiv-
70, éRagdm{éyr 7€ & Noyos THvy Budvoiav
70w elpnuévwr kai 8 76 "Ex T7s obolas
wpoloyelro wpds abT@dy SyAwTikdy elval
Tob éx uév Tob warpds elvai, ob uhy ws
uépos Umdpxey Tol warpbs Tabry 3¢ Kal
Huly é8bker kaXBs Exew cvykaratifectal
79 davolg T7s evoeBois Budagkallas k.7.\.
Eus. Ep. ad Caes. 5. Ol wepl BdoéBior
Tof Nicomedia]...éBotAovro 76 ’Ek 70
Beob xkowdrv elvar mpds Huds [i.e. man-
kind]...aAN’ ol marépes BewproavTes éxel-
ywy Ty wavoupylav...grayykdofnoay Noumroy
AevkéTepov elmetv 70 'Ex 700 Oeot, kal
ypdyar éx Tis ovolas Tob feol elvar
Tov vidy, Umép 700 uiy 76 Bk 700 feol
xowor Kkat Toov ToU Te vioh kal T&V yern-

7@y voulfecfar. Ath. De Decr. 19 p,
224 pE. And so in the parallel nar-
rative Ad Afr. 5 p. 895 B, dAN’ ol éml-
aKomot fewprioavTes THY K.T.\. NevkdTepoy
elpfcaoe 76 "Ex 700 Oeol, kal Eypavar
éx 77s ovolas Tov Beol elvar Tov vidw.
2 The possible allusions in the Ep.
de Decretis to wovoyery (represented by
udvos) are in the two sentences o dé
Adyos, émel uh krlopa éorly, elpnras kal
éore udvos €k Tol maTpds, THs 8¢
Towadrys Gwavolas yrdpoua 70 elvar Tov
vidv éx T7s ovalas 700 maTpds, ov-
Oevl yap TV yeryTOy Umdpxe TovTo, and
Site TolTo yap xal § ayla olvodos Nevko-
Tepov elpyrev éx THs ovolas avrdr elvar
100 marpds, Wwa rkal &\\os wapd THY
TGV yevyTdv pbow 6 Néyos elvar miorevdy,
ndvos &v a\ybuws éx ToU feol (225
a—c). The Ep. ad Afros has likewise
the word itself, but in an ambiguous
context, 6 8¢ vios uovos toos T Tol
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But the more the stress is shifted back from wovoryevs to éx Tod
matpos, the less reason is there to regard the clause as so termi-
nating in uovoyevi} as to make Oeov éx feod a fresh clause in
apposition. It would seem in fact that povoyev, was put to
double duty, combined alike with éx To0 watpos and with feov
éx feot; just as we have already found reason provisionally to
recognise feov as doing double duty, combined alike with wovo-
yeviy and with é¢ Oead. Thus there would be no real pause
between the seven words éx Tob matpos povoyevyi Oeov éx Beob.
Yet the parenthesis had to be inserted somewhere. It could
not be placed at the end, for Tod warpos was too distant; nor
before éx eod, partly for the same reason, partly because fedw
éx Beot could not be severed. If placed before wovoyevs, it
would have been close to éx 700 maTpos, but at the cost of de-
priving éx Toi watpos of any additional force or clearness which
it could derive from association with povoyersn, including perhaps
the reminiscence of John 1 14 (86fav s povoyevols wapa watpos).
Placed as it actually was, the parenthesis, while chiefly limiting
the sense of éx To0 Tartpos, limited also the sense of wovoyery,
as against the Homceousians, and at the same time compelled
povoryevn) into a subsidiary limitation of éx Tov watpds, as against
the Anomoeans. No doubt in the process wovoyerns Oeos was
disguised: but it was not possible to introduce the parenthesis
without some sacrifice somewhere. Probably it was thought
that wovoyerns Becs was too well known and accepted to lose
instant recognition despite the parenthesis. But at all events
1ts acceptance by Arius himself deprived it of controversial
value for the special purpose of the Council; whereas in the
eyes of at least Athanasius it must have been of primary im-
portance to secure to the interpretation éx T7s ovaias Tob TaTpos

wmarTpos ovoias, TouTo yap ldov povo-
yevois xal dAnfwol Noyov mpos warépa
(895 ¢). These incidental references
are of no force as compared with the
express statements of fact cited in the
last note. Indeed elsewhere (De Syn.
51), assuming ék 79s ovglas as the uni-

versal criterion of frue parentage and
filiation, Athanasius argues from Jeph-
thah’s daughter and the son of the
widow of Nain that a child is not less
duoototos with its parent because it is
likewise movoyewjs.
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the utmost possible force’. Thus povoyevss feds, though re-
tained like other traditional forms too little stringent for the
present need®, might have to suffer partial obscuration through
the necessity of the case.

No other explanation than this appears to account for all
the facts, and to do justice alike to the language of the Creeds
of Antioch and Jerusalem, to the statements of Eusebius and
Athanasius, and to the actual order of words in the Nicene
Creed. There is the less difficulty in accepting a single long
clause made up of closely combined terms, if we remember the
evident purpose to give continuity of form to the entire decla-
ration respecting the nature of the Divine Sonship, the other
Creeds having been more or Icss disjointed hereabouts, the

Creed of Cewesarea to an extreme degree®,

1 Innumerable passages of his wri-
tings shew that the form of langunage
adopted in this clanse was the test on
which he relied above all others for the
exclusion of Arianism. On the other
band, loyally as he defends ouoovoios
when needful, he shews no great incli-
nation o use it when left to himself:
Dr Newman has noticed its almost
total absence from the great treatise
made up by what are called his first
three Orations against the Arians (Sel.
Treat. of Ath. 500, 210 d, 264 g), as
also his use of the term duolas ovolas
(210 e: cf. 136 g): cf. Tracts Theol.
and Eccl. 291, The final result in the
Creed may have been a combination of
the expedients proposed by different
sections of the majority in the Council.

2 Athanasins dwells on the desire
of the Council to use only seriptural
terms, till it was found that the party
of Eusebius of Nicomedia was ready
to accept them all (De Decr. 19 ff. p.
224 ff.; Ad Afr. 5 1. p. 894 ff.). Among
such terms he includes the following,
evidently deseribed somewhat vaguely,
87 éx 1o Oeol 17 Ppoe povoyeris ot

Where all the clauses

6 Ndyos, Sovaps, gopla pévy Tob waTpds
k.7 (895 a).

3 To this purpose must probably be
referred the omission of ro» before the
first yewnfévra, and the emphatic re-
petition of yewnbévra, first to set forth
the contrast oV wonférra, and then to
carry ouooboior 7@ warpt without another
participle. Then comes a fresh start
on the relation of the Son to created
things, 6 of 7& wdvra éyérvero; and
the added clause 7d 7€ év 7¢ ovpar xal
76 éml 79s yys, wanting at Ceesarea,
Antioch, and Jerusalem (it is found in
the Apostolic Constitutions), at once
gives weight to this division of the
second article of the Creed and con-

stitutes a parallel to the first article,

on the Father, mdvrwv dpardy re xal
dopdrwy wouyrjr. The resumptive force
of the second yevwnlévra, as connect-
ing ov womfévra with the earlier clause,
is distinetly recognised in the later
Antiochian Creed (Cassianus), which
hag been modified by Nicene influence,
ex ¢o natum ante omnia saecula, et non
Sfactum, Deum verum ex Deo vero; as
also, by exactly the same collocation,
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bearing on a single subject are so carefully shaped into a whole,
it is only natural that the series of terms relating to one portion
of the subject should be knit together with unusual closeness.
The arrangement may be exhibited as follows: —
Kai eis éva xvpiov "Inoodv Xpiarov,
TOv viov ToU Oeotr
yevvnBévra éx ToU TaTpos povoryevi) -
TovT éaTiv éx Ti)s auTis ovaias -
Beov éx Beov,
Pds €k PwTOS,
Beov arnBuvov éx Beot ainBuwop,
yevrnBévra, ov wonbévta,
6poovolor TG TaTpl,
SZ 05 'T& 'n'dV'ra, E,'}’éVGTO,
Ta TE év TGO 0UPAV® Kal Ta €L THS YNS"

Tov 8/ npds Tovs dvBpwmovs k...

We have, it is to be feared, no means of knowing with any
certainty how the senténce was understood in the following
years. The remarkable form of the Creed noticed above (p. 23)
as employed by Eustathius and others in 366 might be due either
to an attempt to express more clearly the assumed sense of the
Nicene language, or to a conscious reintroduction of a combina-
tion assumed to have been set aside. The concise Philadelphian
Creed recited by Charisius, in borrowing the Nicene phrase-
ology, omits the Nicene parenthesis, and thus removes the only
hindrance in the way of reading rév vidv avrol Tov povoyevi)
Oedv éx Geol continuously : but the other construction remains
possible; and again the authors of this Creed may have intended
to improve rather than to interpret. Yet the growing favour
of the phrase povoyevys fecs with the friends and successors of
Athanasius, in-spite of its controversial uselessness, during the
time that the distinctive terms of the Nicene Creed were the
watchwords of every struggle, suggests the operation of some

in the (Syriac) Mesopotamian Creed tion, which rests on an Antiochian
examined in the following Disserta- foundation.
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more potent and universal cause than the influence of scattered
local Creeds, or of Synods of doubtful orthodoxy which bor-
rowed their language. The Nicene Creed itself would evidently
be such an adequate cause, if it was understood as containing
povoyerns Beds: and if such was the retrospective view taken in
the fourth century, such also, we may not unreasonably believe,
was the intention of the Council.

Against this evidence there 1s, as far as I am aware, nothing
to set. A Cappadocian Creed formed on the base of the Nicene
Creed at a date not far from 370, of which some account will
be given in the next Dissertation, merely repeats this part of the
Nicene language unchanged. No other known Creed can be said
with any propriety to be a revised form of the Nicene Creed. That
the ¢ Constantinopolitan’ Creed had no such origin, it is easy to
shew: but a position so much at variance with commonly
recelved views requires to be illustrated in some detail, and
must therefore be treated separately. It is enough here to say
that the history of wovoyerns @eos in ancient times virtually
closes with the gradual supersession of the Nicene Creed. As
1ts primary apostolic sanction had been lost long before through
the increasing degeneracy of biblical texts, so its ecclesiastical
sanction, such as it was, died out by an equally fortuitous
process. Neither in 381 nor at any other date was the phrase
povoyevns Beos removed from the Nicene Creed. If it had a
place there from 325, as we have found good grounds on the
whole for concluding, it was never displaced while the authority
of the Nicene Creed was in force. It passed away only when
the Nicene Creed itself completely yielded place to another
Creed which never possessed it.



