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The work which is here presented to the public, is the result of
the joint labour of two of the most eminent divines of the present
age. 'Theophilus Christian Storr,* formerly T'heological Professor
in the University of Tiibingen, was a very distinguished interpreter
of the Holy Volume, and one of the most triumphant combatants
of that fashionable philosophy with which Europe has been deluged.
His numerous philological and exegetical works rank among the
first critical productions of Germany, and few men have attained
such profundity of erudition, and at the same time preserved so
humble and faithful an adherence to the doctrines of the Bible, as .
are chsplayed in the literary and theological career of Dr, Store, I
his earliet life, after he had acquired a profound and ériticaf knowl- .
edge of the original Janguages of Scripture and the cognate dialects,
he confined himself for some time to the study of the Holy Folume
to the exclusion of all other theological works. Accordingly his
various productions display am extraordinary familiarity with the
Bible, and in reference especially to Biblical learning, might with
trath be applied to him what Casaubon said of his friend the great
Salmasius, that he was © ad miraculum doctus.” Nor is, in general,
his colleague and commentator Dr. C. €. Flatt at all bis inferior.
These distinguished champions of the truth sustained the cause of
orthodoxy for upwards of twenty years, and published from time to
time, the most able replies to the several systems of iafidelity” which
spruog up in Europe.  Having been harassed by metaphysical and
speculative and iofidel systems of pretended Christianity, they were
taught the absolute necessity of building their faith exclusively on
the word of God and the present work is purely of this Biblicak:

t Dr. Storr was bam at Swttgard Sepl 10,1’2‘46 Dxed Jan. 17 1805
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character. It is confined to the doctrines which are taught in the
sacred volume Torroex vemmis. The various INFERENTIAL, S8C-
tatian views, which are used by divines of different denominations
to complete their peculiar systems, are here omitted ; even those of
‘the Lutheran church to which the authors belooged. The work is
composed with the highest regard to exegesis, composed too in view
of all the objections which the liberalists of the last thirty years have
been able to raise. That such a work is peculiarly needed in the
present day, must be evident to every reflecting mind acquainted
with the course of theological discussion in our country. In regard
to the dress in which the work is presented to the English public,
it'was the translator’s wish that it might appear in the most favour-
able aspect. This be endeavoured 10 effect on the one hand by
avoiding that servility, which whilst it hampered his diction would
render the work offensive to the classie mind ; and on the othér, by
guarding against that Iiberty which degenerates into unwarrapted
license, and deserves the name, not of translation but paraphrase.
In the management of the work, some important improvements have
been attempted. The original is printed thus: first, the propositions
OF text; next, notes; thirdly, notes upon these notes by Storr;
then, notes upon all these notes, by Flatt; which oceasionally
creates much perplexity and confusion to the reader. All these the
translator has incorporated into one continuous and "connected dis-
cussion, consisting simply of the text or propositions and the Illus-
tratiois or discassion of them. The extremely numerous references
which abound in all Stor’s works, are generally thrown into the
margin. Numerous additions also have been made to the body of
thé work. The most important of these are the translation of the

very {requent quotations from heathen authors, from the earlier
ecclesiastical writers, and from the Old and New Testaments. In

some instances the eritical reader will perceive, that improved

translations have been givea to scripture texts. On-these the trans-

lator spent much time and investigation, and it is hoped his decisions

will befound to have been made not without judgment. Every thing,

also, included in [ |, throaghont the work, is added by the transla-

tor. In afew instances in which the Jearned author’s enthymemes

seemed somewbat obscure, his reasoning has perhaps been-rendered
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more lucid by the insertion of the intermediate link in his ch'ain of .
reasoning. For the purpose of facilitating references, a caption or
summary view of contents, has been prefixed to every Tilustration
in the work, excepting those only which were so brief as not to re-

quire it. The occasional original additions are distinguished by the

Jetter 8. To the article of the Trinity an appendix bas been added,

in which an attempt is made to prove that this doctrine, s now
understood and defended, is perfectly accordant with reason, and
cannot be assailed on any ground of true philosophy. )

Having uodertaken this work, as he humbly trosts, with a su-
preme reference to the glory of the divine Re‘deemer, the Trans]:%-.
tor cannot but pray, most earnestly, that in bis }:'enevolen!; Provi-
dence, it ay-be made instrumental in the promotion of the interests
of his kingdom.

Theol, Sominary, Gettysburg, 1826,
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SEOTION L

Testmany of heathen writers respecting the extemzan of Cr
tanity ond the ear?g; existence of the relzgwus wmmgs ‘of

) subseqt;ent, the Christians were not ooly augrienting théir:
nambers in Judea, where Christianity had originated ; but were: ‘al--
so extending their influence into other countries(1); and used cei-
tain sacred writings(2), which were in part pecaliar to themselves,

and different(3) from the more ancient religious hooks of the Jews.

ILLUSTRATION 1.

Enéence of Iﬁe early existence and mulmplwatm of Gﬁrzstw

Tacitus,? in his narrative of the extepsive conﬁagranon, with
whxch Rome was visited durmg 'the teign of Nero, makes use of the

[} Nero flourished A. D. 5468, 8]

{2 Caius_Cornelius_Tacitus, the intinaate friend of Plity they
born 4. D. 61 or 62. He was appointed to sbrie of the highest
4ad confidence under the emperor Vespaman and his successo:
temporaneous with some of the apostles. . In addition to this test rhoby; Tacitus,
in-hisaccount of the incidents of the Year of our Lord 57, stateg that f’ompoml

. Gimcina, a Jady of eminent rank, was aceused of what he terms & foreign super-

iy

stition: (superstitionis externa), whxch a8 Lipsius (ad locum) o‘bservés, was
probably-the. Christian rekgaom 8]
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[Bx. 1.

following language ;—~ Nero,” in order to avert the suspicion that
the city had been set on fire by his private command, “inflicted the
most studied tortures upon class, of persons, odious for their vices
and koown among the populace by the'name of Christians, -This
name was derived from Christ, who was executed by Pontius Pi
lgte the, procurator, during. the, reign. of Tiberius. . But this, perni-
cious superstition, which was suppressed at the time, again bupst
forth and pervaded not only Judes, where the evil had commenced
but also the city itself, the place in which every thing that is shame:
ful concentrates, and every thing atrocious-is practised.”1

The testimony of -Suetonius® is very ‘brief, and couched in the
following words - Punishsmegts,—' eredpflicted on ‘the Christians
a race of men addicted lo 4'new ahd ‘magical superstition.” ?

1 “Quusitigsimis poenis- sffecit, quos, per-facitia invi ristiamos
} Mssies poenis - aflecit, quos. per-flagitia-invisos, vulpns . Chyiss,
appellabat, Auctor nominis ejns_Christus, qui, Tiberio im;)arit%nie per 'm:af
ratorem Pontium Pilatam supplicio offectus erat. Repressaque in p;aese}:s eu
:;t&ab;hs sgpersu}m rursus erumpengé nan:mode per Judwam, originem ejus ma;;_
per urbem etiam, quo cuncta undigue atroeia celon
o b Ann&,{gs’xv’ nefan que atrocia sut pudenda confluunt, cele-
B> Caind Sustosiiug Tranguillus, » Roman biogrephier-and bistorian, Hodiiched
] 3 5 5, iographer-and:historian; Hoirshec
g:nn Qgﬁgﬁﬁg .Tra‘;yt}nv':rng Adrian. ufge/wus (;ost probably. born ali%u:;l?: be
‘e rergn of Vespasian 4. 0.70. "This writer also stateg that batvremsn
the years 4. v. 41 and 45, Clandig i sore Crrbareen
! . , lius the emperor, “Judmos impulsore Christo ne..
sidue tumﬁuituantes Roma expulit,” i ¢. he banis’héd the Jewz fmmﬂgéll::e:%ow?fo
é?zgiZ:’;},;;:;!?;ma?mgf‘?l?:b?ces’ _Chr?s!usrbeing their 'leéﬂe'r,-—-that’is’ as
ol » o account of the dootrines of Christ.  For both Tertulling (A
gf.)si‘?guﬁr;cgrxcus érl)wéu'énst. ﬁ I‘; cf7.)ds(:ate that .the hea(ha;r:)ﬁg;%%ﬁ?f&
52, Saviour's nag westus; and Dr,, Larduer (Works vol. 7. 3
““1ti& nok impossible that'the Jewish camity e‘faa(ins’uﬁaﬁﬂafjﬁ*”” e,
:ﬁ%ﬁ?ﬁw‘gﬁfﬁ'ﬁiﬁb”‘fﬁ Chgiggianitjn,Imigh’ﬂp:gdnpw somd:aibpnies-and dig.
o ros Which camp, o the emperor's ear.”” Yet it must be Gon t
Orosiug, of'the Rtk century, was in'dodbt is'to the meaning: ?if’:h??&?:éf V"'%&t
- [ To:thistbersion:of th it g T o ] ap 5 Pomge ST
o o ot the work muleficae; the translator is, awsie thas some’ ol
%ﬁg &’;z o I\}‘a,g)q:_rg.jcgmyanxgby' received: signification, is, pernicious,
oA idoous wnd i us it has'beeh renidered inl 1he passags before g by the learne
the pebe e ':7 gxtgfzran divine, Dr. Mosheim. According to ejther version
hand 3 aﬁgp}:;g V::; t}ﬁ J;;z;t:?%,;h_e,fsat :% supportof which it is adduced. The
h opt  ho se advaritagel’ it not only proves that -
P:,S\‘eigs’i";n’h Uis now seet called Christians,};mx:. it farther i:ie!i:ns
emariion:whiclf' the unbelisving Gibbon advincad- iﬁ'f?rifvéeb
+ iz that the great historians of the day have

Pf&ténﬂeﬁ;mirmleg of the.first Christians aay hev
; A istiansg; & ‘ot this
s that.he had heard.of those,m ir&clgs,.al‘c ng;;rt‘h:f
Dot ‘exaniined the evideiice of their teath: ha e vy

ih;rgnzz aa xag;(;ﬂ' snhpersuhon. This transtation is adopted b .?Dr'3 :’ﬂs}cts‘on
@(}Land;ﬂ'-@yaﬁ? ;Ttﬁ&% i;neg, and in support of his oﬁin'rbri?ﬂféfg’é‘:i;n;d ‘]‘??isilb ;
Sl rapay el Tho T eodosian Code must be my. eXense for dissenting ‘f'éofg
Aa;‘qi-}gew'i Pt EI0n g5 - in, X Cod. Theod. Tit. XV we read; ¢ Chg';dzb W
A Asgis et cole 08-7Ulgus maleficos ob facinorum mulﬁvzudiném‘;ppﬂl;t%esji

-Not onght nny: frie, istiani
4 MOT ouElht any:friand. of Christianity 10 be
SAPPIYIng the word magical to. the Christian religion ; for the:mirs

RN :
zg:fegﬁfﬁb‘bx Qhr,lst:and;lus»apastles, principally consiste Limalleviating the
eases, of humay kind ;-and -the :propes:

by cuning tho obstinate - dis

§ 1]

“TESTIMONY OF PLINY, ETC.

e

- And-Pliny,Vin his- well -known: epistle, makes the followinia've-
warks, which prove the extensive diffusion of Christianity -« Many
-of zevery-age;” and-vevesy-runk; abd even of :both séxes, have beén
accused, and Wwill: be-aceused.” Nor-has this contagious sipersti

spervaded.only the cities,
and:country £ : :

“The readerrmay: constlt-Haversaa’s Vindication'ol Pliny’s Epis-
tles‘concerninig the Christians, “against the -objections” urged by
“Bemler. T TG

[The testimony of Josephus;® the celebrated Jewish: historan,
from the universally acknowledged veracity of his character and the
fact that‘he. was contemporaneous with the apostles, is.of the.nimost
importance. -As the biblical studentin America cannot always bave

‘ riginal work of Josephius, we will insert: the celebra-

ut it has also spread through the towas

e o

ceess to-the or A e 3
1ed passdge entire, 'and add t6'it a thdnslation.  * " 7
DT iverad §E xre “t05ten 10y obror “fool ris copos
Eidpa-avrtv-kéyey you. “Hv yeg nugadofwr igywy mourns Ui
xehog Evlganorv.vor ooy nlory Tudnbn Ispoudves. Keid
Aa,‘{vg ‘ttéwig:[o;.v.ﬂ:fmioy-g, wolloveg 8E nal BL e
£_E{a;yé;.aw:;‘(z Xei0tos 00z9¢nv. Kulatwow s
20y MOWTO GrIeUV, AEQ  Jilis. TTeugY. EnTunasres Ilidrov, g
FMavoavTo 0iyE avrer eyennoevres. Ly yeo ayroigzoliny tyow
Y pdoar nehy [y, tay Fsiuy ngognrar Tubre té kel EAle pvoln
N N ”e‘?gv}z’o'}'ww Eie - , SN

u&aic. EP.A X AR .‘ ) E v.“ .
« Now there lived about this time, a certain Jesus, a wise man, if

meaning of magic, as undersiood by the ancients, is 2 higherand mire holy
branch of the art of healing.” Flatt also in his Anuotationes 2d Philesophi-
am Kantii &c. says, that this testinany of Svetonius undoubtedly does authoi-
ize the inference, that the miracles of Jesus and his aposties must Bave been his-
torically thue. S.]
£2

oficas.” Nero, ¢.16., s
7.1 Caius Plinius Cascilins Secundus was born A. D. 61 or 62.° .He enjoyed
the prrticular friendship of Trajun, who made him consul. Hiscelebrated letter,
from which the extractin the text is taken, was written's. ».107. Ti fis'the
testimony of one of the most enlightened men of that age, which establishizs’ the
important facts, that the ground of the persecution against the Christians in Pon-
tus and Bithynia was, that they drew men away from the worship. of their dei-
ties; that in less than seventy years afler the disciples first preached Jesusto
the gentiles, Christizns abounded in Pontus and Bithyniz to snch s de;

the heathen témples were visibly neglected, and their remaining frj hegan
to fesr ¢ whereunto this thing would grow;"” that they were in gensl ﬂgkp&r&-
ably coustantm-their profession; and wany other facts of the deépestiinterest

to the Christian héart. 8.] ]

2. Malti omnis aetalis, omnis otdinis, uirivsque sexus etinmy, vocehtuy in
periculum et voesbuptur. . Negue enim civitates lantum, sed. vicod etiam, atque
agros, superstitionis;istiug contagio pervagata-est.” Lib. X.ep U1, e

3 [Josephns was bora A. p. 37, died 93.] o

icti suppliciis Christiani, genus hominum superstitionis novae z¢ mal- -
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in o .
wggggr}i 11; }ilx;glzexl- to call him 2 man. For he performed roany
one truth‘iv ke ]ﬁ'was-an instructor of those persons who receiv-
e truth wi willingness. He induced mony o become his fol-
ety Christ'amxiw% the Jews us also among the Gentiles. This
o conderﬁ;eé 1? when on the accusation of our principal €D
oy condemoed ng: to the.cross', these did not cease to love hiro-
Prrhets p};:a : fo em again, alive, on the third day ; the divine
prol ving foretold these ‘and a.-myriad of other wonderful
gs concerning him. And even at the present time the tribe of

.Cbns‘uans, so denominated from him, still subsists.™ 8.}

'

Ter. 2. Evidence that the Christians had sacred writing#:

“ Michaelis, in his Introduction to the N quotes
Michaelis, ew Testament,? . quotes
g‘;cnta L;:_cwnsf’ work De Morte Peregrini,* the words v;hiélh re-
o | Z.t 15 §ub3ect;> oy BeBlwv vos pev eEnyezo xus dsesagae I~
bgogcs %, !('i g, Peregrinus explained and illustrated some of their
pook b,e:n A e is of opinion that the writings here alluded to, may.
ua Matthﬂ t _eklzooks« of the Old Testament and the Hebrew gospel
o Ma ew ; because this .passage of Lucian refers to Nazarene

istians, who were resident in Palestine, [and whe-aré koown to

have received these books.]

E .-
B

rL. 3. Evidence that the sacred writings of the Christians were

i part different from the more ancient books of the-Jews.. . *.

P 5 tee : o - M :

c lg-iszi:}us, a writer of th_e second century, in his work against the
S G;zxzi,éngte ;nlyrwéaglg,moses and the prophets, whom he knew
: t of Christians rejected; but he also introduces
Jew as disputing with - otiane out of the i o

Jew as disputing with 'the Christians* out of their ow L af
W3 : - ‘the Ch : ] 1 books, and
makes the Jew conclude his disputation with the following words 3
4 -

rotire wdv ote dun 5 ;
@ pedv vvr Vpiv & ray vustigny cuyyoapuator, i§ ol 0vdvog

GALOY poigruEos 167 : ] 3 2
: gTUgos 1en60pEr avtel yeg favrovs megewinvérs® i e, all

it A : ;
hese objections are derived from your own writings, besides which

}yel‘?need xi)o additional evidence, for you confute yourselves.
B rom the quotations made by Origen from Celsus, it is apparent

L [The anthenticity of this i indi etsch
: passage is ably vindicated by C. G. 2der,
Parerg. ad Capita Theol. Judacornm dogmoaticae e Fl. Josg;hi 3&:‘51;;9 eoﬁ?{iﬁﬁf

- ——translated and printed in the Christian Spectator for Mdrch 1825, 8.]

2 Third edit. p. 40, 4th edit. p. 4T .

73 [Lucian was 2 native of Samossts in Syriz, and fourished about 176.] i : :

=

4 C.11.

- & [Celsus was contemporaneous with Lucian (176). In reply to his wor;h:

agrainst Christianity, Origen at the est of his fri i
cellent_A:Pology for ,Chri';tianit}’, nl::?tu A lc)'fhi’x’lsﬁ ?;%,Argbmm’ wmw“bls*\ex-
6 Qrigines contra Celsum, Lib. 1.8 T4 . ; o

§$ 1! EARLY EXISTENCEOF THE N, TEST.

above:quoted, .contained & biogrophy of Jesus - for the Jew whom
he introduices is vepresented’ as addressing Jesus bimself, andiorg-
ing; the* following aceusations 5 ¢ drat his ,1,px*etensioris‘utof'beihg~:horg
of in-were dalse s«that.he:was-born in-Judea of an-indigent
e ewife of d carpenter,’ and had- beenconvicted
disltety and discarded by herhusband, and who gavebiith to Jests
asshe.was ‘wandering -about:; that-poverty-compelled ki too:seek
employment in Egypt, where he became skilled in. Egyptianime=.
cromacy (Suvepes); aod that .being inflated with his magical -at=
tainments, on his return to his native land, he called himself Gon.”
It is evident from the objections advanced by Celsus, that our
four Gospels formed a part of the sacred books used by the Chris-
‘tians when he wrote against them; for:some of those objections have
a reference individually :to each of the evangelists, and others are
derived from:a eomparison of the four. =~ el
++Thus:Ofigen says; * And after these things be recurs -to-what
followed. the birth of Jesus—to the ‘parrative of the star and ‘ofthe
Magians:whe came from the east.™ ;And it is well known"tha
the .acconnt of the star and of the Magians from the "eat is.found
v-in.Matthew. »:In other: passages o the-work just cited,? Christ
imself termed zéxzaw i. €. carpenter; an appellation -givén it
the ;gospel , of -Mark, 6,:.3 ov¥ ‘0208 Loriy, 0. TExT
inpenter; et amm.
: sendisplay 4 grea {-pres n
eage of Christ {rom the first progenitor of the human family, and
frorn the Jewish kings;”*—and this is done mo whers but in the
genealozy of Luke 3: 38, Again, the same writer says,® “ Cel-
sus reproaches the Christians for pretending that the Son of
God s the A¢yo¢ or word (evreddyos), which is an evident re-
ference to Jobn 11 1. A case of an objection derived from a

comparison of the’ four evangelists, is that in which he accuses the

historians- of ‘Christ of contradicting one. another, fravria eqics
wevdisdar, and be adduces, as an example, the several accounts

of the resurrection of Christ, some mentioning one and the others

1 Origen. loc. cit. Lib. 1. § 28. . , L
? Kul pera zai;:a’&wwg&zsz i3 18 ESig 1) yeréon w«}’lqa:oﬁ ey
Spoy—15 Tegl LoD GoTég0g Feny e e TOY BapuFéray owd everoly e
Lib. I contra Celsum § 40.
3.Lib. VL. §§ 34,36, 37. ,
4ot (se. Kihoos) annudadijodoar ToUg PEVERROYHTEVIS Gré 0¥ mguiToy
ovios. s tow &y > Iovduiois. foaidiny 0¥ *ooiy. LiboIL§32 - :

"5 Lib 11§ 31. '

- that:-the Christian writings, to-which Celsus alluded in,the passage
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b

two-angels as having come to the grave and spoken to the vi’omen‘f
This-is a reference to Matt.'28: 5. Mark 16: 5. Luke 24 : 4~
John 20 122 .- - L
.But Celsus’ knowledge was'nét confined-to the gospels ; it 15 €V—
ident that he was Lkewise acquainted with the other writimg3
(ovyredupara) of the Christians. This is evinced by a passage”
of-that writer, in which he is assailing the words of the Saviours
¢ there shall arise false Christs and false prophiets and shall- perform
great signs and miracles.”® He there endeavors to prove from

them. that the miracles of Churst® are not.divine, and adds : #o¢ -

Zaraviv zove Tocaire segapnyaveunior oropciee 1. e Jesus mren—
tions a-certain Satan who, should-also perform such miracles. - -INow
neither in the above passage relative to the.“false Chnists,”” moO¥
in-zany-sothery-is. there any sucli assertion contained as Celsus
attributes to Christ. . Bat in Rev. 12:13, the-power of -working
delusive miracles is ascribed to Satan, §.desxer.  And-as this: bBook
professes to be *“the Revelation of Jesus Christ,”®Celsus may bave
alludgd to this text, and therefore have-ascribed it to Jesus.” But
as Celsus frequently attributed to Christ” whatever he found -in-tlie
writings of his disciples ; it is thore probable that he alluded- to the
passage of the apostle Paul, 2 Thess: ‘2: 9. And this is'the ‘more
plausible, as be in another place, while speaking of the power of
Satan to perform delusive miracles, quotes the passage above - refex—~
red to relative to Satan, and in connexion-with it uses the following:
words which very -much resemble the context of @ Thess 2 =, Q.
‘f.iThe'Son of God apprised bis followers that Satan would make
his appearance in -a -rianner similar. to- his own ¢ coming,” that he
would arrogate to himself the-glory of God; and display great and
marvellous works, 1o, which however .they “sbould “pay no atten-
tion,-but determinately rejecting them should believe in hin (Jesus)
nly > 5:Comp. 2 Thess. 2: 4, 11,12, 13. RS T
ther traces of allusions to several epistles of Paulin the writings
elsus, are pointed out by Hug: in his Introduction to the INew
Tesmeﬂtr”s H B N L B VSN R « B

REREA

sof, g e : sl :
”lKaZ";"k‘ 3 e - » 5w P
. Ko gy 5igis 1ov eimol Tob0e tdpor G4y ayyehoy, of uby e, oi S&
Sie (Aspova] rols dmaxngivoudvous Tals yuvaitiy, S1s Grégy, ng. V.,§ 52,
2 Seo Hug'sIntrod. N, Test. pt. I, p- 3!, Andover ed. E .
384D ... L AMA 4, . SRey.1:,00.36. .

& Thus, for instance, he attributed to Chs’lét,ﬂhﬁ the evingelists had releted, -
A N - >

that, at liis bapti i ) air 1 N
on b, Origeni L. 1§ 415 Cco*nded from the sir like a bird; and rested up.
70 tob Hrob ot bee g Soee & Geid plita X .
c et % TOQEyOgEE we aowe © Jeravis ki wlase Guoloo
b g A ¢ € : s goe-
a?f;fm* ;E;waaye-/alm oy MLA Sevueord, opersgdidpivos o;»;‘;yﬁoﬁ «&05
0¥ 018 OV yonvaL Toovsyew Bovindd TOTOMR e S Scerviy. Shlie it
rovet g, e Bovindeveas embrgénssdas sy, A b
& Part I. p. 33, Andover ed. )

$ L) EARLY. EXISTENCE OF THE N. TEST.

- Thuslso,"in the ;third. ce
Christiads, not-only-assails the sacred.

the book<of, Daniel,- of which. he dsed t
ceived among the Chris but, b
pal-eneryies againsit

be was'acquainted at
Matthew, Mark and John. For Jercine men
which Porphyry accuses the evangelists in their ‘acéount of Jésus”
walking on the sea, an incident recorded in Matt. 14: 25, ete. Mark
6: 48, etc. and John 6: 19., He also states® that Porphyry assails
the account of Matthew’s vocation, 'which is found only in the gos-
pel of this evangelist ; that he objects to Mark 1: 2 ; and takes oc-
i} cuse Jesus of instability of chatac-
4lso-acquainted with 'the “Acts of the apos- |
e epistle to the Galatians; for Jerome® me

tions"an unfiir 0sé whick he thade of thé disputebetweén

Péter. ~And even-Chrysostom? appeals to Celsu

for-the antiquity-of the-New Testament Seriptures,: e

ixavol 0. xod, xol¥ mprcrv, lRAOTES, TV EOIGIOTNTE HEQETUOT!
0871508 2 70 Boravewt P

' CUTETEIOw avEERER

d-dftérhity Bardpeot

oks which were composed after the time In*-

which they lived.

To the testimony of Porphyry and Celsus may be added that of
Amelius, who, as we learn from Eusebius, was acquainted with the’
gospel of John.? ’ . )

Iur., 4. There isnothing strange in the pr_ecedi:;'g heathen testz-.

mony in favour of the Christion Scriptures.
sNor is it; by any;means surprising that pagan Writers.should
acquainted .with-the facts, established by, theit testimony in the pr

““1' [Porphiyry was born ot Tyre A. DI233; died A. D003~
2 Qiraest. in Gones. Gap. L. v. 10, 1 - .5 -/ 3 Flieron. in Matt. 9:9. 3z
4 Hierdascontm Pelag. Lib, IL &17. .7 .5 1d. Com. in, Joel 2:.28;

'8 Comment. in Bs,53:12. Proem.in Ep.ad Gal. . .

wil. VI in Ep. 1 ad Corinth. ~~
g [Batatigotes was 2 nuie given 16'Parphyry by'both Jerdie 3n
but the, reason of thisappellation seems to be but imperfectly-know:
ogéd it to bé a Betitiony name affixed by Forphyry himselftey ork. a
the:

isns;. and Fabricius thinks:it derived from Batapéesaztown in Syriay
i which hesupposes Porphyry may-haye been born. : R
9 Praep. Evang. L. XL e 18,19, ©+ ;
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ceding illustrations, when -we recollect what Tertullian! says to them
in'his defence of the Christians against the Lieathen, c. 31 ;- < Read”
says be ¢ the words of God, our Seriptures,”” from which he soor
after quotes some words of Cbrist, and ¢. 32, of Paul, * which we
gurselves have no disposition to conceal from our view, and which
bave, in various ways, fallen into the hands of those who “are 'not
.Christians.” : . -

SECTION IL - .-

The genuineness of the ‘homologoumena or uniz;ersally receivejdt‘_
' books of the New. Tesidment. T

- If we listen to the testimony of the Christians thern'sel\r‘;':s,,;\\yfv'eL
find that not only the age of Eusebius (the commencement of thie
fourth- century), and the earlier age in- which Origen lived (the
third century)(1), but also the tradition of still more aricient tites(2);
that is, the concurrent opinion of all_those writers whose produc-

“tions had fallen into the hands of these Chyistian- Fathers(3),.unan-
imously declare the four Gospels, the Acts of the. Apostles; thir-

- teenepistles'of Paul, and the first' epistle: of John and first of Pe-

wder; to-be the genuine productions(4).of those disciples of Jesus ‘to

l-whom they are ascribed. - Nor have we,{a‘ri}; reason to .doubi?thei‘r

“genuineness. For in the few 'fragmenrs of those. earli_er..;..w_riiérs
jhch have reached us, we find that they did actually view these

books ift ‘that light,. in”which ‘Origeri*'and- Eusebius report ‘these

+eatlier-writers to have viewed them(5). *Moteover thiéte is nothing
fon :inthese writings incongruous either. swith the age m which
they are said to have been written; or the suthors to 'whioin thiey
are attributed(6). - And Leven those. (heretics) to_-wh_ose interest the
authority of these sacred writings was extremely pr'é:iﬁdicial;d‘i&:not
at first presame to dispute their genuineness; but ‘endeavoured to
e.xtricate themselves from their di'ﬁicultiz:es_ by arbitrary interpreta-
.-:{;,\695(7) of the odious paragraphs, or 'by _fthé_altréraf:ion,, o_rf,é:z;gure

;*f:['feitnllinn was born st Cartha . . i RN
. phie L Carthage soon after-A. D: 150 H hed-in:
vidored the e and Antonitus Caracalla, A. D. 194916, ¢ HE'»{‘:;’S.’-G;?];L‘,‘;?
most ancient Latin Fath . = o
law and in the Gresk ard Ro:xmﬂpo::ng?' ‘for.he wa“s well skilled l.n R‘.?‘man
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of them ; thereby pronouncing these writings not.spurious but.only
adulterated(8) ; or finally, they sought refuge by denying! theiau
thotity of - the ‘writers(9), while théy confessed the genuin
¢ books. And when, in .the course_of ﬁx_ﬁé_,”’fhe"y‘bégan to
: genuineness of the. writings, they. d
neient:testimony in their favour, orattempt-toimpug;
ineness with any historical objections:; ‘but they-we
ed to' adduce some trifling pretended doctririal objectis
from the writings which were the object of their hatred.

ILrusTraTION 1. g

' The testfmony‘of the ages of Eusebius and Orzgen

. **THe principal passages of Eusebius and Origen, contditing ‘th
testiiony on this subject, and which will frequently be referred:
in’the sequel, are the following. ' AR
" Eusebius says ;>—<It seems therefore proper here o

ly: during the reigns of Constantius
‘4 ahdn most studions'in the:diyi
making-a ldrge collection of't rit hri )
infaningrablé ivolumes.!. /He .was}mide-1bishop- s
and died in 339 or 340. ' S 4
Ofrigen, the son of Leonidas the martyr; was born in Egypts. o. 184 or 185~
and early made great proficiency in knowledge. e taught at Alexandria and
Caesarca. His writings were so extremely numerons _Lhat Jerot_ne___gays ¢ He.
wrote more than any other man could read.” Afler having spent a life of”
ishinig activity in the cause of Christianity, and sufferéd much in the Declan’
persecution (A. p. 250) he died in the 70th year of hisage. S.] R
.2 ‘T¥loyoy & brralidu yevoudvovs, raxspalosioasSa s dnderSeioos®
. ) - te ¢ oty g, .y N S€ e 0w
waryijs Siadiame yoopds, xei 0 Texéoy, &y mgeitows, Ty, Gyiey TEY
zeTQoFTY . 0% Emston 9] 10y, Tgeleay. iy’ AmooT, Zoa
; Toeg Watdov xevakextéor -Emiorghas: akllésy; )
Fudvvou mpotigey, xul Suoips iy Hetgoy xvgurioy smgroliy.
Tois Tewréon, Eiye povely, vy, amoxcloyy Togyvov (mwegl 75 T doke
STt ' Q. ’ by ) "\"-"“'_ ‘._ ). a g
*ErQOY é:qﬂ'r]aq;vlfsﬂa). . Bed raize »y__‘ev.?éx"' op ,2).‘_,0:/ ovugy
evviheyoptyay, yvagiuwy 0 oy pumg 1:01;__71_'(:‘).1045, . \J.;Z‘,\ ey
Qigeron, xel 4 Tovder . ijre Ilétgov. devtiga - émirtod, net 3] 6voual
EQEEL i 29 re et ey sy %
$00 xo Toitn Twdwvou siTe Tob svayyediotoll Tuyrdvovoel,
a 50 . . - iy ! L » L e
opviusy &elvy. "By tolg voF 01 xotureraydm nel

el who; in his Program: jp: 3—8, Hasiltustrated this-pa
héd perspicuity, explains, p. 4, the’ ward dylwdeions thus
e drmovs referendos esse, manifestnni estet extra controyer
hich .were beyond. all -doubt received into tlie canon;
s therefore.iniakes it Tefer solely to the homgle

SR BTN H
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k;gue*of the writings of the New Covenant to which we bave allu-
. The four holy evangelists must be placed first. - After these
llow the book of the .Aets of the apostles ; after that are 1o
ced the epistles of Paul. The first epistle of John and alse
f Peter are then to succeed. After these, if it is thought
proper; may be placed the Apocalypse of Jokin, the opinions rela-
tivie'to which we will mention in dee time. And these belong te
. the-homologoumena. But to the antilegomena, which yet are “well
known to many, belong those which are called the episile of James
and of Jude: also the second epistle of Peter, and those which
are- considered the second and third of John, whether written by
the evangelist or some other person of the same name. With the
spurious are also to be reckoned the ders of Paul, and what is eall-
ed the Shepherd, and the revelation of Peter. And to these are to
be added"the réputed epistle of Barnebas, and the so called Tnstruc-
tions of the Apostles ; and if thought proper, the Revelorion of St.
Jokn insy be added, which, as has been stated, some_reject, and
others class among the ﬁemolovoumena. There have likewise heen
spme who placed among these the Hebrew gospel, which is prized
more especially by the' “Hebrews who have embraced Chrxstxamty.
Nowall these. may be classed with the antilegomena. Nor isit indeed
without- ‘necessity, that we have made= ca.taloo'ue of these books also;
i ofder that ive may distinguish those wntmﬂs, iwhich: according &
the traditionary opinion of the clrch, are not fictitious but genvine
atid universally ackonowledged, from others whicl, although they:
were”dng;puted were known to the: greager p rt,of e (7

A aymz, :;rv TevEg, mg &tpf;)‘,
vouas 10%s cpaic/oz,gsmze. Ty & & mmoag -
e" f?&hw xmale*;’&v o gé}.mn: > EBoutaw of 1oy
i Tavm pzv f:mec i arrdsyo;xsvmﬂ cw

m;, xm ra; ai?.a; mtgm rocvrocc ot e‘r&a&v;xov;‘ ysv“u’:utx
,‘ oymg 6’5 n‘aga ulsmozc twr é’xxlwma-uxmr /Lyvﬁmo[w—

dewou xexd (14 .*;um .flrmo-to}.aw :rmutsu;’ wy ou’sv ov(?ang G'U/}'Qalt-"
A y.oru 6 et &at’o;mg e?xlqmad‘ruw TU; m'?)t) w; [J.W);u‘v m‘a)ew ﬂsmw‘
o vnaé,gw Jsamv xas o g qaguasmg mxgoc 0. 11&04; w dwarrokixor. dvallaise
1, e yragsy Ael  aiw e av'wu: tpsgo;wmw :vrgomosau-, Trkéiaror:
OV 17 arb;ﬁmfg 003050.Ewg mmémmz, orn & moammw am?gmv @yt o

T

m'a

_fabncatmns of heretics. Hence they cannot be cTassed even-

_seldom quoted ; and yet even this epistle is in-one passage express-

$ 2] FOMOLOGOUMENA: EUSEBITS, ETC: - od

ters. - .And ‘again, that:we. may discriminate between 1h%e-au3 such
as the heretics brought-forward, undet-pretence of..their:béing;
ductions of the Apostless. such as the gospels of: Befer; and. “Tho

ws..and. Matthias, and some othéis, and. the. 4¢ And;
of Jokn and; of the:othen «Apostles; which-not.on
writeis™has ever, though

Apcstles and:the spinit @nd stendencs €
‘entirely from the true doctrines, as clearly to -pra &

the: spunons writings; but must be denoonced as absurd and i impi-

ous. e yanre
- The principal passage of Orxgen may be seen in-his Ccmmenta~
ry-on:Matthew aud John, preserved by Eusebius.! - ... 1~

-Ir; is troe that in these- passages, neithersEuasebius nor: Ongea
ifiesthe-numberof the universally received writings of theapostle .
Paul -« Butit-is evident from other passagésiof Eusebius, that the *
epistlé to-the Hebrews is: the only ose which-wasmotireceived:infd
the number of the homologoumena. He says, 24 The: fourteen: epis-
tles of Paul are, well known (npodnlos zai sageic) ; -yet it ought
to be concealed that some ‘have excluded the epistl

aweey, ga

apostle (P:ml) And he clsewhere® classes. this’ epistle with
antilegomena, i. e. with those books which were not universally re-
ceived. In like manner Origen® excludes none but the. epistle 1o
the Hebrews from the umversaﬂy recetved apostolical writings ; and
all the other epistles of Paul, he attributes, without the’ least
besitation, to that apostle, in mnumerable instances; excepting that
to Philemon; which from.its extreme brevity would naturally bebut

Iy‘aseribed ‘to Pault Yet Origen.was much:dispesed. 1o “express:
his' doubts relative to the anttlegomena “nd it has:been proved thdt
be dnstlugmshed them from the homologoumena, by his mannerof
quoting.them.”  Thus in: his Commentary on Jobn;® -he quotes; the -
first epistle of James with these words, ¢ évzy pegopdrnTo. Io:xmﬁ

‘1 Eceles. Hist. VL. 25.- - B 2 Euseb. Hist. Eceles. T3,
3 Boseb VE20. . . = - 4 Hist. Eeeles: VI3,
. 5 Euseb. Hist. Eccl Vg5 - - 6-Tn the 19th Homily-on:Jere

¥ See the Apo}o«y fortho B ion §6, note 23 and’
peland Epistles of John,” p. 106; ete.

“8 Tom. XIX. § 6.

“
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étmtgb; aveyvepey, i €. as weread in the repmed epistle of James ;
atid in his’ Commentary on Matt.! when citing the gpnstle of Jude,
be -adds, & 62 xal rnr Jovda ngovoire 1ig emcrolnv 1. e, if we ac-
knowledge the epistle of Jude. Thus also in hisletter to Africanus,?
although ' he there undertakes to prove Paul 1o be the author of the
eprstle to the Hebrews, still when pressed with the objection that it
was ot gehuine, be waves the quotation which he had made from it,
and passcs on to another proof from Matthew. Butstill stronger are
the terms in which he expresses himsel{ when . cmno the Pastor, of
Hermas, which be regarded as a divine book ; 3 2 x@t} tolngmw-
Ta w0l and Tves woopﬁvag uév iv. rr,! exxlqa;a ygm;mgg, ov ARge
maoe ¢ duoloyovpdras civas Oeiag, x. T.A4 i, €. if we may venture o
quote from a book that is commonly used by the church, yet not
received as divine by the unamimous consent of all. And be bim-
self:informs us, that he cited passages {rom such books, - non ad
aiotoritatem, sed ad manifestationem propesitz quaestionis,” i.-e.
not for the proof, but illustration of the point under discussion.*
The principal passages of Origen, in which he quotes the Epnstles,
are the following

For the Epistle to the Romans aod the first of Coriathians, see
Ong contra Celsum, Lib. I § 46—-48. .

For the second of Corinthians and the Epnstle o r.he Gaiatzans,
idem Lib. 1. §$48. 47. . § 1.

For the Epistles to the Ephesians, Colossians and Phd:pplans, Lzb.

V1.4 54 Lib. 1V. §.49.18. Preface,i$.5: ot

For thié' tivo Epistles o the Th‘essa]omans‘,

© VI § 44 ete. ~ ’

it the Epistles to Txmbthy and Ttus, Eib. 1. § 63. Lib. IV.

i Iiﬁ"”ﬂl_ § 48,

ke anet also the Acts of the Apostles,- Origen expressly
atttrbmed to-Luke ; wo 0 Aovxas fv rois mpateciy tor anosToion
Epouge® ic e, as- Luke in the Acts of the. Apostles bas declared.
Amud-the reason why be did not mention the book of Acts in the

ges which Eusebius quotes from his Commemary on Matthew
and John, was that ‘Origen there wished 10 speak only of the Ges-
pe1s, of the writings of the apostles -Paul, Peter, and Joha.

’

1 Tom. XV1L. § 30: 239 3 Lib. X. in Epist. ad Romanos, § 31.
.Vide Mng. fur christliche Dogmatik und Moral, Stuck 9. S. $7-26.

‘Lib. V1. contra Celsum, § 11. Seealso the passage which Eusebius quotes
m.his Homilios on the Hebrews, Euseb. Hist. Ecel. V1. 25.

EN N

$ 2] HOMOLOGOUMENS, EUSEBIUS AND ORIGEN. Q9

Iowd . The referénce of Eusebius and Origen'to the ectlisi
“cal tradition. respecting the homologoimena ; “together wi
‘arks on’ tke natire' oﬁhw tradzlzo-n.

: g ‘
Jeast hesitation received as genuine by the ancneut and:the: present

church. : ;
. Relative to.the nature of this tradition, Eusebms, in his pnncx-
pal passage above quoted at. length, uses the following * language :
ol xore v exxluew:cfnmw wapadosy aindsis e eniteror- ol
arwpokoynuivas yougel ; 1. e. the books which according -to::the
tradition jof the._church are generally received as.true-and una-
rated:;.. and : ‘Origen- says - (Euseb...Ec. Hist.. V1.-:25.)-0ig
& 'qqadoae:. godav;. i.-e. as.l.have learned -from -tradition:
That by-this éxxlqﬁmouxn nagedoots is not meant-the oral. declara:
tions of the ~centemporanes ‘of - Eusebius, is proved. in the:Apology
{or the Remlatmng -where it is evinced that th s phrase of Fusebiis -

,sxgmﬁes the festi mony of writers, and especially-of those prior.to lns
"This opinion is- more fully discussed by-Dr. Fl 5

d; diffe

Acts of the apostles, regards the word tradition in ggeneml and.
also in the passage of Origen above quoted, asthe then prevalent
tenet ot opinion of the church. According to his idea therefore,
Eusebius and Origen acknowledged the genuineness of the homolo-
goumena for this reason, that it was 2 settled opinion of the church
that the gospel of Matthew or of Jobn etc. was really written by
the person whose name it bears. The ground therefore. of their
reception , of -them. was, that their genuineness was a traditionary -
-dogma ofthe elurch.. In the *.Fssay on the Canon.of Eusebias;?
by ~J. E. C. Schidt,® that writer explams the magadoots Exxinoro
gra] as sigoifying the Canon. which was settled.by the church of
Eusebius.  And Miinscher thinks-it sign ifies the prevailing opinion
of the Christian churches relative to. the books of the New Tesg

mant -and adds that the privaté-opinion of Eusebius, as well.

o, Hist. Euseb. IIL24.. . . :  2p%.nete?
'3, Kéhtes Stack s. 75—86. » ) ] :
Thedf&g?é?:bo Beittaege iTheoIo‘gie:aI Contributions) Band5 Sltek 2. -

S_Henk?’s,;Mag. fur. Rel. Phil. (Mag. for Religious Philosophy) B, V.St 11l
gle. L . , : oL
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men, may possibly have been at variance with it.!
pal proof that magidests &exlncraczuny signifies writ-

as acquainted, s found in the leading passage itself rela-
snon.? Here Eusebius describes the first class of sa-
“Sefitings; “the homolocroumena, in the words before cnted i
xarauzb &xlqsmm-umw :woad“omv clndsrs dudooroc zed auoyo}.—-
oynutvar youpal i. e. books which secording to the tradition of the
church are generally received as true-and unadulterated but rela-
tive to the latter class, that of heretical writings, he uses these words :
dir:onddy nvdapwg & X TZTPAMMﬂ 7 rior more Quadoyes Exxka-
SUBTERGY TISCUNQ £65 ;zw),mpr ayaysiv HEinoe, i. e. whom nota single
one of .the-whole suecession of ecclesiastical writers, bas thought
worth; of being- quoted The same idea is elsewhere® thus expres-
sed qre agxcuwr przs: ww xad fpog g émc?,azmaﬁnxet; oUyype-
geve targ 3 avrwr cveyenoare pegrugiois, i. e. no ecclesiastical
writeireither -in ancient or modem times, has ever made-any use
of:their testimony.. The descriptions of these two classes of books,
are-evidently correlative ; and as the latter class is distinguished by
the total want of testimony of writers in their favour, so by virtue
oftheir antithetic relation, the former must have in their favour the
testimony of all the writers whose works were extant, that is the
napadesiy Sexdnoiactenyy.  Vogelt gives this sense of srupadocug
ExxAnoeaczent ; “ Judicium ecclesiae antiquitus traditum” 1. e. the
Judgment of the church transmitted from former ages ; and subjoins
this, rlesicertm est, :mgaéeo'w SurdybeasTiryy l‘conﬁrman,
velnullam-esse: demcusnarx, eX scripiorum; estxmomxsuvel silentioy e,
ear that the: nagddosts exxlqmofm -may eitherbe confirmed
‘anallity, by the testimony orsilence of writers. Accord-
ladation mepddosis éxxl.muaonxr; would signify * the
church, relative to the origin and authority of the
denved from-historical transmission : and this his-
seission is identical with the testimony of writers, - es-
iaﬁys the ‘more ancient ones.—This explanation, it is self-evident,
detracts nothing from the weight of the ﬂagax&omg SundnsracTeny.’
s fThe: true signification of the phrase napadoss Lxxhnoraszini
erhaps mot woaptly, be illustrated by a passage of the Apos-
tle~Pau} in’ which the ' word wapadosss is used and 1ts-import deter-
mined by the context: * therefore, brethren, be steadfast, and hold
the traditions (vas naoad‘aem;) which ye bave been taught, wheth-
-er;orally or by our epistle.”” Tradition, thefpfore, would swmfy

1

\r\

Handbach der christlichen. bogmon«esclnchte (Manual of the . Hlstory ot
crutmnsdocmmes) Marpurg 1797, vol. L. p- 246.

% Seo that passago quoted in Nlust. I. snpra. Co- © 3 IES.
4 Commentationes de Canone Buscbizno, Pt. L. p. 7. u. 9. Erlangen, 1800,

ten tra ’u’wn, or the testimony of those authors with whose works.

§2J. =~ EOMOLOGOUMENA. - EUSERIUS, ETC. 2t

any historical account or opinion transmitted to us from former ages,
.Whéther orally or by writing ; and €xxAyscacrexy would point us.to
persons connected with the church as.the changel. through whxch»at'
was- conveyed S] .

The testimony of all the writers. known 6 Or
Eus Bms was in favour of the Iwmo!agoumma.

e'fbﬁowmg passages from-Ebsebius may: be-adduced, as\p,
that the homologoumena were supported by. th&unammcus ftesti=
mony of all whose opinion that very learned man had read. Rela-‘
tive to the first epistle ¢ of John, he remarks:! nagd re zofg vir %6l
2076 &t o:@xmozg avauqilenros m;w).oy:z’:w i, e. it wasacknowledged
45 genume, without contradiction, in earlier as well as later times:

And in the same , place, he terms the books of John, (which “he

afterivards classed with-the hormolog goudiena,?) zovds Tov enverolov
3

0070t yoorgal i.e. the producixons of this apostle, whxch ‘bad
never been disputed.

“In the work entitled “ The design of the gospel and epté
John'* the facl is established, in refatation of Merkel;*-that Origes
awd Eusebius never termed any books oyaloyovpem, excepting such
as were unanimously, and without any exception, ackiowledged as

3 g

génbitie Accordmv]y they could not‘have given- thxs appellatton

‘g i (40 T Vit

Wbl Beol i. e. they are every where received ‘without contra
diction by the whole church of God. The same universal coineis
deoce of testimony is signified by the term xa@dkeos (universal);
which Origen and his dxscxple Dionysius apply to the firstepistle
of John.? “And the idea that the second-and third epxstle of Joh
a ‘ot Gpéloyo dpever but am).eyoyew.“ is expressed by Origenthus:
o8 el yr;r;amvc ool ravreg, “i. . they: are not pronounced
ide, by all.”; Now if these'‘words contain a definition of gvrs-

o, 1t follows by virtue of the anmhesxs, that egokoyoms .
st signify’ abook ¢ nevres gaol ;wr]ﬁ;av i e val W :
to’be genume.

4. Proof that the tesnmony pf Orzgen mwl Eusebzu
ive.to the books termed homofogoumcna, refers. specifica
ir genuineness. . e
50 i§"evident ‘that the passages, which Eusebius? giiotes*from
- Ofigen refer tothe genuineness of ‘the books of the Ne ‘Testa-

R - 31}113&0
ferkel’s # Proof that the Apocalypse is a apnrlous book ”
5 Euseb. VI 25. € Euseb. VI/ 25, - %7 VI, 2.




32 GENUINENESS OF THE NEW TEST. - [ex. &

nient, that is, to the question whether they are really the produe-
tions.of the persoos to whom they .are ascribed. For in the passage
just referred to, Origen speaks not only of the four Gospels, but of
the authors of them, whom he individually names. He mentions
for. whose use, and for what purpose each apostle wrote, and ex-
presses himself thus;  ITérgos pley imeorodnv duoloyovuévny xave=
Adocne— logrung vayyfhtov & xaraléhoinsy—iyoupe 02 ral Tnv
anoxdhvyv—zxazaléhocne 02 xal Emeorodny mavy OAtywy GTiywy” E6TO

62 xal Sevrépay ol Tplrny énel 00 navres gaoi TNHZIIO T elvees .

zenzag, i. e. Peter has. left us one epistle which is universally at-
tributed .to, him—John bzs left us one Gospel—he also wrote the
Apocalypse—be also left usan epistle of very R.zw lines; and per-
haps also, 2. second and a third for not all agree in pronouncing the
two Jast: genuine, ) ) s
: Jative to-the testimony of Eusebius himself,! it is certain that
by terming these  books (mentioned above in $. 2.) ouodoyoiuers,
‘he meant that they were unanimously received as genuine. For
he -distinguishes between these homologoumena, or b,ooks univer-
sally-received as genuine, and the v68e or ariedeydpere, which
were hooks wlose genuineness was not universally admitted, but
was, disputed by some. o

4= That Eusebius did not intend; by the term »oe, to designate
such writings as were universally regarded as spurious; but meant
books whose genuineness was denied by some and acknowledged
by others, is evident from the following considerations. - In the
“frst- place, Eusebius, in his main passage, most explicitly . distin-
irishes between the »69¢ and a third class of writings, which, Wwere
Sl d by heretics, degerenday ardpdv dvanidouere, and which
deéviated . entirely, from the true doctrines, 146 edndois oododcteag
i «(or.are, as he. elsewhere? expresses himself, remote from
tolical doctrines, 17g enooroxne doPodoEes whddrpens
he .designaies by the appellation muvréidws vode i. €.
spurious. He expressly states, ovde &v v080:6 dvra sar-
hat they cannot be reckoned to the class of »68wy for

eated with such contempt by all the writers of. the
hat there was not even any dispute about their spurious-
Secondly : Eusebius uses the terms »é%o» and erzideydusvor
rodymons. Thus in one place,® he classes the epistle of James
with the drrileyopere” and in another,’ beremarks of the same epis-
tle foréor dig voBruszar, which words must be rendered, It should be
-remembered, that it is regarded as not genuine .by some. For
unmediately preceding this we read, ¢ thus_much of James, from

T

whom!tbe first of the reputed catholic epistles is said to be derived,

1 Seo his main passage, Ilustration 1, of this §. NP
2 11, 31. 3 HI, 25. 411,23, .

toailt

-V, 8.
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Toteve xod 16 xeve, Tov Jaxaifoy, 80 7 newrn Thv ovoualoutvay
KaWolxoy éxcorolay ivas Myexae.  This Fysras necessarily refers
1o those who ascribed this epistle to James, _In like manner the
Actus Pauli, the Pastor of Hermas and the epistle of Barnabas, all
of which are classed with the »69e in IIL, 25 other pl
quoted as writings. which are not duoleyotu
ne (emgos zovery avridelexras)s and he terms
.for- example the epistle of Barnabas.? " In addition to these evi-
dences of the use of avzideydpsroy and oo s synouymes by
Eusebius, two others of a decisive character, derived from’ the.
principal passage so often quoted, are adduced in the * New Apolo-
gy for the Revelation of St. Joho.”®  The first is founded on the
words &v zoig ¥d90ig xararsraydw KA. e. among the books which
are not received as genuine must elso be numbered. Now what
can this. K 4/, also, signify, if' the books:which he had described
a5 ¥69u did not belong 10 the same class with those ‘which he had
. immediately before mentioned as dvzeheyopeva?. Thé second proof
is-in the concluding words of the enumeration of the »iw»; “ now
all these may be classed with the antilégomena or disputed Books -
Taure pudy navre twy dvriheyousvoy éu sig. These concluding words
correspond with the phrase xe! redza uiv iv duoloyovudvocs (and
these all belong to'the bhomologoumena), which terminates a_pre-.
ceding enumeration of the duoleyovusre in the €z art of
passage; and they.indicate that alf thé'bo
merated between J :
-@rrikégopdvar or vodwy. Itis evident therefore that,in the ‘phras
ology of Eusebius, these are syponymous words. 'And this transla- -
tion of the word v68o¢ as signifying * considered not genpine,” “is
authorized by a very customary mode of expression, according to
which “to be genumne” is synomymous with ““to be considered
genuine.””* Tt is indeed an opinion entertained by many learned
men, that Eusebius in this noted passage makes a fourfold division,
into (1) Suoloyovpeve, (2) dvideyopsva, (3) v69«, and (4) drona
weoefy (navrélog véde), absurd and impious (altogether spori-
ous). ‘But the arguments in oppositiofito this epinion, and in fayour
of 2 triple division, are fully stated an ted in the “ D) as . .
tion on the Canon of Eusebius,” in Flat®s"Magazine;® and by the
aathor of the Comment. (Sup. cit. P. IL. p. 3—-10.) who 2 «
the triple division, and remarks, “ that Eusebius may have used the |
wilder term dvridsyoueve in reference to the Canon of hi '
chureh at Caesarea, in which'the five catholic epistles are 1

em,. erziAsy 0uEroe,

2V 113 3 Note 16. § 4.p.98,20.
* 48te Observationes ad Analogiam et Syntaxin Hebraidaz
0.2, Tubingen, 1776. )

-5 Flatt’s Mag. vol. 7. p. 93‘58———237
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y the subsequent phrase & 10i¢ ¥o¥0is xarareraydum xod
' intended to intimate that in his judgment the severer
tight have been applied to_those five_catholic epistles,
well as to the Acts of Paul, the Pastor of Hermas &c. which
snumerated after them.” Nor is the explanation of dusie=
‘and w09 in the preceding pages, as signifying a genuinev
that ‘was acknowledged by all, und a genuineness that was digé
puted by some, inconsistent with the fact that Eusebivs classes
among the ¥0%a or dvredeyopsve (the books of disputed genuine~
_tiess), the Gospel of the Hebrews ; for this work was regarded asa

em, 70i¢ dBoaiocs Tov Xoworow nagudefandvors, the Hebrews
eheved in -Christ.  And though jt is certain that by sorné it
gved 1o be spurious ; yet there might be others who regard:

he authentic and universally received text of the gospé

_Jn regard to the works of Eusebius, #ds 8" & rovisis
Teveg xed 10 % Efpulovs evayydicor xeridetay, although Michdslis
considers it as uncertain whether zovroes refers to Suoloyovudvoes or
0 #0302 1 have no hesitation in considering it as referring to
r.  For v6fecg is much more remote from zovrow than
loyovgevecs which just precedes it; and Euasebius was interested
etracting from the weight of the opinion of those who classed
Apocalypse with the bomologoumena, which he accomplished
remarking, that the cese of the gospel of the Hebrews was
‘the Ayocalypse. But the fact that E
ontenids) did not class thie ‘gospel of “thel. Hebr
goumena, but referred it to the antilegoinens; is
y from the circamstance of his not mentioning it earlier,
ratiig the homologoumena ; and still more clearly from
or he says that only some (zevés) have assigned to
ace among the universally received books of the
ent. And itis by no means a difficult matter to per-
hese some were led to assign it this place, if we compare
ing passages of Jerome concerning this gospel. In the
atdlogus viroruwm Hlustrium,” s, v. Matthaeus, he says : Matthew
sed.the gospel of Christ in the Hebrew language, and wrote
tiwith Hebrew: letters; but who the person was that subsequently
tracslated-it into Greek, isnot satisfactorily known. There js, more-
_-over, at present in.the Cwsarean library, for which we are indebted
to the distinguished zeal and industry of the martyr Pamphilus, a
py.of the Hebrew itself. And it was by the Nazarenes of Beroes,
city.of Syria, who use this book, that I was enabled to make 2

ichiselis” lotroduction to New Teat. 1L ed. p. §93. IV, ed. 1033 &e.

‘Fenuine Japostolical production by the Ebionites, or as Eusebius

belonging to the homologoumen, so far as the ground-wotk

"+ 2'%In Evangelio juxta Hebineos guodf Chaldaice quidem: Syroy

- oum; ete. . Comment. in Matt. X11.'13. 4 Euseb, 1il, 16.
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transcript of it’”' Now, agreeably-to the context, this “ ipsum
Hebraicum™ can refer to nothing else than thé gospel of Matthew.
Again in bis Dialog. contra Pelagiancs we read » #Ia the Hebrew
gospel according to the apostles, or as ‘is generally supposed, xc-
cording to Matthew, which is indeed written in the,Syro-Chaldaic
language, but with Hebrew letters, which the Nazarenes-use even
at.the prefent day, and which, is found in the library at, Cesarea,”™
&c.  Agan; < In the gospel:which: the id Ebionites
use, which I lately translated from Hebrew:idito’ Greek, and. which
is by most persons called the authentic gospel of Matthew,” &el
Now-as Jerome professes that the gospel of the Nazdrenes is the
Hebrew gospel of Matthew, ipsumHebraicom, authenticom Matthei,
Juxta Matthzom, and _yét hin - passages from. the Naza-
rene gospel. which:are  pot_fou Matthew ; we are led o
5P, hat the..original te ew. was. the.ground - work
azarene Gospel, but that. additiops had been made to it,
nd - as far as the text' of Matthew was the ground work of
the gospel of the Nazarenes or Hebrews, it-might have been ranked -
by some among the homologoumena. ~Schmidt does indeed  sup-
pose that Jerome at first believed the Hebrew  gospel which he
transcribed and translated, to be the Hebrew gospel of Matthew ;
and that he subsequently changed his opinion.  But if Jerome, ac-
cording to the first of the passages above quoted, in which he
the. gospel of the Hebrews ‘“ipsum. Hebraicum- Matthael, 2Sdi
transcribe it and had:altezdy translated it into Greek-and Latin;d
we learn from the preceding passage. in the context ; ‘it follows that
be must at that time have-been intimately acquainted with it.

We would yet remark; that it was not the intention of Eusebius,
in his'main passage quoted in IH. 1, to give 2 general catalogue of
all the bomologoumena, that is, of all the writings of Christians
which - were.acknowledged to be genuine; (among which, for exam-
-ple, thesfirst epistle of Clemens wust be classed; for this he else-
where-also calls duvloyoupsvy dniozolsf* and avopoloyovuévy mepe
sraoey fmsoroly, and uoloyouudvy ygugr) but:-his object was to
-enumerate only those homologoumena, which belénged to the col-

1% Matthaeus—-Evangelium Cliristi Hebraicis lieris vérbisque composuit:

/E:’d" gois ‘postea in Graecum franstelerit, non satis certuin est.. Porro ipsum
Z

lebraicum habetur wvsque hodie in Cemsariensi bibliotheca, quam Pamphilus
Martyr studiosissime confecit, Mibi_guoque s Nazaraeis, quiin Beroca urbe
Syriae hoc volumine utuntur, deseribendi 2 ’ .

acultas fait.”"

:ged Hebraicis literls scriptum est, qvo utuntur usque hodie Na
-Apostolos, sive ut plerique adtumant juxta Motthaeum, quod;:
‘bibliotheca,” etc. Dial. cont. Pelag. Lib. [11. 2,
Evangelio. quo utuntur Nazareni et Ebionitas, quod nuper'in Grecum do
gérinone transtulimus, et quod vocatur & plerisgie-Matthaei duthenti-
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Zection of the books nf the New Testament, Snhwiteisae THX R AL
NHZ ALAOIHKHZ poagai. But the question in this place is not
what opinior had the ancient Christians of the divine authority 6
certain books, and according to what principles did they decide or¥
their admission into the cauon, that is, into the number of -divine
books ; but our sole object at present is to establish by their testi—
roony the position that these are genuine books. “And most assuf=~
edly their testimony does establish, firmly and indisputably, the fact
that the homologoumena of the New Testament are homologoumenszt

indeed; that is, 1hat they are writings which are, beyond all doubt, -

the productions of those persons to whom they are ascribed ; and
that the reason why they were adopted into the number of the re~
Yigious books of the church, and received as authentic records of thié
h;story‘and doctrines “of christianity, was no otber than this, that
they were "universally believed to be the genuine productions .o

those disciples of Jesus whose nemes they bear.

fci. 5. Fragments of earlier writers; and proof that they G

tually regarded the four Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles, thir—

 teen epistles of Paul, and the first epistle of John, and first of”

* Peter, as the genuine productions of those disciples of Jesus to
whom they are ascribed. - '

Of these relics, some are entire books, which were written -before
the time of Origen; others are single passages of more ancient wri—
ders,-which are found as quotations in later austhors,especially i
Eusebius. Eosebivs himself informs us,! that in the perusalof ear—
lier writings, he was astentive 1o the information coutained in’then
relative to each individual book of the holy Scriptures; but that he
moted, with particular care, the passages quoted from those books of’
the. Christians which belong to the antilegomena. Some of the few
~written.documénts of the earlier cliistian age, which have been pre-
served éntire, are of a polemical nature, bemmg divected against the
Pagans or Jews, who-were but partially acquainted with the books
-of-the New Testament ; and others are so small as to contain but 2
few pages. It would therefore be unreasonable to expect that we
.should be able to adduce many passages, from véry ancient writings
Jor the authenticity of the homologovmena ; especially, as we shall
appeal only to those ancient writings of whose integrity we have no
: doubt ; and even_from these, shall addoce only such passages as
-guote the homologonmena, not in an indefinite manner, bat with the
“express mention of the author’s name.  For such quotations as con~
lamn passages of a book of the New Testament, without specifying
the name of the author, may indved evince thé antiquity of the book.

1 Eec. Hmrnl, 3

;2 HOMOLOGOUMENA. EUSEB(US; ETC:. g7
Ed

but ¢dt never be advariced in ‘support of its ‘genuineness.?:
passages are collected by Professor Less;“in his -wo
gion, thre Wahl and Bestitiguag?

I ¢

tibies:thie €p
Covinthians‘to P i
pressly states, that Paul wrote 1o them. In § 11 he qito lor
6:'2, adding : sicut Paulus docet, i. e. as we learn from Pauk He
elswhere makes quotatiods also from the epistle to the Ephesiats
and-thie first epistle to Timbthy, and the first of Peter, and-of Johii,
butiwithout specifying the author’s name. U
‘Papias,? bishop-of Hierapolis, quoted by Eusebius;
arkythie disciple.of Peter, and Matthew recorded the actions and
eclarations of ‘our Eord. He says :4 *“Mark; who-was the jnterpretér
of Peter, made an ‘accurate record of .whatsoever:he-Tecollected’;
though ot ‘in “the order in which the things were:said by
Chiist: Hewas particularly careful, neitber toomitany:
he had heard, nor to insert any thing whichwas false.: - Ma

' ‘bY ‘4 Specific mention of stheir
hames. * For Eusebiusasserts, in like manner, that Polycarp quoted
‘Ssome passages from the first epistle of Peter; and yet we learn

T

1 Partl. page 503, &e. On the citations of the N. Test. containi =the
most ancient ecclesiastical writors, vido Hug's Introduction to_the N. Test.
part [. § 7. p. 2031, Andover ed. , .

.2 [Papias floutished, according to Cave, A. D. 1105 or 2< others conténd, aboyt
115.  Helis said by Iraeneus; to have been a companion® of Polycarp-and one'cf
8t. Jobn'shearers. S.] ’ e

%3 Busebius, Hist. Eccl. 111::39, the end, . . . %
T4 Baguos §gpi§vsuzﬁg‘ﬂétgoﬂ.7si6wg§'£ ti::a'q dery 25y, O
‘goyeob jrron 1dle Te P 100 Xowrol 3 Ay Odvre §j oy devre,

Enostooro mgovoray, o pmdiy & jougs mugukimely, 5 yalour Dt
adroiy—Mordaios g Suddxrg 3o by cuveygUipzo” NOUTVELTE
i, ds diraro, bartos, A
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from::the epistle of Polycarp itself, that the name of the author is
not.annexed to the passages. cited..? “
:3...Justin Martyr2 From the writings of Justin, it may be in-

fetred that the gospel of Mark belongs to the apostle Peter, whose

disciple Mark was; but that the gospel of Luke was derived from
a’disciple of ‘some’ apostle, who, according to collateral evedince,

< could have been no other than the apostle Paul. Moreover .the
‘ aropynuoveupnre Ty enooreiwy of Memorabilia of the -apostles;
(the gospel to which the aged Justin had been accustomed in bis

own country; Samaria;) presupposd vot only the bigh antiguity of .
the:gospel of Luke, but -also the early existence of our gospel of
Matthew; just as'the apocryphal gospels, in general, of which Jus~

tin’s is one, are not an evidence against the antiquity of our gospels;
but:very clearly-establish their-age; because it is evident from all’
-the'apocryphal gospels which have descended to-us, that their aus

thors were acquainted: with our gospels3 Nor will the fact, that
Justin quotes almost exclusively such books as were known in his
native-country, (although, in the course of 'his travels, be doubtless
became acquainted with other apostolic epistles,} appear any. longer
strange, when we recollect that none of his works have reached wus,
excepting such as were addressed to the enemies of his religion.
For other apologists of Christianity, especially Tertullian, rarely
quote the N. Test. in their apologies and ‘polemical wiitings, (ex-
cept the historical books to which they were compelled to appeal in -
support of facts,). yet Tertullian often cites the homologoumena in
s other: works:-.Had. the. production.of Justin, entitled De mon-
“archia‘Del; réached-us entirein i which, as Fusebius -informs us,?
he' quotes not only Pagan but also Christian writings, resmag’ 24eir
y0epds, i. e. our Seriptures; or had his work against Marcion,
mi-hie could ot refute without a reference to St. Paul, escaped
1ges. & ; we.doubt not that we should have it in‘obr
wer to-adduce Justin a5 a witness for others of -the books of the
Testament. .o L
n the work “ on the Object of the: Gospel and Epistles of -St.
he-author: shows that the gospel which Justin- used, and
ommonly termed dnopynpovetipare ThY anoozgAwy, and

a0 x L

b

Epist §3 1 0L VL
artyr, wns, as Methodius states, not far reimoved
T virtue.  Fabricjus supposes le wias born about
ytyrdom is vartously fixed by thelearned; from
at Sichem, the well known clty of Samaris. 8] -
ry on the New Testament; p, 81 &%:

5..§ 69:p. 363375,

’ gp:pel f

Vpnrg,f»lEOtZ p-296 &
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sometimes! svayyélov, and which Justin moreover says was com-
posed by-apostles of ‘Jesus and their followers, ¥no- dnootdhiov
{ndou xol Twr avieis meganolovinodvrew guvreraydar,? vas a Har-
mony of the gospel of the Hebrews aud of the gospel of Luke;
{ollowing are the principal arguments... First: it is certain that
Matthew wis the groundwork from which Justin’s gospel -
a5 comiposed nd that the latter -contained --additions, which . ar
t-found in"-any of .our gospels ; ‘but: which-agree-with : additions
found.in the gospel of the Hebrews ; as Stroth has .proved:jn:the
Repertory of Biblical and oriental literature part I. Sécon ys
Justin was 2 native of Palestine, where the gospel of the Hebrews
was current ; and it was there that he was convertéd to christianity.
T'hirdly: the name of Justin’s gospel, drvprnuorevucre 16 arpg-
zolaw, coincides with the appellation  Evangelium secundum apos-
tolos,”” by which. the- gospel -of the Hebrews is alse denominated.
Egurthly :-it-is an indisputable faet, that Justin’s gospel contained
many. passages from Luke; as Paulus has proved in his « Ex-
egetisch-crittsche Abhandlungen. Fifthly: on the,contraiy, it caj
not be proved that any’ passages from .the . gospel of John wes
serted -1nto the arouvemoveipora rdw @noordlmy, the Mem
. Sixthly : Justin does.-not ‘quote. the passage ' Mark
j from the d@mopwnuoveduac 1Gy.drosrdiov, but.

’Ma;k, itsg_alf.‘ - His words
o y

fact that to-two others, ,'the sons of Zebedea he
gave the name sons of thunder” &c. The word dvrod must refer
to Peter, and designate in this ¢ase the gospel of Mark. :
Stroth thinks the gospel of Justin was the same as the. gos»pel'oAf
thg Hebrews: Paolus regards it as a Harmeny of our four gospefé :
Miinschert thinks it was aGreck translation of the gospel of the
Hebrews, to which some additions were. perhiaps made from the gods
pels of Matthew and Luke. Eichhorn, who collected the fragments
out of.J_ustm’s gospel entire,? believes that it was formeds out of
the original gospel; that it resembled our Matthew in matter and
contents, but was earlier and less perfect. Schmidt is of opinion

1 Dial. cum Tryph. Jvdaeo, Justini. opp. ed. Colon p. 227,
2 Dial. cum Tryph. ed. cit. p. 331, e
[ 8 Kab 1) sdnsiv perovopentyar Gvidy Iitgoy &vo 1oy dmortbimy, xas Fe
;‘;gaq:;;z & oig ‘a;go;;:gywwp:qrﬂv ATTOT e totrvo perd To¥ sk “Fidove
Yoo aOélpovs, vievs Zefsdatov. Svrve, petowouarives Ivdpory 1ot e
&c. Dial cum szpzx:'jg 5333, W s @ oyopoTs
- 4-Handboch der christlichen Dogmengeschichte, T ter t'h&l‘,
c. R

S Introduction to . Test. part L'p. 513 &e.
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that it:was framed by an enlargement of our Matthew, which at that
time:had not fully acquired its present forms The Reviewer of
Eichhorn’s Introduction, pronounces Justin’s gospel to be the gos-
pel'of Matthew enlarged from Luke ; and observes, that those ad-
ditions in Justin’s gospel which are not found in Matthew or Luke,

area pever marked as quotations. Hug maintains, that the dmopwnpuo- .

vevpeare of Justin were the canonical gospels of Matthew, Mark and
Luke ; and supposes, that Justin's citation of ‘facts from the N,
Testament was not literal, but free and® unrestrained.  And finally;
Feilmoser endeavors to prove, that the facts in the life of our Savx
iour-mentioned by Justin, in some instances are not adduced. as
citations, and in others are narrated in terms which contain only the
senseof the corresponding passages in our gospels, and may also-ii i
soite cases-be viewed as margm glosses.?
¢riaeus,® who lived in the second century, in bis bcoks
ggainst the Gnostic sects of christians, quotes very many passages
fromn all the homo!o«oumena, and frequently specifies the names of
thejr authors: only from the epistle to Philemon be quotes no pas-
sage, which is easily accounted for by the contents and brevity of
that epistle.  As an evidence that we do not attach too high impor-
tance to the testimony of Irenaeus, (which acquires the greater mo-
ment from the fact of his connexion with the churches in Asia Mi-
nor, which had shortly before been under the care of the apostle
John, and even in the time of Irenaeus embraced some who bad
been contemporary with the apostles,} we shall adduce a few proofs.
“Matthew, see Lib. II1. contra Haereses ¢. 9. § 1, 2. '
¢ -Mark, 1the same. ¢. 10, § 6.
or the aospel of Luke, Lib. TI1. c. 10. $Lcecld. §8.
For the.gospel of Jokn; Lib. 1L ¢. 11. § 1. Compare the Re-
«pestary for Biblical and Oriental Literature, put X1V. p. 136 &c.
For the four Gospels, Lib. lll.c. 1. § 1.e. 11 $ 8. ¢. 15. $ 1. ¢
he idcts of the apostles, Lib. IlL ¢. 14. §1 c. 15. § 1.~
heépistle of Paul to the Romans, and both epistles to the Co-
nthians, Lib. Ill.c. 183. § 1. c. 16. § 3.9.¢c. 18.§2 -3. be
Viie.26. § 4

_ntmd N Test. § 51 p. 1"0 &c. and 124 note 1.

2 fntrod. to the books of the New Covenant, Insprack 1810, § 62. 153 &e.

3 Jutred. to N. Test. part IL. §. 23, p. 7480,

.3 [Neithor the. birth nor the dealh of Irenacus can be determined with pre-
flon,  Bub** we have good reason,” says Dr. Lardner, * to believe that he was
iple of Polycnrp,!huz he way presbyter in ‘the church of Lyons under
P@iﬁ; us, whose mirtyrdoni decured A. D. 177, and that he succeeded Pothinus
to:thi !u;hopnc of that church.”  * Irenueus,” sayw the same excellont writer,
.. “thouglchis writings may notbe frec from imperfection, has given such proofs
* of léarning; good sense and inlegrity in the main, that all good judges must es-

LBoein hx% an ;xmment to the sect he was of” Lardner's, Credxh pt. 1L
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For the epistles to the Galatians, Ephesians, Philippians, and Co- .
lossians, Lib. Il ¢. 7. $ 2. ¢. 13. §$ 3. ¢. 16. § 3.c. 18. 5§ 3.
Lib.V.c. 13. $ 2—4. Lib. HL c. 14. § 1., : i

For:both epistles to the leessalomans, Lib..

L. 6.6 5. c.7.§ 2.

For the epistles.to Timothy and Thtus, Preface

III}.'c. 3.$3.c.14.81.¢.3.§$ 4.

For'the first epistle of Peter and first of J’oﬂ
Lib. V. ¢.7 $ 2. Lib. Ill. c. 16.$ 5. 81
The credibility of Irenacus’ testimony to the |

books of the IN. Test. is vindicated in the New Apology for, the

Revelation of St. John,? against objections founded on some un-

guarded expressions contained in his books against the Gnostics.

In a work published since the appearance of the. Apology, and

txt]eclv“a Dissertation on the true and secure grounds of belief of the

prineipal facts in the. history of Jesus; and on the probablé origia
of the gospels and the Acts of the Apostles,” ‘Eckermann. has at

tempted 10 invalidate the evidence of Trenacus. in 0

uineness of our four gospels.> The works in- reply

tion are, « Reflections on the origin of the four gosp:
of :the apostles ;”* and a communication by Profe

Dr. Flae's Mtzfrazme 3 in answer to the, questm;a

grounds on whxch Irenaeus received our four go

10,

appé neral terms, to the unanimous t%txmony
ical churches, from which and on whose authority the gospels were
received. But this unanimous testimony of the chiistlan churches,
is nothing but the results of the first councils, held between A..D,

160 and 170 ; and which agreed in receiving our four gospels, be-
cause they. unammously believed them coincident with the doctrinal
traditions of the apostolical churches, and thence concluded there:
could be no reason to doubt the fact, that these books were acmally the’

1 It is unnecessary to. quoto the words of Ir& which arev
here referred to, 2ad in which he cites the individgal book.s of the N. Test. with &’
specification of the author’s name; as thers ¢an be no dispate” aboif thein.. They
are contained, together with others, in Camerer’s Theologisthen iind kriti Hen
Versuchen, Stuugard 1794. 2ad Dissertation on the canon of the N. Test: § 7.
2 p. 142164, and the work Ueber den-Zweck der evang. Geschichte

etc. p. 8904, 2A47—249." .

2: Theologuche Beytrige Vol V. pt.2. 1796. p. 171—176.
1941 A
o Stami‘ixn s Contributions to the history of the doctnp
o nhty ! p- ] 185-192 wherc the ta:umouy of Tré ;
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prodactions of the persons to whom they were-aseribed. . And'sinees
the timé of - these councils, the major part of ‘the christian’churches
acknowledged them as the gospels of the persons whose Yrames
they bear. + Secondly : Irenaeus himself appeals to the coincidérice
of the four gospels with the doctrinal traditions, which were the hésg
souice and the appropriate criterion of the truth.—Thus the “force
of the evidence for the genuineness of our gospels must‘at Tast rese
én- their” coincidence with the oral tradition of doctrines; whick
came down to them without interruption from the lips of the apos—
tles. Irenaeus does not mention the churches, from which an ae—
comt:of ‘the génuineness of our gospels was derived ; tor does he
A iy “individuals who obtained such information from the fips
an apostle, or from one personally acquainted withan apostle.
seréfore;impossible that such fraditiones ecclesiasticae (tradi-
&hurelr) should have any weight before the tribimalof”
tistorical criticism.  For they are too young to afforéhva-
ce ofsuch a fact: and they are moreover not .oly- contra~
leared critics, such as Marciony but it can bé evinced
from satisfactory testimony,? that at the commencement of the se-
cond ceatary, these written accounts were not regarded as so-unques—
tiomable ‘bt that the oral accounts of persons conversant with the
ostles, svere preferred to them, as more indubitable sources of ‘in-

@postl 5,
formation.” s S
“The principal arguments by which these objections of Eckermann
are met in the works above referred to, are the following. - First, bo
~passage can be found in Irenacus, from which it might beinferred
it ¢ semblance of truth, that he received our four gospels,

on-accolint of “their coincidence with the doctrinal traditions. - Se-
iy the object of Irenaeus, in his books against the Gnostics, is
not

tablish the genuineness of the gospels, but their validity.
genbinenesshe presupposed asadmitted ; for the heretics against
He W $-contending did not deny the genuineness of the gos-
6t disputed the authority of some of them. - Thus in the €ase
1¢iou, the assertion that he denied the genuineness of the gos-
.dgmm}mb]y false, as appears from the most explicit passa~
ndens and Tertullian.  Thirdly, but even admitting the fact
sather assumes than proves the genuineness 6f our gos—
annot-be doubted that he had good historical . ground
ption.  The assumption itself may therefore, without
be regarded as important bistorical evidence.  Fourth-

* - »

wnpslely Treldudavor Goor Ta mapd tdoms
 that I shoild be profited as mucy 55 whatT o
%_rtle,ﬁgs by the oral instructions of living persons.

bie testimony allnded to, s thnt of Papias, who say!
po : X

wisbishop:of Smyrna; and of the latter,becaus
resided at, Epbiesussomtil. the-time:of - Trajan.
slioc - tesded - Gaul [was: connected;

N¥: OF IRENAEUS..." 3 .

Iy, the hypothesis that Irenacus received the four gospels as: gen
on.the authority of ceriain councils, rests. on’asmere fiction,
the suppdsition that: the reception of the-historicsl. books of the.
Pest: agreed.on. in'the .councils Which. faet beg
his-agreement-became.3.dogma: ol
e o

s
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very high degree of respect; because it-could not;be.sup
a traditionary opinion relative to the origin of the gospels, vl

was a mere unfounded report very recently sprung up, could'have
heen disseroinated universally and withoutalteration, and bave.exert-
ed-an’ influence on all the provincial synods inducing them-tomake
one.and the same selection of books?  Fifthly, Irenacus wis con¥
ed with:several churches.: . :At"Lyons,in Goyl, hé: wasfirst
Presbyteriard: then Bishopy-and-aceording to.Eusebiushe;and his
chureh maintained a correspondence withrthe:Roman ¢
maevs attached- peculiar - weight to -the opinion.ofiith
Smyrna-and Ephesus-;.of -the former, because’; Polycarp;
the disciple of -the.Apostle John, and had personally, knows

his early youth; (v Lmpdxeper nel nusis &v.zy nodenap

wrthes in’Asia Minor. - He moreover sometimes appeals:
tedtimony of persons who had personal intercourse with St. John
and "other apostles.® And consequently, in an age only.60 0570
years remote from the apostolical; he bad abundant opportunity:t

o

- Compare * Reflections on the origin of the ézospels and Acts of the apostles.?
in Standlin's Beytrige Vol. ¥.p. 195—201. Schmidt's Introduction to the N.
Test. part I § 13. “Montanism took its fise soon after the middle of the 2nd
eéritury, and-in 3. shopt time spread from Phrygia.to Gauland Carthage. The.
Montanists and.their - gpponents could, certainly not have combined for the pur-
pose of raising the same books to canonical sutbority”” Bit s they both tséd
our gospels; it is evident that they muit have been fecoivedas £aonical ati
earlier date."..And the -histery of the.contentions.concerning the exacts
when Easter chould be kept, evinces that in the second century, np_synods
sessed sufficient ‘influence to effect s hatmiony of opirions among-christiax
and hence it cannot have been, that'io the synods of this-century weiateindd

o Qu

i8-Advers: Haeres. Jib, I c. 3-§ 4:-
& Adv. Haereses L. IL. c. 22. § 5. Lib."
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obtaif-satisfactory and indisputable testimony on the genvineness of
ouf gospels. And even il he does; by some incredible narratives;
prove himself an mjudicious historian, be may nevertheless be regard-
ed as a perfectly valid witness when the subject of Invessigationiis”
the simple historical question, whether a particular book of the Néw
Testament was acknowledged or assamed to be genuine, by pérsss .
and churches who must have had a knowledge of the fact. . Siggh
Iy that our gospels are supposititious, can by ao means be inferred
with any justice from the words of Papias, ov z& & zéx S Mew z6=
cotror e wgpehsiv wneldufeovov, bvov 16 mepd [uone gove wed
fevotions, i. e. I thought 1 should not be profited as much by what}
could learn from written records, as by the oral instroctions of Jiving
persons; for which porpose this is quoted by Eckermann in theex-
tract given above. %‘or it would be a rash conclusion indeed o .-
ferfrom the declarations.of Papias, the wniversal opiniop ofthe
Cliristians of bis day. Again; the very.passage,’ part of whichis
above quoted, contains 2 very respectful and circumstantial-testimo-
ny for the penuineness of the gospels of Matthew and Mark. More-
over, the fact that Papias does not quote the gospel of St. John
which was very probably published =t rather a late period in Epbe-
sus ‘near Hierapolis, where Papias was ‘hishop, is very easily.at<
counted for ; because it was the object of Papiasin composing:his
five books, to take his materials not from written but from oralac-
counts : and because he had it not in his power to state.anécdotes
relative to the origin of this gospel, as he did of that of Matthew
atid Mark, since it bad been but lately published in this country.
F¥rially; it isnot probable that Papids intended.our gospels by:the
written records, from which'he-did.not anticipate as much- profit as
from the oral accounts of the contemporaries of the apostles. - Itjs
highly. probable that St. John, when he composed his gospel in Asia
it uppesed in hisreaders-a knowledge of the other three
gelists Matthew, Mark and Livke ; as is proved in ;the work
On.the object of the gospet bistory of Jobn™ §$ 70.71. These
thice: 'Lﬁsi;els then must bave circulated and-have been: known:in
Asia-Minor; and consequently the object of Papias in thia coripo-
sitionof his five books, could not have been to repeat those incidents
and ‘Sayings of Jesus which had long béen rendered familiar by
those gospels. -And hence, as bis professed. object.was _to collect
accounts relative to Jesus which were not-yet generally koown,. he
had no occasion to_inform us that Ie could make more wse of -oral
accounts tham of the writtén gospels; for the gospels contained nio
ccounts. But . this remark.of. Papias is a. favourable one; if
ea which he meant to convey was this: that he preferred-ob-

€@
5%

1 Eseub. Hist. Eccl. 111. 39,

A i

taining his information personally from the- conteraporaries-of the
apostles, who were yet living, .rathér.than from the Apecryphak
gospels, whose authors were unknown and:for-whdse statements'hé
was not able to vouch.! But even adibitting:that by vitten recort
he actually meant our gospels, still ‘bis words would;not express
disapprobation of then; but only:asSert:that the ofal accountsof t
contemporaries’ of the apostles wére/nore interesting to '
vally and ‘personally ; and how’ perfectly:natu
‘who was fond of anecdotes 12 DR >
It appears therefore that the objections to the testimony ‘of Ire>
naeus possess but little force, and that its validity remains unshaken;
- 5. Theophilus? of Antioch, in the second century. He:mentions
John as the author of a gospel;* and he also composed s harmony:
of our four gospels, if we can eredit the words of Jerome.® . Theophs'
il#s (he-says) Antiochenae ecclésiae’ séptimus post Petcum aposto-

Tum’ Episeopus, qui quatuor Evangelistirum- in unum: ogus dictd
coripingens ingenii sui monuwenta-nobis dimisit; et ;
ilus, the seventh bishop of Antioch :after.ithe. apost
lelt us a specimen of his genius in-his-production; -comb;
contents of the four gospels into-one work.: + » w733
6. Athencgoras of the second cenitury; ascribes-both. of the“epis
the' Corinthians to ‘an-apostle; whom', Hermias calls Paul
-against- the heathen philt s entitled::deaovgi
dipaw; i esridical ¥ he

dgoras; de Resurrections;d Says, It" srefore cleatlevident
rding fo the declaration of the apostle, that this corruptible:
anddissolvable must put on incorruption, in orderthat, being quick~
ened by the resurrection of the dead, and the parts which were.sep~
arated and scattered about every where being again united, eack:
one may justly receive the things done in the body, whether they b
good or bad¥ .

¥ Vide the Dissert. sup. cit. in Flatt's Magazine Vol IV. p. 245, 0tc.+ ¥
.2 See the dissert. in Standlin’s Beitrage, Vol. V. p. 176, elc. Tl -

3 [Theophilus was the seventh bishop of Antioch after the apostle Peter, as
Eunsebius informs vs, and was made bishop A. D. 168... His predecessors wers,
Euodius, 1gnatius, Heros, Cornelius and Eros; and his death oscufred shorfly
sfter A. D.181. §.] R s

4 L. L. ad. Antolycum.

G page 61. edit. Coloniensis. o e
-3 Eobnor mavel 10 demdpsvoy Su 8% etk xdw
Sp@ugroy roiroxel Swomdarovivioaodas

5 Epist, ad Algasiam Quaest.
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The- words r0—dpdugelay aiid fve—raxd, are taken, the former
from 1 Cor. 151 58, the latter from 2 Cor. 5: 10. .
- 1. Clemens of Alezandria, in the second century makes very
copious citations from all the homologouriena, excepting only the
epistle to Philemon. ‘ .
--8: Tertullian, presbyter of Carthage,in the second century, at-
titbutes the historical books of the New Testament, the twelve epis-
tles-of Paul, (which Irenaeus also cites as productions of Paul,) the
epistle to Philemon and the first epistle of Peter and first of John, to
the same persons who. are commonly régaided as their authors. -
w Tertullian, of Western Africa,! being the most ancient Latin wri-
ter that has reached us, is entitled to particular attention.®. Among
the important passages for the genuineness of the writings of the New
Testamént,-are-the following. - e S
: rst ;. concérning the historical books of the New Testame;it,-be
says: ¢ In the first place, I consider it as established, that the pro-

ductions'termed the gospels, were written by the apostles to whom

the Lord himself coromitted this charge of publishing the gospel;
* but if corapanions of the apostles were also concerned in them, they
nevertheless did not act alone, but in conjunction with the apas§1e§,
and-following them as guides ; because the publications of the disci-
ples of the apostles might be exposed to the imputation of ambitious
views, if the authority of their instructors, yea-even that of Christ
himself, which made their instructors apostles, did not support them.

In a word we are taught the faith by the apostles Jokn and Mat-

thewsand it is coofirmed to us by their-disciplesiLaike and - Mark ..
% ToAnother passage he says - Jushort ent that; that
isthe more true which is the rhoré angient;dod: that'the more an-
cient which is from the beginning, and that from the beginning which
was:derived-fiom the apostles; then jt will: i like maoner be evi-
ent; that “what the apostolical churches held as inviolably sacred;
“th sived from the apostles.—I assert therefore, that the Gos-
“pel of Luke, which ¥ defend® to the atmost, was from its first. publi-
tion, in possession of these (churches) ; and not only of the apos-

¥

Schmidt sap. cit. p. 26. ) T - s
33 CIom'pnm “ Hanloin's Manual, being anIntred. to'N. Test. Erlangen, 1794,
part. L p. 8087, oo . T s
3 Constiloimus in primis, evangelicum instrumentum Apostolos anctores
-habere, yuibus hoe munus evangelii promulgandi ab ipse Dominé sitimpositum ;
 skot apostolicos; non tamen solos, sed cum apostolis, et post apostoles;: quoniam
praedicatio discipulorum suspecta fieri posset de-. glorine studio, si.-non -assistat
%iq:%oritus magistrorum, ime Christi, quae magistros apostolos fecit, Denique,

shdem ex aposlolis Johaunes ¢t "Mafthacug insinuant, ex Licas

@ instamrant.” - -Lib. V. adv. Marelionem, ¢/ 2: -~ "
défonded the unadulierated Gospel of Luke'sgdirist the'spurious dné of

LA

" eRpl
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tolical (churches) but also of alk:hich are united with. them in.the
bonds of :a cormmon faith.—The same aathority of:the.apostolical
churches support-also, the otherGospels, which we_haye. likewise
received through sthem, and-in’the:form fo- which theyhad them;
mely-the Gospelsiof Jokn. audi of -Matthew = dnd like

Mark;-which “isasctibéd to Peter; whoseinterprefer:- Ma
the-digestiof , Luke is.commonly. ascribed:
i8:;costomnary to-ascribe to the-teachers; whatitheir
ed?’t—The Acts of the Agosﬂeszis quoted: by Fert
the title of Acta Apostolorum,? and Commentarins Luexer®
Eckermann, who ‘quotes! this testimony of Tertullian
enuineness of our Gospels, makes an attempt toinvalidate.its force.
esays 3 ¢ Before such an appeal to the testimony of  the:a pos-
tolical church can possess any weight, it is necessary that.it-shonld
besspecifically- stated, that according tto the-tradition preserved in
sothe ~particalar church;, Luke-did, at.a .specified time deliver. thé
Gospel into the bandsof that churchi; ot that.some friend.of Liuke}
seeing ‘the Gospel..and the Acts-of ‘the apostles-in: theyhe <
Luuke, heard ‘him declare, with his bwn lips, that he actualt
them,” etc... But the principal ground on which: Terfullia
alk'that-be says,is this: ¢ The testimonyof the:church qpust:
regarded-as-infallible ; and -she has decided in.fay f.
Gospels.i: Thertruthi-of the traditionary .opinic

In opposition to this, the-aathor of “ Reflections:on the origin-of
the. Gospels and Acts of the aposiles™ remarks, that Tertullian
appeals, not to the doctrinal, but the historical tradition -of :ihe
-churchbes, which the apostles founded, and to which they committed
their writings. This the whole connexion shows. In this very
context, be says: “We have also the support of the churches of

+dor - although Marcion rejected the Revelation of Jobw, the
succession-of bishops from the beginning, will testify: that

-1 Insummn, si constat, id-verius, gnod ,;s;ixius, :d 5,.pr)qé;-qucdjje‘i:._ab
initio quod ab Apostelis, pariter ntique constabit, id esse’_ab apostelis'tr
qued apud Ecelesias apostolorum fuerit sacrosapelum.—Dico itaque

(scelesias,) nec solom jam apostolicas, ééd'aiuii‘ universas, ghae illis'de
si¢rimenti confoederantur, id evangelinm Lucae sbinitio editionis sua
quod’cum maxime tuemur. Eadem zoctoritas eccleSiarum Apostolicar
ris.quogue pitrocinabitur evangeliis, quae: proinda perillas et secun
-habemus, Johannis dice et Ma}:g;uzn Jicet et Marcus quod edidit}
-tor, gajus ilterpres Mareus. .. Nam-et -Lucae digestum Paulo,ads,
apif magistrorum videri quae discipuli prommigarint. L 3
dv, More. V.1, ;3 DeJejonio c, 10
5. Bup. cit. 204 &e. © 0 Standlin’s Beytrage:
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Joho was the author.” In order to prove thatthe Marcionite
Gospel of Luke is spurious, be remarksin the same passage : « But
Marcion’s (Gospel of Luke) is unknown to most persons ; and it is
known to none but as originating with him.”? Of the other Gos-
pels-he says: “ We bave received them from the apostolical
churches, and have precisely their text of them.™ It appears
therefore that there is nothing said relative to a decision of .the
apostolical churches, in favour of the Gospels H but of the traps-
mission of those writings, which they originally received as the
productions of the apostles, analtered, to other churches. The
passage of Tertullian cited below* may also be consulted as proof
that he ‘refers to historical tradition.?” But Eckermann has him-
self retracted the above-mentioned objections agzinst the force of
the tradition of.the church, in the preface to his work entitled
¢ Kxplanation of all the obscure passages of the New Testament.”
He says: « The fact can admit of no dispute, that in the churches
founded by the apostles, it could be known, which reputed writings
of an apostle were genuine and which were spuricus. Andit isa
remarkable fact, which places the integrity of the witnesses for the
genuibeness of our canonical Gospels in the clearest light, that there
hive.been transmitted to us but two Gospels composed by apostles,
and two others composed by disciples of apostles. Had the names
uader which they were submitted to the world, been fictitious, why
were not all the Gospels ascribed to apostles, rather than to persons
who had only been their scholars?”

Oue other objection raised against the validity of historical tradi-
bon:as: supporting the homologoumena, is this : that in the earliest
timies, tradition supported as genuine and apostolical some “books
whichwere afterwards proved to be supposititious ; and therefore it
‘canpossess no.weight in the balance of historical investigation. A
this-objection the reader will find in Flat’s Magazive.
dondly, as to the Epistdes of Paul. The two epistles to the
inthians, the two to the Thessalonians, the first to Timothy,
and: those to the Galatians, the Romans, Ephesians and the Colos-
sians;‘are quoted, by Tertulfian, De pudicitia, ¢. 13—19. The
second epistle to Timothy is cited, in Scorpiacum contra Gnosticos,

t Jok anai lesias al Nam olsi Apoca.l;psim ejus Ma_f-
¢ion rospuit, 6rdo tamen episcoporam 2d originem recensus in Johannem stabit
autorem.. - . ) . R

. 2 Marcionis-vero (Evangelium Lucee) plerisque nec nolum ;. nullis notum, st
‘aon eodem natum. - . )
per ecclesi toli et dum illas.

script, h‘aereﬁk:ol“qm; c. 36 ’ :
re Flait's Magazine, Vol. IX. p. 31—33. & Vol. L p. VIL

S
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¢.: 13, “The epistle to Titus, in Praescriptiones haereticoruin
ud.that.to.the. Philippians, in' the fifth book against Marciony
‘throughout the.whole of this fith book; theepistles-of P

3 tly. quoted e e
ame:boo 21. containsd.remark rela

“is not named;in the.text, cou
‘addressed -to bimiy«*This-epi
ed-bya vity frot the falsifyin
isstrange, as Marcion received this epistle-to o
should reject the two to Timothy and the one to Titus.™t ~
The first epistle to Peter is cited, in Scorpizc. c. 12. 14. and the
first epistle of John, de pudicitia, ¢. 19. ln addition to these pas-
sages, we . will insert that above mentioned, contained in" his Prae~
script...Haereticorum,.¢. 36. ¢ Pass; through’all the -apostolic:
chuich which;the seats. of the_-apostles aré still filled, and.in
which - genuine 2 epistles are publicly read, by which.ithei
ontinues t0.sound, and their countenances are;still .exhi
Aéhaianearest-to you ? Corintliis not distant.. Ifyou are but
removed from Macedonia, Philippiis there. .. If. you cdl
you have there Ephesus. Butif you adjoin Italy, Roméisai
Fraguients of Caius, who lived in the beginning of the ¢hird.
~According. to Eusebivs, Caius,-autribyted thirteer
oi;he-terms (iz00v endorolovithe hp

The~ dence 1 3y e o th o=
of <the books of the New Testament :—they contain noth-
ing incongrusus with the age or other circumstances in which
they were writien. i : -

+Michaelis bas cleatly shown, that thie style of the books of the

1, Soli haie epistolas brevitas sua profuit ni falsarias manos Marcionis evaderet. .
tamen; cum ad unum hominem literas factas receperit {Marcion,) quod ad
eam duas, et unam ad Titum, recosaverit. M
nide(Inirod. N. Test. I1. 30.) doubts whether the s topraphe of the sipos- . |
e meant here: Hx?, (Introd. I. 93) thinks the phrase % Jiterze Sl
ifie £ witerated episties ; ind appeals,.in’ support of
7 e “mohogam .

. signifiga ; I
[Thelearned Dr. Lardner (Works, v 31.p. 16728 ed. 8vo.) exprossésh
sion thus: “Tertallian, by ‘authentic letters,’ does not medn the original ep
- Nor does he mean letters in theiroriginal langunge, But by authentic; h
~fotmedn certain, well altested; the Greek word is;go'used by Cicero:
@uthenticas literas we are not to understand authentic létters orvep
“seriptures i’ wso the ward ouglitin my opinion to be rendersd.” . - Ans
_ofeach of thése propositions, he us usual adduces his reusons..
ercurre esclesias apostolicas, upud quas ispae adhuce, cat
i1 5uis Tocis prassidentiur, apud quas authenticae literne
tes:vocem, repraeseninntes faciem. Proxiwa est 1ibi
i non- longe es o Macedonia, habes Philippos.. :8i pa
- Ephesnm.” 8i antom Italine adjicéris, habes Ropratm, . .
Hist. Becl. VI 30, ‘ o

7
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N

‘Testament is an internal proof of their genuineness ;! and he
proved; that the historical data of the New Testament accord,

“the most minute circumstances, with the history of the time.
in 'which they were said to be written.? He bas likewise answered
several objections, derived from the actval or apparent contradictions
between other historians, especially Josephus, and the narratives'sf
the New Testament. Compare on this subject, the very complete
enumeration of the internal evidences for the genuineness of the

New Testament writings, in Hanlein’s Irtroduction to the New

Testament,* and in Kleuker’s ¢ Full investigation of the evidenéis
for the genuineness and credibility of the original records of chris-
tignity.”*  These ioternal evidences for the genvinevess of the
weritings of the New Testament, are compressed into a narrow space,
i Griesinger’s Introduction to the books of the New Covenant ;3
“#nd‘select remarks on this subject, may be found in Hug's Intro-
dactiond - - . ‘
~The Gospels of Matthew and Mark, like the other Gospels; con-
tain nothing which can be regarded even as an inferential; negative
proof of their spuriousaess. Eckermann, in his ¢ Theologische Bei-
triige” has, indeed, attempted to prove the Gospels-and Acts not gen-
uine; by internal evideoce. But his arguments are refuted, in the
¢ Reflections an the origin of the four Gospels and the Acts of the
Apostles;? and in the Dissertation of Storr, on the question: « Did
Jesus represent his iniracles to be a prool of the divinity of his
mission ? %8 o
he principal objections of Ekermann, together wit
them contained in these dissertations, are-the followin

“"Objection 1. The illiterate disciples of Jesus'could not well Haive
sessed any skill in writing. Matthew alone, having been a pub-
have.been an exception.

‘We- have no authority for asserting that the disciples of
mdy prove that they were not acquainted with the artificial rules of
“composition.”  Again ; they may, like Paul, have dictated ‘their
works to others, who served as their amanuenses.”® Eckermann.is

wholly unable to write; although their artless narratives
sistent with himself; for be admits that the groundwork of ‘the

& Introduction to N. Test. § 4.10. 11. 12.
¢ See alao Hug's Introduction 10 the N. Test. p- 12—24. Andover ed,
: P::‘f.’ § 3—6. p. 4170, 4 Vol. I.and Val. IIL. pr. !, p. 32104,
P 7. 8. Stuttgard, 1709, 6 Pl §3-5.
Suiadlia‘s Beitrige, vol. V, p. 156163,  ~

s Mug. pt. IV, p. 234 esc.

Sttadlo's Beitrage, sap. cit. p. 156 ote.

19 Flaty's Mag. sup. cit. p. 230, Swadlins Beitrige, p. 157,

Tieved in the extraordinary agency of God, but that he would refe

$ 2] INTERNAL EVIDENCE.

Gospels of Matthew, Luke and Johp, like that of the Acts.
Apostles, was the composition of these very men; though he
poses they were re-written at a subsequent period, and , riui
‘larged by spurious additions.> e s L
Objection 2. Prior to the commencement of -the second:
ie.wa ity for written .records of the life and d

pl he inference of the pon-existence of- a thing fror
fact of its being unnecessary is, in general, ot legitimate.?.-.B;
contrary fact has been proved by Griesinger, in his Introdu
the New Testament, p. 99, and by Eichborn, in his Introduction 1o
the New Testament, vol. L. p. 3, who state the causes why such
wiitten record was necessary. Again; must the apostles be suppo
ed to have. provided only for cases of absolute and indispensable
necessity 2. -May there not bave been many cheistians, who ‘were
desirous. of possessing circumstantial narratives of the life.of Jesus?
The-opponents of christianity, even.in the apostolical age, may hg
rendered - it ‘necessary, oo many accounts, to commit 1o -pa
history and doctrines of Jesus. ) , i
“Objection 8. It is evident from the wlole tenor of both dissér
tions of Eckermann, that the principal ground on which he builds .
his. hypothesis. of the spuriousness of the historical books of the Ne
Testament, is this: The Gospels are not written in th
Jesus and his immediate disciples ;.- for Jesiss and hisdisciy
s, bave belief in" their doc

and miracles. Now as there are passages in the Gospels, in which

signs and miracles are presented as proofs of the divine mission of
Jesus, e. g. Matt. 11 20—24. 2—6. Mark 16 : 11, 158. Luke
10: 13, etc. John 2:11,23. 6: 26; we must believe that all such -
passages, and indeed, whatever is either jtself miraculous, or is con-
firmed solely by miracles, are the additions of later christians, who
altered and corrupted the publications of Matthew, Luke and Jobn, -
aboutthe end of the first century. - .
+Reply. ‘Without recurring 10 either the internal or external
proofs of the genuineness of the Gospels, the principal facts in the
tife of Jesus (the truth of which Eckermann admits) would them-
selves lead us to conclude, a priori, not only that Jesus himself be-.

his- readers to miracles and signs as proofs of his divine mission.
Consult ¢ Philosophical and historico-exegetical Remarks oo the Mi
cles,”. in Flatt’s Magazine, pt. L § 35-—88. Moreover;;

‘sumption that Jesus and his aposties would not bave a-belief in the

1 Btaudlin’s Beit. sup. cit: Flatt's Mag. p. 249.
© .2 Staudlin’s Beitrage, p. 157.




of Jesus to be founded at all on miracles, is false : nor does
a smvle'oné of the passages which Eckermann adduces, afford the
Teast ground for such an assertion. Compare the dissertation ¢ Did
Jesus declare bis mivacles to be a proof of the divinity of hxs mis-
sion? in Flatt’s Mag. pt. 1V. $3—5.

Again, if every thing miraculous in the history and docmnes of

Jesus contained in our Gospels, originated with superstitions chris-

tians; who first appeared abowt the close of the first century ; how
comes it that our Gospels obtained such a general reception through-
out the christian church ? Orif it ivas a vniversal mania for miracles,
which ‘produced this effect ; how comes it that some churches at
ledst 'did not prefer ome or other of the apocryphal books, in which
the biography of Jesus is still more replete with miracles ? And if
the much older fact, that Matthew, Luke and Jobn left certain books
behind them, was Known till after the middle of the second century 3
o happens it that the far more recent fact, of the revision and en-
largement of them, was at the same time dnknown ? And why was
not the least reference made to it, when our Gospels were univer-
sally received as canonical ¥

Objection 4. I Matthes had himself written the Gospel whlch

- beéars his name, be would certainly have given us more of those
excellent and instructive discourses of Jesus, which are now found
ouly in Luke and John.

Reply. It was inconsistent with the object of Matthew, to insert
fnto his Gospel those things which he omitted and which are found
in-the other Gospels. See this proved in the work “.On the Object

of the -evangelical history of - John,” $ 62 64, and in Stiudlin’s
Beitrage, P 366.°
‘For a literary view of the late works-and d;ssertanons, in which
thie genuinériess of the Gospel of John has been either disputed or
toved;by ifiternal and external evidence, consult Wegscheider’s
Jotoplets Introduction to the Gospel of John, Géttingen, 1506. p8,
etc. and Eichhorn’s Ttroduction to the New Test. Vol. 1. p. 239. ed.
* ¥810:" The latter work contains likewise a refutation of the Jatest-ob-
Jections, as advanced by Cludius in his “ Uransichten des Christen-
tﬁ\ﬁn's J7p. 50—89, Altonae, 1808.

+The Gospels of Matthew and Mark contain clearisternal ev;der:ce,
fréimt which the positive inference may be made, that the former -was
written by Matthew, and the latter by a disciple of Peter. The
fnternal mark in the Gospel of Matthew, which supports the opiniod

thar Matthew is the author, is the narrative which he gives of his
dwmcall to the apostolic office, chapter ix. 9—13. This subject is
di scussed in the work « On the Object of St. John,” p. 855 and 303.

1 dee the Dissertation quoted, in Flatt’s Mag. 4. p- 237239,

GENUINEKESS OF THE NEW TEST. [#x. 5.
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In the latter passage, it-is remarked that the’irise;
stantial accotint of the reception of Matthew:ir
twelve; and of other eircumstances: connect
‘which touches so seldom on the earlier histor
is best accounted for by the fact vthat ‘Mait
of this: Gospel

“ Several ititernal marks, which prove that 'th
pel of Mark was a disciple of the apostle Petes tdte
sert. L. in Libror. N. T. Historicorum aliguot loca; (Opiis
mica, Vol. IIL p. 10.) and in the works there mentioved. - "
notice is taken, p. 60 ete. of the fact, that Peter is dxstmvrmshed
the 16th verse of Mark If1, by a deviation fiomthe pamcular ¢ot
struction of the sentence which Was commenced i 1. v, 14;a0d; dffte

mejitioniéd out of its proper place, still'hé is ot mentioned express
as the first :—the c;rcumatance that, in- Malk B: 29 merel_gi |

17—19) which reflects such honour on Peter: mitted ;
that Mark, in imitation of Peter, (Acts 1: 21,) begms by
with' the baptism of John :—and p- 64, note 107,it is obseived; that
Mark only ?chap. 8: 22—26) 1§wes the hxstory "of the blind mantof :
Bethsaida, the birth place of ‘Peter, (John 1: :-45)7wbic
that account, have been more interesting:
duction to the. New: Testament
: assages Mark 1:36. 5: 87.
reference to this point. )

The English divine, Dr. Palay, in his Horae Paulmae, pu
in 1790, advances a new and pertinentarguinent for the gen S
of the thirteen epistles of Paul, and for the credibility of the Acts
of the Apostles, founded ontheir recxprocal relations and references to
each other, which were evidently the effect, not of premedxtatxon and
design, but of accidental coincidence.t

-Supplementary note.— On the orzom aml recz_procal relati
the three first Gospe?s.

"“The principal opinions in regard to the reIatton ‘of  thé firs
Gospels, which have of late been advocated, dre. the, féllowmg-

1. That the three evan«ehsts copied one frém auother. :
6pinions are, that either,

Matthew wrote first; and Mark when cumposmg his Gﬂspe ‘hal
Matthew’s before him ; and Luke ’bad Matthew’s and Mark’s
Hug’s Infrod. to N, Test. Vol. IL. p- 349—420. O;

etrk formed his Gospel wholly from the two of

bach’s « Commenm, qua Maréi evanoelmm‘ tot]
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Lucae Commentariis decerptum esse monstratur.” P I, II, Janae;

1789,90, printed in Commentt. Theolog. Ed. Velthusen, Kuing], .

Vol. 1. Paulus’ Commentary on the first tbree Gospels, and In-
troductionis in N. T. Capita }éelectiora, Jenae, 1799. No. IV. . In
ibe. Jatter dissertation, the writer supposes that Matthew and Luké:
in the composition of their Gospels, bad used detached and scattered
Gieek accounts of the life of Jesus, and that the same were used. in

parté' by both. Or:

‘Mark wrote his Gospel first ; and Matthew and Luke made use
of it This opinion is stated in some of the writings above referred
: he similarity between Luke and our Greek Matthew is ac-
coiinted for by the supposition, that the Greek translator of Matthew
made some use of Luke. See “On the Object of the Gospel of

p.360. Or: ) . ,
ke wrote first ; and Mark availed himself of Luke’s Gospel ;
Matthew of both the others. See Vogel. sup. cit. p. 34, etc.
"IL. - The Evangelists derived their Gospels from one or more
common sources, Aramaean or Greek ;. such as an original Gospel,
or different editions and translations of it. Several more recent modi-

fications of this hypothesis, (which refer to the number or nature or

language of these sources, and to the use made of them by the
evangelists,) are found in the following works ; s

In Hinlein’s Introduction to N. Test. sup. cit. p. 270, etc.
Ya Marsh’s Dissertation on the origin and Composition of the first
hree Gospels, p. 284, etc. of Rosenmiller’s trapslation. 1 °<F
hhorn’s Introd. to N. Test. Vol. I. 1804. See also the Re-
is of this Introduction in the « Tiibinger gelehrten Anzeigen,”
“for 1805, Nos. 18—20: p. 137—156. and 1n the ¢ Haller. Lit.

jtung,” for 1805, No. 127, ete.  See also Hug’s Introd. part. L.

idt’s Introd. to N. Test. part. L § 37—43. Several criti-
amarks on the views which have been entertained of the re-
[ of our Gospels, are contaived in § 24—43.

ratz’s ¢ New attempt to explain the origin of the first three
ogpels,” Tiibingen, 1812. .

The testimony of the earliest heretics to the genuineness
of the homologoumena.

The genuihen%s of the homologoumena was acknowledged, even
"by. those bereties of the éarliest ages to whose interest the authority
‘ books was extremely prejudicial ; for they sought refuge in

1 Knd in the original English work, Bishop Marsh's Michaelis, Vol. IIL. part-
2. p. 361, stc. :

#¢S¢:great is -this -certainty in regard to-our

-acknowledge the genuineness of the Scriptures, but pervert:the;
.their interpretations.” They moreover accused the. writers'o
New Testament of accommodation, when they :were pressed:b

.and cherishing the errors of the deluded ; and‘ts those ableitc com=
.prebend the ineffable Father, they explained the déep:mysteriesof
H - L N 3

“tentar,interpretationes vero convertunt, Ibid. c. 12. §12.

$ 23 TESTIMONY OF THE HERETICS.

arbitrary : interpretations of the odious passages ;- and*did-not’
sume to dispute the genuineness of the-books.. Among th
tics, for instance, there -were some sects ‘who  adnitted-
nineness of the New Testament, but distorted. ¢ W
their-explanations, and maintained the necessil
.gorical “turn to all the declarations of‘the apastle

:heretics - themselves bear testimony -in:theirfav
koowledging them, each endeavours to establish’fromthe
opinion.” ! He adds: ¢ But all others, (except the aforementione :
Marcionites,) being puffed up by science falsely so called, do indeed .

‘dividual passages. ¢ These lying sophists -assert, (says Trenieus;)
.that the apostles hypocritically dispensed their -instrisction “aceord
ing to the capacity of their audience, accommodatiiig. their answ
to the prejudices of the inquirers ; teaching-the illiterate:six
as would gratify their ignorance, fostering the. indolence of 1

-by. parabolic 20d figurative representations;
_his.apostles did not (according to:th
rpocritically -and..in -accommod
6l nd in-chap. '12. § 6, where Irénaeds I
tiraents relative to this Gnostic theoty of accommodation, be makés
the following impressive remark : < Superfluous and in vain would
the advent of our Lord appear, if he came to tolerate and cherish
the former erroneous opinions of men respecting God.”*  The " Va-

1 Tanta est circa Evangelia baec firmitas, ut et’ipsi haeretici testimonium
reddant eis, et ex ipsis egrediens unusquisque eorum conetnr suam confirmare
doctrinam.” Irenaeus, Lib. IIlL.c 1L. §7. S : : e

2 Reliqui vero omnes, falso scientiae nomine inflati, Sériptu ‘ £

‘observations upon the Commentary of the Guostic He
Jobn ; in his Intred. to N. T part I. p. 238, o

3 Dicunt hi, qui vanissimi sunt Sophistae, quod. spostoli-cum hypoc
runt doctrinam secundum audientinmn capacitatem, gt responsiones secu
Interrogentium suspiciones, ecoecis coece confabulanteés secuiidds

Historia antiquior Se iaram Ecel

tnprimis et Apostolis tributa,” Lipsize, 17
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lentinians, one of the Guostic sects, were particularly attached tothe
Gospel of John.! But it appears they had also our other Gospels,
and particularly that of Luke, or at least an abridged and perhapsan
adulterated copy ; as we learn from Origen and Irenaeus. The
latter (after having adduced several parts of the history and doc-
trines .of Jesus, which are contained only in Luke,) says: « And
many other things which are found in Luke slone, are made use of
by botb Marcion and Valentinus :’2— and consequently, they must
either adopt the other contents of Luke, or reject these also.”™ And
Origen, in reply to the objection -of his opponent, ¢ that some of the
«christians altered the Gospel in three or four different ways, in order
towevade objections;” makes. these remarks: “Y know of none svho
-adulterated the Gospel except the followers of Marcion and of Val-
-entinus, and as I suppose those of Lucian.”* It likesise appears,
that to-the original number of the ‘gospels, they added “another,
termed ¢ the Gospel of truth :” for, otherwise they could not have
boasted of baving more Gospels than the catholic church ; as Ire-
maeus inforras us they did: “F'he followers of Valentinus produce
their own writings; and boast of the possession of more Gospels
than really exist. Nay to such a pitch has their audacity risen, that
0 a production of their own, which has-no resemblance to the apos-
tolical Gospels, they have given the nameof The Gospel of truth:”
And it seems that Valentinus, like Marcion, received the writings of
Paul; frm{a which the Gnostics are said to have taken proofsin'sip-
m?fthexr system.® For Irenaeus distinguishes Valentinus ‘and

ion; from another sect who rejected the writings of the pdstle

1 Irenacus says: *“Hi astem quia Valentine sunt, eo, qiod est secundum
{?hanner’u, (evangelio) plenissime utentes, ete. L. Iil.c. 7. § 11. In the work
£ On the Object of the Gospel of John,” p.52,it is remarked, that th¢ Valen-

ians probably derived many forms of expression from the Gospel of John,

were unknowd to the eldor (Gnostics.

"2 Etdla muilta sunt, quae inveniri possunt 2 e i i
2 r : . 3 sdlo
Mareion et Valentings ultuntur. Lib, I11, ¢. 14, §3 Laca diets case, quibes ot

“Necesse est igitur, et reli ¢ i i
Neossse est igitu qua.quae ab eo (Luca) dicta sunt, recipere eos
e t I};%ra}fm%tmre._!‘b}d §4. And at the end of this secﬁon,»aﬁo;bwig;ngaig
:ﬁgs e'n Sf: a:: t:m z:ernetlxpxans and the Marcionites and especially of the former, he
ds ; § : reliqua suscipere cogentur, intendent: i
-gpg;ato!o;um doctrine, oppertet cos poe%iteizt{am agearer.x oo perfect evangeho *
. AMeroyagatinos 88 dhayyétior ilovs ot oldm, 3 zove e Mg
st CROZCROSVERS O 10 &1 Loy . ::
WZ?N:‘Q:&T‘& OUM?d’U 03 Cf:? 08 Xdl‘.a‘f’l‘gvg,mfx.;ma'ﬁ?oygmo Mae’“mo';,
e 7 vy o ' 0 75‘..0‘?!0.\ QURGEVOY, Contrz} Celsum L,
5 Hivero qui & Valentin sust, suas consers
loriantur quatm gint ipsa evangelia.  Si qui
se, ut, qund ab his' non olim conscriptum e

iloconveniens Apostoloriing evangeliis,

Trénseus, L. 1L ¢.2 § 1, aiid 0.7 § 1
pzufs'age’s of Panl, 1»C§6.\'-Z' 2%64. indg AN

.

ptignes proferentes, plura ‘habere
em Intantum:processerunt audau-
31, ¥eritatis evangelium titulent, in

b ot ;:n;:k.s, ti]}ﬂ‘the,Gnos cs ,;,P?é;;,e dio

‘éaid, that Paul -referred: to the Gosp

who decidedly waintained that ten of Pau)’s epistles w
but asserted that alterations and interpolations bad beeu, ma
them, by some . christians who were inclined towards Jud
cotdingly, he undertook the task of restoring them'to their
tm'; and actuglly publishéd what b
edition of them. -‘He believed the -Goip
written, not by Luke, but by the apcite P
undertook to inprove: Now the very fact; that
thie Gospel of Luke, which he used, ‘produeti
qﬁgf;he existence of an“earlier opinion {

i

(et will ber vl SChadti,
Zave i ¢ thoaght that the Gospel of Lulke was dlitded:
Paitl, when he speaks of kis Gospel, Gal. 2: 5,7,"14,-4a0d’;
pdssages. “The unfounded opinion, that Paul participated
composition of the Gospel of Luke, arose! from & misapp
of the meaning of evayyéheor in the words'of Paul, (Roni: 2
and 16: 25.) zara 16 tvayyihdr pov, i e. according to my ‘Gosp
for it was customary, early, to appropriate thé word-eeyydliovito
biographies of Christ. Hencé it was inferfed; thit Paul misthave
left"a biography of Christ ; and' 4§ there'wad'fioné éxtant ‘urider his-
name, and as it was evident from the Agts of ithe apostles, (16: 20
ete.) and from the epistles of Pau 4.2 T, 42 11.)

that Luke was his confidant; .the Gospel of Luke was therefore
termed Pauls Gospel. Accordingly; Ensebius remarks: .*Itis’ - .

pression, faccording to fny Gospel,’

T
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eerning.a Gospel of his own,t In addition to.this, it was a custom?

ary.saying; that Mark’s Gospel sprung from the sermons of Peter,
aod Luke’s Gospel from those of Paul?, Thus Irepasus: Says
* Mark himself, who was the scholar and interpreter of Peter, trans-
mitted to us in wiiting what Peter. announced. And Luke, the
follower of Pavl, recorded the Gospel which Paul preached.”Se—
Such observations would not have become current, ‘had it not beei
weélllfngwn that Gospels were gxtant begsing the names of Mark
and Lake. ..

Iew. 9: “Testimony of the heretics.  They acknowledged - the
“Zemnnenéss of the homologoumena, while they denied the -qu=
... thority of their auwrhors. R

. The Ebionites rejected the epistles of Paul, not because they
denied Paul to .be. the author of them, but. because they segarded..
Paul bimself as an apostate from the Mésaic law : '« Ebioiei (says
Irenaeus®) Apostolum Paulum recusant, apostatam eum legis dicens
tes.” - It-was doubtless for the same reason, that they rejected the
Gospel of Luoke ; because it -was the preduction of a companion. of -
the apostle Paul, and was cominonly ascribed to Paul himself, See
the preceding Hlustration. The meaning; in the passage.of Irenaeus,
which treats of the EbjonitesS is not: « These ‘who-reject.'the
apostle Paul, (the Ebionites,) receive that portion of the Gospel
bistory and doctrine, which is found in Luke alose ; and therefore:
they are bound. to admit what Liuke testifies of Paul in the Acts of
apostles.;”” but the meaniog of, Irertacus 'was this : “ The Ebior..
ites whoreject Luke, theéreby rob themselves of many indispensably
necessary parts of the ‘history of Christ, which are found only in
Luke; they-therefore do not” possess a complete Gospel history.”
reasons thus.: " If they reject the authority of the. apostle Paul,
then:they must discard Luke, whoin. bis Acts of the apostles, gives
an-account of -the election of Paul to_the :apostleship s butif-they,”
discard®Luke, they. deprive themselves of those important parts of

s L dk;a) .33 e dpa rov xard ';Jov'xm" év;;';e/‘:{ov wrqpovieer & avios 5?«1}5‘!1}!_
OETpean vs Dl (dioy Tl sluyyslipe yeagii fsys wardTd sdayyéledv pory
Hist, Beel. IH.4. . - ’ ’ . . ' s
- ¥ Compare Schmidt's Iatrod. pt. L p.50. T
3 Marcus diseipulug et interpres Petri, ot fpse guae.a Petro annuntiata efang
per .scr;gta (kypgaqun) nobis tradidit. Bt Lucas sectator Pauli, quod b iilo,

batur evangelium in libto condidit. Adv. Huereves, L. 1. e. 1. § 1.

praedic
4 Lib. 1. ¢. 26. § 2. . — o o B
sdem antem dicimusiteruim et bis, qoj Pavlum apostolom non cegnoscant,

guontam (quod). aut reliquis verbis Evaugelii, quae pér solum Lgcam in nestram
Yeneront agnitionem, renuntiare_debent, et non'uti eiz; ant & illa cecipiong
emnia, habent necessitalew, recipere etivm eom testificationem, grae est’ de
Panlo. 11115, § 1. .

2, r5 Y : . st Yo \Re‘
pait ‘of ‘thie istory of ‘Jesus, he’ ’c‘oafers-creggbx ;
of the history and doctrines of the apostles.”— Although th
pel of Luke was held in no estimation by the Ebionites, in
quence of the person of its auther, and although they used
stvely the Gospel of Matthew ;* still it will not fo!lqtf?\'tp ict
son why they esteemed the Gospels of Mark and Jobin s6 liftle;w
either because they entertained no personal respect ‘for’ pbese men,
(for it ;is admitted that Peter, the- tutor of* Markydnd:John;iwere .
held in the most respectlul estimation by the Jewish cbristians ;)
because they denied the genuvineness of the Gq§gg3s which were..°
attributed to John and to the pupil of Peter.’ ~Perhaps.
of John was not admitted into the cancn of ‘the Ebionit: F056
it-was published at a very late period, and “thus was”
thissect of Jewish' christians, till the time when
diced against all productions which came fro
Yy ospel of Mﬁ;d}%w was Agrgf e
s : 5) ;!i 4 16 ‘
Paléstinie; the seat of the Ebionites. i : ¢ e
“Marcion, on the other hand, who admitted the authority .‘oﬁh‘ ’
apostle Paul “alone, rejected the Gospels of Matthew, ofMa::Ig ,
Peter) and of John; not liowever because he denied their genting~
ness ; but becasse he denied their authors to possess ‘any authoityl
they being apostles of the circurncision, whom Paul bimself bad ie-
buked.. See lustration 8th, note. Inlike manner,it must be su
posed that the reason why Marcion- rejected the Acts-of ‘the- apo:
tlés;was not that he denied Lake to beits author s cbufvbéca;\i:&ftheﬁ
Acts of the apostles was not aseribed to Paal, a5 the - Gospel of .
Luke was’; (See Illust. 8th); ard because’tlie ook of speaks:.”
favourably of the apostles of the circumcision, to Whom " Marcion:
was.opposed. And this will remove the dbjection, which: has be
uried against the opinion that Marcion’s Gospel was auv adulte
copy.of Luke’s Gospel, viz. that if it were-so, then M




