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LEOTURES ON THE SHORTER CATE-
» CHISM OF THE WESTMINSTER AS-
SEMBLY OF DIVINES=—ADDRESSED
TO YOUTH.
LECTURE IX.

Without any recapitulation of
what was said in the last lécture, on
the Trinity of persons in the Unity
of the Godhead, I proceed immedi-
ately to show—

II. That there are a number of
passages of scripture which plainly
represent, sometimes a plurality,
and sometimes a Trinity of per-
sons, in the one, only, living and
true God. .

Here, as in the former lecture, I
can by no means introduce all the
passages that bear on the point in
discussion, but only select a few,
out of a considerable number. And
I shall begin with remarking—not-
withstanding the sneers with which
I know the remark has been treated
—that one of the names of the true
God, oY% (ALEM, or Evomim)
which is very frequently used in
the Old Testament, is in the plural
number. Some of the best and mest
erudite biblical and oriental sche-
lars, have been clearly of the opi-
nion, that the frequent use of this
term, to denote the true God, does

intimate, and was intended to inti- .
mate, that there is a plurality in the

Godhead.* It is, no doubt, true,

* Those who deny that any plurality of
persons is intimated in the Hebrew word

Vor. Il.=Ch. Adv.

that this word is occasioually used
to denote inferior beings, and even

Aleim, have lately affected to look down
on the opinions-of their opponents as the
tenets only of ignorance or weakness.
Yet Bishop Homsiry, whose erudition
and intellectual vigour he who questions
will only implicate ﬁis own, is among those
who maintain that a plurality in the God-
head is clearly intimated in this word. In:
“ A Critical Disquisition on the Etymolo,

and Import of the Divine Names, Eloak,
Biohim, El, Jehovah, and Jah,” he says,
“that whatever may be the etymology of
these two words (Elah and Elhim—
written without points.lue and .leim) and
whatever the true interpretation of either,
it cannot be, without some reason,—it can-
not be, as some have pretended from the

mere caprice of language,—that the plural -
word is much oftener used in the scrip- °

tures as a name of God, than the singular.
That the plural word is used with the de-
sign of intimating a plurality in the God-
head, in some respect or other, it is stran
that any one should doubt, who has ob- ¢
served that it is used in places, in which,
if there be in truth no plurality in the
Godhead, the inspired writers must have
been determined, by the principles of
their religion, studiously to avoid the use.
of a pldral; especislly as ghey had singu-
Jars at command. The plural is used in
that very precept, which prohibits the
worship of any God but one. ¢I Jehovah

-am thy Gods, that brought thee out of the

land-of Egypt, out of the house of bond-

.’ . ¢Be not unto thee, other Gods be-
side me;’ and in every subsequent part of
the decalogue, where God is -mentioned,
the IIural word is introduced. In the se-
cond commandment, ¢ For I Jehovah am
thy Gads.” In the third, ¢Take not the
name of Jehovah t:lt{Godcin'vain.’ In the
fourth, ¢the 8abbath of Jehovah thy Gads.’

‘In the fifth, ‘The land which Jehovgh
. thyzG;Jdc is giving thee.! Whaever will

»
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I deserved the stroke, and even
more, if any thing could have
wounded me more sensibly. Wealth,
independence, honour and distinc-
tions, were all within my grasp.
Worldly prosperity was flowing in
upon me. Blessed with a partner
whose good sense and sprightliness
enlivened domestic society, and
whose elegant taste qualified her
for sharing with me the gifts of for-
- tune with dignity and grace, [ was
tempted to feel mysel? happy, in-
dependent of religion. In a mo-
ment my towering schemes of sub-
lunary bliss are tumbled to the dust.
Thus do they deserve to suffer,
who place their happiness in any
thing distinct from the supreme
good. May my affections be re-
called, and fixed on their proper
object—never to wander any more!
My dear little infant lives, and
enjoys good health. But so uncer-
tain are all human comforts, that I
dare not allow myself to build any
expectations, even on this promis-
ing source of enjoyment. 1t gives
me pleasure to think, that in every
event which may befal him, he was
devoted to God in the solemtt ordi-
nance of baptism, by one of the last
acts of his pious mother.  The pro-
mise is to you and to your seed af-
ter you.” I cannot but hope, that
" one so solemnly devoted to God by
‘an expirini
membered her Creator in the days
of her youth,” will be blessed of
Heaven. Grant, merciful Father!
that he may live—not to dishonour

the God of his mother, but to pro--

mote the cause of religion, the glory

of his Maker, and the happiness of

his fellow creatures *ox
1 am, &c.

Davip Ramsay.

——

FOR THE CHRISTIAN ADVOCATE,

GLEANINGS AND HINTS TOWARDS AN
ARGUMENT FOR THE AUTHENTICI-
TY OF JOHN V. 7.

¢ There are three that bear record in
Vor. IL.—Ch. Adv.

~
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hcaven—the Father, the Wond, and the
Holy Ghost: and these three are one.”

“We are unspeakably ashamed that
any modern divines should have fought, pe-
dibus et unguibus, for the retention of a
passage so indisputably spurious.”

Eclectic Review.

T take this up purely as a subject
of criticism. The decisions which
may be made by the critick on this
verse, will assuredly not affect an
article of doctrine. ‘The characters,
and faith of the respectable criticks
who have arranged themselves
against this verse, will clearly indi-
cate this.

‘The most strenuous opposers of °
the authenticity of the verse are,
generally speaking, as decided in
their faith in_the most holy Trinity,
and in the divinity of our Lord, as
those are whokdvocate its authen- -
ticity. ¢ There are,”—says Gries-
bach, one of the ablest opponents
of this verse,—¢ there are so many
arguments for the true Deity of
Christ, that | see not how it can be
called in question.” See his Pref.
vol. ii. First Crit. Edit. of the Greek
Test.

And, indeed, such is the extent
aud force of the evidence of the
Trinity, that were this verse relin-
quished and expunged, it would re-

parent, “ who had re-.»inain unshaken in all its beauty and ,

vigour. For instance, nothing can
be more clear than the scriptural
evidence that there is one God.
And nothing can be more clear
than this, that the Father sent the
Son; and that, therefore, the Father
and the Son are distinct: that the
Father and the Son sent the Holy
Ghost: and that, therefore, the Fa-
ther, and the Son, and Holy Ghost
are distinct persons: that each of
these distinct persons is called God:
and being called God, in the lan-

uage of inspiration, each of them
18 the one God.

That this is true of the Father,
no one has yet expressed a doubt.
He iys true God: « The only true

2
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God.”* But the Socinian quib-
ble has no foundation here. It
is not said, as they charge the text
with saying, he only is the true God.
But he is the only true God. For
there is only one God.

Nor should the least doubt be
expressed relative to the Son and
the Holy Spirit, when we have
these decisive texts. “The Word
was God.” ¢« The Word was made
flesh and dwelt among us.”t To
«lie unto the Holy Ghost is to lie
unte God.” And the same One
who is the «“ Jehovah” of the in-
spired Isaiab, is the Holy Ghost of
the inspired Paul. (Compare Is. v.
8 and 9, with Acts xxviii, 25.) So
evidently is it taught that each of
these persons is the one God. And

* this unity and trinity is distinctly
recognised in 1 Cor. xii. 4—12.
“There are diversities of gifts, but
the same Spirit: there are diversi-
ties of ministrations, but the same
Lord: there are diversities of ope-
rations, but it is the same God that
worketh in all.”> No human intel-
lect could devise language more
plain to express this fact held out,

~ that the distinct persons, the Spirit
and the Lord, are the same one God.

And I'would solicit my reader’s
attention to this fact. There is no
more difficulty in the phrase, « these

. three are one,” than there is in ano-

On the Authenticity of John v. 7.
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We arrive now at this conclu-
sion, that there is nothing more in
the verse under discussion, to ex-
cite prejudice, than is to be found
in other authentic passages of God’s
book.—Nay, it is worthy of our de-
vout attention and serious consi-
deration, that that which is com-
pressed in 1 John v. 7, « there are
three,” &c. is contained in John’s

ospel—with this difference, that it
18 spread out at great length. The
following contrast will show this.
1. “The Father bears record in
heaven.”” Compare with this Jobn
v. 37, &c. «’The Father himself -
hath borne witness of me.”” 2.
¢ The Word beareth witness in hea~
ven.”” Compare with this Joha viii.
14. 18. « I bear record of myself
—my record is true.” “Iam one
who beareth witness of myself.”>—
8. «The Holy Ghost beareth re-
cord in heaven.” Compare with
this John xv. 26, * The Comforter
—the Spirit—he shall testify of
me.”—And in reference to the last
clause of our verse, Christ says, « I
and the Father are one.”>—Not é15—
unus; but év—4éy decoy, one Deity—
one sabstance: -or in the words of
Paul, « the same God.””* )

The very learned men who have
Eronounced this text spurious, must

ave done it—every one anticipates
—on the strength of the most com-

«ther phrase, in a verse which no-mans.plete argument, both as to matter

has had the hardihood to challenge,
'« I and my father are one,—or, I
and my Father, we are one; iye
xa1 ¢ Marde tv iower—If it be proper,
at all, to use the word difficulty on
such a subject, we must say thatitis
just as difficult to comprehend how
two distinct persons (distinct in
one sense) can be one in another
sense, as it is to conceive three dis-
tinct persons to be one. And itis
certain that there is no more mys-
tery—no, nor any thing more objec-
tionable, in three distinct persons
being one in essence, than there can
be in two being one!

* John xvii, 3. 1 John i, 1—14.

and form—-else being all of them very
modest men, they could not have
permitted themselves to use such
triumphant and boasting language,
as that which I have set down 1n
my motto, in proof of their exces-
sive modesty. They have pro-
nounced our verse spurious on the
weight of external evidence exclu-
sively. And this external evidence
has been deduced chiefly from
Greek manuscripts.

And here permit me to say with
all deference, that a serious diffi-
culty must have met our modest

* 1 Cor. xii. 6. See Kettneri, Hist.
Dicti Johannei, &¢. p. 149, 150.
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opponents at the very threshold.
The external evidence which they
have produced is such, in our view,
as ought to have been received with
caution, and even jealousy. And I
am only repeating what the most
learned of our opponents have often
said. I refer to Griesbach. He
says— The perfect critick is not
he who can enumerate the codes,
or distinguish the different revi-
sions, corrections of the text, &c.
But true critical acumen is chiefly
-required in weighing the internal
marks of true, or false readings.”*
And Wetstein has truly remarked,
what must have struck every stu-
dent of this controversy, «that so
many things can be objected to the
most ancient Greek and Latin
codes (extant) which lessens the
weight of their testimony, that
scarcely any thing certain can be
. determined from them alone.”’t He
meéans critically, of course, not po-
lemically.

Now, if such a writer as Gries-
bach does offer, in the presence of
his associates, such exceptions to
external evidence, in its favourable
form, I appeal to the learned, what
we must say of that form of exter-
nal evidence, on which our oppo-
nents have rested the whole weight
of their argument against our text.
‘We are now to examine this mi-
nutely. '

First. The learned men have
laid down this sweeping assertion:
« This verse is not found in a sin-

le Greelc manuscript written be-
Jore the 16th century.

This assertion has not only ne
argument to support it fairly—but,
pardon me, it does bear on its front,
as we shall show in the issue, the
air of an absurdity! The manner
in which the argument is conducted
on the pages of Michaelis, and of
Bishop Marsh, his translater, does
fully show this. And the argument
of the rest is the same. They find

* Symb. Crit. ii. p. 90.
1 Prolog. ad. N. T. p. 296.
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a certain number of MSS.—they
collate them; they find the verse
onl‘{ in 156* of these MSS.—they
find the most of these dubious, or
interpolated, or mutilated. We
have the most learned assertions.
They condescend to admit three
copies worthy of an argument; and
again of these three, two are set
aside; and one is made, in all its
solitariness, to lovk extremely sus-
picious.

With respect to the Codex Guel-
pherbatanus, and, indeed, many of
the rest, we are not disposed to ad-
vocate their antiquity—nor do we
need to lay very great stress on
them for our argument. We are ~
willing also to lay not very much
stress on even the Codex Mont-
forlii, of the Dublin Univ. Library;
though we do think that the learned
men have by no means succeeded
by their ingenious argument, in
taking away its antiquity. It cer-
tainly must be referred to at least
the 13th century; perhaps to an
age long before this. Bishop Bur-
gess, in dur view, has the better of
the argument. But I am not dis-
posed to yield them the antiquity
of the Codex Ravianus of Berlin.
The argument of Griesbach, and
the remarks of Papelbaum, which
are supported by Dr. Marsh, do, it
is true, exhibit all that can be said
by most ingenious criticks. I feel,
their force. But the argument ig
such on the other side, that I feel
compelled to yield to it—-1. The
character of Professor Ravius of
Upsal, is entitled to the dtmost re-
spect. He brought it from the east:
he believed it, and declared it to.be
an authentic and very ancient copy.
—2. 1t is written in the uncial let-
ters; and in their natural easy
way ; without any thing to indicate
the hand of a modern forger of the
uncial letters. And it is now ad-

* Namely, 151 collated by Michaelis,
Griesbach, &c., and since their time fve
more, first brought into England by Dr.
Carlyle. See Horne’s Introd. vol. iv. pa
436.
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mitted by all scholars, that the
Greeks ceased in the ninth century
to write in the uncial letter*--8.
1t wants the accents——another mark
of the great antiquity of the MS.—
4. It 18 written on very ancient
- parchment. These were, in sub-
stance, the statements of the very
learned Jablonsky, who, more than
a hundred years ago, carefully exa-
mined the MS. with the eye of an
able critick. And I will not yield
his mode of examination to that of
Griesbach, who pronounces dogma-
tically against it, after having said
that he had, « ex parte,” compared
it with the Complutensian copy.t

But without pursuing this sub-
ject further, or following them over
their field of expatiating on MSS.
let it be remarked, that were we
even tograntall that they claim from
their in%erences from the collation
of MSS, they have proved nothing.
Nay, from the materials which they
have, they can prove nothing really
in point. Here are the proofs of
this.— ,

It is admitted by th& learned,
that of all the Greek manuscripts,
about 400 only have been collated.}
Griesbach, who plays off his argu-
ment with the air-of a critick, who
felt that he had every material at
command, had actually no more
than 855 MSS. to collate.§ Mi-
chaelis and Marsh do indeed reck-

+on up 469. But they do not say
that they had collated all these.
They had « described 469 MSS.”

But do these illustrious scholars
mean to insinuate that there are no
other MSS. in the world ? Do their
confidence and boasting demand
our faith that they had left no ma-
nuscript uncollated? The fact is,
that the number of MSS. collated,
or even examined, bear a very small
proportion to the rich treasures re-
Tmaining to be examined. Bishop

* See Kettnerus, p. 205.

1 Kettnerus, p. 206 and 210,

4 Horne’s Introd. iv. p. 437.

§ Prolog. in Tom. i. ci.—cxxvi. and
Horne iv. p. 437, note,
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Marsh tells us that Blanchini has,

in his book, described many MSS.
hitherto unnoticed in the editions of
the New Testament; and unno-
ticed, or not collated by Marsh him-
self.* The Paris Library has 80
MSS. of the Greek Testament: 65
Catense and 57 Lectiones, in all
202; and of all these only 49 have
been collated.t The number in
the Vatican Library, it is allowed
by all the learned, is very great.
And, indeed, such have been the
facilities existing through so many
centuries, to augment the collec-

tion, that the treasures of MSS. -

must be great and valuable. Bur-
net,f who had tried to explore this
library, does indeed lament «that
there are so few Greek MSS. in
the Vatican Library of Rome.”
But it is presumed that the learned
traveller was induced to think so,
from his having experienced the
same difficulties which have iova-
riably prevented others before him,
and after him, from pursuing their
researches. 'The jealousy com-
bined with the ignorance and bigot-
ry of its masters, prevents the
learned from having any access to
its treasures of M%S. Out of all
these treasures, only 34 copies have
been collated.

In fine, not to mention numerous

other public and private libraries;
in the grand Ducal Library at Flo-
rence alone, there are, at least, 1000
Greelc MSS. of the New Testament!
And of these only 24 have been col-
lated !§

But this is not all: few, veryfew,
of the most ancient Greek MSS.no¥
exist. Let the scholar only recollect
the historical detail of the ravages
made on them by the flames; an
by the bands of tyranny. In the per*
secution of Diocletian, before the
Nicene Council, the MSS. of the
scriptures were sought with the ut-

* Marsh’s Michaelis, vol. ii. p. 649.

1 Horne iv. 437.

# In his Itinerarium p. 141, and Keft
nerus, p. 207. A

§ Horne, vol. iv. p. 437.
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most diligence by the bloodhounds
of persecution. * And many thou-
sands of the best volumes of the
scriptures, were, throughout the
Roman empire, in_the east, and in
the west, consumed in the flames.”’*
At Rome, Alaric, the king of the
Vandals, destroyed the libraries
and their precious MSS. In the
great fire at Constantinople in the
year 476, there perished in the
flames 120,000 valuable manu-
scripts. Among these were all the
collections of Constantine the
Great, and of Theodosius; and the
most valuable MS. copies of holy
scriptures, some of which were
written by Theodosius’s own hand.t
From these historical statements
laid down, it appears that the num-
ber of the MSS. collated, bears a
very small proportion to those
which have perished; and those
which still remain to be searched.
They are as a few precious remains
saved from the ruins of a vast city:
a few valuable specimens gathered
from a vast cabinet of curiosities.
And yet from these few remains
our learned antagonists gravely
draw their dogmatical conclusion,
that this verse under discussion, is
not found in a single Greek MS.
written before the 16th century!!

What would any scholar—what

would any schoolboy, think, of that
chemist who, having made a few
and profound dissertations on a
small and extremely defective col-
lection of metals, and having ac-
companied his dissertations with
a few unsatisfactor{ experiments—
‘would very gravely conclude, in
the presence of his audience, that
all the other metals would, without
exception, give forth the same re-
sults? What should we say of the
geologist, who after having examin-

* Kettnerus, p. 176. However some
ancient and valuable MSS. in Africa, es-
caped in A.D. 303, by the pious fraud of
Bishop Mensurius, of Carthage. Kettne-
rus, p. 161.

1 Spanhem. Hist. Eucles. p. 145. And
Kettnerus, p. 107,

On the Authenticity of John v. 7.
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ed the position and ingredients of a
few imperfect and ill defined strata,
would thence reason on the whole
strata of the globe—and dogmati-
cally pronounce on the position
and strata which he had never seen
~—and concerning which he had not
collected a single fact? What
should we say of a judge who, after
having examined a féw of the wit-
nesses at his bar—and these of a
very suspicious character—would
glance his eye over the host remain-
ing, and gravely pronounce his
judgment, that because these few
have testified to a certain point,
therefore mneither those within
doors, nor those known to be out of
doors, can, or will, or do testify to
any other point different from this ?
ot a whit better is the form of

our learned opponents’ argument.
It is absurd, by the rules of philoso-
phy and reason: it would be ad-
mitted in no court of justice—if
common sense presided on the
bench. It is rotten’ to the core.
The learned men do admit the ex-
istence of these MSS. They do
admit that a small, a very small
number of them has been examined
and collated. And yet they have
wantounly drawn the conclusion im-
osed on us. It is sincerely to be
oped, thatin order that no more dis-
credit may be brought on criticism
and learning—that they may no
more expose themselves to the ridi-
cule of our tyros—that they will
give up the whole argument as
wholly and utterly irrelevant. Con-
fusion and defeat must necessarily
fall on every such attempt to prove
such a negative! We can draw no
conclusion from the data of Gries-
bach, Michaelis, and Marsh. Were
it known satisfactorily that no other
MSS. do exist—were it proved in
such a manner as every premise
ought to be proved—that they had
all perished by the hands of Diocle-
sian and Alaric, and the flames of
Constantinople—then there might
be some plausibility in the present
form of the argument. But when
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the learned do know that so man

" hundreds—nay thousands of MSS.
of the Greek Testament do exist,
and have not yet been under the
eye of the critick, it is to be hoped
that every scholar, who really
would not be willing to expose the
science of criticism to the laughter
of the illiterate, will withdraw this
whole form of argument, until every
known Greek MS. shall be collated
—and then after that is done, let
them learn in modest silence, that
there is a probability that thou-
sands more may be discovered by
the indefatigable industry of the
learned !*

Mr. Editor—I now bring to a
close this my first number. 1t is
hoped that the first part of their
external evidence is entirely de-
stroyed. We shall examine the re-
maining portion of their argument
.in our next.

T am, Mr. Editor,

Yours with esteem and affection,

W. C. BrowNLEE.
Basking Ridge, July 21, 1824,

FOR THE CHRISTIAN ADVOCATE.

Just as the preceding article was
oing to the press we received the
hristian Observer for May last, in

which we find some recent testimo-
nies for the authenticity of the text
for which our correspondent con-
tends—we shall therefore copy it
for our readers.

To the Editor of the Christian Qbserver.
It seems to be very widely taken
for granted, that almost every well-

* The historian Gibbon, as well as
many of our modern journalists, exhibit a
ludicrous and self-important assumption
of. power to teach others before they
themselves have learned. Gibbon, in his
Rome, vol. iv. p. 407, tells us with a flou-
rish, that this memorable text of John
was condemned by the universal silence
of the orthodox fathers, ancient versions,
and authentick MSS. He then adds, from
the depth of his theological researches,
that the MSS. now extant, are above
four score in number ! ! And he had not
examined the Greek fathers; nor all the
Latin fathers!

+ AvUG.

read biblical scholar has at length
discarded from his copy of the New
Testament the celebrated verse,
1 John, v. 7. This, however, is by
no means the fact. The testimony

of the learned Bishop of St. David’s

has already been several times re-
ferred to in your pages. “I.can
say with truth,” says his lordship,
« that every renewed examination
of the subject has added to my con-
victions of its authenticity.”” Mr.
Nolan, in his profound and inter-
esting “ Inquiry into the Integrity
of the Greek Vulgate,” after stating
the internal and external evidence
of the verse, and his reasons for
thinking that the verse was sup-
pressed by Eusebius in the edition
(if it may be so called) which Mr.
Nolan supposes him to have revised
under the sanction of Constantine
the Great, adds, «I trust nothing
further can be wanting, to convince
any ingenuous mind that 1 Johnv. 7.
really proceeded from St. John the
Evangelist.” Dr. Hales, in his
learned work on ¢ Faith in the Holy

- Trinity,” sEeaks with equal confi-

dence of the authenticity of the
verse, “ To the authority of Gries-
bach on this question,” he says,
« I shall not hesitate to oppose and
prefer the authority of a celebrated
German editor and critick,thelearn-

‘ed Ernesti; with whose observa-

tions [ shall close this minute and
elaborate survey of the whole exter-
nal and internal evidence ; which, I
humbly trust, will be found exhaus-
tive of the subject, and set the con-
troversy at rest in future.” Mr.
Grier, 1n his recent «“Reply to Dr.
Milner’s End of Religious Contro-
versy,” after noticing “the invin-
cible arguments” of Mr. Nolan,
says, « I feel compelled to abandon
my former prejudices against the
verse, and to think that a person
should almost as soon doubt the
enuineness of the rest of St. John’s
pistle, as that of the disputed pas-
sage.”
A late edition of the Greek Tes-
tament, by the Rev. Edward Valpy,

& At
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LECTURES ON THE SHORTER CATE-
OHISM OF THE WESTMINSTER AS-
SEMBLY OF DIVINES—ADDRESSED
TO YOUTH.

LECTURE X,

The subject of discussion at this
time, is the seventh answer in our
Shorter Catechism. It is expressed
thus—

“The decrees of God are his eter-
nal purpose, according to the coun-
sel of his will, whereby, for his own
glory, he hath foreordained whatso-
ever comes to pass.”

There are probably few present
who need to be informed, that this
answer presents one of the most dif-
ficult, and most controverted points,
in theol Yet, in my apprehen-

. sion, the chief difficulty has always
_ arisen from the reluctance which
many feel to receive as truths or
facts, things which they know not
how to reconcile or explain, But it
ought to be recollected that we do
this in things of daily occurrence,
and with which we are most familiar.
For example—how matter should be
moved by that which is immaterial—
which takes place continually when
the volitions of our minds produce
the motions of our limbs and of our
whole bodies—is quite as hard to ex-
plain or to see through, as hiow the free
actions of moral agents should con-
sist with, and carry into effect, the
absolute decrees of God. We are,
indeed, so familiar with the first of
these inexplicable things, that we do
not often think about explaining it;
Vou. 11.—Ch. ddr.

but when we do, we find it attended
with as much difficulty—it as com-
pletely baffles our investigations—as
the abstruse inquiry with which we
have compared it.

I have made the remarks you have
just heard at the very entrance of
this discussion, in hope they may
have some influence in preventing a
prejudice against the method in
which I propose to conduct it; and
in which alone, I am fully persuaded,
it can ever be satisfactorily conduct-
ed. That all truth is really consist-
ent with itself, or that every truth is
perfectly reconcilable with every
other truth, no one who knows what
truth is, can for a moment doubt.
But human intellect is not compe-
tent at present to investigate and
reconcile all that is true, or all that
may be perfectly easy of solution to
beings of higher powers. Let me
then request you to remember, that
the manner in which one truth
agrees or is consistent with ano-
ther, is often unknown to us; and
therefore that we ou(fht never to re-
sist the proper evidence by which
truth is ascertained, because we see
not how it is to be reconciled with
something else which, on good
grounds, we have been accustomed
to receive as true. When truths or
facts appear to militate with each
other, it 18 indeed a reason why they
should be repeatédl{ and most
closely examined on all sides. But
if, after such examination, the thin
which seem to militate appear to g:
ac%o;tpanied by all the evidence ne-
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vine qbunsel is frustrate, that God
is disappointed, that Christ has

failed, or endangered a failure, of .

his object or his reward, or that any
s dead loss” will be sustained, by
the presumed inefficacy of his blood
towards them that perish.

God is over all, blessed forever.
The blood of his Son will be
charged to their account who reject
* All thy works shall praise

and sincere when he offers salva-
tion to mep—that he is not tanta-
lizing them or trifling with them—

- triflers as they are, and especially

with him—is very plain from the
tremendous retribution which awaits

" them ; and which, therefore; him-

self executes upon them, who have
s« trodden under foot the Son of
God, and have counted the blood of
the covepant, wherewith he was
sanctified, an unholy thing, and

* have done despite unto the Spirit

of grace.” ZETA,

————

FOR r’.I'ﬂE' CHRISTIAN ADV‘CA.TB-
No. 2.

GLEANINGS AND HINTS TOWARDS AN
ARGUMENT FOR.THE AUTHENTICI-
TY OF 1 JOHN V, 7, :

\
¢ There are .three that bear record in
heaven, the Father, the Word, and the
Holy Ghost : and these three are one.”

“We are unspeakably ashamed that
any modern divines should have fought,
pedibus.et unguibus, for the retention of a
passsge so indisputably spurious.”

: Eclectic Review.

There are two classes of the
learned to whom I have the misfor-
tune of finding myself opposed in
this discussion. The first are
those frank and candid men, whose
doubts have been so strongly ex-
cited by the arguments advanced
against the authenticity of the
verse, that they decline to quote it
in their discourses and writings.

On the Buthenticily of John v. 7.
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Yet they admit their lingering in-
clinations, and their “almost per-
suasions”-—that the verse is authen-
tick. They stand on neutral ground,
they seem equally removed from
our opponents, and from us. Time,
and the unexampled investigations -
going on now in Europe, [ am per-
suaded, will, ere long, unite them
to us.  The other class are fully
convinced that this verse is .spuri-
ous. And these able and learned
men are not content with going all
lengths “in the rude shock of war”
—against this verse—but they em-
ploy irony and keen sarcasm
against those who venture, in the
sincerity of their hearts, to defend
this item of holg writ. “They are
unspeakably ashamed that any di-
vine of the nineteenth . century
should, pedibus et unguibus, con-
tend for it.” ,

I do not quote this to blame
them. I quote it to put them in

‘mind that I feel myself privileged,

from their example, to employ the
same weapons against their weak-
ness and folly.  For who would
bring out heavy artillery against
a mud wall?

Our verse—as has been justly ob-
served by an able writer in the
Christian Observer of London—our
verse “is very far from standing in
that miserable state of destitution,
to which its opponents seem to cen-
sider it reduced.”—For one, I feel
a confidence in believing that the
time is fast going by, when the

.Christian publick will listen to the

opponeats of this verse. 1am fully
convinced from what I see amnd
hear—and particularly from the
able books lately published in de-
fence of this text—and from the
sentiments of the most learned di-
vines of Britain,  and the United
States, expressed more and more
fully, every day, from the pulpit;
that the tide of belief is now be-
ginning to set strongly, in favour
of the authenticity of our verse.

I thank you, Mr. Editor, for that
happy and seasenable selection
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which you made from the Christian
Observer of May; ‘and which you
added to my last communication.
It helps to i{Iustrate this fact; and
. tostrengthen our beliefin its reality.
_ We anticipate the period, when
the advocates of this verse will
come out in the language of the
Bious and learned Bishop of St.
avid’s.—1 can say, in truth, that
every renewed examination of the
subject has added to my convictions
of its authenticity.”*—Nay, may I
not venture to say, that we antici-
ate the period when more of the
earned than a Grier, will be in-
duced ingenuously to say, as he
said, after reading Nolan—«1 feel
compelled to abandon my former
prejudices against the verse; and
to think that a person should al-
most as soon doubt the genuineness
of the rest of St. John’s epistle, as
“that of the disputed passage.”t

When the writings of Kettnerus,
and Dr. Hales, and Wetstein, and
Ernesti, and Nolan, and Burgess,
and Travis, and Grier shall be in
all hands, and carefully studied, I
doubt not this will be the happy
result.

In my last, T endeavoured to
overthrow the first portion of the
external evidence adduced against
the authenticity of this verse, by
our opponents. I now beg your
attention, Mr. Editor, in the second
place, to another portion of their
external evidence. “No other an-
cient version besides the Latin con-
tains this verse. JAnd even in re-
spect of the Latin version, it is
ewanting in the most ancient copies.”

This kind of argument, to prove
a negative, must share the same
fate with their other argument,
which has been reviewed. We have
no sufficient data given here. Cer-
tain particular premises are as-
sumea{ And from these particu-
lar premises they draw a general

* Quoted by the Christian Advocate
p- 388, for Aug. 1824.

{ Grier’s Reply to Milner’s End of
ligious Controversy, &c.

Vou. IL—Ch. Adv.
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conclusion. Need we say in thig
enlightened age, that from particu-
lar premises no general conclusion
can be formed P—In reference to
the versions of Syria, or of Ethio-
ia, or Armenia, or the Coplic of
ower Egypt, or the Sahidic of
Upper Egypt, the researches of the
learned have not been extensive
enough to glean materials suflicient
for any practical purpose. We ad-
mit that the verse is wanting in
the copies that have come to light.
But from a few solitary versions—
the history of which, or the sources
whence they were drawn, we can-
not satisfactorily trace—it certain-
lﬁ would be altogether unbecoming
the learned and candid, to con-
clude—as some have thoughtlessly
concluded, to favour a theory—that
this verse has never been found in
these foreign versions; nor in any
other version except the Latin.
We are led to the same conclu-
sion respecting their conjecture
which they offer for an argument,
that even in respect to the Latin
version, *the verse is not found in
the most ancient MSS.” No ne-
tive, of this kind, can be estab-
ished from such data, and such de-
fective proof. No particilar premise
can lay a foundation for a general, or
foran unlimited conclusion.. Unless
all the copies known to exist, be fully
and carefully examined, no conclu-
sion can be made in truth. And
even the suspicion, that other copies
may be found, would make the true
critick pause, and guard against
conclusions which might expose him
to deserved censure.
For in fact, if even there exists
a reasonable suspicion that some
MSS. still remain to be collated,
what, 1 pray, becomes of the
shrewdest theory? Griesbach, and
Michaelis, and Marsh, may move
on in the mightiness of their con-
jectures, and fill volumes with pom-
pous accounts of MSS. We have
only one brief reply. AHN this is
no more than mere conjecture—

«brouiht forward in the imposing
S
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‘form of learned research. Your
conclusions are at the mercy of the
good natured reader. Besides all
these copies which you have search-
ed ang collated, do you pretend to
asser? that there are not, that there
cannot be, other copies which may
bear testimony against you? Have
you actually passed throtgh all the
private’and publick libraries of Eu-
rope? Have fo collections escaped
your eyes? Are you confident that
the researches of the learned will
bring no new materials to light?
-They are now in the full bustle of
successful exertion to discover MSS.
in this season of unusual opportu-
nity, when-peace reigns in Europe,
and the learned of its different na-
tions, amid the jarring elements of
¥olitics, grant to each other every
acility to pursue their diversified
objects of investigation? No, you
have no ground of corifidence here.
In the list given by even Kettne-
rus,* of the last age, I think I see

seme copies alluded  to, which are’

not noticed by these learned men,
or by any of our opponents, so far
as 1 have examined.—And since
their peremptory conclusions, Bi-
shop Burgess has shown that there
are, in the library of. Verona, three
JMSS. more ancient by 200 years,
than what they would admit to ex-
ist.t And thus as the learned shall
continue their researches, fresh
light will break in, to put to flight
the most learned theories and inge-
nious conjectures! And I have a
perfect confidence that fresh and
_ additional proof of Bishop Burgess’
observation, will be produced by the
learned, at no remote period—* that
though the 7th verse of 1 John v. be
wanting in the more ancient (Latiug
9opiés, itis also true thatitis foun

in some of the most ancient copies.”’}

* See chap. 17, 18, of his learned work.
This copy which I quote belongs to the
hbr:iry of Professor Dewitt, of New Bruns-
wick.

3 Vind. of 1 John v. 7, p. xxvi. 2d Edit.
an “qp. 53, 54. Horne’s Introd. vol. iv.
p. 441, -
$ Vlnd. PP' 53, 54‘, &b;
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Another portion of their external
evidence is this: « The Greek Fa-
thers have never quoted this verse—
not even in those places where we
should most expect it. JAnd the Pro-
testant reformers, with Luther at
their head, rejected it from their
versions, or have marked it as du-
bious.” }

Here, T admit, there is a greater
plausibility afforded of proving a
negative. Because generally speak-
ing, the Greek Fathers are a defi-
nite and known body. T shall not
avail myself of the supposition that
there yet may be discoveries of new

athers: or at least, of new works
.of the fathers. Yet there would be
nothing wild or extravagant in the
supposition. Every scholar knows
how long the epistle of Clemens
Romanus, and of Barnabas, remain-
ed unknown to the learned world.
The book of Lactantius « De’ Per-
secutoribus®® was long concealed,

.and was, in a manner lost to the

world.*—Nor was this the fate ex-
clusively of the fathers of the
church.  We are indebted to a dis-
tinguished scholar for some remark-
able cases drawn out of profane his-
tory.  The celebrated decree of
the Spartan senate, passed to cen-
sure Timotheus, the musician, lay

.hid, or obscure, to saythe least, for

1127 years; having been omitted
by writers in history and policy;
and was, after that lapse of time,

uoted and restored to light by

oethius.t—Such, also was the fate
of the copy of the league made by
the cities of Smyrna and Magnesia,
with the king of Syria. Having been
omitted by some transcriber, or
having escaped the notice of those
who gleaned materials for history,
itactually lay hid in the monuments
of antiquity, and on the marble—
unnoticed in any history now extant.

.But after a great lapse of time, it

has been restored to light, and to

* See K;ettnerus, p- 104.
1 Bp. Burgess’s Vind, of the new Edit.

. of :l;is Decree, p. 57, &c. and Horne, IV,

Pp. 459
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the authentick page of history. The
marble which contains it, is now in
Oxford.* '

I shall not take any advantage
offered from facts of this kind.
Our cause needs no such aid.—I
shall suppose for the sake of argu-
ment, that the assertion of our op-
ponents is true; viz. that “the
Gieele Fathers have not quoted this
verse.” Qur cause will lose no-
thinlg by the admission.

If the Greek Fathers have ne-
ver quoted this verse, no proof can
thence be drawn that it was rot in
their copies. For in the first place,
there are other reasons equally sup-
posable, as that one of our oppo-
pents, viz. that the verse was not
in their copies. It is well known
to those acquainted with the history
of the fathers, that they were, un-
happily, not agreed on the precise
meaning of the clause in our text,
*these three are one:” that many
of them understood it to express
the unity or unanimity of sentiment
of the three heavenly witnesses.
Hence, as men of perfect candour,
who scorned to take any advan-
tage which their consciences did
not approve, many of them declined
to quote it, while they had abun-
dance of other proofs. But 2dly,
if this argument of our opponents
prove any thing, it proves too much
—and consequently it is a fallacy.
It has been justly observed by the
learned,t that, in the controversy
carried on by the orthodox fathers
against the Sabellians and Arians,
we cannot discover that they have
quoted some of the most striking
texts in the sacred volume, to prove
the doctrine of the most Holy Tri-
nity. And, to use the words of our
opponents in reference to our text
—* they have not quoted these texts
in the very places where we should
have expected them.” For in-
stance, they have not quoted in their

* See Horne, Vol. 1V, p. 459.—Note.
4 See the statements of Horne, 1V, p.
9. .
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defences, that text so decisive in
the proof of the Holy Trinity, 1
Cor. xii. 4-11.—Nay, they have not
even quoted the words of the bap-
tismal form in Matt. xxviii. 19, 1n
the course of their controversy.

Now let our candid opponents
say if it would be fair—if it would
be justifiable, to infer from this fact
—that, because these verses, so
much to the point, are not quoted in
the very places in which we should
expect them—they were not in
their copies of the holy scriptures.
—Yet this is the very point and
edge of the argument of our oppo-
nents. The futhers did never quote
it—hence this verse is not in their
copies. This argument proves too
much. Tt is a fallacy.

The silence of the orthodox fa-
thers in reference to these texts,

-and in reference to our text (on the

supposition that they have not
quoted it,) does indeed prove much
against them. It does prove that

‘they did not conduct their argu-

ment fully, or properly, by usin
all th{ m"{iteria s whic.lgl G):)d ha
put into their hands. But it will
never prove that the materials which
erring men had not the wisdom to
use, were not in their copies of the
scriptures. On the principle of our
learned opponents’ argument, we
should, in no case whatever, lay any
blame on the mechanic—though he
passes through his hands the rudest
and most unsightly work. Though
all men condemn tt, it is not owing
to any fault in the mechanic. The
blame lies exclusively in his tools!
But, after all, the assertion of our
antagonists,on which they build the
whole of their argument, is not true
in fact. Griesbach, and Michaelis,
and Marsh are utterly in error, in
respect to the Greek Fathers.
« The Greek Fathers,” say they,
“never quoled this verse.”” On the

“contrary, it is mow fully proved

that some of the most ancient of them
~—and, at least, eight of them have

woted this verse, and in other places
evidently alluded to it. 'Their words
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reader. They are quoted, at some
length, by that late able and suc-
cessful writer, Bishop Burgess. If

- I ¢an find room and opportunity, I

shall exhibit these afterwards, when
I enter on my ﬁsitire external
proof of the text. Meantime, Lshall
simply state what every careful stu-

. dent of this controversy knows;

that the quotation of this text by
Tertullian, and by Cyprian has been
long before the church, in the au-
thentick and correct editions of
their works. The former wrote
about 80 or 90 years after the death
of St. John. ‘'The latter about 170
years.—And latterly we owe it to
the very learned and distinguished
Bishop Burgess, who has, in his
book against Griesbach, carefully

‘examined the ‘pages of the Greek

Fathers; and has demonstrated by
large quotations from them, that
our text has been quoted by at least
eight of them.—And what is in no
small degree pleasing to us—Cy-
ril, whom ouy opponents have hi-
therto always claimed, is shown to
have quoted it.* :

In reference to the venerable Re-
formers, we admit that they, in ge-
neral, left it out of their versions.
But this brings no argument against
the authenticity of our text.. It
simply proves this fact, which we
will not deny, that the verse was
not in the copies to which they had
access. And they had their doubts
left unremoved ; by reason of their

* mot having the possession of ancient

MSS,, 'and satisfactory documents
to remove these doubts. And some
very natural and very satisfactory
reasons can be given why this text
has not been in many copies.t

" Michaelis (vol. iv. p. 434, and
Horne, iv. p. 458,) has treated with
lightness the idea suggested by able

* Burgess, Vind. p. p. xxxv. xliii. and
pp. 29-43.—Horne, iv. p. 443,
4 Kettnerus has four chiaps, on this; to
which Irefer my reader, as I have no room
for quotations here. I may touch on this

aRterwards,
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writers, respecting the corruption
And
he observes, *this could not hive
occasioned it in all the Greek MSS.
and versions.” The truth is, nei-
ther we nor the learned writer ever

‘have seen, or will see, all the Greek

MSS8. But let this pass, it is the
common error which glares on the -
pages of all our oppenents.
. Two things have struck us for-
cibly in this matter. 1st. Wehave
the most satisfactory testimony of
antiquity, that the Artemonistee and
other hereticks, who wrote against
the Holy Trinity, did “carefully
expunge from their copies of the
Scriptures those words ihich were
pernicious to their doctrines.”*
2dly. The most ancient MSS..
which want this verse, bear melan-
choly proofs of the hand of an ene-
my, carefully expunging many pro-
minent texts, the authenticity of
which cannot reasonably be. ques-
tioned. They omit, for instance,
Rev.i. 8—«1 am Alpha and Ome-
ga, the beginning and the endiung,
saith the Lord.””—They leave the
word God, out of Acts xx. 28—
«“ Feed the church of God, &c.”
making it read “Feed the church
which, &c.”” They omit the first
clause of 1 Tim. iii. 16. viz. “ God
was manifest in the flesh.’—I hum-
bly conceive that every one will see
that all these bear upon a certain
point of infinite importance—the
true Deity of our Lord. And it re-
ally does seem to me as if there
were traces of design in these omis-
sions. ,
I trust, Mr. Editor, that the ex-
ternal evidence, which our antage-
nists have brought against our verse
—~in their attempt to prove a nega-
tive, is now fairly neutralized.
From their data, and their materi-
als, no negative can be proved. I
appeal confidently to the learned.
Their mode of -arguing has, there-.
fore, been lame and defective in
** Euseb. Lib. v. cap. 28. ‘Socrat, Ec-

cles. Hist. Lib. vii. cap. 32. Ketmeri. p.
29. Millii Prolog. No. 640, 363. &c.
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the last degree. I feel unspeaka-
bly ashamed that men of learning
in the nineteenth century,” shoul
so violate the first principles of
logic—as invariably to draw gene-
ral conclusions from particular pre-
mises. i

In my next I shall notice, a little
more fully, the defects of Griesbach
—if I can find room: and then pro-
ceed in defence of my text. 1st.
By circumstantial evidence. 2d. By
-positive internal evidence. 5d. By
positive external evidence. ’

With great respect, 1 am,
Mr. Editor, yours truly,
- W.C. BRowNLEE.

Basking Ridge.

—

An Account of a Remarkable Revi-
val of Religion in Freehold, New
Jersey.

(Concluded from page 404.)

The general effects produced on
the minds and manners of these
subjects of grace, were as follows:
They were generally not only made
to know, but heartily to approve of
the great doctrines of the gospel,
which before they were either igno-
rant of, or averse to, so that they
all sweetly harmonized in exalting
rich, free, special, and sovereign

race, through the atonement of
gesus Christ; being desirous of glo-
rying only in him, who had loved
them and given himself for them,
an offering and a sacrifice of a
sweet smelling savour. Mr. Ten-
nent used to say, that he could
not express the satisfaction with
‘which he heard some, who had been
wrought upon by divine grace,
speak of the new covenant method
of salvation through a Redeemer.
They did it in such an affectionate-
manner, and with such clearness
of langl_xa%? and evidence, as he
thought sufficient to have convineed
the most determined atheist, that
the Lord alone was their teacher.

The alteration in some, from al-

Jn dccount of a Remarkable Revival of Religion, &c.
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most gross ignorance, to such clear
gospel light, and in others from the
most- corrupt principles, to the ac-
knowledgment of the truth as it is

~in Jesus, fully showed that none

but he who made the understand-
ing could effect the change. They
approved of the law of God after
the inward man, as holy, just, and
good, and prized it above gold—
yea much fine gold. They looked
on it as their duty to wait on Ged
in all the ordinances of his own
institution, although they expected
to merit nothing by it, for the love
of God constrained them. They
declared that in every thing they
came sadly short of what they
ought to do, and. did bitterly
mourn for it, but blessed be God
they were not discouraged in their
endeavours to reach forwards, if by
any means they might apprehend
that for which they were appre-
hended of God; and in_all tﬁmgs
they acknowledged they ought to
looz to Jesus, the author and finish-
er of their faith, who alone could
work all good in them and for them,
—to whom be glory for ever.

They were not unmolested in
their way by enemies both from
within and without, .yet they pro-
fessed that the comforts which they
réceived, more than compensated
for all their labour; that if there
was no good to be expected here-
after, yet in keeping the command-
ments of God there was a great re-
ward. They did not all make the
same proficiency in the Christian
life, neither were they all equal in
their religious endeavours, nor were -
they at all times alike lively in a
religious course. They had their
spiritual disorders, which their ever
merciful Physician healed by the
balm of his own blood, and enabled
them to run afresh in the ways of
his commandments. They s{ow-
ed a particular love to the godly,
whom they esteemed as the excel-
lent of the earth, and did rejoice
to hear of Zion’s prosperity, glory-
fying God on that account. Thex:
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LECTURES ON THE SHORTER CATE-
~ CHISM OF THE WESTMINSTER AS-
SEMBLY OF DIVINES=—ADDRESSED
TO YOUTH.
LECTURE X.

( Coucluded from page 437.)

I am now—

III. Not only to admit, but to
assert and vindicate, other truths,
with which the doctrine of the di-
vine decrees may seem to be in con-
flict ; to repel tge false allegations
which have been made, in relation
to those who believe in the absolute
sovereignty of God; and to show
in what manner the apparently mi-
litating truths in regard to this sub-
ject ought to be received and held.

I cannot better introduce what I
have in view in this part of our dis-
cussion, than by a quotation from
our Confession of Faith, chap. iii.
sec. 1—Let it be well observed,
that this section was manifestly in-
tended to contain both an exhibi-
tion and an explanation of the
creed of our church, relative to the
subject before us; that it may dis-
tinctly appear that what I have to
offer is in perfect accordance with
that creed. The section referred
to, stands as follows—« God from
all eternity did, by the most wige
and holy counsel of his own will,
freely and unchangeably ordain
whatsoever comes to pass; yet so
as thereby neither is God the au-
thor of sin; nor is violence offered
to the will of the creatures; nor is

Yor. IL.—Ch. 4dv.

the liberty or contingency of second
causes taken away, but rather es-
tablished.”

The first important guard or re-
striction of the truth here exhibited
is, that we are never to consider the
decrees of God in any such light as
to make Him the author of sin.
Judge, then, with what propriety
the members of our communien
have sometimes been charged with
holding this horrible tenet. It can-
not possibly be renounced in more
unequivocal language than is here
used in the standards of our church.
And if any who call themselves
Calvinists {old this tenet, we re-
ject them, with as much prompti-
tude as we reject the impious prin-
ciple which they embrace. Calvin
himself never held it—On the con-
trary, no man could more earnestly
express his abhorrence of it, or
more cautiously guard his followers
against it. But, say our opposers,
your doctrine of the decrees must
draw this consequence after it—
The consequence must necessarily
follow from that doctrine. No—we
reply—That is your consequence,
not ours. We utterly deny the
consequence. And you have no
right to draw it for us, and to charge
us with it; for that is to take ;%r
granted the whole matter in dis-
pute. :
And here, by the way, I would
remark, that however frequently it
may be done—and it is done very
freq'i)ently—nothing can be more

3 .
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time, die for their sins, and rise
afeain for their justification: never-
theless they are mot justified, until
the Holy Spirit doth, in due time,
actually apply Christ unto them.”
LaArGER CATECHISM.

Answer to question 63, page 196.
s The visible church hath the privi-
lege of being under God’s special
care and government ;—and of en-
joying”—the “offers of grace by
Christ to aLL s members, in the
ministry of the gospel, testifyin
that whosoever believes in him shaﬁ
be saved, and excluding xone that
will come unto him.”

Answer to question 68, p. 199.
« All the elect, and they only are
efféctually called ; although others
may be, and often are, outwardl
called by the ministry of the wor(i
.. and have some common operations
of the Spirit; who, for their wilful
neglect and contempt of the grace
offered to them, being sustLY left in
their unbelief, do never truly come
* to Jesus Christ.”

The Confession of Faith, and the
accompanying catechisms, were
" composed by the Westminster As-
sembly of Divines in the years
1643—4, about 24 years after the
Synod of Dort ; and were, from the
commencement of the Presbyterian
church in this country, adopted as
her standards of doctrine. Here
then we have a publick exhibition
of the views of the Old School ; an
exhibition that has been before the
world for more than 200 years.
"They believe—

1. That Christ has made a full
satisfaction for the sins of all who
were given to him by the Father
to be redeemed by him, and that
-they will certainly have the efficacy
of his redemption applied to them,
and be finally saved.

2. That the merit of Christ’s
death, in itself considered, is infi-
nite.

3. That the gospel is to be
preached, and its offers of salvation
to be freely made, indiscriminately
to all.

4. That all who truly come to
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Christ shall be saved ; and conse-

uently if any not given to him by
the Father were to come, they
would be saved.

5. That the elect are by nature
under wrath, as well as others, and
are not in a justified state till they
truly believe in Christ.

6. That all who hear the gospel
are bound to believe it, and come to
Christ; and of course all who do
not, shall be punished for their un-
belief and wi.l';'ul rejection of offered
grace through Christ.

Now, what more than this can
Zera want; who tells us he firmly
believes in the doctrine of election,
and that not one non elect per-
son ever will believe in Christ?
What does he intend to prove dif-
ferent from the doctrine of the Old
School, which he professes to com-
bat? Will he attempt to prove that
Christ has made a satisj(;ction for
the sins of those who have commit-
ted the unpardonable sin? for the
sins of those for whom Christ does
not intercede? for the sins of all
those to whom the gospel is never
sent, and who live and die without
ever hearing of the name of the Re-
deemer 2 for the sins of all those
wicked men, who had been, for
hundreds, and some, for thousands
of years, in hell, suffering under the
irreversible sentence of damnation,
before Christ came into the world,
and made his satisfaction ?

OnicroN.

FOR THE CHRISTIAN ADVOCATE.
No. 3.
GLEANINGS AND HINTS TOWARDS AN

ARGUMENT FOR THE AUTHENTICI-

TY OF 1 JouN V. 7.

“There are three that bear record in
heaven, the Father, the Word, and the
Holy Ghost: and these three are one.”

« Satis inde patet quod innumeros gra-
vissimosque errores in iis commissos codi-
cibus quos czteroqui magni facio.”

Griesbach.

Mr. Editor:—In the preceding

numbers I have examineéd the argu-
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ments of our opponents, that have
been drawn from the silence of
MSS. and versions, and fathers.
And I leave your readers to judge
whether their mode of argument is
not at war with the first principles
of logic: and something like an
abuse of the materials which they
possessed.—Their radical error, to
which I have all along endeavoured
to draw the publick attention, is
this: They set themselves to prove
a negative: and from a few detach-
ed materials, and particular pre-
mises, they draw general conclusions
against us. :

I now beg leave to proceed to
show that their materials, out of
which they have drawn those argu-
ments, have proceeded from a source
utterly corrupted. 'Those MSS.from
the silence of which they have ven-
tured to condemn our text, are, in
general, primary or secondary co-

ies from the corrupted and muti-
ated codes of Eusebius, bishop of
Ceesarea.

This, I presume, will appear from
the following detail of facts.—To
get rid of the various readings of
the sacred volume, and to arrive at
the genuine text, various schemes
of classing MSS. have been pro-

osed. Bently and Mills brought
lf)orward their plans, They proposed
to make the Vulgate, as corrected
by St. Jerom, their basis, and to
class their MSS. by that.*

But Griesbach, of the German
school, proposed a different basis.
He selected Origen, who wrote in
the 3d centyry. His authority he

referred, because he had directed
is attention, more than any other,

to Bible criticism; and his unpa-

ralleled zeal and success had car-
ried him before all the ancient fa-
thers, on this field of science. Gries-
bach began by a most careful search
of Origen’s works, to ascertain, from
his quotations, what copy of the

* Bent. Works, p. 237. Nolan’s In-
quiry into the Integrity of the Greek Vul-
gate: Lond. edit. p. 3.
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holy scriptures he had used. And
having, as he supposed, ascertained
this—he lays it (rown as his basis.—
“Hoc exemplar nobis instar est
fragmentorum ipsius codicis quem
Origenes usurpavit.”’*

e then proceeds to show that
there are three classes of MSS.
texts of the sacred volume. And
out of these three he undertakes to
determine, by the above mentioned
basis of Origen, in what MSS. is to
found.the genuine and correct text
transmitted from the inspired pen-
men.—He finds that the fragments
scattered over the pages of Origen,
cerrespond in a remarkable degree,
with the text of the Alexandrine
MS. which had been brought from
Alexandria in Egypt. He then de-
termines the various MSS., which
may be arranged under this first
class. And he calls it the Alexan-
drine class. The second contains
those MSS. which had been brought
from Constantinople into the dif-
ferent European schools. 'These he
calls the Byzantine class. The
third embraces all those which dif-
fer from these two, in certain parti-
culars: which have been found
chiefly in Europe: and which har-
monize with the Latin versions.t

The learned German critick gives
a decided preference to the MSS.
of the Alexandrine class. And he
does not hesitate to pronounce the
authority of these to be so great,
that they «outweigh a multitude of
the Byzantine class.”” 'These read-
ings of the Alexandrine class, he
supports by some appeals to the
fathers ; but mainly by the autho-
rity of the «fragments®’ of Origen.
The readings, thus sustained, he
considers to be the true and genu-
ine text. And venturously Imtro-
ducing them into the sacred page,
he forms what, he has callet}: iis
corrected text of the New Testa-
ment. And this is that work which

* Griesb. Symb. Crit. tom. i. p. Ixvii.
& { Griesb, Proleg. in Nov. Test. p. Ixxii.
c.



1824.

is the admiration of every scholar;
and which is a stupendous monu-
ment of genius and learning: but
which has a false foundation, and
involves dangerous principles.*

This theory, with all its mistakes,
and want of proof to sustain it, is
followed by Michaelis and Marsh;
and, unless I be greatly in error,
by all our opponents. The follow-
ing is the sentiment of Marsh—in
which he adopts this corrupted
standard. * A reading, therefore,
supported by the connected autho-
rity of the Syriac, the Coptic, and
the Latin versions, by a quotation
Jfrom Origen, and the ancient Greek
MSS. of the Alexandrine and west-
ern editions, .is not only of great
importance, but may, in general, be
regarded as genuine. Hence,
while they hold up these MSS. as
containing innate marks of a high
original ; they feel themselves jus-
tified in rejecting from their pages
every text, or clause of a text,
which is not found in their standard
MSS. and versions! .

But many reasons may be addu-
ced to show why we ought to view
these standards with jealousy and
distrust. It is well known to every
scholar, in what manner St. Jerom,
in the days of the Pope Damasus;
and after him, about the middle of
the sixth century, Cassiodorus—rcor-
rected the old Italick MSS. accord-
ing to the reading of the Vulgate,
and some Greek copies. The latter
gave instructions to the monks
whom he employed in this service,
carefully to erase the former words,
and to substitute his corrections in
words, and in ink to resemble the
old. <« That they may be considered
the execution of ancient writers:”
« Ut potius ab antiquariis scripte
fuisse judicentur.”} Hence, as No-
lan remarks, *those MSS. which

* See Nolan’s Inquiry, p. 5, 6, 7. 13.

319. .
Tlntrod. to the N. Test. by Dr. Marsh,
vol. ii. p. 28. '

+ Cassiod. de Div. Lec. cap. 14, 15; and
Nolan’s Inq. p. 17, &c.
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were considered as containing the
marks of a high original, and as-

cending to the apostoTical days, can
really claim no higher authority

than that of the illiterate monks of
a barbarous age.”* )

. But this was little, compared

with the mischief done by Eusebius,

bishop of Ceesarea. For, to say the

least, he seems to have originated

all this venturous work of correct-

ing MSS. and versions. He had

certainly a disposition to do it. 1If
he was not an Arian, or strongly in-’
clined to that heresy, he did assu-

redly err by going into an extreme

directly the reverse of Sabellianism.

In the council of Nice, on the dis-

cussion of the doctrine of one sub-

stance in the Holy Trinity, Euse-

bius prevaricated in a scandalous

manner. He first excepted against

it in positive terms. Afterwards he

actually subscribed to it. Then he

wrote to his people at Ceesarea an

epistle, in which he made a recan-

tation of his former expressions.

As he had the disposition to make

these changes, so he also had the

opportunity and the power.

The emperor Constantine the
Great addressed a letter to him, in
which he instructed him to cause
fifty copies of the scriptures to be
prepared. In his epistle he uses
this expression: “ Ty fuian x. 7. £.7°
«Of the holy scriptures, whereof
chiefly, you know the preparation,
(7 émioxcvm.) and the use, to be
necessary to the doctrine of the
church.”’}

* See Simon’s Hist. des Vers. chap. v. -
Pp- 92—95. i

 See this stated in Socr. Ecclés. Hist.
lib. i. cap. viii.; and Theodor. Hist. Eccles,
lib. i. cap. vii.
Theodoret. “xgoTsgor mev corzgeyam 79

A’geiarn wipeaes vsepovde Jaro-ygéi«a; T
ev Nuxare Sovedw; x. 7. é. First, he went

- along with the Arian heresy; but, at Jast,

baving subscribed in the Nicene Synod,
&c. &c. See Euseb. Epist. in Socr. Eccles..
Hist. ut sup. p. 24. lib. i. cap. viii.

t See the Epist. of Const. in Euseb.
Vit. Const. lib, iv. cap. 36. Also Nolan’s
Inqg. p. 26.

3R

These are the words of .
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~ Now this clothed him with
more power than any one man
should have had in such matters.
Besides these powers conveyed to
him, he had, as a scholar, the most
extensive influence. Add to this
that, in consequence of the destruc-
tion of MSS. of the scriptures,
throughout the churches, during
the persecutions of  the preceding
emperors, copies of the sacred vo-
lume were very scarce. All these
“combined to give the codices of
-Eusebius an extensive influence
and circulation.

Now these codices were, accord-
ing to his will and his power, care-
fuﬁy suited to the views of the Jri-
ans. 1 do not say that he wished
thereby to oblige that sect: It was
most probablyon account of his ha-
tred to the term ¢ smoovaiov,” “one
substance” which the last clause of
our text supports. But whatever
may have been his reasons, he cau-
sed 1 John v. and 7 to be expunged
from the fifty codices : and also the
word “God” out of Acts xx. 28:

* and the first clause of 1 Tim. iii.
16.* And the influence of the Ari-
ans having been carried to its height
at the death of Constantine, they
reigned and triumphed for forty
years. And during this long period
every facility was given to the fifty
codices of Eusebius to extend their
influence. «Mille corruptis codi-
cibus,” says Kettnerus, ansam
dare potuerunt.”—And they did
exert an extensive influence during
these times. The history of it is
traced by several writers: but by
none perhaps, more carefully than
by Nolan. He has shown that the
influence of Eusebius is strongly
marked on the versions of the east;
- and even in the Greek text itself, in
many instarices. The Coptick ver-
sion, on which Dr. Marsh lays much
stress, is evidently made to follow

 * See Kettiferi Hist. Dicti. Joh. p. 85.
And Nolan’s Inquiry, p. 28 and 41. These
writers give the fullest and most satisfuc-
tory evidence of this.

On the Authenticity of John . 7.

Nov.

this. The evidence must strike
every one. It wants those texts

which he expunged out of the fifty
codices; and it has the changes
which he made on other verses. It
has also “zovs 7iTA0vs xat 7o xePrrcticd”
—the titles and chapters which
Eusebius adopted.. The same re-
marks extend to the Syriack ver-
sions: also to the Ethiopick (which
Du Pin and others deduce from the
Syriack); also to the Armenian,
and the Arabick, and the Persick
versions.*—It is also to be observed
that this influence found its way
into the Vulgate. For the copies of
the Vulgate used in France and
England have the sacred text with
the alterations, the titles, and divi-
sions of Eusebius. And from the .
Vulgate this influence passed into -
those copies of the old Italick codi-
ces, which were under the control
of the Roman see.f The Gothick,
the Saxon, and some of the Sclavo-
nick versions, which the zeal of our
opponents has somehow or other
dragged into this controversy, are
also to be set aside as equally irre-
levant in this inquiry. The first
was made under the influence of
Arianism. For it is a fact well au-
thenticated, that the Goths, out of
compliment to the emperor Valens,
accepted the form of Christianity,
‘modelled for them, by that Arian

rince.} !

That this work of mutilating, or
correcting, if you will, was prac-
tiged without secrecy, and without
blushing, is well known to every
scholar. “ The facilities of correct-

*See Nolan, p. 31. R
1 It will be an object of our future In-
uiry to ascertain, if possible, whether
ere be not actually extant the genuine
ancient version of the old Italick, in the
translation of the Waldenses, the lineal
descendants of the Italick church, who
sustained their independence against the
attacks of the Romau see, and who held
the uninterrupted and free use of the
scriptures. This text must be worth “a
multitude” of Griesbach’s MSS.
- 4 Socr. Eccles. Hist. lib. 4. cap. 1. And
Nolan’s Ing. p. 323.
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ing this text (the Palestine,) from
Origen’s works,” says Nolan, “and
the blind reverence in which that
ancient father was held in the
school of Ceesarea, seem to lave
‘rendered the corruption of the text
unavoidable. Short annotations, or
scholia, were inserted by Origen on
the wargin of his copies of the
scriptures.”’—“ A comparison be-
tween the text and the comment,
constantly pointed out variations
in the reading, and Origen’s autho-
rity being definitive on subjects of
sacred criticism, the inspired text
was amended by the comment.”—
« This point is placed beyond con-
jecture by the most unquestionable
documents. In some MSS. contain-
ing the Palestine text, it is record-
ed, that they were transcribed from
copies, the originals of which had
been corrected by Eusebius.”’—In
proof of this, the following are the
words quoted from a part of Euse-
bius’s edition, and found in the Co-
dex Marchalianus, “ New@iros xas
Evoefios (dimplwrarte,®® “In this
Codex Marchalianus,” continues
Nolan, “the whole process observed
in correcting the text, is openly
avowed. ‘The reviser there candidly
states, that having procured the
explanatory tomes of Origen, he ac-
curately investigated the sense in
which he explained every word—
and corrected every thing ambigu-
ous, according to his notion.”’t «“ And
as the Palestine text has been thus
corrupted from the same source
with the Egyptian text, the joint
testimony ofysuch witnesses cannot
be entitled to the smallest respect,
when opposed in consent to the
Byzantine edition.”’j

The influence of Origen and Eu-
sebius having thus corrupted the
two grand classes of MSS. the
Alexandrine and the Palestine—it
is supposed, with reason, that it

* Quoted from the Codex March. in
Montfaucon, by Nolan, p. 508.

1 Quoted from the Cod. March. by No-
lan, p. 509.

4 See Nolan’s Inq. p. 509.
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found its injurious way into many
of the original Greek copies. Tran-
scripts from these exist in very
great numbers. And on an exami-
nation of those, the learned find
the texts above mentioned all
wanting.* And they discover the
other minute changes existing in
other texts, which he caused to be
made in the fifty codices. 'l‘hey
find also the «titles and divisions” ~
of Eusebius. These proofs lying
before the learned on the pages of
our opponents’ MSS. indicate, very
clearly,the corrupted source whence
they have descended.

ut this is not all. I shall satisfy
our opponents fully on this material
point. Griesbach, the author of our
orponents’ theory of the German
classification, has afforded us the
most full and satisfactory evidence
against these- very MSS. out of
which they profess to condemn our
verse. And, first; in regard to
Origen, whose text he has quoted
as the authority and standard, in
his classification: notwithstanding
the unbounded confidence, which,
at first, he placed in t—by his
own confession, it turns out that
that father is not worthy of the
least eonfidence touching a single
quotation :—that is, when strict
verbal accuracy is looked for. It
was the case with Origen, as with
many more of the fathers, that when.
he quoted a passage out of holy writ,
he generally quoted from memory ;
and often the meaning—and some-
times his impression, or idea of it—
instead of a correct verbal quota-
tion. Hence Origen may, per acci-
dens, be correct. Oftener he is not.
Even Griesbach declares this—
that “ no reliance can be placed on
the edition of his works now in
print: and his transcribers have-
used unwarrantable liberties with
him ¢Librarii—negligentiores fue-
runt in describendis aut recensen-
dis locis e sacris scripturis citatis :

* Such as the close of Mark’s Gospel ;
John viii. 1—=11; 1 Jo. v. 7, &c,
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eosque e codicibus junioribus inter-
polarunt’* And again, ©exemplar
Originis non ab omni labe immune
fuisset.’ And, *Originis exemplar
interpolatum jom esset.’ ’t

And what is more to my point,
such is the character of the MSS.
on which Griesbach, (and with him
the rest of those on the other side,)
have founded their whole argu-
ment ' against our verse—that

Griesbach himself—remarkable for

his learning and candour—is con-
strained to speak of them in very
severe terms. It appears to his
reader, that he sometimes gets out
of humour with his own materials.
He seems to feel like one disap-
peinted and betrayed by them. He
18 constrained -to say that he did
not discover one' of that class of
MSS. (to which his theory gives
the preference,) which preserved
his favourite recension, unless in a
very corrupted state. * Manifestum
est jam,” says he, “nullum super-
esse codicem qui ubique unam ac
eandem recensionem ita exprimat,
“ut lectiones ex aliis recensionibus
admixtas abeant nullas !’}

-Nay, to crown the climax—and
what will our opponents after Gries-
bach say to this -—Griesbach him-
self, with one indignant sweep,
overturns the whole authority of that
class of MSS. He avows,—and
apenly proclaims to the discomfi-
ture of his whole theory,—that the
very best of them, even those in
‘which he had the greatest confi-
dence, he discovers to be so over-
run with errors and interpolations,
arising from the marginal scholia,
and comments of the fathers, «that
they are fouled in every puge with
gross corruptions.”  “Satis inde
patet”—says the candid critick—
“quod innumeros gravissimosque
errores in iis commissos codicibus,
quos ceteroqui magni facio)—

* Griesb. Symb. Crit. tom. i. p. cix,
And Nolan’s Ing. p. 320. '

1 Griesb. ut supra, p. cxxxii.

% Griesb. Symb, ut sup. p. cix, cxi. and
CXXviil.
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“ Nullum codicem quamvis velus-
tum, ab interpretamentis, et glosse-
matibus immunem esse largior?**

This is a specimen of the can-
did avowal of their leading and
most estimable critick. And the
gentlemen on the other side, are
bound to dispose of these serious
charges against the very MSS. from
which the whole of their leading
argument has been taken—before
they can offer another exception
against the authenticity of our text.
“ Physician heal thyself.”

Now—to use the words of No-
lan—« Let the most prejudiced of
the German method otP classing the
Greek MSS. according to the coin-
cidences of their respective texts,
take a retrospective view of their
descent, as it has been traced from
the edition of Eusebius. Let him
compare the alterations which have
been recently made, on their autho-
rity, in the text of scripture, with
his peculiar opinions. Let him then
answer how far their collective au-
thority ought to decide against the
truth of any doctrine; or the au-
thenticity of any verse which is at
variance with the peculiar opinions
of him, by whom it was revised and
published.” '
. “In this impeachment of the ori-
ginal reviser of that edition of the
scriptures, from which there is more
than a presumption that all MSS.
of character have, in some mea-
sure, descended ; its last feeble sup-
port seems to be withdrawn from
the German system of classifica-
tion.’t

Our opponents may ask, how then
can you account for those affinities
existing between these manuscripts?
1 answer, itis evident from the con-
clusions to which we have been led.
They are all traced to the corrupted
text of Eusebius; and, with the
learned Nolan,t we deny in the
most explicit terms, « that the clas-

* Griesb. Proleg. in Nov. Test. sect. iii.
p. Ixiv. edit. 2. mihi.

T Nolan’s Inq. p. 41, 42.

# Do. p. 42.
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sification by these affinities, ac-
quires any support from the autho-
rity of Origen: that it receives any
from the original testimony of the
eastern and western versions : that
it derives any from the best and
most ancient manuscripts, or is
countenanced in its important de-
viations from the received text, by
any which have not been altered
from the times of Eusebius.”

It may again be objected: Ac-
cording to your conclusion then, no
reliance is to be placed on MSS.
And if so, what will be the conse-
quence if we carry out this prin-
ciple into its full operation ? ill
you impeach the integrity of the
scriptures ?

"There might be some force in this
objection, if only one class of MSS.
had existed. But we have brought
our objections thus far only against
a certain class of MSS.; and the in-
ference and objection of opponents
are fair, if applied to the legitimate
ohject. For indeed no reliance, in
this question, is to be.placed on
those- MSS. which are traced to the
corrupted codices of Eysebius : and
which derive their affinities to each
other from their descent from his
edition. : i

1 beg leave to draw the attention
of the learned to the third section
of Nolan’s Inquiry. By a mass of
evidence the most satsfactory, I
congceive, which can be wished for,
he establishes his position, that the
Byzantine text contains the ge-
nuine edition of the scriptures. He
shows this from ecclesiastical tra-
dition, the proper test of the integ-
rity of the text. The Byzantine
text is entitled to the preference
from the place where it was found.
It was found, he shows, in the re-
gion where the holy writings were

sited. It is the text retained
by the Greek church. It has existed,
with the evidence of an unbroken
tradition for 1400 years. The east-
ern church gives its clearest testi-
mony in favour of this text. Itis
surported by the number and pre-
valence of copies, and the antiquity
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of MSS. The Alexandrine and Pa-
lestine texts (whom our opponents
follow,) want this testimony. The
tradition of these is broken in two
places. First, by the text of St.
Athanasius : and second, by Hesy-
chius and Eusebius. Moreover, the
western church gives her testimony
to the Byzantine text as the genuine
edition.

This is a point strongly estab-
lished ; and, I presume, the learn-
ed will admit it. Now give us
MSS. from this source—give us
versions from the genuine Byzan-
tine source—and you will soon set-
tle this question. From MSS. and
versions of this class, we are wil- -
ling to accept a decision which even
our orponents will draw from them.
But for the peace of the church,
and for the honour of Bible criti-
cism, let us hear no more of the
classification of the German school ;
nor of the Alexandrine and Pales-
tine MSS. or the versions drawn
from this corrupted source. No
Eusebius—no Arian—shall be per-
mitted by us, to sit in judgment on
the holy scriptures, and to expu
and alter texts according to “their
own notion.”’*

I shall, in my next, enter on the
defensive part of my subject—ac-
cordinf to the divisions mentioned
in my last number.

I am, Mr. Editor,

Yours, with affectionate respect,

W. C. BRowNLEE,
Of Basking Ridge.

————

STRICTURES ON GIBBON’S CHARAC-
TER OF ATHANASIUS.

Mr. Editor—On reading, several
years ago, the character of Athana-
sius, as given by the historian Gib-
bon, the following remarks were
penned.” Perhaps they are of im-

* This is their own phrase, used in the
avowal quoted above. ¢ Fgos THY EM90icy
ediwgdwrapy,”® 1 corrected “them,”
(the inspired writings,) ¢according to
his notion.” See Nolan, p. 509.
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LECTURES ON THE SHORTER CATE-
CHISM OF THE WESTMINSTER AS-
SEMBLY OF DIVINES—ADDRESSED
TO YOUTH.

LECTURE XI.

Our last lecture related to a sub-
ject of importance, and of confessed
difficulty.—It was not found prac-
ticable to bring within the time al-
lotted to the discussion, all that pro-
perly belongs to it, or to the answer
on which it was grounded. Itis not
my intention, however, to detain
you with it much longer. But be-
fore we proceed to the next answer,
I think it may be useful to notice
very briefly a few frightful infe-
rences, in addition to those men-
tioned in the last lecture, which
have been made from the doctrine
of the divine decrees—particular-
ly the decree of election—and to
enter at least a protest against the
justice of these inferences, and of
the charge that they are held or
admitted, by those who hold the
doctrine from which they are said
to follow—I also propose to make
a few remarks on that part of the
answer, not yet noticed, which states
that it was for “his own glory,”
that God foreordained whatsoever
comes to pass.

You will probably, my youn
friends, hear the church to whicl
you belong reproached—for it has
often been reproached—with hold-
in%gemmlly « the horrible dogmas

or. IL.—Ch. Ade.

of Calvin.” On this I would eb-
serve to you, that it ought to be
easy for us to forgive, and even to
pity, the authors of this reproach;
because I think it is scarcely ever
made, except by those who are igno-
rant both of what we really believe
and what Calvin really taught: and
it is weak, as well as unchristian,
to be much moved by the effysions
of ignorance. If we soberly con-
demn the rashness manifested in
such a reproach, and pray that
those in whom it has appeared may
come to possess a better spirit, we
shall perform the duty which the
occasion demands.

In specifying the false charges
which have been brought against
those who hold the doctrine of the
divine decrees, especially as inclu-
ding particular election, the follow-
ing may I think be mentioned as
among the most common.—It is
said, we believe that Gud formed
a great part of the human race on
purpose to damn them—having de-
termined to deprive them of all
Kower to help themselves; that we

old that there are infants in hell,

. of a span long; and that we repre-

sent the blessed God altogether, as
an absolute, severe, and inexorable
tyrant, disposing of his creatures
in the most arbitrary and inequita-
ble manner—Need 1 assure you,
that we reject every one of these
revolting ideas, with as much sin-
cerity as any of those who charge
us w}xéh them—and with far mere
3
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cinian, that I believe God could as
consistently realize salvation to us,
as offer it on any other ground than
that of atonement !—

But I intended only to state and
exrand the fact, that God offers
salvation to all men—the argument
shall appear more at length next
month. The maxim, semper festi-
nat ad eventum need not apply in
theology. YAS TS

— e

FOB THE CHRISTIAN ADVOCATE.

No, 4.

GLEANINGS AND HINTS TOWARDS AN
ARGUMENT FOR THE AUTHENTICI~-
TY OF 1 JORN V. 7.

% There are three that bear record in
heaven, the Father, the Word, and the
Holy Ghost; and these three are one.”

® Ecclesia codicem Novi Testamenti
retinet, quem constans xvii. seculorum
pietas diligenter servavit, et coluit; divi-
naque Providentia integrum, et ab inter-
polationibus liberum, usque ad nostra
tempora propugnavit.”’—Schmidius, Hist.
Antig. et Vind. Cunowuss.

Mr. Editor,—~In the first two
numbers I have endeavoured to
draw the attention of the Christian
public to the mode of argument pur-
sued by the oppenents of the au-
thenticity of this verse: and to
show that, in my view, there is a
capital defect in it. In the last
number, I endeavoured to trace the
origin of that class of MSS, which,
are so decidedly preferred by the
German school—according to the
classification by Griesbach ; and
which want several passages of the
holy scriptures besides this verse
of John. We traced their descent
from the corrupted codices of Eu-
sebius of Ceesarea; and the influ-
ence and authority of Origen.
These corruptions, or alterations in
the sacred text, were shown to have,
in process of time, diffused them-
selves over the Alexandrine and
Palestine edition. And we called
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the public attention to Nolan’s ar-
gument in favour of the Byzantine
codices, as containing the purer edi-
tion of the scriptures. And we felt
ourselves willing to abide a deci-
sion, b{ our opponents, on our
verse, from ancient MSS.—pro-
vided that they were of the ge-
nuine Byzantine class.

In a discussion of this nature,
Mr. Editor, it is not the smallest
difficulty which one has to encoun-
ter, that there is an array of great
namnes and of imposing authority
against us. And [ am sensible that,
to some, it looks like arrogance for
any one in this new world, where
there is a, barrenness of materials,
to enter the lists against some of
the great scholars of Europe.

With respect to materials, we
make no pretences to new discove-
ries, Our best libraries boast of no
very ancient Greek MSS. And the

. European disputants on each side of

this question furnish us with all the
materials that have been discover-
ed. From these I glean and offer
hints. I make no higher preten-
sions.

And I conceive that it is not with
names, or persons, or mighty lite-
rary attainments, that we have to
do in this discussion. I claim no
merit in thinking myself a mere
tyro, in the presence of such literar
characters as Griesbach and Mi-
chaelis. But I do claim a right to
say, that their mode of conducting
an argument, their dogmatical as-
sertions—unsustained by evidence; -
their sweeping general conclusions
—not guarded by any explanation
that they are made only from the
present state of the discoveries of
evidence—and their general conclu-
sions from partial and defective
premises, and corrupted materials,
as those MSS. are shown to be—
lay them open to the animadver-
sions due to any common delin-
quent. And, surely, the scholar
betrays neither vanity in opposing
dogmatical assertions without re-
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serve, nor arrogance in treating il-
logical conclusions with satire.*

And, Mr. Editor, I beg leave to
take the opportunity of saying here,
that the name of the authoris af-
fixed to these ¢ gleanings and
hints,” for the reason stated to
;lou in private. Itis simply this:

e was willing to take off from the
shoulders of the editor, and to lay
on his own, the whole responsibility
of the quotations and references. I
shall now proceed in my defence.

And First—There are certain
detached portions of circumstantial
evidence which may be usefully ex-
hibited in this stage of our argu-
ment. ‘

1. There is in our verse not only
nothing foreign to the doctrines of
Christianity, but there is in it, as
every body knows, a doctrine which
pervades the holy pages of the gos-
pel.  And one of the learned men
on the other side has laid this very
thing down as a mark, or test of au-
- thenticity, « that a book, or passage
of a book, to be genuine, ust, in

* Robert Stephens had inserted our
verse in his edition, on the authority of
seven MSS. The opponents of the verse,
not being able to find these seven M8S.,
supposed that certain MSS., which they
had seen, must, for some reasons, have
been the MSS. of Stephens: and from
lar  premises they conclude
that Stephens was not justifiable in in-
serting the 7th verse; because these
MSS., which they conjectured to have
been kis seven, did not contain the verse.
They allude to certain MSS. in the French
king’s library. Mr. Travis visits Paris to
examine them. He does it satisfactorily :
and shows that such is the difference be-
tween these MSS. and Stephens’s text,

that he certainly had not followed them.-

Dr. Marsh attacks Mr. Travis. Ile ad-
mits that there is considerable difference
between the French MSS. and the text of
Stephens, but maintains that there is a
Leneral resemblance (a very safe assertion).
And then he employs an algebraic theo-
rem to prove the identity of these MSS.
with those of Stephens. He applies alge-
bra to a moral or critical inquiry! See
Batler’s Hor. Bibl. vol. i. p. 393. Perhaps
the opponents of the good bishop may
propose to extract the square root of bis
;l'g:l‘ment, or measure it by yards and
eet!
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the first place, contain nothing fo-
reign to t‘:e doctrine of the author
to whom it is ascribed.” But the
« three in unity,” is no new, nor fo-
reign doctrine. Our text is in fact
an epitome of what is spread out
on the pages of John’s -gospel—as
we have already shown in the first
number. The Father did bear tes-
timony from heaven to the mission
of his Son. The Word did bear
testimony from heaven to Stephen,
and to Paul at his conversion, and
by shedding down on the church .
the Holy Ghost. Acts ii. 33. 36. .
And the Holy Ghost did bear tes-
timony in “descending like a dove
from heaven” at our Lord’s bap-
tism. And, as is proved out of the
holy scriptures, by every system of
theology laid before the public, each
of these distinct persons is called
by the name of the only true God.
Each of them has the incommuni-
cable attributes of Deity bestowed
on them by the Spirit of unerring
truth: eacI{ is exhibited to us as
the object of divine worship. Each
of them is God. But “the Lord
our God is one Jehovah.” There-
fore, even had our text never ex-
isted, we should have been thus .
drawn to this necessary conclusion :
* These three are one.” Our text,
then, is supperted by that test of
authenticity which éven our oppo-
nents, and all the learned have laid
down. :

2. There is an allusion to our
verse, if not a direct quotation of it,
in a Greek dialogue of very great
antiquity. It has been ascribed to
Lucian, and is in the editions of
Lucian’s works. 1t is entitled Phi-
lopatris. It is in the Amsterdam
edition of A.D. 1687, tom. ii. pp.
770. 568. I find it also in Dr. Tho-
mas Franklin’s edition of Lucian,
vol. iv. The editors of the Amster-
dam edition have shown that this
dialogue is ‘'more ancient than any
of Lucian’s works. 'The auther
speaks as if he had been baptized,
but had apostatized: he alludes
thus to St. Paul, we thiok, in plain
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terms: “Ilhave fallen in with a
Galilean with a bald head, and a
long nose, who passed through the
air; and got up into the third hea-
vens, where he garned the most won-
derful things: he hath saved us by
water.” (Kettnerus has rendered 1t
thus: “authorem per aquam reno-
vavit.”” p. 16. See also Thomas
Franklin’s Lucian, vol. iv. p. 4t1.)
Now Lucian lived to the year 171,
If then the author of the Philopa-
tris alludes here to St. Paul, he
must have lived before the year 67,
in which Paul departed this life.
And he seemns also to congratulate
the emperor Trajan on his victor
over the Persians (p.779. tom. il
Amstel. edit,, and Franklin’s edit.
vol. iv. p. 476.), and Trajan died in
the East in the year 117. 'This
places the author before the times
of Lucian.

Now in this very amcient dia-
logue a Christian is represented as
catechising a heathen, aud explain-
ing to him the mystery of the T'ri-
nity. The heathen says, « By whom
shall I swear?”” ‘T'he Christian is
made to reply: « By God ruling on
high, Great, Eternal; the Son of
the Father; the Spirit proceeding
from the Father: One of three; and
three of one:” “er sx 7eram, xas ex
*eves 7eia 3’ ““yunum ex tribus et ex
uno tria.”” “These do thou consi-
der to be Jove (Asz, Jovem): This
one reckon thou to be Gud.”” The
heathen further says, « 1 do not un-
derstand what you say; one is
three ; and three are one, *“‘or 7¢:a,
xas 7gix ‘0.”*  ‘This he makes the
subject of ridicule. Now it is not
conceivable by me, that this-ancient
writer could frame this discourse—
“ iy oTeimy xas Teig 0, “unum gria,
et tria unum,” unless he had #ead
this verse of John, or had heard it

quoted by Christians whom he ridi--

culed. And in order/to either of
these taking place, it does appear to
me, that it must have been in_ex-

* See Franklin’s Lucian, vol. iv., p.459.
Lond. edit.

Vor. Il.—Ch. JAdr.
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istence \in the scriptures at that
very early date.

3. The sentiment, or the doctrine
conveyed to us in our verse,and the
expression “these three are one,”
was the constant subject of debate,
on the rising up of every new sec-
tary, during the first three centu;
ries. ‘The Jews, the Cerinthians,
the Ebionites, directed their hostile
attacks on not only the thing, or
the ductrine of the unity of the per-
sons, but also against the words,
“these three are one.” In the se-
cond cenfury the sectaries disputed
against this position, “that the Fa-
ther, and the Son, and Holy Spirit
are one God.” ‘The Artemoniste
deuied that they were une. Prax-
eas, azainst whom Tertullian wrote,
afirmed that they were ove. DBut,
then, it was interpreted in a wrong
sense. ‘I'hese persons were, in his
view, one person. In the third cen-
tury, the Sabellians entered the
field of conflicting opinions. The
main subject of debate between the
church and these sectaries was this
question, “ Are the three, the Fa-
ther, the Son, and the Holy Ghost
one? ‘The Sabellians affirined that
“ ilhese three are one.”> But, then,
they made them one—literally one
and {he sawme thinz. : -

And I confess that it is utterly
impossible for me to persuade my-
self that these persons did not
quote, and constantly use, and bend
to their own purpose, and sense,
this. very verse, * These three are
oiie.”  One thing cannot be con-
tested, that at a very early period,
as shall be shown more fully in its
place, the Christian fathers also

‘quoted this verse, and by a critical

discussion vindicated its meaning,
and orthodox sense. The following
will prove and also illustrate this
oint. '
Tertullian wrote his book against
Piaxeas about eighty or ninety
years after the death of the apostle
John. In this book he gives quo-
tations from Prazeas, in order to
refute’ him. The following are
37 > 10 - e
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some of these. Praxeas, to show
that the Father, and the Son, and
the Spirit, are literally one and the
same thing, quotes these texts: « I
in the Father, and the Father in
me.” ¢« He who hath seen me,
hath seen the Father:” he adds,
% Pater est solus unus Deus, et unus
est persona: tres unum sunt, these
three are one.” 'Tertullian takes
up each of these, and explains and
refutes Praxeas. When he comes
to the last quotation of Praxeas—
which we affirm to be our text—he
uses these words: “ita connexus
Patris in Filio, et Filii in Paracleto,
tres efficit coheerentes, alterum ex
altero. Qui tres unum sunt, non
unus; quomodo dictum est, &c.”
Basil. Edit. of Tertul. A.D. 1521.

ettneri, p. 9, 10.) And omitting
others for the present, we find these
words in Fulgentius, in his “Re-
sponsio Contra Arian:” «In like
manner that text, there are three
that bear record in heaven, the
Father, the Word, and the Holy
Spirit; and these three are one.”
¢ Hi tres unum sunt.”® “Let Sa-
bellius,” continues he, * hear sumus
and tres, and believe that there are
three persons. Let Arius hear
unum, and not say that the Son is
of a different nature: since a dif-
ferent nature cannot be unum.”
;iQuoted by Kettner. p- 170; and

orne, from Max. Bibl. Patrum

Tom. ix. p. 41.)
born A.D. 468.
On the whole, we have arrived
at this conclusion, that the idea or
doctrine contained in our verse,
was, on the appearance of each new
sectary, made the subject of debate
between the church and ‘them:
and during these discussions, in
expressing their idea, the very
words of the text seem, not obscure-
ly, to have been used on both sides.
‘4. There is no trace of evidence
that any of the different sectaries

Fulgentius was

‘brought an accusation against the

Christian fathers, of having inter-
polated this verse—~It is a fact on
retord that our verse was received
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by the western churches in Europe,
in general, at a very early period.
Now on the supposition that this
verse had not existed in the ancient
genuine MSS. and that the Chris-
tian fathers had brought it forward,
and quoted it publickly, without
effective evidence of its authentici-
ty, how is it to be accounted for, {
pray you, that all the sectaries kept
silence? The Sabellians, and the
‘Arians, had both the disposition,
and the power, and the means in
their hands to expose the audacity,
and to punish the sacrilegious deed
of these fathers, who had committed
the interpolation. If they could not
discover the first who dared to add
to God’s word, they could easily
discover the first who dared to
make use of the fraud. How can
it be accounted for that they never
brought any charges of this kind?
It cannot be affirmed that our verse
never was quoted against. them.
This was done. It was done pub-
lickly by those brave Christian
bishops, who, in Africa, « bearded
the lion in his den.”” 1 allude to
the famous assembly of bisheps in
Africa, who laid in their solemn
testimony before the king of the
Vandals, and the Arian bisheps.
In the year, 484, Hunneric, by an
edict did summon all the orthedex
bishops of Africa, and the istes de-
ndent on his power, to appear
efore him in Febru#ry of the fol-
lowing year, and to defend and
establish out of the Scriptures, their
doctrine of the unity of the three
divine persons; their doctrine of
the ‘oposvoier. They had nine
months allowed them and their an-
tagonists to prepare themselves;
to confer, and to collect MSS. and
to draw up their confessions of faith
respectively. At the time fixed by
the royal edict, there appeared, says
Gibbon in his Roman History, four
hundred and sixty bishops from the
orthodox African churches. The
presented their confession of fait
to the king. They had known their
danger from that man of bloed.
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They stood on the brink of death.
The bar of their God seemed as it
were, almost immediately before
them. They had made their pre-
R?rations of proof for nine months.

hey knew that the eyes of all the
churches of the east and west were
on them. Would men ready to
offer their lives on the altar of mar-
tyrdom—men who actually, after
this, braved banishment and death
—would these men interpolate, or
bring forward a quotation, which
by one word could be refuted and
exposed by their learned and
shrewd and powerful enemies?
Would they do a deed which would
expose their memory to infamy, be-
fore the eyes of all the churches?
It is surely not supposable. They
knew that their enemies had every
facility to expose them by the pos-
session of MSS. of the Scriptures.
Hence they must have come con-
scious that what they were going
to quote, they could sustain by an-
cient and: authentic MSS. and b
the testifiony of the fathers. If
they did not all this, then their act
of quoting what was not scripture,
and their offering what was inter-
polated, and not found in their ene-
mies’ copies, was little else than a
wanton and a gratuitous act of
throwing themselves into the fangs
and the jaws of the lion—an act of
self destruction—when they bad
abundance of other texts to sustain
them in the dispute :

Now, the following is the clause
of their confession, to which 1 have
alluded. Itis from Victor Vitensis.
¢ And further that we may teach it
to be clearer than the light, that the
Father, and the Son, and the Holy
Ghost have one divinity ; itis proved
from the testimony of the evangelist
John: for he says, there are three
that bear testimony in heaven, the
Father, the Word, and the Holy
Ghost, and these three are one.”’—
The Quarterly Review, Mr. Editor,
to get rid of this testimony, tried
to impeach the .authority of Victor
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Vitensis. But the able refutation
by bishop Burgess has shown that
Victor is sustained by the most un-
exceptionable authority—from that
of the Emperor Justinman, even un-
to Greéory the Great. (Bp. Bur-
gess’s Vindication of 1 Jo.v.7.p.
52. And Horne, vol. iv. p. 448.)
Dr. Marsh supposes that the Arians
did not stay to reply—or to reason
the point. They resorted instantly
to violence, But the Arians did
reply—not at first by blows—not
immediately by cutting out their
tongues, but “with the wost tumul-
tuous clamours.”® They imsisted
that these words did not prove the
point in debate. They insisted
that they could not find, in as many
words, 1n the scriptures, the very
word—the ‘eposvrior—which was the
word used by both antagonists in
the Arian controversy. (See Kett-
neri, p. 105.) Hence they did not
deny our text—but they denied that
the ‘excssveier was contained in the
verse.

Others of our opponents suppose
that the Arians must have objected
to this text brought against them:
but that this has not been recorded
by the orthodox, from whom we
have the account. To this it has
been justly replied, that if they had
objected, we should most assuredly
have found on the pages of the or-
thodox some reply to the objection.
For it is evident that these fathers
could say enough for it, when per-
mitted—and did persuade the whole
western churches to receive it as a
genuine portion of the word of God!
We feel ourselves fairly entitled to
say, that the Arians were silent on
this point. They brought no such ac-
cusations. And this silence seems
to us a proof that they had it in
their MS. copies of the Bible.

5. The opponents of the authen-
ticity of this verse believe that it
was first originated in the 4th cen-
tury, by the process of spiritualizing
the 8th verse: thatit gained ground
until the 8th century. ‘That in the
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twelfth it was universally received
as genuine, by the eastern and
western churches. ~

It is readily admitted that Au-
gustine has given a “spiritualizing”
of the 8th verse.
as I can perceive, bears no great
resemblance to the 7th verse. That
father has thus expressed himself:
that the three, the Spirit, the Water,
and the Blood, may, without absur-
dity, be understood of the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. I cannot con-
ceive how the remarkable expres-
sion of the 7th verse could grow
out of this scholium, even: had it
been placed on the margin; and
even had the transcriber of MSS.
been accustomed to make very
great changes in words!

Let this, however, be as it may,
this theory will not account for
the quotation of our verse by Ter-
tullian and Cyprian, who lived be-
fore the invention of this scholium
on the 8th verse. If I am not in
error, all have admitted St. Augus-
tine to have been the inventor of
this spiritualizing of the 8th verse.
. Dr. Burgess has established the
hﬁtorica?fact,that it was not known
in the church in the days of Ter-
tullian or of Cyprian. .

But, allowing the theory of our
oppénents to be correct, and ac-
cepting from them their statements
as facts, that our verse existed in
the fourth century, that it slowly
gained ground to the eighth cen-
tury, that in the twelfth it was
untversally received as authentic:
—1 wish, with deference, to place
before them one circumstance; or
shall I call it historical fact? From
the fourth century to the twelfth,
and even toa period much later,
there is not known—there is not
discernible on the pages of the or-
thodox fathers, nor on the pages of
any of the sectaries—one single 0b-
Jection recorded against our verse.
“T'his I have always considered an
extraordinary circumstance, and a
portion of strong circumstantial
evidence.~I invite most respect-
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fully, our scholars to institute the
gearch for themselves, and to pro-
duce one single objection, one ves-
tige of opposition, one sentence con-
taining even a suspicion against the
enuineness of our verse, from any
of the fathers, or any of the sectaries,

rom the earliest centuries, -down
until after the 12th century.

After a long examination of this

oint, I was extremely gratified,

r. Editor,in discovering this even-
ing only, that that very distinguish-
ed scholar, Butler, 1n his Hore
Biblicee,* has expressed this senti-
ment in language very strong. And
the vast extent of his reading, gives
the greatest weight to his senti-
ments on this point.

Now, it would appear, that this
circumstance cannot satisfactorily
be accounted for in any other way,
than by supposing that.in these
different ages, the most satisfactory
testimony of the authenticity. of
the verse had been presented to the
church, probably by the production
of the very ancient and genuine
MSS. (now fallen bye or perished )—
all containing it, and exhibiting an
unbroken chain of evidence, to the
minds of the friends and the foes of
orthodoxy—conveyed down from
the times when the Litere Juthen-’
ticee, from the hands of the apostles,
were read in the churches.

6. The omission of a passage in
ancient MSS. or versions, or au-
thors, is not to be considered as a
real or decisive evidence against
its authenticity.—Let us take the
case of the Spartan decree, men-
tioned by s6 many authors.—It was
passed in the time of the first Philip
of Macedon: or in the year before
Christ’s birth 602. It was noticed
by Cicero, and by two other writers
near his time. This decree fell
into oblivion, by some cause or
other. It was not quoted, nor al-
luded to, by any ancient writer for
about 1127 years. At last, Boe-
thius, in the year of Christ 525, pro-

* Vol. i. p. 383. Lond, edit. of 1817.
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duced a copy of it—Or let u take
the case of the league made .y the
king of Syria with the cities of
Smyrna and Magnesia. That was
made some time atter the year be-
fore Christ 246. It was, from its
very nature, publick ;—-yet this
league is not noticed by any of the
historians of that day: nor by any
of their successors. Lt was, at last,
produced and brought to light by
a marble containing a copy ot it—
now at Oxford, (K.) from which it
has been deciphered.

Now, suppose it to be thus ob-
jected against this copy. «There
is no ancient MS. containing this
decree or this league: none of the
historians of that day notice them.
They must be spurious.  No scho-
lar can consider them to be genu-
ine.” How should we meet these
objections ? The scholar knows how
he should proceed. Place thén this
disputed text, (which, under the ope-
ration of several causes, disappear-
ed from some MSS.) in the stead of
this decree and this league: and
pursue the same form of argument.

Its disappearance for a few cen-
turies (from some copies,) is no
more an argument against its au-
thenticity, than the disappearing of
the league and the decree can be
any argument against their authen-
ticity. Indeed, the disappearing
of such a text under certain pecu-
liar circumstances, is much less to
be wondered at, than that of the de-
cree and the league. Even sup-
posing that no ancient writer
quoted our text—that is no more
than what happened to the decree
and the league. But did Cicero
and others actually mention the
decree, and thereby lend their testi-
mony to its authenticity ? Is a copy
of the league found on marble?
‘We too have the direct quotation
of our text by nine of the Greek fa-
thers, (Dr. Burgess’s late work con-
tains the quotations,) and by the
fathers of the west, Cyprian and
"Tertullian: (which shall be pro-
duced afterwards more fully.) And

é
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we have some very ancient MSS.
such as the Montfortian MS. the
Complutensian Polygzlot, collated
from very ancient MSS. and the
Ravian MS. of Berlin: not to say
any thing of the thousand and more
MSS. in the libraries of Europe—
which remain yet to be collated.—
These, to say the least, are equal to
the evidence adduced by the learn-
ed, and received by every one of the
lewrnod, in bebalf of the authenti-
city of the Spartan decree and the
Syrian league.* Why is it that all
scholars do not render the same
justice to this passage under dis-
cussion ?

This 1 offer as a specimen of cir-
cumstantial evidence (I have used
this word for want of a better). An
outline of the positive internal evi-
dence shall be presented in my next
number—if God permit.

I am, Mr. Editor,
Truly and faithfully yours,
Y). C. BrowNLEE,
Busking Ridge.
Nov. 17, 1824. 4 ¢ ¥

SUBJECTS OF SELF-EXAMINATION AT 7
THE CLOSE OF THE YEAR. ", :

Not having received-from our cor--
respondents, as we hopad we should,
an original communication on the
subject of the closing year, we avail
ourselves of an excellent paper on
that subject, contained in the Chris-
tian Observer for 1805—the writer
of which acknowledges his indebted-
ness, in drawing it up, to a previous
publication. :

SUBJECTS OF SELF-EXAMINATION.

Have I, during the year that is
past, regarded the favour and ever-
lasting enjoyment of God as the great -
end of all my schemes, and have I
laboured to maintain a constant re-
ference to him in all the actions of
my life? '

* Horne, vol. iv. p. 459, and note 2d.
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