-

@ CrossMark

New Test. Stud. (2021), 67, pp. 356-387. © The Author(s), 2021. Published by Cambridge University Press
doi:10.1017/S0028688521000096

Opera FEvangelica: A Lost Collection of
Christian Apocrypha*

TONY BURKE
York University, Department of the Humanities, Vanier College, 0247, 76 Winter's
Lane, Toronto, ON, M3J 1P3 Canada. Email: tburke@yorku.ca

GREGORY PETER FEWSTER
University of Toronto, Department of Classics, Lillian Massey Building, 125 Queen’s
Park, Toronto, ON, M5 S 2C7 Canada. Email: greg.fewster@mail.utoronto.ca

Within the holdings of the Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library at the University of
Toronto there is a curious, rarely examined handwritten book entitled Opera
Evangelica, containing translations of several apocryphal works in English. It
opens with a lengthy Preface that provides an antiquarian account of Christian
apocrypha along with a justification for translating the texts. Unfortunately,
the boolk’s title page gives little indication of its authorship or date of compos-
ition, apart from an oblique reference to the translator as ‘I. B But citations
in the Preface to contemporary scholarship place the volume around the turn
of the eighteenth century, predating the first published English-language com-
pendium of Christian apocrypha in print by Jeremiah Jones (1726). A second
copy of the book has been found in the Cambridge University Library, though
its selection of texts and material form diverges from the Toronto volume in
some notable respects. This article presents Opera Evangelica to a modern
audience for the first time. It examines various aspects of the work: the material
features and history of the two manuscripts; the editions of apocryphal texts that
lie behind its translations; the views expressed on Christian apocrypha by its
mysterious author; and its place within manuscript publication and English
scholarship around the turn of the eighteenth century. Scholars of Christian
apocrypha delight in finding ‘lost gospels’ but in Opera Evangelica we have
something truly unique: a long-lost collection of Christian apocrypha.
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1. Introduction

English scholarship on the Christian apocrypha had a much slower start
than that on the European continent. The scattered publication of early editions

* The authors wish to thank Germaine Warkentin and Marie Korey for consulting with us on the
Toronto manuscript, as well as Thomas Keymer, Timothy Perry, Brandon Hawk, and
356 Germaine Warkentin for reading and commenting on drafts of the article.
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A Lost Collection of Christian Apocrypha 357

in the sixteenth century came out of the printing centres of Basle and Cologne;
these were assembled, refined and expanded by Johann Albert Fabricius in his
landmark collection Codex Apocryphus Novi Testamenti, published in three
volumes in 1703 and 1719." It is Fabricius’ editions that served as the basis for
the first printed compendium of apocryphal texts in English translation by
Jeremiah Jones in 1726, assembled as support for his arguments in A New and
Full Method of Settling the Canonical Authority of the New Testament.” But early
modern scholarship was not confined to print. Hand-copied books continued
to appear alongside printed ones for several centuries after Gutenberg, and
indeed longer still outside Europe. These books had much smaller reach than
books in print, and many of them no longer survive. But two handwritten
copies of an early collection of apocrypha in English, neglected and largely forgot-
ten among the holdings of the Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library (University of
Toronto) and the Cambridge University Library, reveal a missing chapter in the
history of English scholarship on the Christian apocrypha. The two copies, both
entitled Opera Evangelica (hereafter OF) but with many significant material and
textual differences between them, together attest to a work of late seventeenth-
or early eighteenth-century scholarship created after the early editions, without
apparent knowledge of Fabricius, and before Jones. The work has gone largely
unnoticed in previous scholarship; even subsequent English compilers - such
as Jones, M. R. James and J. K. Elliott - appear not to have been aware of it. So
it may not have circulated outside a very small group of interested readers.
Nevertheless, it brings attention to an area of apocrypha research that has not pre-
viously been explored but one that is particularly appropriate for a field that
focuses on texts that were composed and circulated outside conventional chan-
nels of production and dissemination.

2. Toronto, Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library, MSS o1202

The Toronto manuscript (T) bears the title Opera Evangelica: Or the
Gospel of St James and Nicodemus, together with Some Other
Remarkable Pieces of Antiquity and claims to have been ‘Done into English

1 J. A. Fabricius, Codex Apocryphus Novi Testamenti: Collectus, Castigatus Testimoniisque,
Censuris & Animadversionibus illustratus (Hamburg: Schiller & Kisner, 1703); idem, Acta,
Epistolae, Apocalypses. Aliaque scripta Apostolis falso inscipta. Sive Codicis Apocryphi Novi
Testamenti Tomus n (Hamburg: Schiller & Kisner, 1719); idem, Codicis Apocryphi Novi
Testamenti Pars Tertia nunc Primum Edita (Hamburg: Schiller & Kisner, 1719).

2 J. Jones, A New and Full Method of Settling the Canonical Authority of the New Testament
(2 vols.; printed for J. Clark and R. Hett at the Bible and Crown in the Poultrey near
Cheapside, 1726). A third volume was added in 1727, incorporating previously published
work by Jones. Jones’ translations appear also in the often-reprinted volume by W. Hone:
The Apocryphal New Testament (London: printed for William Hone, 1820).
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Figure 1. Title page, Opera Evangelica (Toronto, Thomas Fisher Rare Book
Library, MSS 01202)

by I. B.” (Fig. 1).* Unlike its counterpart in Cambridge (C), T has a fairly simple
structure (to be discussed in greater detail below). English translations of a

3 The volume is available in digitised form at https://fishercollections.library.utoronto.ca/islandora/
object/fisher2%3 AF5450.
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selection of apocryphal Christian works occupy the balance of the pages, pre-
ceded by a lengthy Preface justifying the existence of the volume while also pro-
viding historical and theological comments on Christian apocrypha broadly and
on the selected works for translation more specifically.

The book is a small codex, measuring 18.5 x 7 cm, with thirty-one regular
gatherings for a total of 248 pages, although apparently in a non-standard
format.* And it is a fair copy, inscribed with care and precision, though with
some inconsistencies and corrections.” The copyist was fond of abbreviations,
especially for ‘the’ (= y°), ‘that’ (= y) and ‘which’ (= w*"), while favouring the
letter I instead of J (e.g. Iesus). The copyist also abbreviated some names, such
as ‘Clem:Alex:’ for Clemens Alexandrinus (T, p. xix; cf. C, p. 9). But there
remain instances of plene spelling of these words, sometimes in the same
sentence as an abbreviation, along with the occasional use of the letter J.° The
vast majority of the thirty-eight corrections occurred during the initial inscription:
interlinear additions of a letter, word or phrase signalled by a caret; crossing out of
a word that was duplicated or erroneously copied; or writing over a word that was
misspelled. Six other corrections were made at a later date with a different ink, but
still by the same hand, modifying spelling or rewriting a word that had faded.

The copyist, who inscribed the entire volume, took great pains to imitate the
appearance of a printed book, evident especially in the title page with its simple
border and script that resembles Roman typeface. Throughout the rest of the
book, each page has consistent spacing between lines, page numbers, running
heads and catchwords for transitions from one page to the next.” A light brown,
reverse leather binding was most likely added after the volume was copied.
The end papers differ from those that make up the rest of the book and

4 See discussion in R. B. McKerrow, An Introduction to Bibliography for Literary Students
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1928) 164-74; and further P. Gaskelll, A New Introduction to
Bibliography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1974) 80-107, on the determination of book
formats. An early catalogue entry for T indicates that the book is in the octavo format, but
this is probably a reference to its size (S. Paterson, Bibliotheca Moresiana: A Catalogue of
the Large and Valuable Library of Printed Books (London, n.p., 1779) 176). Chain lines run
horizontally, which one would not expect in an octavo. Meanwhile the watermarks and coun-
termarks are consistently found in the gutter, but vary in their precise position. Therefore, the
book could be considered a small quarto or large duodecimo, but most likely the former.

5 ‘Fair copy’ simply describes a copy that had already undergone correction from a draft.

6 The Y was at this point the usual replacement for the much older runic p (thorn).

7 Catchwords are prevalent in medieval manuscripts, but were adopted also in printed books.
It is widely agreed that catchwords were binding aids, facilitating the correct assembly of
quires during binding. Accordingly, in both medieval manuscripts and early printed books,
catchwords tended to appear at the end of each quire. They were eventually included on
each page, especially in English books. See McKerrow, Introduction to Bibliography, 82-4;
P. Beal, A Dictionary of English Manuscript Terminology 1450-2000 (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2008) 65; M. Brown, Understanding Illuminated Manuscripts: A Guide to
Technical Terms, Revised Edition (Los Angeles: ]. Paul Getty Museum, 2018) 24.
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escaped the appetite of worms, who penetrated through some of the external,
now-yellowed pages. It is likewise hard to imagine that the careful copyist
could have inscribed the lines of each verso page so close to the gutter. Some
time passed between the purchase of quires of paper, probably at a stationer’s
shop, and its inscription by an unknown copyist.

Watermarks on the paper of the manuscript indicate that the sheets were man-
ufactured in one of the paper mills in Angouléme (or Angoumois), France, owned
by the Huguenot Abraham Janssen. According to W. A. Churchill, ‘Arms of
London’ watermarks - the type that is found on the leaves of T - appeared only
in 1694.® This paper was probably imported to England by Abraham’s son
Theodore, who had emigrated to London in 1683 and by 1685 had established
a successful but short-lived importing business.® T, therefore, could not have
been copied before 1694.*°

Although it is possible to establish a terminus post quem for this particular arte-
fact, it is less clear where the book stands in a history of transmission. It may well
have been inscribed by its author, identified on the title page simply as ‘I. B.’, but
the quality of its hand and textual layout suggests that this copy was based on a
draft or some other copy, produced not long before the creation of the Toronto
volume. In any case, from the paper’s production in France, its inscription and
binding in England, to its eventual deposit in Toronto, this copy of OE passed
through the hands of a number of owners and readers. Some evidence for this
chain of ownership is found in an inscription on the lower right-hand corner of
the title page providing the name of an early owner of the volume, E. R. Mores,
with the date of 24 January 1748 (see Fig. 1). This E. R., or Edward Rowe,
Mores was an Oxford-educated antiquarian and typography enthusiast. Given
that Mores was born on 13 January 1730, he would have received this book just
before his eighteenth birthday during the second year of his studies at Queen's
College." Mores would go on to become a noted antiquarian who published

8 See examples of Janssen’s watermarks in W. A. Churchill, Watermarks in Paper: In Holland,
England, France Etc., in the xvii and xviir Centuries and their Interconnection (Amsterdam:
Menno Hertzberger, 1935) ccxiii-iv, 28.

9 See the discussion in F. Crouzet, ‘The Huguenots and the English Financial Revolution’,
Favorites of Fortune: Technology, Growth, and Economic Development since the Industrial
Revolution (ed. P. L. R. Higonnet et al.; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1991)
230; E. Veale, ‘Janssen, Sir Theodore, First Baronet (c. 1658-1748)", Oxford Dictionary of
National Biography (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004), online at https://doi.org/10.
1093/ref:odnb/14656.

10 It is, of course, impossible to determine the time of publication of a book based solely on
watermarks, given that paper can sit for an indeterminate amount of time before being
inscribed.

11 Details of Mores’ life and career are accessible in J. Makala, ‘Mores, Edward Rowe (1730-
1778)’, Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, online at https://doi.org/10.1093/ref:odnb/
19203. The precise date and circumstances of Mores’ acquisition of the book are uncertain
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editions of ancient works and corrected existing ones. He was also interested in
typography, having possessed a collection of stamps and type, and composed a
Dissertation upon English Typographical Founders and Founderies based on his
collection.'® Although OE was only one small volume within what was a fairly
extensive personal library, its mimicry of the typographic book and translations
of ancient works would surely have satisfied Mores’ budding antiquarian and
typographic interests. Following his untimely death in 1778, Mores’ copy of OE
was auctioned off in London by the well-known bookseller Samuel Paterson to
an unknown buyer for three shillings.?

Almost nothing is known of the subsequent life of this copy of OE following
Mores’ death. Some rough scribbles in pencil on one of the endpapers indicate
that the book was ‘Bot at’ a sale for 7 shillings and 6 pence, a considerable increase
from its going price in 1778 (Fig. 2). Someone else inscribed ‘Nicholas & Al’ in
brown ink on the same page. Eventually, the copy traversed the Atlantic and
was acquired by Knox College in Toronto at some point in the mid-to-late
nineteenth century. Numerous stamps from the Knox College library adorn the
endpaper, the recto of the first page, and the title page, with the latter inscribed
with the call number 2190. Further, a librarian of Knox College appears to have
had some insight into the identity of I. B. In a practice characteristic of early
Knox librarians, someone wrote ‘Bel’ in the top left-hand corner on the endpaper,
which corresponds with the inscription ‘eltz’ added to the ‘B’ on the title page.
Unfortunately, this I. Beltz or J. Beltz remains unknown.

Whereas there is no record of the circumstances of T’s accession into the Knox
collection, there were a number of opportunities for this to have happened.
As Brian Fraser reports, in the early 1840s, several influential leaders at the

due to a major shift in dating conventions, from Julian to Gregorian calendars, that had been
slowly taking place on the Continent and in England. Although Gregory XIII established his
calendar in 1582, Protestant states by-and-large did not adopt the New Style until the eight-
eenth century, with England following suit in 1752. Therefore, it is most likely that Mores
used the Old Style date in his inscription. See the discussion in C. R. Cheney and M. Jones,
eds., A Handbook of Dates for Students of British History (new edition; Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2000) 1, 17-19.

12 E. R. Mores, A Dissertation upon English Typographical Founders and Founderies (London: n.
p., 1778). This work became the basis for a later monograph on English letter foundries by
Talbot Baines Reed, who characterised Mores’ work as a ‘quaint and crabbed sketch, full of
valuable but half-digested information’ (A History of the Old English Letter Foundries: With
Notes, Historical and Bibliographical, on the Rise and Progress of English Typography
(London: Elliot Stock, 1887) vi.

13 The volume, listed as item 53, is described in the auction catalogue of Mores’ library as follows:
‘Opera Evangelica, or the Gospel of St. James and Nicodemus, together with some other
remarkable Pieces of Antiquity; done into English, by J. B. 8vo’ (Paterson, Bibliotheca
Moresiana, 176).
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Figure 2. Endpaper, Opera Evangelica (Toronto, Thomas Fisher Rare Book
Library, MSS 01202)

University of Edinburgh made solicitations throughout Scotland for funds and

books for a theological college associated with the Free Church of Scotland,
which would soon become Knox. The effort resulted in the assemblage of
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approximately 2,000 volumes that came to Upper Canada with one of Knox's earli-
est instructors, Robert Burns.** It seems likely that T made its transatlantic voyage
among those 2,000 volumes. Over the next fifty years, however, the College’s col-
lection swelled to some 12,000 volumes, thanks in part to donations by local
clergy.'® It is entirely possible that T entered the collection in one of these periodic
donations. At the very least, we know that T must have entered the Knox collection
sometime after 1825. A nineteenth-century hand copied on the flyleaf (Fig. 3) two
verbatim excerpts about the Protevangelium of James and the Gospel of
Nicodemus from a copy of the fourth corrected edition of Thomas Hartwell
Horne’s An Introduction to the Critical Study of the Holy Scriptures, also held in
the Knox library (Knox 01292).'® Although it was published in 1825, it
unfortunately remains unclear when the Horne volume came to Knox.
However, Horne's Introduction was being used as a textbook in classes on
biblical criticism by the mid 1850s."” More significantly, however, the inscription
demonstrates that the volume was experiencing at least some sort of active
engagement by theological students over a hundred years after its initial
inscription. In 1995, approximately 5,000 volumes of Knox's historic collection
were placed on permanent loan to the Fisher Library, including both OE and
Horne's Introduction.*®

Two large sections make up the entirety of the Toronto OE: a Preface spanning
seventy pages and the English translations occupying an additional 156. The
Preface is a fine example of early eighteenth-century erudition, steeped in and
liberally citing current scholarship on Christian antiquity. Its opening line
clearly establishes an important premise that justifies the collection of translations
that follow: ‘There is no doubt to be made but that our Sauiour sayd & did many
things y* are not recorded, in any of y° Evangelists’ (p. i). This declaration is
followed by references to John 20.20 and 21.25 - claims by the evangelist that
his book alone cannot contain the deeds and sayings of Christ. In the pages
that follow, the author narrates the early history of the Christian church, struc-
tured according to an agonistic contest between orthodoxy and heresy - the

14 See B. J. Fraser, Church, College, and Clergy: A History of Theological Education at Knox
College, Toronto, 1844-1994 (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s Press, 1995) 125-6; see also R. W.
Vaudry, ‘Theology and Education in Early Victorian Canada: Knox College, Toronto, 1844~
61’, Studies in Religion/Sciences Religieuses 16 (1987) 431-47, at 436.

15 See Fraser, Church, College, and Clergy, 109-10.

16 T. H. Horne, An Introduction to the Critical Study of the Holy Scriptures, vol. 1 (4th corrected
edn; Philadelphia: Littel, 1825) 638.

17 These were taught by Rev. Dr. Michael Willis. See the report on Knox College courses and cur-
ricula in The Ecclesiastical and Missionary Record 11, no. 7 (May 1855) 106; Vaudry, ‘Theology
and Education’, 443.

18 See https://fisher.library.utoronto.ca/content/knox-college-collection. As noted, a fully digi-
tised catalogue of this collection is in progress.
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Figure 3. Flyleaf verso, Opera Evangelica (Toronto, Thomas Fisher Rare
Book Library, MSS 01202)

former has reliably preserved the stories and teachings of Jesus while the latter
fabricated them with falsely attributed books. The author also contributes rich
scholarly and historical discussion of eight out of the nine works and extracts
included in the volume, and concludes with an apologia for making vernacular
translations of non-canonical texts available to a reading public.
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Table 1. Contents of the Toronto Manuscript

Preface (pp. i-1xx)

The Gospel of S* James the Brother of out L%, concerning the Nativity of the Mother of God
(pp. 1-41)

The Gospel of Nicodemus concerning the passion & Resurrection of Christ. (pp. 41-143)

Lentulus Gouernour of lerufalem to the Senate and people of Rome. health. (pp. 144-6)

Out of Nicephorus Ecclesiastical History: Lib: 1 Cap: 40 (pp. 146-7)

A letter of Pontius Pilate to Emperor Tiberius concerning Christ (pp. 148-51)

The account that Flavius Iosephus the Iew giues of our Saviour Christ: in his Antiquities of
the Tewes. Lib: xvii. Cap: 4. (pp. 151-2)

Out of the letter of Dionysius to the wise Polycarp. (pp. 153-4)

Ignatius to lohn y° Elder (pp. 155-6)

The Epistle of S' Paul to ye Laodiceans of which the Apostle makes mention in the Epistle to
y* Colofsians Chapt: 4™. When he says thus. And when this Episte is read amongst you -
cause that it be read also in the church of the Laodiceans, and y' ye likewis read the Epistle
from Laodicea (156-9)

The collection is made up of a cluster of non-canonical works related to Christ
(see Table 1). The Protevangelium of James treats the birth of Jesus while the
lengthy Gospel of Nicodemus covers Jesus’ death and descent into the under-
world. Physical descriptions of Jesus appear in the Epistle of Lentulus and in an
excerpt from the thirteenth-century ecclesiastical historian Nicephorus Callistus
(Eccl. hist. 1.40). Two other works are ostensibly non-Christian sources about
Christ: the Epistle of Pilate to Claudius (here addressed to Tiberius) and the
Testimonium Flavianum (Josephus, Ant. 18.3.3). Three remaining works appear
to be chosen at random: the Epistle of Pseudo-Dionysius to Polycarp; one of the
spurious Ignatian epistles to John; and the pseudo-Pauline Epistle to the
Laodiceans.

3. Cambridge, University of Cambridge, Royal Library Ii.1.8

The Cambridge manuscript is less refined than its Toronto counterpart,
appearing less like a typographic imitation and more like a personal notebook."?
Certainly some portions are more formal than others, with the preface and text of

19 C. Hardwick et al., A Catalogue of the Manuscripts Preserved in the Library of the University of
the University of Cambridge (5 vols.; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1856-7)
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the first work (Protevangelium of James) written in a careful block script, with
running heads and catchwords; the Gospel of Nicodemus then follows in
cursive, with running heads but no catchwords; the remaining works vary in
style. Abbreviations (y°, y', w") are present but far less common than in T. The
cataloguer describes it as a ‘small quarto’, measuring 30 x 16.5 cm and comprising
184 pages. Its binding is typical of the late seventeenth and early eighteenth
centuries, with brown boards and gold leaf in the Cambridge panel style.*°
The writing area is surrounded by a red border, with occasional additional hori-
zontal lines. A flower image decorates the title page, which, unlike that of T, bears
no author’s name. The introduction is given a subtitle lacking in T: ‘a preliminary
discourse concerning the following Treatises together with the Latine Copy from
which they were translated’. The frontispiece (Fig. 4) features the Oxford motto;
the page has become detached from the manuscript, but it was probably originally
bound into the book. Both T and C, therefore, have connections to Oxford.

The book plate on the reverse of the title page (Fig. 5) was created in 1715
by John Pine for the collection of John Moore (1646-1714), Bishop of Norwich
(1691-1707) and of Ely (1707-14).%" After Moore’s death, King George I bought
the collection and donated it to the University of Cambridge. The collection,
Iknown as the Royal Library, contained almost 29,000 books and 1,790 manu-
scripts. George'’s donation tripled the size of the Cambridge library.® It is not
known when the book was purchased by Moore, nor to which prior collection
it once belonged. A catalogue of Moore’s library was published by Edward
Bernhard in 1697/8 but it does not contain OFE;** acquisitions by Moore made
after Bernhard’s catalogue can be found in a handwritten list made in 1700 by
Thomas Tanner (catalogued as MS 0o0.7.50%), but this too lacks mention of the
book; presumably it was acquired by Moore sometime between 1700 and

n.318-19. The authors wish to thank Jesse Grenz and Matthew Pawlak for photographing the
manuscript for us and Simon Gathercole for connecting us with Grenz.

20 On this binding style, see D. Pearson, English Bookbinding Styles 1450-1800: A Handbook
(London: British Library, 2005) 73-6. Despite its designation as ‘Cambridge panel style’, the
form of binding was widely used throughout England.

21 See W.]. Hardy, Book-Plates (London: Kegan Paul, Trench, Triibner & Co., 1893) 59-61; also B.
N. Lee, British Royal Bookplates and Ex-Libris of Related Families (Aldershot: Scholar, 1992)
89-92.

22 For a detailed discussion of Moore’s collection and its donation to Cambridge, see D.
McKitterick, Cambridge University Library: A History (2 vols; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1992-98) m.47-224; and in brief J. Ringrose, ‘The Royal Library: John
Moore and his Books’, Cambridge University Library: The Great Collections (ed. P. K. Fox;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1998) 78-89.

23 E. Bernhard, Catalogi librorum manuscriptorum Angliae et Hiberniae (4 vols. in 1; Oxford: E
Theatro Sheldoniano, 1697) 1.361-84, with addenda and corrigenda at 390, 393-9 and
399-403.
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Figure 4. Frontispiece, Opera Evangelica (Cambridge, University of
Cambridge, Royal Library 1i.L.8)

1714.** The title page bears the expunged inscription ‘E libris Thomae Davies’
(Fig. 6), who the Cambridge cataloguer thought ‘may possibly have been the
translator’.*® This Davies may be a vicar of Syston in Leicestershire known to
Moore; the collector was present at one of Davies’ sermons in Norwich

24 McKitterick (Cambridge University Library, 1.130-42) describes Moore’s manuscript collection
but without mention of Opera Evangelica.
25 Hardwick et al., Catalogue, 319.
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Figure 5. Book plate, reverse of title page, Opera Evangelica (Cambridge,
University of Cambridge, Royal Library Ii.L.8)

Cathedral in August 1699, and a handwritten copy of the same sermon is in
Moore’s collection (MS Ff.4.20) - presented, like OE, ‘in imitation of print’, and
with a dedication to Moore.*® Perhaps Davies gave OE to Moore as a gift, or in
exchange for another volume. Davies also prepared a catalogue of Moore’s manu-
scripts in 1697, perhaps to be passed along to Bernhard for his Catalogi, and

26 Hardwick et al., Catalogue, 456. See also McKitterick, Cambridge University Library, 1.69-70.
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Figure 6. Title page, Opera Evangelica (Cambridge, University of
Cambridge, Royal Library 1i.L.8)

continued to act for Moore until at least 1709.>” Another possibility for the identity
of Davies is a former bookseller (1631-80) who was mayor of London from 1676 to
1677.2°

27 McKitterick, Cambridge University Library, 1.126-7, 130.
28 See C. Rivington, ‘Sir Thomas Davies: The First Bookseller Lord Mayor of London’, The Library
3 (1981) 187-201.
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Figure 7. Marginal notes for the Gospel of Nicodemus, Opera Evangelica
(Cambridge, University of Cambridge, Royal Library 1i.L.8, pp. 72 and 141)

C is comprised of as many as seven different hands, or at least styles.
Curiously, the translation of the Gospel of Nicodemus breaks off on p. 72 and
then continues in the same hand on p. 141; notes on both pages guide the
reader over the break (Fig. 7).

The English translations in the collection follow the order of T up to the
Ignatian epistle to John (see Table 2); the following text in T, the Epistle to the
Laodiceans, is missing, despite it being included in C’s discussion of the manu-
script’s contents in the Preface (p. 22). As the title page promises, a number of
works and excerpts appear in Latin. For the most part these correspond to the
English translations except that C lacks the Latin text of the epistles of Ignatius,
Ps.-Dionysius and Nicephorus Callistus, Eccl. hist. 1.40, and adds Nicephorus
Callistus, Eccl. hist. 2.8 and the Abgar Correspondence. The order and selection
of the Latin texts is owed to their source: Johannes Herold’s Orthodoxographa,
published in 1555.%° Despite the claims of the manuscript, Herold's texts may
not be ‘the Latine Copy from which [the texts] were translated’, or at least not
all of the translations - the added texts would indicate otherwise as do the differ-
ences between the Latin text of Gos. Nic. (which terminates at 15.1 in C) and its
English translation (which runs to its conclusion at ch. 29). As it turns out, at
least four of the texts appear to have been translated from an edition of the
Magdeburg Centuries (see below).

The Preface of C differs in small and large ways from T. The small differences
amount to a reduction of abbreviations and the occasional substitution of single

29 J. Herold, Orthodoxographa Theologiae Sacrosanctae ac syncerioris fidei Doctores Numero Lxxvi
(Basle: Heinrich Petri, 1555) 1-23.
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Table 2. Contents of the Cambridge Manuscript

The Preface, concerning y° following Treatises (pp. 3-24; hand 1)

Saint James’s Gospel. The Gospel of Saint Iames the Brother of our Lord concerning the
Nativity of the Mother of God (pp. 25-38; hand 1)

The Gospel of Nicodemus concerning the Passion and Resurrection of our Lord and Savior
Iesus Christ, chs. 1-25:1°° (pp. 39-72; hand 2 - cursive)

Lentulus Governour of Jerusalem to the Senate and people of Rome, Health (pp. 73-4;
hand 3 - large cursive)

Out of Nicephorus Callistus Ecclesiastical History. Lib. 1.C.40 (p. 75; hand 4 - typeset
gothic)

A Letter of Pontius Pilate to the Emperor Tiberius concerning Christ (p. 76; hand 2?)

The Account that Josephus the Iew give of our Saviour Christ (p. 77; hand 5 - large print)

Out of the Letter of Dionysius to Polycarp. Dionysius to the wise Polycarp & c. (p. 78; hand
2?)

Ignatius to John y° Elder (p. 79; hand 2% p. 8o is blank)

Latin texts:

Exemplar Epistolarum Abgari Regis, et Christi lesu, per Ananiam cursorem hinc inde
missarum. Argumentum Epsitolarum (pp. 81-2; hand 6)

Lentulus Hierosolymitanorum Praeses S. P. Q. Romano, S. (p. 83; hand 3)

Pontii Pilati Praesidis Syriae de Christo Testimonium. Argumentum Epistolae
(= Nicephorus Callistus, Eccl. hist. 2.8) (pp. 84-5; hand 7)

Pontius Pilatus Cl. Tiberio Neroni Imp. Salutem (p. 86; hand 6?; pp. 87-8 are blank)

Protevangelium Sancti Patris Nostri lacobi Fratris Domini Sermo Historicus de Nativitate
Deiparae (pp. 89-107; hand 2?)

Nicodemi discipuli, de Magistri et Salvatoris Nostri Iesu Christi Passione et Resurrectione.
Evangelium, chs. 1-15:1 (pp. 108-27; hand 2?; pp. 128-40 are blank)

(English) Gospel of Nicodemus continues without title, chs. 25:1-29 (pp. 141-6; hand 2;
Pp. 147-80 are blank)

words (e.g. ‘who’ for ‘that’, p. 3, line 3). The large differences result in a shortening
of the Preface by roughly 20 per cent (see Table 3). One of these omissions,

30 The translation of Gos. Nic. in Opera Evangelica is close to the Latin A recension available in
C. von Tischendorf, ed., Evangelia Apocrypha (1853; 2nd edn, Leipzig: Mendelssohn, 1876)
312-95. Chapter and verse divisions here are based on Tischendorf’s edition. For English
translations, see J. K. Elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament (Oxford: Clarendon, 1993)
169-85 (Greek A only), 190-8 (Latin A, chs. 17-28).
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Table 3. Omissions of T in C

pp. xvi.19-xvii.12 (at C, p. 8.13) pp. lix.2-1x.10 (at C, p. 22.4)

p. xlv.16-19 (at C, p. 18.1) pp. Kxiii.12-xlv.7 (at C, p. 23.3)

p. xlv.9-10 (placed in margin, C, p. 18) p. Ixvi.7-12 (at C, p. 23.14; marked
by ‘& c.’)

p. xlviii.4-14 (at C, p. 19.1) p. Ixvii.13-15 (at C, p. 23.28; marked
by ‘& c.’)

p. li.g-15 (at C, p. 20.2) pp- Ixix.15-1xx.4 (at C, p. 24.12;
parablepsis)

p. liii.7-13 (at C, p. 20.20; parablepsis) p. Ixviii.17 (placed in margin, C,
p. 24)

pp. lvii.6-lviii.4 (at C, p. 21.29; replaced with

one line of text)

running thirteen lines in T, is observable on p. 8 of C (T, pp. xvi-xvii), but most of
them occur after p. 16 (the portion of the Preface that describes the texts in the
volume). At least two of these omissions are due to parablepsis (eye skip) - on
p. 20 the eye of the Cambridge copyist seems to have slipped from ‘answers
that” in T, p. lii line 7 to the same words at line 13, and on p. 24 C with the two
occurrences of ‘no harm’ (T, p. Ixix, line 15; p. Ixx, line 4). In two cases the
copyist indicates missing material with ‘& c.” (p. 23). Note also that two brief
portions of text from T are placed in the margin in C (pp. 18 and 24).

T also has some omissions, though in two cases the missing material is placed
above the line (see Table 4).

Table 4. Omissions of Cin T

p. 9.7 (added sup. lin. at T, p. xx.10) p. 19.21-2 (at T, p. L.10)

p. 14.22 (added sup. lin. at T, p. xxxvi.9) p. 20.6-8 (at T, p. lii.3)

p. 18.11-12 (at T, p. xlvi.10)

Finally, at several places the text of both manuscripts differs significantly (see
Fig. 8).

The Preface in C has far fewer marginal glosses and citations than C - pp. 1-15
have only one, but on pp. 16-23 they are plentiful, though they do not always
agree in content with those in T. The English translations have a number of
minor variations (primarily spelling, but also occasional small omissions). All of
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Figure 8. Comparisons between Toronto and Cambridge volumes of Opera
Evangelica (Toronto, Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library, MSS o01202 &
Cambridge, University of Cambridge, Royal Library 1i.1.8)8.1. C, p. 18.8-9 vs T,
p. xlvi.5-78.2. C, p. 20.19-20 vs T., p. liii.3-58.3. C, p. 23.20-4 vs T, p. Ixvii.4-8

these differences suggest two possibilities about the relationship between the
manuscripts: C is an imperfect copy of T, or both derive from a common exemplar
that has yet to be discovered. Certainly T cannot derive from C, given the cases of
parablepsis and the omission of the Epistle to the Laodiceans.
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Figure 8. (Continued)

As for the translations, the majority of the differences between the manuscripts
are minimal, amounting mostly to synonyms - e.g. ‘said’ (T) for ‘answered’ (C; at
Prot. Jas. 2.3) - or spelling variations - e.g. ‘go’ (T) for ‘goe’ (C; at Prot. Jas. 14.1).
More substantially, T lacks three small phrases from the Protevangelium of James
that are found in C and Postel’s Latin text: ‘and prayed for her’ (at Prot. Jas. 8.3),
‘from Bethlehem’ (18.1) and ‘from the top to the bottom’ (24.3). In the Gospel of
Nicodemus, C lacks the phrase ‘but thou being a Grecian how understand thou
Hebrew?’ (at Gos. Nic. 1.4; C, p. 40) and T lacks a large portion of Gos. Nic.
2.3-4 (corresponding to C, pp. 42.9-43.9); in addition, a marginal reference in T
on p. 90 (‘And the scripture teacheth that the prophet Elias was taken up into
heaven’) seems to be a correction by the T copyist (the material is found in
Gos. Nic. 15.1, but not in C). The Toronto volume has several other marginalia
not present in C: at Gos Nic. 17.3, the note ‘date nobis singulos thomos terrae’
(T, p. 103) gives the Latin text*' for the problematic reading ‘pieces of earth’

31 See Herold, Orthodoxographa, 18, at line 18.
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(probably meaning ‘sheets of paper’); in the Epistle of Lentulus appended to the
phrase ‘man of a tall stature’ is ‘compare the copies in the orthodoxographa and
Magdeburg together and you find this to be the truest sense’ (T, p. 144), and to ‘his
brow is smooth’ is ‘frontem planam et serenissimam: chearfull’ (T, p. 145); in
Nicephorus, Eccl. hist. 1.40 to the phrase ‘his eyes were lovely’ is appended
‘oculos faluos qui nominantur Charopi. his eyes were a fallow colour, such as
are called pleasant’ (T, p. 146), and to ‘his look was still humble’ is ‘ne prorsus
erectus incederet: this is certainly the meaning of it' (T, p. 147); and in the
Epistle of Dionysius to Polycarp to the phrase ‘seeing it was not the time of the con-
junction’ is appended ‘that it was not the new moon’. C has only one marginal
reference not found in T: in the text of Ignatius’ Epistle to John, to the phrase
‘and way of speaking’ is appended ‘modo conversationis’ (T, p. 79). And three
titles are presented differently: in T, ‘our Lord and Saviour Jesus’ is lacking
from the title of ‘The Gospel of Nicodemus concerning the Passion and
Resurrection of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ’; to the title ‘The account
that Flavius Iosephus the Iew gives of our Saviour Christ T adds ‘in his
Antiquities of the Iewes. Lib: xviii. Cap: 4’; and whereas T has ‘Out of the letter
to the wise Polycarp’, C has ‘Out of the Letter of Dionysius to Polycarp’ and
then a second title: ‘Dionysius to the wise Polycarp & c.’

While no trace of T has been found in previous scholarship, C has not gone
entirely unnoticed. Christ’s Eternal Gospel by O. Preston Robinson and
Christine Robinson, published in 1976, contains an English translation from
the Epistle of Lentulus that is exactly the same as the one found in OE.**
The authors say that it was found on pp. 73-4 (the precise location in C) in an
‘ancient manuscript’ in the Cambridge University Library - note also that they
state that such manuscripts ‘are obviously very old and probably date back to
the early part of the Christian era’.>® The statement is clearly misleading, if not
intentionally false. This particular manuscript is not ‘ancient’, though the
authors are correct that some apocrypha manuscripts are indeed ‘very old’.

4. The Contents and Sources of the Collection

The assortment of works found in OE is typical of the approach to publish-
ing apocrypha in the early modern period, when scholars would attach whatever
texts had become available to their studies of canonical and patristic literature,
typically at the end - as for example in Jacques Lefévre d’Etaples’s 1512 edition
of Paul’s epistles (which included the Epistle to the Laodiceans, the Epistles of

32 O. P. Robinson and C. H. Robinson, Christ’s Eternal Gospel: Do the Dead Sea Scrolls, the
Pseudepigrapha, and Other Ancient Records Challenge or Support the Bible? (Salt Lake City:
Deseret Book Co., 1976) 54-5.

33 Robinson and Robinson, Christ’s Eternal Gospel, 54.
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Paul and Seneca and the martyrdoms of Paul and Peter by P.-Linus), Michael
Neander’s appendix to his Latin translation of Luther’s Short Catechism
(in three editions of varying contents, 1557, 1564 and 1567), Johannes Herold’s
Orthodoxographa (1555) and its expansion by Johann Grynaeus in his
Monumenta sanctorum Patrum orthodoxographa (1569).3* Although the OE
author engages numerous secondary sources and demonstrates familiarity with
editions of ancient Christian works, they are not fully transparent concerning
the sources for the translations. Nevertheless, the translations are distinctly differ-
ent from those made by Jeremiah Jones, who compiled the first printed collection
of apocrypha in English in 1726. Most likely the compiler has made their own
translations from the published works, and probably all from Latin. A few poten-
tial sources are mentioned in the Preface, including Guillaume Postel’s discovery
and publication of the Protevangelium in 1552 (p. xli).** In a section found only in
the Preface of the Toronto volume, the author references the so-called Magdeburg
Centuries - an ecclesiastical history running to 1298, published in Magdeburg
from 1559 to 1574 - as the source of the Epistle of Lentulus (pp. xlviii-xlvix),
but it appears to serve as the source for a cluster of four of the translated
works.?® In OF'’s discussion of the Epistle of Pilate to Claudius, the author notes
that it is ‘usually printed wh y° former treaties, & is of a latter date, this letter is
to be found in Fol: 66. in the edition I now use’, with a marginal reference

34 On these collections, see the studies by I. D. Backus, ‘Les apocryphes néo-testamentaires et la
pédagogie luthérienne des xvi®-xvii® siecles. Les recueils de Michael Neander (1564, 1567) et
Nicolas Glaser (1614)’, Apocryphité. Histoire d’un concept transversal aux religions du livre. En
hommage a Pierre Geoltrain (ed. S. C. Mimouni; Bibliotheque de 1'Ecole des Hautes Etudes.
Sciences religieuses, 113; Turnhout: Brepols, 2002) 263-76; eadem, ‘Early Christianity in
Michael Neander’s Greek-Latin Edition of Luther’s Catechism’, History of Scholarship: A
Selection of Papers from the Seminar on the History of Scholarship Held Annually at the
Warburg Institute (ed. C. Ligota and J.-L. Quantin; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006)
197-230; eadem, Historical Method and Confessional Identity in the Era of Reformation
(1378-1615) (Studies in Medieval and Reformation Thought 94; Leiden: Brill, 2003),
esp. 253-324; eadem, ‘Jacques Lefevre d’Etaples: A Humanist or a Reformist View of Paul
and his Theology?’, A Companion to Paul in the Reformation (ed. R. W. Holder; Leiden:
Brill, 2009) 61-90; and eadem, ‘Renaissance Attitudes towards New Testament Apocrypha:
Jacques Lefevre d’Etaples and his Epigones’, Renaissance Quarterly 51 (1998) 1169-97.
Some of Backus’ work is summarised in J.-M. Roessli, ‘North American Approaches to the
Study of the Christian Apocrypha on the World Stage’, Forbidden Texts on the Western
Frontier: The Christian Apocrypha in North American Perspectives. Proceedings of the 2013
York University Christian Apocrypha Symposium (ed. T. Burke; Eugene, OR: Cascade, 2015)
19-57, at 38-44.

35 G. Postel, Proteuangelion, Sive de Natalibus Iesu Christi, & Ipsius Matris Virginis Mariae, Sermo
Historicus Diui Iacobi Minoris, Consobrini & Fratris Domini lesu, Apostoli Primarii, & Episcopi
Christianorum Primi Hierosolymis (Basle: Johannes Oporinus, 1552).

36 As observed above, a note in the margin of the translation of Ep. Lent. indicates that the author
has compared the text from the Orthodoxographa and the Magdeburg Centuries (T, p. 144).
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reading ‘Edit:Basil:1544’ (T, p. 1x). The Magdeburg Centuries does indeed include
the Testimonium Flavianum, the Epistle of Pilate to Claudius, the Epistle of
Lentulus and the excerpt from Nicephorus, Eccl. hist. 1.40 in sequence, albeit
one that the translator slightly rearranged.?” It would certainly have been conveni-
ent for the author to translate all four of these works from the same source, and
this is precisely what the copyist of the Cambridge volume did with
Orthodoxographa. In addition, citations of the Latin text of the Epistle of
Lentulus and Nicephorus placed in the margin near their translations
(T, pp. 145-7) align with the text of the Centuries and differ from other available
editions, which secures the Centuries as the source for at least those two works.
No source is given for the Gospel of Nicodemus, though it was printed in
Latin incunabula as early as 1473 and frequently thereafter.® The origins of the
final three epistles remain a mystery, though they were widely available;
the 1498 edition of Ps.-Dionysius prepared by Lefévre even includes the
Ps.-Ignatian epistles.®>® Given that the translator appears to have favoured texts
found in the same printed edition, it is highly possible that Lefevre’s edition
was indeed the source.

5. Authorship and Dating

The identity of the composer of OE is a tantalising mystery. Both the
Toronto and Cambridge volumes include the phrase ‘Done into English’ on the
title page, with Toronto adding by ‘I. B.” Internal evidence provides further
clues, although none of them conclusive. A parenthetical defence of manuscripts,
scholarship and printing in England (T, pp. xxxii-xxxv; cf. C, pp. 12-14) implies
that the author is English, and elsewhere the author calls the famous Bishop of
Lincoln Robert Grosthead (Grosseteste) ‘our countryman’ (T, p. Ixvii; cf. ‘our

37 See M. Flacius, ed., Ecclesiastica Historia, Integram Ecclesiae Christi Ideam, Quantum Ad
Locum, vol. 1 (Basle: Johannes Oporinus, 1559) 354-5. The volume also includes the Letter
of Jesus to Abgar, which is not included in the Toronto volume. There is a 1544 edition of
Hegesippus that includes the Epistle of Pilate to Claudius - a reprint of the editio princeps
printed in Paris by Josse Bade and prepared by Jacques Lefévre d’Etaples. The 1544 edition
seems an unlikely source, however; it was printed in Cologne not Basle, and the text
departs from that found in the Magdeburg Centuries. Additionally, as noted, OE indicates
explicitly that the Epistle of Pilate to Claudius was printed with the other three works. See J.
Gennepaeus, ed., Egesippi Historiographi inter scriptores ecclesiasticos vetustissimi, de rebus
a Iudaeorum principibus in obsidione fortiter gestis, deque excidio Hierosolymorum, aliarum-
que civitatum adicentium, libri v (Cologne: Johannes Soter, 1544) Ixvi-lxvii.

38 See R. Gounelle and Z. Izydorczyk, ‘Thematic Bibliography of the Acts of Pilate’, The Medieval
Gospel of Nicodemus: Texts, Intertexts, and Contexts in Western Europe (ed. Z. Izydorczyk;
Tempe, AZ: Medieval & Renaissance Texts & Studies, 1997) 418-519, at 431-2.

39 J. L. d’Etaples, ed., Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita: opera (trans. A. Traversarius; Paris: Johann
Higman & Wolfgang Hopyl, 1498-9).
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Countrey-man’ in C, p. 24). Likewise, the mention of manuscripts of Ignatius ‘in
our own library in Ox6n’ may locate the author more specifically in Oxford (T, p.
xxxii; cf. C, p. 13). Unfortunately, the combination of initials, even guided by the
later Knox librarian, and the author’s implied fellowship in an Oxford College does
little to establish their identity.

There is much more to be said, however, concerning the dating of the work.
Though the genealogical relationship between the two manuscripts is difficult
to ascertain precisely, it is probable that neither was the apograph of the other.
Even if it is possible to determine a fairly specific date for each manuscript, the
age of the original composition of OE remains less clear. This result is
disappointing from a text-critical standpoint, but the temporal difference
between the composition of the work and the copying of both the Toronto and
Cambridge volumes is small enough to have little bearing on when to locate
these volumes in a historical context.

In addition to the age of the paper of T, established from the ‘Arms of London’
watermark, the clearest evidence for dating the manuscript derives from a series
of marginal citations. The author frequently cites the opinions of contemporary
scholarship on the history of Christianity in the body of the text, sometimes
accompanied by marginal reference to the specific work and page number. The
author also quotes ancient writers, occasionally with excerpts in the original
language in the margin or with a reference to the edition that was used.
Comparison between the quotations inscribed in the margins and those printed
in the cited editions give further temporal coordinates in which to place this
book, thus providing a definite ferminus post quem as well as a suggestion
towards a terminus ante quem. One of the challenges of this method of dating,
however, concerns the fact that T contains many more marginal citations than
C, including one citation that proves to be the most instructive.

The author cites widely and deeply from scholarly writings and editions of
ancient works. But there is a definite cluster of citations from the late-seventeenth
century - from Thomas Comber’s Christianity No Enthusiasm published in
London in 1678 (T, p. Ixv) to Thomas Dodwell’s Dissertationes in Irenaeum
printed in Oxford in 1689 (T, pp. xx, xxxvii).** Whereas several of the works in
this range appeared in a single edition, others were published in multiple editions.
Richard Baxter’s Paraphrase of the New Testament (T, p. ii), for example, was
printed in London in 1685, with a second edition in 1695."* The author seems

40 See T. Comber, Christianity No Enthusiasm: Or, the Several Kinds of Inspirations and
Revelations Pretended to by the Quakers, Tried, and Found Destructive to Holy Scripture and
True Religion (London: Henry Brome, 1678) 58; H. Dodwell, Dissertationes in Irenaeum
(Oxford: E Theatro Sheldoniano, 1689).

41 R. Baxter, A Paraphrase on the New Testament, with Notes, Doctrinal and Practical. The Second
Edition Corrected (London: T. Parkhurst, 1695).
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to have made efforts to use the most recent edition of a given work, referring in
one instance to a line in book 6 of Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata, which is
‘in all the editions ... I have seen’, including the ‘newest edition I now have
printed at Colle in 1688 (T, p. xix). This is, in fact, a reference to
Friderico Syllburgio’s edition of Clement, cited also in the margin of the
previous page.**

The most crucial evidence for dating OE, at least in its Toronto form, comes
from the citation in T (but lacking in C) of Irenaeus, Haer. 1.17 in Greek:
opvdntov TANBog AmokpLEY Kol voBwv ypoe®v (‘an unspeakably great
number of apocryphal and spurious writings’, T, p. xxvii) (Fig. 9). Irenaeus was
primarily known from a Latin version, represented especially in the editio princeps
of Erasmus in 1526."> But towards the end of the sixteenth century, other
Humanists began extracting Greek fragments, mainly from Epiphanius of
Salamis, and including these witnesses in their editions. Francois Feuardent intro-
duced Greek into his first edition of 1576, but not this particular citation. His
second of 1596 (and its reprints) includes in a note at the bottom of the page
only the phrase AdmokpVE®WV kol vOOwv ypae®dv and omits GUOONTOV
mAn0oc.** Tt was not until Joannes Grabe printed an edition of Irenaeus in
Oxford in 1702 with the Latin text and Greek text in parallel columns that
the Greek text of Haer. 1.17 became available.*® Other Greek editions
followed. Renati Massuet, for example, printed the Greek text in Paris in 1710.
This edition, however, introduces a new division of chapters (now in common
use). Whereas quodntov mAn0og dmokpvuemv Kol vobwv ypopdv appeared as
Haer. 1.17 in Grabe, it appeared as 1.20 in Massuet.*® It seems most likely,

42 F. Sylburgio, ed., Clementis Alexandrini Opera Graece et Latine quae Extant. Editio Nova
(Cologne: Schrey, 1688).

43 D. Erasmus, ed., Opus eruditissimum divi Irenaei episcopi Lugdunensis in quinque libros diges-
tum (Basle: Froben, 1526) 38.

44 F. Feuardent, ed., Divi Irenaei episcopi Lugdunensis, et martyris, adversus Valentini, et simi-
lium Gnosticorum Haeresis, Libri quinque: lam secundo diligenti editorum codicum collatione
(Cologne: Arnold Mylius, 1596) 105; cf. idem, Divi Irenaei episcopi Lugdunensis, et martyris,
adversus Valentini, et similium Gnosticorum Haeresis, Libri quinque (Paris: Apud
Sebastianum Niuellium, 1576) 49.

45 J. E. Grabe, ed., Sancti Irenaei Episcopi Lugdunensis et Martyris, Detectionis et Eversionis falso
cognominatae agnitionis seu Contra Haereses libri quinque (Oxford: E Theatro Sheldoniano,
1702), 86. See the discussion of the Greek fragments in A. Rousseau and L. Doutreleau,
eds., Irénée de Lyon: Contre les hérésies. Livre 1, vol. 1 Introduction, notes justificatives, tables
(Sources chrétiennes 263; Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1979) 61-100.

46 R. Massuet, ed., Sancti Irenaei Episcopi Lugdunensis et Martyris, Detectionis et Eversionis falso
cognominatae agnitionis seu Contra Haereses libri quinque (Paris: Coignard, 1710) o1.
However, it is worth noting that Massuet does include the previous numeration in the
margins.
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Figure 9. Page with citation of Irenaeus, Haer. 1.17, Opera Evangelica,
p. xxvii (Toronto, Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library, MSS 01202)

then, that the phrase was copied into the margin of the Toronto OE in 1702 at
the earliest and 1710 at the latest, before Massuet’s edition was printed and
circulated.
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6. Opera Evangelica and the History of the Study of Christian
Apocrypha

OE, we have argued, was composed in Oxford around the turn of the eight-
eenth century, with at least two copies produced before 1710 (T) and 1715 (C).
This date range locates the production and dissemination of the work at a
crucial moment in early modern scholarship, especially English, on Christian
apocrypha. In addition to the various earlier sources, such as the Magdeburg
Centuries, that the author used for the translations, the turn of the eighteenth
century saw the publication of significant collections of Christian apocrypha,
most notably Fabricius’ Codex Apocryphus Novi Testamenti in 1703 and 1719.
But whereas this continental anthology presented its numerous apocryphal
works and fragments in Greek and Latin, several English scholars were creating
translations of the apocrypha in their vernacular.

One of the earliest hints of this movement can be attributed to John Toland,
perhaps best known for his controversial Nazarenus eventually printed in
English in 1718.*” Nine years earlier, however, Toland had published a catalogue
of apocrypha with titles in English that spanned fifty printed pages, a catalogue
that he would later expand upon.*® The catalogue itself is embedded in his
book Amyntor; Or, a Defense of Milton’s Life, in which Toland recounts an accus-
ation made before the British House of Commons by the cleric Ofspring Blackhall:
Toland was ‘shameless and impudent enough ... publickly to affront our holy
Religion’, by casting doubt on the authenticity of ‘several Pieces under the Name
of Christ and his Apostles’ (emphasis original). In Blackhall’s view, these several
pieces ‘must mean those now received by the whole Christian Church’.*®

47 J. Toland, Nazarenus: Or, Jewish, Gentile, and Mahometan Christianity (London: J. Brown, J.
Roberts and J. Brotherton, 1718).

48 J. Toland ‘A Catalogue of Books mentioned by the Fathers and other Ancient Writers, as truly
or falsely ascrib’d to Jesus Christ, his Apostles, and other eminent Persons: with several
important Remarks and Observations relating to the Canon of Scripture’, Amyntor: Or, a
Defence of Milton’s Life (London: n.p., 1699) 20-41; idem, ‘A Catalogue of Books Mention’d
by the Fathers and Other Ancient Writers, as Truely or Falsely Ascrib’d to Jesus Christ, His
Apostles, and Other Eminent Persons; or of Such Books as Do Immediately Concern the
Same: Some of Which Pieces Are Still Extant Entire, Most of Which Shall Be Markt in Their
Places; Tho the Fragments Only of the Greatest Part Remain, and but the Bare Titles of
Others’, A Collection of Several Pieces of John Toland, Now Publish’d from His Original
Manuscripts: With Some Memoirs of His Life and Writings (2 vols.; London: J. Peele, 1726)
1.359-403. Since the latter ‘Catalogue’ was published posthumously, it is unclear when the
revision was actually made.

49 This quotation appears in both Toland’s telling of the story and in a posthumous printing of
Blackhall’s sermons. See ‘Discourse xcvi: God’s Design in afflicting good Men. Preached on
the thirtieth of January’, The Works of the Right Reverend Father in God, Ofspring Blackall,
D.D. Late Lord Bishop of Exeter, vol. u (London: Thomas Ward in the Inner-Temple Lane,
1723) 1077; Toland, Amyntor, 11-13; cf. J. Toland, The Life of John Milton, Containing,
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Toland thus took the opportunity in Amyntor to clarify that he did not, in fact,
‘mean the books of the New Testament’, and used this catalogue to show how
many writings were written in the name of Jesus, the apostles and other early
Christian figures.*>®

Although his translation went no further than titles, Toland’s ‘Catalogue’ and
the controversy in which it was embedded demonstrate that the publicising of
apocryphal works in England, especially in the vernacular, could be a matter of
serious concern. Toland may not have been entirely ingenuous with the claim
that his ‘Catalogue’ had no bearing on the books of the New Testament.>*
As Justin Champion has argued, Toland was a master of scholarly mimicry and
parody, and often sought to provoke controversy in the way he marshalled and
52 His ‘Catalogue’ indeed
revealed what was at stake in the admission of forged apostolic writings and the

exposed existing scholarship and scholarly forms.

vernacularisation of apocryphal works when canonical boundaries could be
viewed as tantamount to the integrity of Christianity itself, policed by Christian
clergy in a decidedly political sphere.

Views on the value and contribution of the apocrypha, however, varied among
their translators. William Whiston, the famous mathematician, theologian and
translator of Josephus (writing ca 1706-50), saw in many apocryphal works,
most notably the Apostolic Constitutions, a window into early, authentic
Christian doctrine and polity that had been otherwise obscured by Athanasian-
inflected orthodoxy. The Trinitarian theology of contemporary English
Christianity as it followed the trajectory set by Athanasius, he argued, could be
reversed through a return to ‘primitive’ forms of Christian dogma.>® Despite
these assertions, Whiston does not appear to have held particular animosity

besides the History of His Works, Several Extraordinary Characters of Men and Books, Sects,
Parties, and Opinions (London: John Darby in Bartholomew Close, 1699) 90-1.

50 Toland, Amyntor, 16.

5

=

As argued in P. Lurbe, ‘““Those Fabulous Dragons Teeth”: Invented Beginnings, Lost Causes
and New Beginnings in John Toland’s Amyntor (1699)’, Etudes anglaises 66 (2013) 139-41.
52 See J. Champion, ‘Apocrypha Canon and Criticism from Samuel Fisher to John Toland,
1650-1718’, Judaeo-Christian Intellectual Culture in the Seventeenth Century: A Celebration
of the Library of Narcissus Marsh (1638-1713) (ed. S. P. Coudert et al.; Dordrecht: Kluwer
Academic Publishers, 1999) 102-9, on Toland’s ‘Catalogue’ in particular; and idem,
‘Enlightened Erudition and the Politics of Reading in John Toland’s Circle’, The Historical
Journal 49 (2006) 111-41, on Toland’s provocative mode of scholarship more generally.
53 Whiston'’s contributions thus operated at an intersection between scholarship on apocrypha,
on one hand, and ongoing Trinitarian debates, on the other. As Kristine Haugen points out,
however, Whiston was part of a movement that enacted shifts in the modes by which
Trinitarian debates were conducted, shifts that included antiquarian and textual scholarship.
See K. L. Haugen, ‘Transformations of the Trinity Doctrine in English Scholarship: From the
History of Beliefs to the History of Texts’, Archiv fiir Religionsgeschichte 3 (2010) 149-68.
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towards the 27-book New Testament; rather, he sought to rehabilitate the term
‘apocrypha’ and introduce English publics to a wider array of works from
earliest Christianity. Whiston’s introductions and translations of the
Constitutions and other works in his two-volume A Collection of Authentick
Records bear this out.>*

Jeremiah Jones, by contrast, offered his historical account of Christian
apocrypha and their translations as an essential component of his larger
project: to articulate the boundaries of the New Testament canon and argue for
its authority - a strategy in sharp contrast to the work of Toland. Jones’ argument
was rigorously antiquarian, and constituted a somewhat parsimonious account of
ecclesiastical history. This history established the emergence of the New
Testament canon as an early and widely agreed upon body of texts, but one
that emerged alongside the composition of other works, though apostolic in
name only. Jones saw apocryphal writing as the purview of heretics, though
some certainly ‘were composed by honest and pious men’.>® The bulk of Jones’
effort, therefore, is erudite discussion of these works, cataloguing ancient testi-
mony alongside the learned opinions of other modern European intellectuals.
Only occasionally does he actually include translations of the works themselves,
such as in his discussion of the apocryphal correspondence of Paul and the
Corinthians; its brevity and then-recent discovery may have warranted its transla-
tion over and above the other works mentioned in the volume.*°

The knowledge of scholarship demonstrated in OE fits nicely within the land-
scape of English apocrypha scholarship more broadly, which is characterised by
the diversity of works by such intellectuals as Toland, Whiston and Jones. There
is little evidence in OE of the type of anti-clerical sentiment expressed by
Toland, although the author’s positive citation of James Ussher’s work on the
Ignatian epistles probably would have held religious qua political connotations
concerning the status and shape of the episcopacy.®” The author likewise differs

54 W. Whiston, Primitive Christianity Reviv'd (4 vols.; London: n.p., 1712); idem, A Collection of
Authentick Records Belonging to the Old and New Testament, Translated into English (2 vols.;
London: n.p., 1727-8).

55 Jones, New and Full Method, 33-6, at 35.

56 Jones, New and Full Method, 165-78. Manuscripts of the correspondence were known by 1644
to James Ussher and John Gregory. However, the text was only unpublished in 1715 by David
Wilkins and was reprinted shortly thereafter by Fabricius. See D. Wilkins, Epistolae S. Pauli ad
Corinthios et Corinthiorum ad S. Paulum Armenicae ex Musaeo Viri Clarissimi Philippi
Massonii, Versionem Latinam accurante Davide Wilkins (Amsterdam: Typis Guilielmi &
Davidis Goerei, 1715); Fabricius, Codex apocryphus, 1.668-83; cf. J. Ussher,
In Polycarpianam epistolarum Ignatianarum syllogen annotationes (Oxford: Henricus Hall,
1644) 29; J. Gregory, Notes and Observations upon Some Passages of Scripture (Oxford: R.
Royston, 1646) 2*.

57 James Ussher had long been engaged in debates concerning the relative authority of bishops.
He contended especially with John Milton, who shared Ussher’s view that the Ignatian epistles
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from both Whiston and Jones with respect to the views expressed concerning the
value of apocrypha and the authority of the New Testament canon. The author’s
narrative of the emergence of apocryphal writings follows, as noted above, a fairly
conventional line whereby orthodoxy resisted the persistent onslaught of heretics
and their forged writings, a position quite unlike Whiston’s position on the
hegemony of Athanasian orthodoxy. Though the author sees the works translated
in OE as inoffensive to orthodox sensibility, they nevertheless maintain a sense of
the special integrity of the New Testament canon. Incredulity is expressed, for
example, at the Quakers’ apparent belief that the Epistle to the Laodiceans was
genuine, but the author considers such belief rather harmless compared to
those ‘who dare insert a counterfeit writing amongst the inspired records of the
Church of God, without any mark of distinction set upon it’ (T, pp. Ixv-lvi; cf.
C, p. 23). In the view of the author, the apocrypha serve antiquarian interests
and the accurate reconstruction of the early history of Christianity, but their dis-
tinction from authoritative canonical texts remains important.

Unfortunately, the views on the apocrypha expressed in OE did not become
widely known because it never appeared in print. The Toronto manuscript
closely imitates the print conventions of its day, but it is not certain that the
book ever was intended to be printed, even though the author expressed an
expectation, or at least a desire, that their ideas would become known: ‘There
is no body I think of any tolerable temper will finde fault that these treatises are
made publick in our own language’ (T, p. Ixvii). Handwritten books were still
quite common in the seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries and formed a
viable alternative to print in some disciplines.58 Poetry, alchemical works, news

are crucial data for the early history of the episcopate. Ussher’s construction of the so-called
‘middle recension’, which he published in 1644 (Polycarpi et Ignatii Epistolae: Una cum vetere
vulgata interpretatione Latina, ex trium manuscriptorum codicum collatione, integretati suae
restituta (Oxford: Leonardus Licefield, 1644)), was a crucial element of his developing
positions. See the discussion of Ussher and Milton on the episcopacy in J. Max Patrick,
‘The Date of Milton’s “Of Prelatical Episcopacy”’, Huntington Library Quarterly 13 (1950)
303-11; W. M. Abbott, ‘James Ussher and “Ussherian” Episcopacy, 1640-1656: The Primate
and his Reduction Manuscript’, Albion: A Quarterly Journal Concerned with British Studies
22 (1990) 237-59; and A. Ford, James Ussher: Theology, History, and Politics in Early-
Modern Ireland and England (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007) 223-56.

58 See generally the discussions in H. Love, Scribal Publication in Seventeenth-Century England
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1993); P. Beal, In Praise of Scribes: Manuscripts and their
Makers in Seventeenth-Century England (Oxford: Clarendon, 1998); A. Johns, The Nature of
the Book: Print and Knowledge in the Making (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998);
M. J. M. Ezell, Social Authorship and the Advent of Print (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1999); D. McKitterick, Print, Manuscript and the Search for Order, 1450-
1830 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003); and S. Gillespie, English Translation
and Classical Reception: Towards a New Literary History (Chichester: Wiley-Blackwell, 2011)
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and political and legal debate regularly appeared in handwritten form, as did aca-
demic works for use in the university classroom and religious works with the
potential to cause controversy. Print and manuscript were complementary, not
consecutive, forms of publishing, and both were sold at bookstores.>® Some
could even be bestsellers; Anthony Grafton notes the existence today of 200 to
300 copies of single handwritten books made after the advent of print.®® An
author’s reasons to choose manuscript over print varied: artistic preference, pres-
tige, concern over printer errors, the desire to retain ownership of the work and
fear of censorship or recrimination.®* This final concern led Hermann Reimarus
to circulate his study of the historical Jesus, Apologie oder Schutzschrift fiir die
verniinftigen Verehrer Gottes (‘An Apology for, or Some Words in Defence of,
Reasoning Worshipers of God’), only in manuscript form. The study was
printed by Gotthold Ephraim Lessing after Reimarus’ death, and even then as
Fragmente des Wolfenbiittelschen Ungennanten (‘Fragments by an Anonymous
Writer’) - the identity of the author was not revealed until 1813.°> Several
handwritten copies of the Apologie still exist, one in Reimarus’ own hand (catalo-
gued as Hamburg, Staats- und Universitidtsbibliothek Hamburg Carl von
Ossietzky, Cod. in scrin. 119).°® Another example of handwritten scholarship,
one closer to the field of Christian apocrypha, is Toland’s Nazarenus. Toland
circulated an early version of Nazarenus in 1710 prior to its expansion and

104-22. Unfortunately, as Ezell points out, ‘the latter part of the seventeenth and the early part
of the eighteenth century still lack a clear description of the nature of manuscript literary activ-
ity, much less a theory of nonprint literary culture’ (p. 22). This continues to be true, twenty
years later.

59 As Grafton states, ‘The experience of collectors and readers changed rather less sharply than
one might expect with the advent of printed books’ (A. T. Grafton, ‘The Importance of Being
Printed’, Journal of Interdisciplinary History 11 (1980) 265-86, at 274).

60 Grafton, ‘Importance of Being Printed’, 274.

61 On such cautions, see Love, Scribal Publication, 36-8, 187-9, 217-24; Grafton, ‘Importance of
Being Printed’, 276-8; Johns, Nature of the Book, 104-5, 458-9; McKitterick, Print, 97-138, 152-
62. Note also that sometimes manuscript copies of printed books were made because the print
versions were no longer available (McKitterick, Print, 47).

62 Some sections appear in G. E. Lessing, Zur Geschichte und Literatur: Aus den Schéitzen der her-
zoglichen Bibliothek zu Wolfenbiittel (Braunschweig: Fiirstl. Waysenhaus-Buchhandlun, 1774~
8), with others published by other writers in subsequent years. The Apologie was printed from
a copy given to Lessing by Reimarus’ son; the Lessings were not pleased that he published it.
The entire text is now available in H. S. Reimarus, Reimarus: Fragments (ed. C. H. Talbert;
trans. R. S. Fraser; Philadelphia; Fortress, 1970). On details of Reimarus’ life and career, see
Talbert’s ‘Introduction’ to Reimarus: Fragments, 3-43; and in more detail, U. Groetsch,
Hermann Samuel Reimarus (1694-1768): Classicist, Hebraist, Enlightenment Radical in
Disguise (Brill's Studies in Intellectual History 237; Leiden: Brill, 2015).

63 On the other known copies, some of which are now lost, see Talbert, ‘Introduction’, 18-20.
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printing in 1718.°* Additionally, a manuscript copy of Toland’s ‘Catalogue’,
entitled ‘Amyntor Canonicus ou Eclaircissement sur le canon du Novum
Testamentum’, appears to have accompanied the manuscript of Nazarenus to
its dedicatee Eugéne de Savoie in Vienna (Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek,
Ms 10325, d).°® The example of Toland’s combined publication regime of both
manuscript and print demonstrate that scholarship could and would be circulated
in a variety of material forms.

The two OE manuscripts seem to reflect the two methods of publication for
handwritten books: by a specialist scribe for sale (T) and by an individual for a
personal copy (C).°® Given the inferior qualities of C (including scribal errors,
the apparent excision of marginal notes and multiple scribal hands), it would
seem that the author’s decision to circulate the book in manuscript form did
little to prevent alteration of the work - perhaps even theft, if the copyist of C is
responsible for the removal of the attribution to ‘I. B.”, whoever that may be.
But C also demonstrates a benefit of the flexibility and adaptability of manuscript
transmission in its incorporation of Herold’s Latin texts, thus adding to the utility
of the work, even if it fails to give due credit to the material’s creator.

7. Conclusions

So much remains unknown about the origins and transmission of OE.
At present, only two copies are preserved, and at least one other must have
existed to account for the differences between them. These three could represent
a small sample of the number of copies that were once available, or they could
represent the full reach of the text. Given that OF has gone largely unnoticed in
scholarship for three centuries, it probably did not circulate widely. Nor does it
seem to have had any observable impact on the study of Christian apocrypha. It
is a prime example of what Don R. Swanson calls ‘undiscovered public

64 The earlier draft of Nazarenus, written in French, is entitled ‘Christianisme judaique et
mohametan’ (Vienna, Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek, MS 10325, a). See the critical
edition and introduction, J. Toland, Nazarenus (ed. J. Champion; Oxford: Voltaire
Foundation, 1999); with further discussion in F. S. Jones, ‘The Genesis, Purpose, and
Significance of John Toland’s Nazarenus’, The Rediscovery of Jewish Christianity: From
Toland to Baur (ed. F. S. Jones; Boston: SBL, 2012) 91-101.

65 As Champion points out, the full catalogue known from Amyntor and the posthumous edition
of Toland’s writings is not extant in this surviving manuscript. However, its title and the text
itself suggests that, at some point, the manuscript contained the full ‘Catalogue’. Toland
also appears to have sent a manuscript copy of the ‘Catalogue’ to Jacob Arminius. See J.
Champion, Republican Learning: John Toland and the Crisis of Christian Culture, 1696-1722
(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2003) 193-94. An edition of Osterreichische
Nationalbibliothek Ms 10325, a-e, is now available: J. Toland, Dissertations diverses. Edition,
introduction et notes (ed. Lia Mannarino; Paris: Champion, 2005).

66 Love, Scribal Publication, 47.
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knowledge’®” - works existing here and there ‘like scattered pieces of a puzzle’ in
manuscript catalogues and book lists but whose various parts have never, until
now, been gathered together and presented to the scholarly world. As far as discov-
eries go, OE is not as dramatic as a new first- or second-century papyrus fragment
found in the debris of an archaeological site or a jar of codices snatched from the
skeletal clutches of a deceased monk interned in an ancient cemetery, but it is a
curious artefact from the beginning of modern scholarship on Christian apocrypha.
It is the earliest known effort to present a selection of the apocryphal texts then
known by scholars to English readers. And the author of the Preface speaks of
them, surprisingly, in a largely irenic way - the closing words, a comment on the
Gospel of Nicodemus, are particularly notable: ‘I say that the worst I could conjec-
ture of the way that it would be looked on as a rarity and do no harm, or else
I should soon have determined what to have done with it, I mean have burnt it’
(T, p. Ixx; cf. C, p. 24). The comment hints that the author was concerned about
the reception of their work. Such concern may be why OE circulated only in manu-
script form and (perhaps intentionally) among a limited audience of ‘ordinary
Readers’ (T, p. Ixix; cf. C, p. 24). If so, the context of this apocrypha collection is
similar to how scholars often imagine apocryphal texts circulated in late antiquity
and the Middle Ages: copied, circulated, read and interpreted in the shadows. That
view has been re-evaluated in recent years, with discussions of certain extremely
popular apocryphal texts occupying a quasi-canonical position and some apoc-
rypha occasionally appearing within the canon. As OE seems to indicate, this
now inadequate assessment of the reception and transmission of Christian apoc-
rypha might be more appropriate to the early modern period, when scholars and
theologians did have to be careful about arguments that challenged the political
and theological orthodoxy of their day.

67 D. R. Swanson, ‘Undiscovered Public Knowledge’, Library Quarterly 56 (1986) 103-18,
esp. 116.
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