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I. INTRODUc.;T ION 

In 1901 ~ir Frederick Kenyonl said that Hippolytus ' 

quotations from the New Testament had not been specially 

investigated. The aim of this thesis is to fill this gap 

in New Testament textual criticism; for, in spite of various 

studies of ·Hippolytus' New Testament, a full scale invest i­

gat ion of it is still lacking. 

A modern critical edition of Hippolytus2 had only 

begun to appear four years before ~ir Frederick wrote; and 

since the investigator of patristic quotations depends on the 

work of patristic editors, little c ould have been expected 

before the beginning of this century. There had, indeed, been 

editors of Hippolytus before Bonwetsch and Achelis ( 1897); 

in particular, P.A. de La.garde (1858}.3 And Lagarde's 

edition had been used by Tischendorf in his Apparatus of 

But the manuscripts and ve rsions which vere at the 

disposal of Bonwetsch and Achel is threw a completely new light 

on the character of the New Testament text used by Hippolytus. 

The Jerusalem manuscript of the Treatise on Anti-uhrist, for 

example "completely antiquates Tischendorf's reports of 

Hippolytus' readings, specially in vhapters XVII and XVIII of 

the Apocalypse." 5 

The refore, in order to review the study of 

Hippolytus I New Testament text in the past, we do not need to 

go further back than 1897; that is the starting point. 

1. 

2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 

Handbook to the T~tual uriticism of the New Testament 
by F.<J. Kenyonp.217. 

Hippolytus Werke, G. N. Bonwetsch und Hans Achelis 
Hippo!yti nomanl ••• Pauli Antoni! de Lagarde 
Noium Testamentum Graece •.• uonstantinus Tischendorf 
The Te.iet and uanon of tlie New Testament by Alexander 

Souter, 1912 p.82. 
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Nevertheless, before that date the general character of his 

text had been discussed. Westcott and Hort, for example, 

had declared it "substantially Western"l. Dr. Scrivener 

had replied that even if. Hippolytus' readings 11had been as 

, rlgourously examined and a s thoroughly known as they 

certainly are not," Westcott and Hort's judgement could not 

be substantiated.2 And Scrivener went on to show that 

certain quotations of Hippolytus from the New Testament could 

be used against estcott and Hort to support the neceived 

Text: e.g. Luke XXII 43, 44, John III 13. 

In 1901 came Sir Frederick Kenyon I s first edit ion 

of the Handbook; he made no judgement on the type of text 

used by Hippolytus but said that his quotations ,,ere 11 often 

too inexact to be useful for textual purposes " . 3 And this 

sentence was repeated verbatim in the second edition of 1912.4 

Meanwhile two writers on New Testament textual 

criticism h a d included Hippolytus in their investigations. 

Hermannvon Soden and Dr. Alexander Souter. In Part I, volume 

2 of Die Schriften des Neuen Testaments (1907) and in volume 3 

( 1910), von .:ioden discussed the text of Hippolytus in the 

Gospels and in the Apocalypse; he did not apparently discuss 

Hippolytus I text in Acts from which there are few extant 

quotations, or in Paul from which there are more. von Soden 

claimed that these quotations from the Gospels and the 

Apocalypse alike supp·orted his reconstruction of the New 

Testament text; and that the former showe d the influence of 

Tat1an 1s Dia.tessaron upon them: "Auch Hippolyte also hat das 

Diatessaron gekannt und sich von ihm be! seinen vitaten 

bee influssen lass en" :p.1608. He also indicated similarities 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

The New Testament in the Original Greek II page 113 
Introduction to the vrlt!c!sm of the New Testament, page 140 
Handbook to the Textual vr1t1cfs m of the New Testament 

(!9o1) P, ~ 
Handbook to the Textual vrit1cism of the New Testament 

( !912) P. 255 
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between Hippolytus' type of text and a f' S:, S.c 11.j. J-. 
In 

Part II(l913}von Soden included a great many references to 

Hippolytus in his Apparatus. 

While von Soden 's worlc was being published in 

Germany, the Oxford University Press produced a New 

Testament text, with a critical apparatus compD.ed by 

Dr. Souter (1910). Here, for the first time in l!;ngland 

since the publication of the Berlin edttion of Hippolytus, 

was a large number of that Father's readings made easily 

accessible to the New Testament crit 1c: about 60 references 

for the whole of the New Testament of which two thirds were 

in the Apocalypse. 

Two years later, in 1912, Dr. Soute r followed up 

his Apparatus with The Text and vanon of the New Testament, 

in which he said of Hippolytus II in the Gospels he used a 

good Western text. His citations of Matthew XIII 43, 

XXIV 48-49 and XXV 41 suggest that he may also have used 

Tatian's Diatessaron on occasion. In the ~pistles of Paul, 

also, he a ppears to have used a good Weste rn text: 

this is sugges ted by the text in which he quotes I Theesa-

lonians IV 13-17. In the Apocalypse his text is 

particularly important; there he is found to agree with 

the best authorities" .1 

Souter was in general a supporter of Westcott and 

Hort; and in the years immediately before 1914 the tide 
c. 

was flowing in their favour. ~. H. Turner, for example, wr ote 

i n The Journal of Theological Studies for 1910: "Hort was 

the last and perhaps the ablest of a long line of editors of 

the Greek Testament commencing in the ~ighteenth uentury, 

who very tentatively at first, but qu!te ruthlessly -in the 

1. p. 82. 
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end, threw over the later in fav our of the ea rl i er Gree k 

manuscripts: and tha t issue will never have t o be tried 

again. nl 

But1be opposition, which we have already heard 

from Dr. Scrivener had not died; it was ke pt alive by 

Mr. H.u. Hoskier. In his uodex Band its allies, a ~tudy 

and an Indictment 1914, he uses Hippol ytus as one of the 

large bundle of sticks with which he beats Hort and the 

Neutral text. Thus: 

"Hippol~us cites 1 Thess IV 13-17, 2 Thess 1-12 
., 

i n full. In the face of these quotati ons it is seen how 

loosely Turner argues when he says 'Hort was the l ast and 

perhaps the ablest , •.•••. 1 But permit me to ask what 

Mr. Turner means by t h is light hearted sentence. He 

cannot mean that Hippolytus' manuscript was later than 

that of B? Yet, allow me to state that in these long 

passages comprising 12 c onsecutive verses from one 

epistle and four from the other Hippolytus 1 • early 3rd 

ventury Manuscript is found genera l l y on the side of 

what Turner w~uld ca ll the Later Manuscripts. Has he 

ever cons ulted these i mportant passages be f ore writing 

down so positively statements which seem to me to be 

extremely mislea.ding ?11 

Hoskier then quotes 13 r eadings of Hi ppol ytus 

in these two quotations from the ~pistles to the Thessal on­

ians to show that Hippolytus disagrees with Hort and agrees 

with the so called later manuscripts. He then sums up: 

"Thus, there is no such thing as ea r l ie r and 

later Manuscripts in this connection. HippoJ.ytus' 

manuscript was ea rly enough to be of service he re and to 

indicate that what Turner (and others) would designate 

the readings and leanings of the later manuscri pt s are 

not later at all, but g o to the sec ond century or at lat es t 
1. J,T,S, vol. XI p. 183 f, 

- 4 -





to the first quarter of the third century. The question 

is not at all of earlier or later manuscripts, but as to 

which of two readings current i n the second c~ntury was 

the correct one. 

to say than F. 111 

And as to this B evidently has no more 

Two comments may be made on this section of 

Hoskier's Indictment: 

First, that Turner expressed himself in an 

unfortunate way in his article in the Journal. What be no 

doubt intended to say was that Hort threw over the 

distinctively 8yrian readings, in f avour of the earlier 

manuscripts. It is also a f act, which no-one would deny 

(least of all Turner) that Hort threw over certain astern 

readings in the Syrian manuscripts, in f avour of B. The 

majority of the thirteen readings of Hippolytus quoted by 

Hoskier are in fact astern, and not distinctively yrian, 

readings. We may compare here the summing up of this dispute 

by Kirsopp Lake ; "The argurr.t0nt , there fore, only proved what 

everyone admits, t hat este r n r eadings are very early and that 

many of t em ere adopted by the Syr ian text , 11 2 

Sec ond , i t ma e poi ted out that Hoskie r was 

evidently not making use of the Achelis edition of the Anti­

christ -·Treat ise for these quotations from the .1!:pistles t o t he 

Thessalonians, but still the edition of Laga rde, Therefore, 

of his thirteen readings four are possibly not what Hippolytus 

wrote~ certainly not what Achelis thought that Hippolytus 

wrote. 

Little more need be said by way of i ntroduction . 

Streeter defined the type of text used by Hippolytus more 

closely in The Four Gospels (first edition 1924): "A Greek 

1. 
2. 

Page 426 ff. 
Text of the New Testament by the nev. K. Lake 6th 

~ditlon revised by ilva New 1933 
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text roughly speaking, corresponding to the Old Latin; 111 and 

Kins opp Lake : "A definitely Western type of text with many 

agreements though with some differences from the Greek text 

implied by the Lat in group" i.e. Tertull ian, uyprian, 

Novatian.2 

Finally, the treatment of Hippolytus in t,rn 

editions of the Greek N.T. may be mentioned. 

First, Nestle's Seventeenth ~ d ition 1941. 

Hippolytus is quoted four times in the Apparatus, at 

1 Cor. XV 28, Rev. XVII B, XVIII 2, 3. As Profess or 

Kilpatrick said in his ttev iew, 11 Hippolytus could have been 

quoted much more frequently. 11 3 

·Second, Merk' s fifth edition (1944). Here 

Hippolytus is quoted ab out sixty times, and only a third of 

these are from the Apparatus to the Apocalypse (contrast 

Souter). 

From this sketch of the treatment of Hippolytus' 

New Testament quotati ons in the first half of this century, it 

will be clear that the first task is to answer t wo quest ions: 

First, what type of text did Hippolytus use? 

Streeter and Lake right nhen they speak of it as Western? 

what does this mean? 

Second, when the manuscripts of Hippolytus' 

works support different readings in the New Testament 

quotations, which reading is to be preferred? 

When these questions have been answered we may 

go on to c onsider the value of Hippolytus as a witness to his 

particular type of text, whatever that may be; and finally 

as a witness to the orig inal text of the New Testament. 

1. Page 67 
2. The Text of the New Testament P. 51 
3. J .T.$. Vo!. L, P. 11. 
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II. The uharacter of the Text used by Hippolytus. 

The two prelimina ry tasks are interconnected. 

How can we discover what type of text Hippolytus used, 

vie make use of his quotations? And how can we choose 

between the readings in the manuscripts of Hippolytus in 

these quotations, unless we knov, what kin, of text he used? 

For if, in a particular quotation from the New Testament, 

manuscript I contains reading A which is the reading of 

family X of the New Testament authorities and manuscript II 

of Hippolytus reads B, the reading of family Y of the 

New Testament authorities, then considerable veight will be 

given to that manuscript of Hippolytus which contains the 

reading of the New Testament authorities which Hippolytus 

most frequently follows. Therefore, we need to know the 

type of text (X or Y} which he used before we choose 

his manuscripts (I or II), and establish the text of his 

quotations (A or B). 

But happily we a re not in as bad a position 

as might at first appear. Not every significant work of 

every quotation which Hippolytus made from the New Testament 

varies in the extant manuscripts of his works; that is, 

not every significant word in Part I is underlined in red. 

There is enough agreement among the manuscripts of 

Hippolytus to allow us to form a judgement on the character 

of his text, without making use o t ose readings in which 

his manuscripts are not unanimous. When we have thus 

decided what kind of text Hippolytus used, we can proceed, 

in tbe next section, to c onsider those passages where the 

Hippolytean manuscri pts vary. 

But how shall we discover what kind of text 

of the New Testament Hippolytus used? 
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1 
Let us begin as Streeter advises , by making a 

collation with the Textus tteceptus of the non-variable 

quotations of Hippolytus (ie. those not underlined in red 

in Part I). With this text, because it may be that the 

scribes of Hippolytus' works tended to assimilate their 

author's quotations from the New Testament to the standard 

text. By making t he first collation with this standard 

text (or at least with one very near to it, except in the 

Apocalypse) any such assimilations are ruled out. 

We are left tJhen with a mass of readings , namely 

all those in which Hippolytus differs from the received 

text. There are about seven hundred of these. Not all 

of them are important for our present purpose, therefore, 

we may eliminate certain classes, in order to make the 

investigation more manageable. 

(a) We can eliminate, first, all t h ose readings 

which have no support from the surv iv ing manuscripts, 

versions, and patristic quotations. These are the singular 

readings of Hippolytus and they will not help us to find his 

nearest relatives. 

(b) Secondly, we can el iminate from the present 

investigation those quotations which support two or more 

different readings at the same point; that i s to say, where 

quotation I of a passage agrees with the authorities for 

Group A,, and quotati on II of the same passage agrees vrith 

the authorities for Group B, etc. These are the occasions 

on which one would write "Hipp }", etc . These quotations 

should be eliminated here, because we cannot be sure, yet , 

whether Hippolytus did in fact know both readings, or 

whether the scribes of one or othe r quotation have altered 

the original. 

1. The Four Gospels P . 147; 
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(c) We can ignore at present those New Testament 

quotations of Hippolytus which are preserved in translation 

alone, since these will be unsafe for the present 

investigation: the translator may have substituted his own 

text in the act of translation. 

(a) We can ignore also those readings from 

Hippolytus' New Testament text which may be original. As 

Burkitt said in the case of 1.Jlement of Alexandria: 11 It is 

companionship in error which shows real affinity in text, 11 1 

The principle involved here is that on which a schoolmaster 

acts: he is less suspicious of collusion between tl10 boys 

who present the same answer when it is the right answer, 

than of collusion between two •uho present the same answer 

when it is wrong: and the more wrong the answer the more 

suspicious he is. But how are we to know what the original 

text of the New Testament is? Let us say, for our present 

purposes, the text printed by Nestle. 

(e) We must i gnore for the present the readings given 

only in works of which the Hippolytean authorship is uncertah; 

these are considered in Appendix v, 

hen all these eliminations have been made, we shall 

have the New Testament readings of Hippolytus whetthis own 

manuscripts and versions are unaminous; where he is not 

giving us a singular, unsupported reading; where he gives 

us one reading and not two or three different readings; 

where his reading has been preserved in Greek, and not in 

translation; . and where it is pro~ably the wrong readil}g, or 

rather, it is not Nestle 1s, We shall then consider which 

manuscripts support these readings. The result of this 

investigation is shown in the following table: 

1. Tex~ and Studies V 5. p. XIII, 
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Table 

Total No. 
of readings 

Mt 16 

Lk 14 

Jn 9 

3 Gospels 39 

Acts 

Paul 

nV. 

Total 

9 

Total 

20 

Total 

19 

IA 

k 

4 

2 

3 

9 

!,{ 
I 

2 

1 

2 

A 

1 

1 

3 

5 

A 

2 

A 

1 

A 

B 

0 

0 

0 

0 

B 

l 

B 

0 

B 

4 10 

\j 

2 

0 

0 

3 

(j 

1 

1 

(J 

6 

D 

4 

7 

2 

13 

D 

4 

D 

7 

p 

7 

w e 
4 2 

1 

3 

6 

F G 

5 5 

From this table, it will be seen that D (Bezae and 

ularomontanus} is the most frequent supporter of 

Hippolytus of the uncial manuscripts l isted in it. In 

Matthew and John D supports a quarter of the t otal, and in 
Lllke half; in these three together, D supports 

a third of the total. Similarly in Acts D supports nearly 

half. In Paul, D klaromontanus) is first with seven out 

of twenty and F and Gare second with five. In the 

nevelation B is first with ten out of nineteen and P is 

second with seven. 

This first test for the character of Hippolytus' 

New Testament c onfirms the judgement of Hort that it is main­

ly Western in the Gospels , Acts and Paul. 

Moreove r, when we examine those readings in these 

lists which have not the support of Bezae and vlaromontanus 

we find that in many cases they have the agre ement of some 

of the old La.tin manuscripts. Adding together D and the 

Old La.tin, we have the following results:-
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Table IB 

Total 1) and/or Old Latin 

Mt. 16 12 

Lk. 14 7 

Jn. 9 3 

3 Gospels 39 23 

Acts 9 s-
Paul 20 8 

We would therefore be justified in saying that 

there is a c onsiderable Western element in the New Testament 

text of Hippolytus; meaning here by Western that t ype of text 

which is common to D (Bezae in the Gospels and Acts , ~laromon­

tanus in Paul) and to the Old Latin. 

But if this is so, then the Textus neceptus 

is not the most suitable text with which to collate Hippolytus. 

Because the Textus Heceptus includes a number of Western 
I 

readings, as we have already noticed; and these disappear 

when Hippolytus agrees with it. 

Therefore, in order to see more exactly the 

kind of text which Hippolytus used ( at least in the Gospels, 

Acts and Paul) we need to collate them with a non-Western text. 

For this purpose, '/es tcott and Hort 1s text is ideal. 

We shall then make the same eliminations as 

before, exce pt for (d). It · will not be very like l y that 

many orig inal readings which were rejected by Hort will be 

involved; and even if they were, our r ough and ready method 

of eliminating them (agreement with Nestle) will not help us 

to any great extent now; for Hort is a t hird of Nestle . 

Table II 

(see over) 

I f'· > 
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Mt. 

Lk. 

Jn. 

3 Gospels 

.Acts 

Paul 

Total 

46 

39 

19 

104 

Total 

10 

Total 

42 

Total 

44 

Table 

K 
9 

5 

6 

20 

1 

~ I 

3 

4 I 

8 

II 

A 

8 

8 

10 

26 

A 

0 

A 

8 

B 

2 

0 

1 

3 

B 

0 

B 

5 

B 

5 16 

u 

8 

3 

1 

12 

v 

1 

D Q 

15 12 

11 8 

5 8 

31 28 

D HGP 

5 000 

D F 

w 

14 

G K 

4 19 15 16 12 

p 

7 20 

From this table it will be seen that, 

when a thoroughly non-Western base is t a ken, Hippolytus 

still has D (Bezae and 0laromontanus ) as his main 

supporter, namely for nearly one third of the total in the 

Gospels, for half in Acts, and just less than half in Paul. 

Meanwhile in the Apocalypse Band P have changed places, 

though they a re still the leading supporters. 

Unfortunately it is not possible to define 

.the type of text used by Hippolytus more closely than this. 

For example, it is not possible to say that his qu otations 

follow any one, or any group, of the old la tin manuscripts. 

!:3ometimes one of them sutpor.-ts his re ading, sometimes 

another . And our knowledge of his text is so slight, his 

extant quota t ions being in fact so few, tha t a more definite 

statement of his t ype of text cannot be made 

We shall not consider the characte r of 

Hippolytus' tex t any further at present. Until the second 

quest ion, that raised by the differences between the 

manuscripts of Hippolytus, bas been ans we red, a f i nal 

- 12 -





judgement on the type of text which he used, must be delayed. 

For we are at present working under this disadvantage: many 

of the most interesting re adings of Hippolytus are excluded 

from this enquiry until the second task has been completed. 

When we have made up our minds on the re ading of Hippolytus 

in those places where the authorities for his text are 

not unaminous we sha 1 be in a better position to consider 

the va lue of Hippolytus as a witness to the astern text of 

the New Testament. 

Meanwhile, we have this to guide us through the 

variations of the Hippolytean authorities; in the Gospels, 

Acts and ~pistles, his New Testan~nt text c ontained a larger 

element of Western readings than of any other single group. 

In the Apocalypse he seen~ to agree with Band P more often 

than with the others. 
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Details of Tables IA and IB 

Mt VII 14 

XVI 27 

XXI 23 

.XXI 24 

XXI 31 

XXII 21 

XXIV 8 

XX IV 14 

XXIV 14 

XXIV 15 

XXIV 24 

XXIV 33 

XXIV 33 

XXIV 4~ 

XXIV 49 

~VIII 19 

Lk III 17 

III 23 

III 23 

IV 18 

XIII 15 

XIII 15 

XIII 16 

XV!Jl5 

XXI 20 

XXI 28 

XXI 34 

XXIII 34 

XXIV 39 

XXIV 39 
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Jn ~ 

III 32 

III 32 

VI 49 

XIII 18 

XIII 18 

XIV 30 

XIV 30 

XVII 22 

XVII 22 

Av. I 7 

I V 

II 37 

II 38 

II 39 

Iv 13 

V 28 

V 29 

VIII 20 

X 36 

XIII 50 

I 18 

VIII 3 

v III 35 

IX 5 

XIII 1 

XIII 4 

II 1 

II 1 

T.n. 

TovTo 

( " 
~WV 

,, I 

T1V 7i i '(' VIIV 
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Sf d wk rJ. 

, ' ) I ., -
E71 <- <<;! "' v~"( c. 

r -
T. Tr c.< . r,wv 

~V I )t~('~T. • 'f('"t' ,µ . .. . "'-' 

8,~ ct<rk i:Zv 

ri (,e~r/sZv 

(/ 

oV 

I ( -

( <J ~!' ,/J 

'j '<' kJ.c' £ WV 

'iiU'J '(Iv/(· 
I ) I 

~.s ory1 v 
I 

'To' ? ;.. (' -r <'('" ., 

To; 6ro;; 

- 15 -

Hipp 

>, ,, 
1"' · I< . ['f' , 

,U. D 

/ 

711'•/ V«Y 

0( Ir }'1.vV 1. I<. r. 

( / f ~(J/'1 q(<. 

~'Swk :s A D () 

t Jw1< "'- s A e 

t T <Ii. ~/' <..JV .D 

tS,wr. dfr'I" 

Aot !<V ,,.., 

Ti r, &·'f'ft:v Y'r° D 

c:n...... H f) 15 d. ........_ 

&,l;fcV k.t,' Srwl/df/ J) 

; I C ~ 

T <l y -r Yj' • s 

:; ~-:- rer 
7i ; tr rJ. d ; f v v q--{,,, d D f <r { 7" 
"""'- D"'f<r ,,r/J 

' I T& /-" v rr'1("'v 

-r;, .; /(', n .. :; 





1 v 11 , 7 

xv 28 

~ 

2 V II 15 

"' III 19 

J.V 15 

vl I 18 

1 Th IV 13 

1 T Iv 1 

Iv 10 

IV 10 

VI 17 

H II 14 

RV V 1 

V 3 

\I 3 

V 6 

V 6 

VI 11 

vl 11 

IX 14 

XI 5 

XI 5 

XI 6 

XIII 18 

XVII 4 

XVIII 11 

XVIII 12 

XVIII 13 

XVIII 18 

XVIII 19 

XIX 11 

T.H. 

'1< u~fo1..>;' 
) I 

cl.t,X'( 
l< 1--e.Js (.(11-.' 

1 n t' c>t c;; f Cvr" 

p ~~ , oTti 

( V ,.;, VOV 
.) ,, 

JtW/1(. 

.) 

f. T. y. 

< I 
~ )( d. oT OU 

7i~'yi 0voV7«L 

A ryovoa1.v 

e~~~ 1° 

~ 6-r o~ ~ e; >· 
) ' 5 c1.V 

) A 

d. uTov 

) ~ 

Ti ofV. o( UT~ s 

I..( ,l ~:ouoi... .. 7i fvBo~n.v 

I 

)-' "t 'f,'( '- (0(.) 

() u,r l~o/ To< 
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Note A. Hippolytus and Tatian 's Diatessaron 

We have seen already in the Introduction that 

von Soden and Souter suggest that Hippolytus used the 

Diatessaron in some at least of his quotations from the 

Gospels. If this is so, then these quot at ions in 

Hippolytus from the Gospels will have a different interest 

for us: they will no longer be evidence for Hippolytus' 

New Testament text, but they will be evidence for 

Hippolytus' text of the Diatessaron. �omething must be 

said here on this quest ion. Is there any evidence that 

Hippolytus used the Diatessaron? 

Apart from the Dura fragment, no part of the 

Diatessaron survives in Greek, but only in trans lat ions 

re-translations into other languages. 

difficulty of answering this question. 

Hence the 

Two kinds of 

of approach are possible; on the one hand, it could be 

argued that some of the original Tatian-readings have 

survived translation and that we can therefore restore the 

original Greek, and so show the parallels between Tatian's 

Greek and Hippolytus; on the other hand, it could be 

argued that, while the Greek readings may not be recover­

able, the arrangement of the verses can still be seen and 

that there is a similar c�nflation of the Gospels in the 

quotations of Hippolytus. One argument will be from 

readings, the other argument from arrangement •. 

Von Soden used the former argument. But it is 

open to criticism in two directions. First, on the ground 

that we do not possess Tatian in Greek, and the translations 

cannot be trusted to retain his Greek readings. Second, 

on the ground that Tatian must have used some text which 

was in use in his day; if therefore another writer used 

the same text, this does not necessarily prove that he 

made use of Tatian. The Tatian-readings may have been 
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1 the common readings of nome in the second century. Their 

appearance in both Tatian and Hippolytus (granted that it be 

so) would not prove the dependence of Hippolytus on Tatian. 

With regard to the argument from arrangement, I 

can only report that I have been through the. Gospel quotations 

in Hippolytus and can find 'no evidence that Hippolytus 

confktes passages in a way which is parallel to their 

arrangements in the Diatessaron. It is of course true that 

Hippolytus does conflate his gospel quotations, combining 

Matthew, Mark and Luke in such a way that it is at times 

almost impossible to say which Evangelist is being quoted. 

But when these conflations are compared with Tatian's 

conflations, they do not agree. 

Moreover it may not have been noticed that what 

may appear to be an argument from arrangement is often in 

fact an argument from reading. For example, Dr. Souter 

suggested that Hippolytus' quotation of Mt. XXIV 48, 49 

showed de pendence on the Diatessaron. Here Hippolytus 

diverges from the normal text in Matthew by reading 
/ 

7i tVf<.V instead of 

and the former is, according to Me rk the re ading of Tatian, 

no doubt drawn from the parallel passage Luke XII 45. But 

it is not so clear that we have here Tatian's arrangement 

since this is also, according to Me rk the reading of W 700 

It may be therefore a reading which both Tatian and Hippolytus 

drew from the text of uome in the second and third centuries. 

The thesis that Hippolytus knew and used the 

Diatessaron cannot therefore in the present state of the 

evidence be eit.her proved or disproved.2 

1. 

2. 

: tf. 

&f. 

Alterations to the Text of the Synoptic Gospels 
and Acts, by C.S.t;. W1lliams (19$1) p . 23 

Williams, ibid, t;hapter 3 and J.T.S. XLIII 1942 
p .p. 37-42; unfortunately none of the passages 
quoted in the latter are quoted by Hippolytus. 

D,... A b"'-'d "'""kliww~ .J.t.s«. , I"""'- D . DY. ]()Q.c./...,,..;.. :f.,_re.<M.,a.s ( 17lf'I) 
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III. The New Testament Text of Hippolytus and the 

Manuscripts of Hippolytus. 

The ~receding investigation into the character 

of the text used by Hippolytus prov ides us with this rule, 

by which we may judge between the variants in the manuscripts 

and versi ons of his works ; in the Gospels , Acts and Paul, 

we should prefer readings which are in agreement with D and 

the old Latin group; in the Apocalypse we should prefer 

readings which are in agreement with B, P and the Latin 

fathers . 

We shall consider the passages where Hippol~ 

authorities are not in agreement, not in New Testament order 

which is the order in which they appear in Part I, but book 

by book of Hippolytus. And it will be best to· begin with 

the treatise on Antichrist since there we have three 

continuous Greek manuscripts and an ancient translation 

(see G.G.S. I•l P.1). That is to say the authorities for 

Antichrist a re better than for the other works, and the 

t ext of the New Testament used by Hippolytus is probably 

better preserved in Antichrist than in any other of the 

works. 

An example may help to clarify this poi nt. 

In DAN IV 21. 2, II Thess II 5 is quoted as follows: 
:, I t, .JI :, , \ C "" ~ .J/ 1 C ,.. 

ov fAV'1fOV t vnc OT" [TL CJV Tros :1""'s Tt1ure1. [Af(OV ~t V/· 

There is no significant variation in the authorities for 

DAN at this point. But in ANT LXIII, the same verse is 

printed thus be Achelis: 
,,J -.. )I \ ( ...,. "' .)II < ...... 
~ ov ovTos 11;3oJ VjAi.S r«vr~ f,1 ffoV '-:/''v; 

.) ..., ) I 

And the apparatus informs us that f~ ov o v ToJ is the 

r eading of H; while the other two Greek manuscripts E, R 
.)I 

read t..vV 
,) ;"'\ ,1 

The H t ext, i)-t ov oV To.! is the r ead i ng of D 

Ambrosiaster, two of t he most characteristic supporters of 

Hippolytus in Paul. Therefore Achelis prefers H at this 





point, and rightly. ~ither therefore Hippolytus used a 

different kind of text in DAN from that which he used in 

ANT or the authorities in DAN have suffered co.t·rection to 

the more usual text at this pint as have also~ and n in 

ANT. The former possibility cannot be ruled out a nd must 

be c onsidered l ater ( n ote B ) . At least we can s ay f r om 

th i s exar.ple tha t the ANT text is more i n agreement with 

D than the DAN text. 

Th is particular example serves to bring out 

another point. The rule which we have established is that 

Hippolytus is more likely to have used a text of the D 

type than of any other type. But as we have a lready 

noticed more than once, read i ngs of this kind were taken 

into the standard Byzantine text of the vhurch. In t h is 

example from II Thess II 5 we see the scri bes of .t!; and n, 

or the scribe of an ances t or of b oth ~ and n, mak ing their 

reading conform to the standard. 1 Suppose therefore 

that in a particu l a r ins tance Hippolytus d id not wr i te 

the reading of D but a nothe r reading , preserved in H. 

Suppose further that the reading of D at this poi nt became 

the standard reading of the church through entry into t he 

Byzant ine text, and that t he scribes of~ Hor the i r 

predecess ors ass imil ated Hi ppolytus to the Byzantine text 

at this point. Then we s hould have Hnot agr eeing with D 

but E H agreeing with D. A mechanical a pplication of the 

rule ( pre fer t he ma nuscript wit h the Dreading) would l eave 

us to adopt the emendation in~ H, and not the orig inal i n 

H, as the true text of Hippolytus. 

This question i s raised by the quot ation of 
( ' Mt. XXIV 15 in ANT LXII, should we read E oTo.5 with 

\ 

Achelis or ~ 1>Tws with H E R? The l atte r i s 

of D, there f ore our rule leads us to prefer it; on the 

1. uompare E R in Mt XXV 41, 1 Tim VI 20 
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other hand, it is also the reading of ma ny of the 

Byzantine aut horities ; therefore it i s perhaps an 

e me ndation int r oduced by the scribes of Hippolytus; 

Is there a second rule which will help us to 

distinguish the or iginal Western readings frcim sec ondary 

(Weste r n and) Byzantine readings? The situation is 

that v,e must, in the case of ANT at least , fall back on 

the unsafe and discred ited principle of "the best 

manuscript". There are approximately 180 significant 

variants in the New Test ament quotations in ANT; and 

according to Achelis H is r i ght about 150 times. 

we can say that the Byzantine element is smaller in H 

than in E H. Therefore, when a Western and Byzantine 

reading i s in EH but not i n H we shall reject it; when 

it is in H but not in E R we shall acce pt it. 

Of the 180 significant variants in Antichrist 

it seerr£ tha t Ac helis ha s made the right choice in all 

except 22 cases and these a re g iven here : 

Table III 

Achelis Hipp refe r- Hipp N.T. 
MS etc red read- MSS ss 

ing etc etc 
) ~ / / 

(D J.-- 'l00 'it XIII 43 £ I{ ")"-<fOV~'-V E rt 1\'Y' 'f t.Jg'LV H 
C I ( 

D . . XXIV 15 i <f"To s { (j /(..)S H E 
) I 

I ( ) / 

t ") ·"' 28 ' H S l( oL' ~( To L E .H OL oUTo < o< 

XXV 41 //°f F0 f (er H 
{ / 

,'-{ viiai..y£T( E .t( 

Lk XVIII 2 TL VL H s -. 
E R D T,1 

{: C<,l: 
.) 

H D 4 .e; R s ~' 
Old 

Jn I 29 erou E R s 
) s ' eroC L ov 

H Old 
I 

V 25 t)roC E R S ~ve~wr, ov H 

XI 52 S, r~wr ;.,a_;4!i,~ E R 
) . 
, (j/A.o('T, d j-1 iv'J. H D 

( I ) / 
2 Th II 4 u o.fl'" f ; rvo.s H pi,// <;)'- ( (/ 6S E tt 

II 11 I( t.' HE tt omit s 
..> ' II 11 d. UTov s H(E rt) omit s FG 
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Table· III ( o ontd) 

Achelis Hipp Prefer- Hipp N .T. MSS etc red read- MSS MSS 
ing etc etc. 

I 
I '>' 2 Th III 2 7{d..VTwV H S if.ivrwv ~v E R {y G Al'.fst. 

Old Lat 
c i I I Rv XII 14 Jl I.JO E R s Suo H HB ' s / ~;o (KB) 

14 T.i.s vO E R S H 
) I 

~ XIII 12 t 'fol 1 c- E R s 71o~St H B p 

12 ) 

HE R f,-;_CM.Vg r:). UTo v omit s p 

16 ol Jr1vtt (z~ H E R omit s Pv~ .... 
XVIII 2 )f.yt.J·r I E R s omit H p 

) / $ i;oe,rr XVIII 4 rjf~ .i..rl HE R p 

6 ,,1,,' E R s omit H A B p , ~ , I 6 ,/ v,:, E R S "v'f~ V H B 

In DAN the problem of text is more difficult 

than in ANT. There are in fact no 

Therefore it is difficult to assess the relative value of 

what there is. And difficult likewise to discover textual 

tendencies amongs t the scri bes. Our method must be more ad 

hoc than ln Ant lchrist. 
tlt 

I sugge stA25 alterati ons to Bonwetsch which 

are in the following table:-

Table IV 

Bonwetsch 

( \ 

Mt XXIV 15 t nos 

22 

24 

27 

32 

Ac XXII 22 

Rm XIV 8 

8 

G IV 4 

1 Th V 3 

3 

I < / 

/I. d< 1 n "f'OVO<e/. 

Y< .,:, 6" k err 

U. or. !)'1 K DV 

t,00v7 ~'<w)"rv(1 j 

~1oev{ol<WJ<rv(2 j 
I 

Yf vgµ·wo v 
C/ 
OT.i.V 

c1,ltv<S { ,.,s 

Preferred 

( \ 

t G""rw • 

> I f) ~ C<.oJof4J 7v'ct.V 

omit 

I 
y,vwa-i.cr1H-

I 

yrvvo/"rVoV 
~7<1.V SE 
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Hipp N.T. MSS 
MSS etc etc. 

B 

pl 

s 

Asa 
Diob 
AB 

o v1 

A 

A 

A 

s 

B 

D 

4 h 

D 

D 

D 

DE F G 

DEF G 

M:f Cyp 

DE 

(nJf F V 





1'<' 

Table rl {contd) 

Bonwetsch Preferred Hipp N .T. MSS 
MSS etc.etc. 

1 Th VI 17 
I 

ii'~oVToU li Ao:rw 
' 

gai DJt 

Rv III 7 I( ~S:H l<~r.1r1 A { ,C.,' A 
.} I :> If 7 -2_ Vo<yr, .J. Vo<. (L A 8 
JI JI 

V 6 fj.6V c.f wv 
B ,I.{ A 

-' J ) I ) , 
6 ( o/. d7irr- Toi_ 'f'FVd. "" ro ro1 >-jltll.J.. B p B 

(! :> ,, :) \ ( 

8 J. r , <r<.\/ 
rJ ' f<d<V o/, J AB P 

( " .., e .... c.:; er;; ( " 9 1;H Tt.> flJ ~.f'«S A NP . . 
VI 9 !,{ o1.t omit A AB p 

9 \T$,O( ~ 1Sov A ,C.:, ""A B 
I ,:,/ . / J, ( 

11 '/('oVoV rn )"" , tyov p, / f oVoV /'- ''5co~ A A B C 
(/ \ ') C/ 

11 o a (.), t<ot , () 7{ (.;S rss B Cyp 
:>1 .)/ XVII 10 f 7!<; Q"' o V f t7SC1riV J f{ A B 

10 0( (~ 'i} C. 

HA 0 B J s B 

XX 15 (l :p. ~ "! r'f,fn:"'! B B 

For t he other works of Hippolytus, apart 

from ANT and DAN, there are fewer manuscripts, etc, and 

therefore fewer textual variants also. Only three 

alterations to the text of the editors 

In NOETUS 4 Rm VIII 11 To C 

with R. Schwartz, and 

Tart. Cyr of Jerusalem 

B 

B 

B 

C 

p 

p 

p 

J / j < I 
Rv XIX 13 t; ('(' o/ VT<6,)-<f110 V fY,0! V1,9<tPol"with 

In GEN XXIX 

Schwartz, and P 36 

Mt V 17 ~' J k o1 ,' with the 
1H,;,flf~ t ... , 

majority of manuscriptsAand with 

Sys .c • Afr. 
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Note B Did Hippolytus always use the same text? 

In the previous section we enc ount e red the 

quest ion, Does Hippolytus use the s ame text a lways? 

it has been claimed that one of the Fathers at least, 

namely Origen, changed his type of text during the c ourse 
I 

of bis writing, it will be worth while enquiring whether 

there is any evidence that Hippolytus did likewise. 

' It must be said first that sometimes within one 

work Hippolytus quotes one passage in two d ifferent forms. 

Four examples, from four of his works, will show this: 

Mt XXIi/ 21 
.> / 
1'ff //!ir:, DAN IV. 17. 4. 

' / o u Y<'( o ll [V DAN r.v. so. 3. 

Lk X 20 
l I 

TcC 
I 

vilo 71 ,/ roJ NOETUS 6 

7o~ 
, 

7i d(« «'c.t y o..r NOETUS 6 

C/ > , 
L v' d,. f$ v i, v, d"i..> !AZAttUS Jn XI 11 

t > / ff U 7t Vt <r.t: ~ LAZAnUS 

.nv XII 2 7oC T ri< r~v (H) i\NT LX 

7 H< t~V ANT LXI 

There are two possible explanations of t h is: either he 

knew the pass age in two different forms ; or he quoted the 

passage in question in one form on both occasions, and 

his scribes have altered one of them, and le f t the ot her. 

It is not always possible to decide which explanat ion is 

right in every case; therefore we mus t be gin with t he 
I 

possibility that Hippol. tus knew the New Testament 

according to different types of text; in his day there 

was no single standard, and within a fe w pages of a work 

he could change from one to another. 

Nevertheless, it is worth comparing a group 

of nine passages from the New Testament, whi ch Hippolytus 

quotes both in ANT and in DAN, and in different for ms • 

These quotations are as follows: 
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Mt XIII 43 

Mt XXIV 15 

Mt XXIV 21 

Jn I 29 

Jn V 25 

Jn V 25 

1ThIV17 

2 Th II 2 

2 Th II 5 

I 
,\o\r f wnv ( H) ANT LXV 

DAN IV, 56, 3. 
( ' 
i trT w.s (HE:R~ ANT LXII 
( \ 

£ tr re,:, s ( B) 

(H} 

~ I 
ol !(ov/;ol'Ttl<- (En ) 

-' I 
ol. {(ovr:rou (J" (.v 

) ( / 

fu Vii~ v,7crW{ H) 

I 

~ t~ (i'UVd.V 17 ~,V 

) ....., ' 1 
I}' c,v o V To$ ( H) 

DAN IV , 17 , 4 • 

DAN IV, 17, 6 • 

ANT LXII 

DAN IV, 17, 4. 

DAN Iv , 50, 3. 

ANT LV 

DAN IV, 31, 2. 

DAN IV, 31, 2 

ANT LXV 

DAN "DI , 56 , S. 

ANT LXV 

DAN N, 56, 6 

ANT LXVI 

DAN Iv .18, 3. 

ANT µIrr 

DAN IV, 21 , 2 . 

ANT LXIII 

DAN IV , 21 , 2 • 

. () 

In these nine cases , it will be seen that 

eight times ANT has a more western reading of the two, and 

DAN a more usual reading. Only in one case, Jn I 29, does 

DAN preserve the more Weste rn reading a ga inst ANT . 

Is it pQssible that Hippolytus had one t ype 

of text in his memory, and another type of text in the 

Manuscripts from which he wrote? ( Just as s ome people 

to-day probably know the A.V. better than the tt .V. and 

would quote the A.V. from memory, but pe rhaps write the 
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0, 

R.V. when copying out a long passage) . The test of 

this would be, Does one type of text appear in the 

shorter quotations , which might ha~e been made from 

memory, and another type of text appear in the longer 

quotations which might have been from a M.S,? If the 

passages in ques tion are consulted it will be seen that the 

answer is No; the different types of text are indiscrimi­

nately in the longer and in the shorter quotations. 

We are left to draw either or both of two 

c one lus ions : 

a) The Antichrist text is better preserved th&h the 

Daniel text, and hence the Western readings, which were 

Hippolytus' original readings, have survived better in ANT 

than in DAN, where the scribes have assimilated his text to 

their own standard t ype. 

b) Hippolytus used a more l estern text in Antichrist, 

his earlier work, than in Daniel, his later work. Against 

this however is the fact that apparently only a few years 

intervened between the writing of the two works; and the 

difference remains, not only in the longer· quotati ons as 

of 2 Th II, but also in the shorter ones, as of Jn I 29, 

It would seem therefore that we cannot say more 

than that ANT is better preserved than DAN, and that this 

will account for many of the variations in the type of text 

between them. 
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IV. Hippolytus as a Witness to the Western Text. 

New Testament textual criticism has a double 

aim; .to rec onstruct the original text of the New Testament; 

and to reconstruct the history of the transmission of the 

text. We shall consider now the value of Hippolytus for 

the reconstruction of the history of the trans mission of 

the text. 

The term "The Western Text " is by no means 

free from ambiguity. It is sometimes used, alongside the 

terms "The vaesar ean Text '' and "The Alexandrian Text", as 

though it were one clearly defi ned type of text, one set 

of readings, one family of authorities, amongst others. 

It seems more likely t hat the term "The ~/estern Text" should 

be used to cover a number of different readings, found in a 

somev,hat elastic group of authorities. May/be we should 

not say "The Western Text at this point reads ••••. ", but 

"A Western reading at this point is •••••• " 

There fore, when we speak of Hippolytus as a 

witness to the Western Text, we do not mean by 1vitness what 

we would mean if we spoke of 9 as a witness to the 0aesarea.n 

text or Bas a witness to the A exandrian text. at we 

do mean is that there are Nestern readings in Hippolytus. 

The !1/estern group of authorities diffe r s from 

the vaesarea n and the Alexandrian in the paucity of its 

Greek authorities. I n the ~astern group we have nothing 

which corresponds to 9 or Bin their respective f ami l ies. 

Because Dis erratic, you cannot be sure that because a 

particular re a ding is in D, 'it is there fore a t y p ical 

reading ; it may be a private whim of D. This happens in 

other manuscripts too: the trouble is that it ha ppens too 

often in u. 

Here is pa r t at least of the value of Hi ppol ytus' 

New Testament text. He g ives us from time to t ime the 
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a 

identical reading to t/hat of D, when apart from Hippolytus 

D stands alone; /J \ l .)/' 
e.g. in Lk XIII 15 ""-' Tcv ovo V 

He thus reduces the number of singular readings in D, and 

increases our knowledge of the ' astern text. 

Again, there are Western readings which are not 

the readings of D, but are prese r ved only 1n the old latin 

manuscripts or some other non-U-reek authorities. sometimes 

Hippolytus agrees with them, to give us a estern reading 

in Greek, which had not survived elsewhere in that language: 
' ) 're ,., ,.. " e.g. in u.om I 18 7~V ~"1 (ul.V rov l7fov with vg, arm, 

Ambrst alone. In this way also Hippolytus increases our 

knowledge of the ·~astern text by sb ::iwing that certa in 

readings which, it might have been th ought, belonged only 

to translati:ons, in fac t go back into the period of the 

trans miss ion of the New Tes t ament t ext i n Greek. 

The following Table includes oth cla .sses o · 

passages, and other readings which can be called West e r n 

and have few supporters. 

Table v. 
Mt IV 16 

) / "{,, ,; J ,) / Ci- t k r')J ( V /wf~ !lt1. .' [/I u'<o7C< 0.. 

VII 13 (I\,"'-, 
( 

'1 "~ ~7 ,t..; c.. ~' l k 1M. . .. 

14 ~ ; n~~, 111. riz~ <-ti< . ~¥-- e.. l h = (>r 

Xv I 27 

Xv II 11 

XX.I 23 

7~: ~( Y~ ~,t f (M~;_i,.,c. " b uf { o, ': ' i ~~,JIJ J,c 

t b, k "" ")'"'X flr-4-. " ( c • fl- J le er 'lj . 
<fv.... g ( s ; trl< ov, ~ D °' b C j / H t 

XX:Iv 8 J crJ C 'J f 

20 C 'Jf 
v j C11,. 

27 

42 

Mk Iv 38 
15/. 

Lk III 23 

XIII 15 K rJ. ,' I 
Toll {ivcv _]) 

16 
) I ~;r,._d. Ka ,' Ma..: J) e/-CT7 

XvIII 2 T0 t> LX ,2t. "2. >?,,-. 
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Lk XVIII 4 

XXI 20 

28 

XXIV 38 

Jn I 29 

Ac I 6 

II 39 

XIII 50 

Rm I 18 

1 C II 1 

XI 10 

xv 28 

.C: II 14 

VI 12 

2 Th II 5 

1 T IV 10 

Rv V 7 

VI 11 

XI 5 

XIII 12 

Table v (contil 

D e. b c ~ u 2 (, e y sJ c 

( I D 
0(io u71. c...l {: .... .r 

I. 13(. zoy . 
I. (JI . 7.o<?, .f. v-<. . 7.,,,.. t 

D Q J VJ s'J c 

c.. l(fftvy J) J (7r 

])"' £ 3 ;5 ( i f3,ulj 

.D 11«5 
b <(.) /'jV 0~ 
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v. Hippolytus as a Witness to the Or~ginal Text of 

the New Testament. 

So far we have been working on the principle 

that agreement in error is more important than agreement 

in truth, and therefore we have paid more attention to 

the places where H!ppolytus' text is wrong than to those 

where it seems to be right. In fact, we have only 

mentioned the passages where he may be right, in order 

to dismiss them (see II, character of Text). 

But it cannot be denied that the purpose 

of textual criticism is to establish the original text. 

We shall therefore c onsider here i n what 

ways Hippolytns' New Testament quotations help towards 

the reconstruction of the original text of the New 

Testament. 

von Soden g ives a list of 19 readings in the Gospels 

(p. 1604) which are from Rippolytus' quotati0ns, and , he 

says, support his I-H-K text, in places where not all of 

the three (I,H, K) have it. These readings are as follows:-

Mt XXI 31 ( (]' (o.5 ;:,11,r 
~ I 

XXIV 15 ioToS' 

XXIV 16 
J 

fd 
( I C / ( I 

xxv 41 o f To<-;~ uf//' o ««11(' j< •v 
.) I \ .) ,..... 

Mk IX 7 J.{(oV fc( rJ. urov 

XIII 8 
.) \ 

'rJ.(frl. l 

XIII 10 ct C-rov S'r~ 
I 

XIII 14 Cl\,..._ 7 ; ;~ e/11 rr·!7 c o.I 

,, I o~l< :<>Lv XIII 15 C/Vv. f., T~v 

.> ( 
XIII 16 ~ i.:,V 

XIII 25 
> I ?Ji ,,r.,....,v 

., / 
I 

~t X- o.,.J._ ( 
[T.:;V Y'ld. l<. Lk III 23 (,>f 

XIII 24 Dv"f d, 5 

XIV 33 
""j\ I 

f.cV;.< j"OV 
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Lk XVIII 4 f (:Jd ft/ 

XXI 34 ' $ I ,,_ <fv, , w.s 

XXI 35 < 
W> 71 d.yc 1 · /;; v~ 3y-

XXII 16 a..J.J o0tf.fr,.__ 
, J,1 .) '"' 

XXIII 34 a..J.J 7i o/.. rEf ~ C> ol v7o< s 

Despite what von Soden said of these readings 

on p. 1604 , four of them do not appear in his reconstruc­

tion of the text . in volume II; namely, Mt. XXIV 16, 

Mk XIII 15, Lk XXI 34, XXII 16. Apparently von Soden had 

changed bis mind between 1907 and 1913 on these points. 

The list is open to objection i n another direction also: 

Is von Soden .1·ight in assigning some of these quotations 

to Mar k? In part I of t his Thesis it will be seen that 

5 of them are included in Mt. rather than in Mk; and if 

the orig inal text of Hippolytus is consulted, it wil l be 

seen that it is not at all clear that Hippolytus is 

quoting Mark , rather than the more c ommon Matthew, at these 

points. Similarls,- , the quotation at DAN I, 18, 3 which 

is given by von Soden as Lk XIII 24 , may in fact be a 

reference to Mt VII 14. 

The following readings , from von Soden 's list , 

are accepted by the majority of editors, and a re probab ly 

correct: 

2. 

Mt XXIV 15 

Mk XI 7 

XIII 10 

Lk III 23 

XIV 33 

XVIII 4 

XXI 35 

XXIII 34 

( \ 

f 01"~.s 

''(:J-rov S :;­

Jf / t5J {T..:,V. 

':,' I 
f L Vol"/OV 

r C:,f .\rv 

(i.e. DAN IV,17,6) 

tS 1 <' cJ./, · ro II~ Jy-
.> .., rr: rrf' >; / 1J c,/. v,.:,u 

Dr. .:ioute r, in h is Te:1et and vanon of the New 
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Testament ( p.82), gives six Hippolytean readings which he 

believes are original; they a re all in the Apocalypse: 

uV V 10 (':;d..d1~ t(<(V 

XI 6 &{~7<1'"'w6'1..V 

C f _A 
XII 5 ~('711(.(iv'/ 

XIII 16 SC,n.v 

Xv!I 3 1f~o1.. 

Xv III 19 ~rd. ~oV 1 

) / . 

1. This is the reading of E R; H reads r/~).o1.v 
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VI. Hippolytus as a f'i'itness to the Original Text, 

against the Textus Receptus. 

The work of textual critic ism has been 

to a considerable extent the work of weeding out from the 

Textus tteceptus readings which are not original. In this 

process Hippolytus plays his part: he bears witness to a 

third century text a gainst the later text of Byzantium. 

His evidence is not always clear, because the scribes of 

the manuscripts of his works have not always copied 

accurately. And even where his evidence does seem to be 

clear, there is no a priori reason why it should, in these 

passages, be trusted: no single group of witnesses is 

always right; and there is no re ason why earlier 

witnesses should be right aga inst later witnesses. 

Neverthe less in the following 

thirty-c.S~,P.bt readings Hippolytus bears witness against 

Textus Receptus, and the majority of modern editors agree 

thnt, in these readings at l east , Hippolytus is right, 

Mt XX.IV 17 

18 

27 

XXVI 4 

Lk XIII 15 

XIv 33 

Xv III 4 

XA I 34,35 

Jn I 18 

III 32 

x::1- ~ 

XVII 22 

23 

Ac II 37 
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Ac V 

1 v II 

X 

xv 

xv 

E V 

2 Th II 

II 

II 

19 

13 

11 

25 

47 

14 

2 

4 

10 

II 12 

1 T VI 20 

1 P I 24 

nev V 2 

V 4 

XVII 1 

XVII 17 

XVIII 4 
4-

XVIII 11 

J:6-

X\TIII 14 

!..VIII 16 

tv'r,f v7.J j i:ri uourr-1..v 

P 't''I r"f ( r .i.u},? «/ '/d.f { ',7 
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vrr. Hippolytus as a Witness to the Original Text, 

against Westcott and Hort. 

We shall consider fL~ally five passages 

where Hippolytus may g ive an orig inal reading which has not 

been adopted by Westcott and Hort. 

(a ) Mt. XXI 23. WH read b<dtt(;troY,c.. with the 

majority of witnesses; but the word is omitted, according 

to Nestle, by 7 it sys.c.; 
according to Me rk, by 7 ea 

b c ff h 1 r sy~ gg. But Jacob XXIII suggests that 

Hippolytus' text also omitted it. 

The parallel passage in ll'lk ., XI 27, contains 

no reference to teaching; but the Lucan pass age ( Lk, XXl) 

does include such a refere nce. Therefore the reading in 

Mt . makes an agreement with Luke against Mark . On the 

view that such a greements are unlikely to be original, but 

are due to s criba l harmonis ation, Profess or G.D. Kilpatrick 

has suggested that f<J .[ <rkorrc.. should be omitted 1n 

Mt. XXI 23. 1 If this is correct, then Hippolytus 

will be witnessing to the orig inal text, against W Hand 

the other modern editors. 

( b) Mt. XXV 41. H read 

give in the mar g in the variant 

_, 
10 

( / 

~ro';P t.17rvov, but 

In their Notes on Select Readings, p. 18, they say that 

this variant is "Probably from an ext raneous source, 

written or oral". Neither Tischendorf, Nestle, Souter, 

Merk accepts the variant, though Me rk mar ks it with an 

asterisk, "quo significatur aliquem lectionem eqque aut fere 

lt probabilem esse e i quae in textu legitur" p . 14 . The 

variant is accepted by von Soden; and it is found, 

to Merk, 1n D Ir vl pl Just If Cl n.f Tert Hipp Aug . 

There are three arguments in favour of the 

longer reading here: 

(1) It is easier to understand a scribe'saltering the 
1. J.T.S. XLIV, p. 29 
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longer reading into the shorter, than the shorter into the 

longer. 

(2) The shorter reading might have come in through 
I ( / ( --t J( / 

assimilation to Mt XXV 34 7111 1.f T"'),l-«d;<,Uf/1Y V/'-1/ r"-6',)~uJ..v, 

( 3) The \Vords of the King in XXV 34-6 and 41-3 are 

parallel; therefore the reference .... / 
to Tov 7T" 'i°"J /< 0 (/ 

C / in 34 is balanced by the reference to 0 71 ,IT 7f' ,)-1. o u 
in 41. Nor is this likely to be an argument aga inst the 

longer reading on the grounds of harmonisation; a scribe 

who was harmonising would have been more likely to write 
C / / 

o~ 'v(.a.Tr r/..f'Hn Toi:J 7l ( Tf,s:, )-' 0 J in 41, to balance 
C :, / ~ / 

O<- rv)or 1jtffCJc., fov 1U . .'rdr> /'-~c.) in 34 0 

These considerations suggest that the 

original text in Mt . XXV 41 is 
I 

l.< ,L T'1 f',:J.f'" Htn, 

o<.. 7i ii.. T~f )-i o<J 

as in ANT LXV • 

.., 
7w • 

( " ' 
(6 "i?v!' ( o 

~Co/.f~~'-2 

(c) Lk. XXII 43-4. Evidence that Hippolytus knew the 

passage on the sweat of blood is found i n NOETUS 18 and 

PSALMS XVIII. The genuiness of these verses has been 

upheld most recently by v.S.v. Williams, Alteratio;:~ 

the Text of the Synoptic Gospels and Acts, pp . 6-8. 

(d) Lk. XX.III 34. ~vidence for this saying from the 

cross in Hippolytus is in JAG OB IX and JE1VS 3. Williams, 

op. cit. pp . 8 f., argues for its genuineness, but does 

not include Hippolytus in his list of witnesses. 

( e ) Jn. III 13. NOETUS 4, 5. 

W H puts this read ing in the margin , and in the Notes on 

Select Readings , . (p. 75) say that it is a Western gloss. 

as Hoskyns and Davey say (The Fourth Gospel, pp . 235 f) 

"addition is more difficult to explain than omission", and 

is therefore possible that Hippolytus is right (against 1/1/ H 

and Merk) with 8 family 1, family 13, lat, Bohairic, (~yS 

etc. (so Hoskyns and Davey); for a full list see, e.g., 

Souter. 
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Appendix A. 

The New Testament Text in the nefutatio Om.niwn 
Hae~esium. 

Neither in the reconstruction of Hippolytus' 

New Testament text, nor in the discussion of it, has any 

use been made of the New Testament quotations attributed 

to the heretics in the nefutatio. This is in accordance 

\Vith the practice of New Testament textual critics who 

have always distinguished between a Father using bis own 

text, and a Father quoting a heretic using~ text. 

See, for example, Souter's apparatus at the 

following places: 
( 

116~71 Mt VII 13 1 . C\M. . . . Naass. ap • Hipp •.. 

VII 14 ~7 ... Naass. ap . Hipp. ,,. rJ .. 1irr,v . . . Naassan. <! Jn I 14 ;v et ~rat. ap Hi pp . 

.!!: V 14 ~ I / f 11c ,/<1,rft ,., ;1''"•J aas.Sen ap. Hipp . 

uU.m Hipp . 

The distinction between 11 Hipp;1 and "ap. Hipp11 

has been accepted. But is it justified? May not 

Hippolytus have inserted his ovm text in his refutation 

of the heretical doctrines? II And ought not these II ap Hipp 

quotations to be included in the reconstruction of 

Hippolytus' New Testament text and in the discussion 

The simplest test of this question would be 

the following: Take those places where Hippolytus and 
' heretics whom he quotes, cite the same New Testament 

passage, and collate each with the Textus ~eceptus. Are 

there then more agreements between Hippolytus and the 

heretics than disagreements, or are there more disagree-

ments than agreements? If the former, then the 

a pparently heretical quotations may be genuine Hlppolytus ­

quotations; if the latter, then he ls probably preserving 

their text, not using his own •. 

The following Table shows the result of 

this•test. Hippolytus contradicts the heretics fa r more 

often than he agrees with them; and the places where he 
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agrees with them against the Textus .tteceptus are s ometimes 

places where the Textus .Heceptus has poor support from the 

authorities of the early venturies e.g . Jn I 3, I uor. I I 

On the other hand there are two arguments against 

this evidence. First, that as we have already n oticed 

Hippolytu.s may not always have used identical types of text, 

either in one work, or between one work and an other. Second, 

the nefutatio is only preserved in one Manuscript and 

therefore the reconstruction of its text is not certain. 

Despite these arguments, and despite the strange 

agreements in error at~ V 14 which has apparently no support 

elsewhere, it is pr9bably correct to distinguish between 

Hippolytus' text, and the text of the heretics 

Mt VII 13 

VII 14 

T.R. 
( / \ 
1 71v~/ 

( / I 
~ 7iV /'7 

Table VI 

Hipp 

omit 

omit 

Lk I 
(' > ~ ' 35 ~ V. ,q. fTif> . r n' ,n :f:- as T .u. 

III 17 

Jn I 3 

III 5 

XIv 10 

Ac II 24 

um VIII 11 

l v II 9 

l \J II 13 

X 11 

E. II 17 

/ ( (/, (.( .. : gv v u r· 

Ut,' 
/ 

7iVf~4. ToJ 

) ' I 
/ IF7L 5 (I ;I' OL 

_1 ) ~ A 

I tJ.5 (,J < Vo!S 

) s I 
l<t~ r. / 1,;.._f ,o:.v 

' / :i_ vfJ. o{,f.( I.Vr~~ 
I ' I 

nVf~o(.To> ,I. y,ov 

!,(._,{v1'1v!V 
I / 

1/... T. ryy vJ 

omit from 
v.3. 

( / / 

.i.. yrou r;vr711.r= 

) I / ./ 

{V ~o, UiT,V 

' 7,o 
/ 

~SuvotJ 

, 5' 
K , - ' l;~p , c<il 0CJ7f C• <. / 

, > / 
,J V8 _ _,(V17 

I 

TcvlvrJ.1"> 

/ 
k~ '~"' )rrv 

J I 

" . ' · fyy vs 
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Heretic 

omit 't 
omit 

omit from v .3. 

' -r..1i 

3 
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Table VI (contd) 

T,R , 
~I 

E V 14 f yf'( "'-'-

~v<1.<r TJ.. 

ii,<. , (;11 llfll.('i.,V 

1 P I 24 kl\ f it 1•~ 

) I', / 
tJVl:lf<.> 7o <> 

) I A ( ,I 

5> '1f '-vl:'/16 ~· 
,, " ..) ..,, 

To' o(VO . tl.()fov 
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f 07(1> 
I 

~ f1$fw 7/c, () 
) I 

o' r ,;.J 1ra$7 
T~ .rve 

Heretic, 
II 

cyr<-('d..< 

ff51~()7r'-

o,,,.... . 

/f'Ttr~ 
(J "(({;, 

~hf:"8 1 J/ 
)I ,) ~ 
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Appendix B. 

The Extent of the New Testament quoted bz 

Hippolytus • 

In an article in the Journal of Theological 

Studies, Dom n.H. vonnolly stated that Hippolytus never 

in his extant works made a corrected quotation from 

Hebrews or from James. 
1 

It will be seen from Part I that this is so; 

Hippolytus did not quote Hebrews; though it seems that 

he kne,v Hebrews, and that he used some of its phrases; 

e.g. II 14, DI 15, X 31; and, if LAZARUS is by 

Hippolytus, II 10. 

There is a reference to James, quoted as "Jude 11 , 

in the fragment of the Arabic commentary on the 

Apocalypse; but a part from this it is doubtful whether 

there is even an allusion to any of the works of James 

in Hippolytus. 

Furthermore, it is difficult to say whether the 

two references included under I John in Part I indicate 

knowledge of I John or not; but at least it can be 

c onfidently asserted that there is no quot ation from 

any of the Johannine ~pistles , nor from Jude. 

There is also no quotation from Ph4lemon. 

Apart from these seven books ( Philemon , Hebrews, 

James, I, 2, 3 John, Jude), Hippolytus quotes from all 

the other books of the New Testament. 

l.J.T.S. vol. XLVI no. 183 - 4 p 199 
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Appendix v. The New Testament Text in some of the 

disputed works of Hippolytus •. 

'le have seen that, within certain limitations, 

Hippolytus used a particula r· type of New Testament text -

namely, one which is mainly found now in Din the Gos pels 

and Acts, in D F Gin the Epistles , and in B in the 

Apocalypse, and throughout the New Testament in the old 

lat in versions. 

Our knowledge of the type of text used by the 

author in his undisputed works may be of some use in 

assessing the validity of works of which the Hippolytean 

authors hip is disputed. This appendix will set out such 

evide nce. 

1. A.:; c,(('W (3/ Gt,;S 1•2 pp. 214 ff, 

The New Testament quotations in this sermon 

are extremely free; yet it is possible to distinguish t _he 

type of text used by the author f rom a number of readings 

which have c ome through in his free quotations. 

When the New Testament text of the author is 

collated with the H text, the following supported variants 

are found: 

p. 216 .Kt11IX 16 
J I ~ ] ' 1 ~ 
( I" ft..> V 10} f" I ()V V ros 

P. 217 J XI 6 

p. 218 J XI 11 

J XI 14 

p . 224 J XI 35 

J XI 38 

p . 225 J XI 41 

p. 226 J XI 43 

J XI 44 

J XI 44 

1 C xv 52 

There is here a c onsiderable D element in the 

readings: of the eleven i ns t ances D supports seven . That 
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is to say, of the nine Johannine r eadings, Bezae supports 

six; of the two Pauline, vlaromantanus supports one. 

This is, if anything, more Western than Hippolytus 

himself - see Table II on p. 12. 

If on other grounds the Hippolytean authorship 

of this homily c ould be upheld, then there would be no 

argument against it on the score of the nature of the 

text that is quoted in it. 

This sermon has fewer New Testament quot at ions 

than that on the nais ing of Lazarus; it is therefore 

even more difficult to decide the question of authencity , 

solely from the type of text used. There are six, or 

possibly seven, relevant readings: 

( , 1 .) "' '] ;) ' ' ) • C"r !\ ~ Jn I 20 twice) 1yw o ol( r'/"~ c,u(( £')-< fyw <.,....(' 

I(. / j' C / ,/ ,1cff((~ 
29 T1v /.j'-'(' T<o1V To "l""f'' "- 5 J 111.ff DAµ' 

(} \ oJ cs~rr J- I. Mt III 16 t-,nr,~er,~ h')v.c..,.'(311.H•q-- '' ' f.lV 

;) -, ~ I f.c_J) ~'E« 
III 16 (four times) 1vr~,(8~u(>lvj ._u d.u 7 ": 1 ... 

t\ ] ~ ~ " C .D 1~rr Ek. . .. . III 16 T( VI~ ,l Cl ro.::; r.: l/11(")'- J. roe l7Tov 

III 17 (thrice) (:s:l<.'1~ f,£.i<~ ~ l·?CLF 1 rf/or:1<-rs 

?Lk rx se u ~r.-., J kA -:'.,.(- I\ 'r- ,u,. 1~1 

I n so far as these readings show any indication 

of the type of text used by the writer of the sermon, 

they suggest a astern type of the same kind 

by Hippolytus . 'btice i n particular the old lat in 

for the readings in Mt. III 16 ( '<,~(l,n; 1 .) Jn. I 20; the 

agreement with ANT and DAN in Jn. I 29, and with NOETUS 

in Mt . III 17. 

3. 

It has been suggested (e.g . by n.H . vonnOlly, 

J .T .s. XXXV I pp~ 347 ff. ) that the Epistle to Diognetus 

was written by Hippolytus. Unfortunately, although the 
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It 

1 writer has many allusions to the New Tes tament , he has 

only one quotation, from 1 vor . VIII 1, and this 

no variants which would enable us to test the type of 

text used by the author, or to compare it with the 

type of text used by Hippolytus in his undiputed works. 

' / / 
4. ,/ YroV 7i ti. rr / c( 

2 In the J.T.s. of July - October, 1945, Dom 
' uonnOlly brought forward a number of arguments against 

the suggestion of Dom Dix and others that six paschal 

homilies a mong the Spuria of S. ~hrysostom were in fact 

' .., / a "supported lost 11 work of Hippolytus , iit;< '{ov n«<r)(" 
0 

Dom uonne l l y 's aI?gurnents have dis posed dr the suggest i on . 

The sixth of these homilies has recently been 

edited by Pierre Naut in in the series ;:,ources 

Ghretiennes with the title: Homtlies Pascales I:Une 

HomEj lie Ins piree du Trait~ sur la Paque d ' Hippolyte ( 1950) 

It may be worth while considering whether the type of 

text used in New Testament quotations in this work bears 

any relation to the type of text used by Hippolytus. 

Section 3, p. 123 Mt . XIII 52 ir,do1L,1..1 tu.' u., , v,1., 

1. c.f. 
2 • Vol. 

II 

II 

II 

ti 

" 

II 

If 

" 

v<'.b 
(text of two lines below for /I 

normal order) 

k i 05 
<, >I 

k6.c 0 1(1 /0~1' 7. p. 133 Mt .xxvir 34 -· 0 r «,_ re. (c> 

) f ' ' ) ' 18,p. 149 Jn. I 29 l ov 0 1' fl t>S 
27. 153 Lk. XII 49 ft> 

\ Y7 ii p . 7) // 

29. p. 155 n. X 15 -· ' . ) (), 
,yrt.. ot, 

49, p. 175 Mt • XXVI 27 ~<f ['t[ 1'i [ (T( 
, 

;} 
, 

11 ,1.IITt 1 27 (I\,.,. ' "'""' 
28 rt... 

, 
'/ <f 

~ I ;; \) ) J;;v 28 u" r; 
;, I 

,..., 
56. p . 185 Lk . XXIII 43 rry,.t.c I""~ uov 

57. p. 185 L1;. VIII 54 
) / 
IYf f O'-' 
) s I " 57 . p. 185 Jn. XIV 30 Ov f t, (vf'uU tV 

Epistle to Diognetus, by Henry G. Metcham, 
192 ff' • - 42 -





Some of these readings agree with readings in 

Hippolytus ' New Testament; e.g. Mt. XIII 52, Mt. XXVII 

34, Jn. I 29 , Jn. XIV 30. It is there f ore possible that, 

if this homily was in fact inspired by that of 

Hippolytus, the text of the homilist was also affected 

by the text of Hippolytus. 

5. Refutatio Omnium Haeresium •. 

Pierre Naut in, who edited the Pashcal Homily 

considered in the previous section, has also brought 

forward arguments to show that the rtefutatio was not 

written by Hippolytus.1 0an the study of the type 

oft ext used by Hippolytus throw any light on this 

quest ion, which seems to be so eagerly discussed in 

France? 

e have seen a lready (Appendix A) that the 

beret ical quot at ions in the rte fut at io cannot be used for 

the reconstruction of Hippolytus' text. But t here are 

also in the nefutatio about twenty five quotations from 

the New Testament, which seem to be the author's own. 

(These have been included in Part I) Is it possible 

to test the Hippolytean authorship of the nefutatio, 

in the light of these quotations ? 

Unfortunately the variants in these verses are 

so few, that an examination of them does not provide 

enough material to contribute anything to the discussion 

of the authorship of the tiefutatio. Only the following 

variants ap_p3ar: 

Wit. VII 14 

.Ac . IV 13 

G N 4 

1 T IV 1 

1. In Hi ppolyte et Josipe, 1948; and in a paper read at 
the International tatrlstic ~onference at Oxford in 
Oct ober, 1951. - 43 -





There is not evidence here to weight the argument 

on one side, or on the other. 
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