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teati in question the prescrnt poliey of cditors
in rejecting ail M1SS. later than the fifth
century ; and deciding rendings by the au-
slîority of une or two carly MSS. to the
exclusion of a host of others, înany of them
being of good authority. Again, B3 and D)
have Gadara in Matt., but Gerasenes in
Mark and Luke. This miy flot seem very
8urprising, because it mav be allcged that
thse MS. of Matthew's gospel hiad one read-

iuand tisat of Lukc's another. But tlien
there is a snrprising tiuiforsnity in the sys-
Sein observcd in ancienS versions. They
differ indciA ainong themscives in their
readings, but each version lias invariahly
the samie readings in ail lie thiree gospcls.
The greatcst number of MSS., both uncial
and cursive, support the rcadiiîg of Gerqe.sa;
and it is initeresting to observe how nîany
ancienS versions concur in the saine read-
ings, nanscly, the Aral), Aerlî, Gotb, and
Arinen. Each of these tlas Gergesa in al
thse four passages. The Vulg,,ate and the
Latin versions have Gerasenes. Tie Pes-
hito, alone, lias aaaenzes. I have ail these
versions ini niy possession, except the Goth.
andArmnent and have ascctained :hiese fiCtS
by personal inspection. Mie versions of the
principal languages of Europe, have ail the
samie readings as those of the " Textus
fleceptus," and our own verision ; cxcept
thie Spanishi, which closcly foilows the vul-
gate ia every thing :it lias G'rasencs.

Tie revointions of time made great
changes in the c-ities on the st of Jordan.
Somle were destroved and in course of time
weii nigh forgotten, at least hy people living
at a distance. This was the case ivith
Gergesa. Others rose into distinction, ami1
herame wvell knowvn evervwhere : suc.h wvas
thie case with the lnciglibouring- City of Ga-
dura. For this renson, transcribers who
hiad a little gcograpliical knoirledgc, but
flot enough to kecep tliem froin error, would
bc te ipseil to tansper with the MS. with
thie mistahken desigu of making the narrative
hetter un<lerstood. They haîl some ac-
quaintance with the localitv of Gadara, and
they mi-lit suppose, as Alford and others
do to tliis day, that thec sceiie of the miracle
was. in its near nei<'lîhourhood.

4 ow, our criical editors give themscîves

no uneasiness ai out ail this discrepency in
the saered text. T1hiey proeeed very Coolly
to determine the readingr ini cadi gospel by
the greatest nuiinhecr of thse oidest MSS.
fonnd in its favour, just as ue solves a
question meclînnicalhy in thse Rule of Three.
Thus, Lachrnann and Tisclhendorf hlave
Gerasenon in ail the thrc gospels. Alford
has Gergasenon ini Mark, Gadareiion in
Matt., and Gerasenoni in Luke. Bloomnfield,
5th, Amer. Edit lias Gadarenion in ail the
passages. very bad this, and unjustifiable 1
Doubthess, objective evidence is the beet
authiority, when it is judiciousiy einployed.
And it may bc said what can an editor do
but fohlow his MNSS. That is the sole
ground they go upon!1 Tregeiles says:
" the geograpliical. di. aiity need not to, be
discussed licre." But. why not ! It is an
important element in the seulement of the
question. If tîsere be corruption ini the
MSS. will not the adjustinent of this point
greatly aid in purging ont tuie corruption?~
Alford savs : -althouglî the fssct nîiay be
confirmed of Gergesa liaving, been a name
acsuahy sssed for a Sown near thie lake, thiat
deterinines nothing as tu thse readànq here,
which must be settled purely on objective
evidence." This ride is very objectionable.
Surely in the case of a difiiculty, interual
evidesîce is entithed to be consulted; and
where thse question turns upon a topogra-
phical enquiry, like the present, surely
tat ouglit also to lie discusscd. Dr.
B3loomfield freely ailinits the existence of
sudh a city as Gergesa, niear the sca, tîsough,
lie gives his owvn admission thec go by.
Alford says : " i appears very doubtful
whiether there evcr was a town naimed Ger-
gesa near the lake." In fluet, ail these
editors, consrnry to vcry good objective au-
thonity, incline to give their verdicts ini fa-
vour of Gadara. for no other reasons that 1
eau sec, tlîan the filct ilsat it was l>est known
in carly time.s.-And so thcy kcein to takze
pleasure ini augmenting thue discrepeucies in
the gospels, ratdier than removing tlîein.

Now, in this dilenima, it is duc to thue
purity of thc sacred text, tu direct our clu-
quiries to, the topograplîical indications
wlîich nuay have any bearing on the prob-
lcm, and to consider the iîîternai evideace
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