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vol. 1, pp. 213, 410.
24ypG, vol. 51, col. 48; vol. 57-58, cols, 282, 301.

25MPG, vol 78, col. 1076.
26<prophezei,”’ W. Michaelis, Zurich: Zwingli-Verlag, 1948, p. 331.
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no mention of Himself. At the ti i
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manuscr re:sent tl‘S ound, however, in the Curetonian manuscript thls
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